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ABSTRACT

James Frank McGrath

“John’s Apologetic Christology:
Legitimation and Development in Johannine Christology”

PhD 1998

The present work is a study of the origins and development of the christology of the Fourth
Gospel. It begins by assessing previous explanations of the reasons why Johannine
christology developed along the lines that it did. These previous approaches are classified in
four categories: syncretistic, organic, individual creativity and sociological. The present
work adopts a sociological approach and, making use of Berger and Luckmann’s work on
‘legitimation’, suggests that it was in attempting to defend the christological beliefs which
he inherited that the Fourth Evangelist developed early christological tradition in the
distinctive way that he did.

Rather than adopt a source-critical approach, which would by definition be highly
speculative, we attempt to trace John’s development of earlier ideas and motifs, such as Son
of Man, Wisdom and agency. The two main sections deal with the issue of the relationship
between Jesus and God and the relationship between Jesus and Moses (and their respective
revelations). In each chapter, we seek to show (i) that there is evidence in the passage under
consideration that John is engaging in legitimation, (ii) that the issue in the debate is an
element of christology which is pre-Johannine and (iii) that in responding to the objections
which had been raised by his opponents, the Evangelist develops earlier christological
motifs, so that the controversies in which he was engaged can explain the lines along which
Johannine christology developed. We then go on to consider whether the various
developments made by the Evangelist were then unified into a coherent portrait of Jesus,
and finally to consider the implications which our study may have for future research on
John and for the use of John in contemporary theology.
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INTRODUCTION



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION: THE DEVELOPMENT OF JOHANNINE CHRISTOLOGY

In recent times, an area which has attracted a great deal of
scholarly attention is the development of Christian doctrine,
and in particular christology.' James Dunn refers at the
beginning of the preface to the second edition of his
Christology in the Making to "the unassailable observation that
the NT documents cover an 1intense period of innovation and/or
development in what we now call Christology."? That christology
- whether in New Testament times or in the subsequent centuries
- has undergone changes and developments of some sort, appears
to be beyond question. However, the question of how and/or why
doctrine develops has not been answered with any similar degree
of consensus. This lack of consensus 1is perhaps nowhere more

clearly visible than in the case of the Fourth Gospel.

1.1 Previous Approaches

In contemporary scholarship a number of different approaches
have been taken to the question of why christology developed,
and more specifically, why the Fourth Gospel contains a
christology which is so similar to, and yet at the same time so
different from, that found in earlier documents. Although all
attempts to categorize the views of others risk

oversimplification, it is nonetheless necessary to distinguish

1 Important recent studies of the development of christology in the New
Testament period include Hengel 1986; 1995; Hurtado 1988; Dunn 1989;
Casey 1991; Brown 1994. Studies relating to the post New Testament
period include Wiles 1967; Hanson 1988.

2 punn 1989: xii.
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between different approaches if we are to evaluate them briefly
and effectively. We may thus for convenience group the

different perspectives we shall be considering as follows:

(1) Syncretistic Development: These approaches argue that the
Gospel of John 1is different from earlier writings primarily
because of an influx of Gentiles, and/or Samaritans, into the
church. These new converts brought their own backgrounds and
worldviews, which led to the character of the church's
christology taking on a different form, one which more closely
resembles Gentile or Samaritan beliefs than those of earlier

Jewish Christians.?

(2) Organic Development: These approaches argue that the Gospel
of John simply draws out the logical implications of what was
already implicit in earlier beliefs. This is not to say that
there is no development, but simply that the development does
not represent a departure from the original content and
character of Jewish Christian christology. It is rather the
drawing of the implications which naturally follow from these
earlier beliefs, implications which, in a sense, someone Wwas

bound to draw sooner Or later.®

(3) Individual Creativity: These approaches suggest that the

distinctive Johannine developments are the product of a

3 50 e.g. Goulder 1977; Brown 1979:34-58; Casey 1991. Brown's name sits
uncomfortably among these other examples; even though he appeals to a
'syncretistic' stimulus to development, Brown also seeks to do justice
to the continuity between earlier and later stages (cf. e.g. Brown
1994:109,140,150).

4 go e.g. Moule 1977; Marshall 1967; France 1989; 1995.
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particular individual, presumably a Christian leader of some
sort, who reinterpreted earlier christological traditions in
light of his own distinctive viewpoint, imagination and
personality. The distinctive Johannine christology thus

represents the unique insight of a particular individual.?

(4) Sociological Approaches: These approaches suggest that the
distinctive Johannine christology is the product of a
particular social setting. Some upholders of this approach
emphasize that development takes place as earlier traditions

are applied to a new context and new issues.®

These categories are simply heuristic, and it would be easy to
distinguish the views of various scholars along other lines.
There is also potential for overlap, as some scholars (whether
successfully or otherwise) seek to utilize more than one of
these approaches. For our purposes, this categorization will be
adequate, and we may now turn to an evaluation of the work and

results of key recent advocates of each.

1.1.1 Syncretistic Approaches

The term 'syncretism' and its cognates have in recent
scholarship come to be problematic, in particular due to the
fact that this term was originally used to refer to the

influence of 'Hellenism' on 'Judaism' and on the Jewish

5 50 e.g. Robinson 1985:296-300; Hengel 1989:104£,134.

6 so e.g. Neyrey 1985; 1988; McGrath 1998a:42,49; also Kysar
1985:190,200,203; de Boer 1996:112-117,311, who take a similar approach
to the one adopted here but without the explicit use of sociological
models. It is this type of approach that we will be adopting in this
study. See below 1.2.
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phenomenon of Christianity.’” The earliest proponents of the
Syncretistic approach argued that christology underwent a major
transformation when it moved from the world of Palestinian
Judaism, which was believed to be a purer form of Judaism, to
that of Hellenistic (i.e., Diaspora) Judaism, which was subject
to the influences of paganism. Such a view has been rendered
untenable by the realization that the traditional distinction
between 'Judaism' and 'Hellenism' does not accurately represent
the situation in the period we are studying. As the work of
Martin Hengel in particular has clearly demonstrated,® all
Judaism during our period was 'Hellenistic Judaism', inasmuch
as there was no Judaism which was not part of the Hellenistic
world and influenced in some way by its thought and culture.
The awareness that all Judaism, including that found in
Palestine and even that of the Pharisees, was influenced by
Hellenism in some way or other has Dbeen accompanied by an
awareness of the diversity which existed in Judaism in and
around New Testament times. This diversity is such that Jacob
Neusner has even felt it necessary to speak of 'Judaisms' in

the plural.? Of course, the traditional proponents of

Levinskaya 1996:197-205 has recently shown a number of problems and
ambiguities in the use and meaning of the term itself. It is retained
here because of its importance in the work of previous scholars
advocating a model of this type. Since we shall go on to reject this
solution to the problem of christological development, these problems
do not directly affect the present study, although it will clearly
affect the proponents of models of christological development along
these lines.

® Hengel 1974, 1989b. See also Bartlett 1985:7f; Dunn 1991b:9f; Barc;ay
1996:83-91. The discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls was also influential
in bringing about this realization.

® The use of the plural 'Judaisms' has been argued for in particular by
Jacob Neusner (see Neusner 1993:1f), although it can be found as early
as the writings of C. G. Montefiore at the beginning of this century.
See also Dunn 1991b:18, 285 n.1l, and the objections of Barclay
1996:400f.
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syncretistic models of development were aware of this
diversity, which they attributed to the differences between the
‘purer’ Judaism of Palestine and the Judaism of the Diaspora
which had been influenced by Hellenism. But it is precisely
this type of distinction which has been proved untenable. The
view that the rabbis or Pharisees were the upholders of an
orthodox form of Judaism, which was defended in their
synagogues, can no longer be maintained: there was simply no
generally recognized orthodox Judaism in this period. Even the

Pharisees show clear signs of having been influenced by

Hellenism.®

The conclusion which Hengel has reached must be
emphasized: "Since after a more than three-hundred-year history
under the influence of Greek culture Palestinian Judaism can
also be described as 'Hellenistic Judaism', the term
'Hellenistic' as currently used no longer serves to make any
meaningful differentiation in terms of the history of religions

nll  Many works which

within the history of earliest Christianity
in earlier times were assumed, because of the evidences of
Hellenistic influence upon them, to derive from the Diaspora,
may in fact have originated in Palestine'®.

Yet while this makes certain older views untenable, it
may still be possible for scholars who wish to argue for a
syncretistic-type model to find ways of expressing that there

were genuine differences between Jews on the one hand and other

inhabitants of the Hellenistic world on the other, without this

10 Hengel 1989b:51f.
11 Hengel 1989b:53.

12 Hengel 1989b:22-28.
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implying a return to the old, outmoded "Judaism' wvs.
'Hellenism' schema. A possible way forward is hinted at in a
recent article by Jonathan Goldstein. He draws s parallel
between the situation of Jews in Greek or Roman-ruled Palestine
and that of Indian Muslims in British-ruled India.® "The
members of the Muslim Aligargh movement in British-ruled India
on no account would adopt Christianity, but otherwise the
members of the movement aimed at becoming gentlemen in the
English mould. Just as Islam left the way open for many forms
of Anglicizing, so the Torah left the way open for many forms
of Hellenizing". The Jews had a different religion from that of
most of their neighbours, and also had a different culture.
Both of these 1inseparable aspects of Jewish 1life were
influenced by Hellenism, but that does not imply that Jewish
religion and culture became identical with that of Hellenistic
pagans, any more than Greek influence led to Roman culture, for
example, ceasing to be distinguishable from that of the Greeks.
To return to the analogy which Goldstein draws with India under
British rule, Indian culture was clearly influenced by British
culture, but no one has any doubt that it was still possible to
continue to speak meaningfully of 'Indian culture' and 'British
culture'. The edges will have been somewhat blurry, and there
will have been individual Indians who so wholly adopted British
ways that they might appear to have been 'more British than the
British themselves'. But on the whole, it would appear that the
distinction between different cultures, and thus between

'Jewish' and 'non-Jewish', remains valid, provided it 1is used

13 coldstein 1981:66.
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carefully and with the ilmportant qualifications which have just
been discusseq.!*

Having clarified this point, we may define more clearly
what a valid syncretistic model might look like. A modern form
of this type of model could focus on what were important
differences between Hellenistic Jews on the one hand and other
races and religions of the Hellenistic world, and in particular
on the important difference between the monotheistic!® Jews and
their generally polytheistic neighbours.® The basic argument of
syncretistic models of christological development tends to
follow something along these lines: Gentiles accepted (or
worshipped) more than one god; Jesus was regarded as divine and
worshipped; therefore, the concept of Jesus' divinity i1is a

product of Gentile influence on Christianity rather than a

" For a helpful approach which avoids defining a religion in monolithic

terms cf. Smith 1980. For the 1issue of religious and cultural
adaptation see further Barclay 1996:87-91.

1> Even the definition of monotheism is not without its difficulties. See

the useful discussion in Stuckenbruck 1995:15-21; also Hurtado 1988:17-
39; 1993; Rainbow 1991; Dunn 1991b:19-21. See further below, ch.3.

' As Dunn points out (1991b:20f), many Gentiles were what he calls

'syncretistic monotheists', inasmuch as they believed that there was
one ultimate reality of which the many gods were either different
manifestations or simply different names, whereas Jews were generally
'exclusive monotheists'. The Jews for the most part allowed for the
existence of the gods of other nations, and of a whole range of
intermediate beings between the most high God and mankind. The key
difference appears to have been, in somewhat oversimplified terms, the
question of worship: other beings or 'gods' existed, but were not to be
worshipped. This view 1is discussed further in Bauckham 1981:322;
1992:816. That all Jews understood themselves to be monotheists seems
clear, but that not all were exclusive monotheists becomes apparent

when we consider the case of the inscription EuvAoyet 10v 8eov ITtoleponog

Awwvvot'ov Tovdalog (Ptolemy, son of Dionysius, a Jew, thanks (the) God),
found not in a synagogue but in a temple of Pan in Egypt (quoted Hengel
1974:264; see also Bartlett 1996:99f,312f). Dunn himself appears to be
aware of this, since he notes that Jews coped with the problem of other
gods, not only through subordinating them to their own God, but also
through absorbing them and identifying them with their own God
(1991b:21). A similar view to Dunn's is found in Hurtado 1993:356f. See
further our discussion below n.84 and n.85 and in ch.3.
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hatural growth out of the (very Jewish) message of Jesus.!” To
argue this way, in 1light of our discussion above, 1s not
incoherent, although we shall see reasons below for ultimately

rejecting this solution to the problem of the development of

Johannine christology.

1.1.1.1 Gentile Influence on Johannine Christology'®

We may now consider the views of those who think that John's
distinctive christology took its present form wunder the
influence of Gentiles who had Jjoined the community. The most
recent exponent of this view 1is Maurice Casey, Wwhose
argumentation 1s representative of this approach to the problem
of christological development. Casey's argument may be summed
up as follows: those Christians who came to view Jesus as
divine did so under the influence of Gentile thought, to which
they were susceptible because the Judaism of which they were a
part was a Judaism which had already gone some way towards

° He is aware of the problem of

assimilating to Gentile ways.’
Jewish diversity, and compares the issue in relation to New
Testament times to the issue in modern times of 'Who is a
Jew?'2® vet he stresses that in order to reach some sort of

1

. . 2 .
conclusion, a concept of orthodoxy 1s necessary, and this he

finds in the Torah-observant Judaism of the Pharisees and

17 50 e.g. Casey 1991:23-38. See also Fuller 1965:232f, who nonetheless
seeks to emphasize the underlying continuity in spite of these
influences.

18 what follows repeats many of the arguments we have made in McGrath
199e6.

19 casey 1991:33f.
20 casey 1991:11f.

21 casey 1991:17-20.
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Essenes. Casey also suggests eight features as distinctively

Jewish, so that if someone has all eight he is clearly Jewish,
and 1if none he is clearly a Gentile.?? He observes that
"ethnicity...may be perceived as an overriding factor. People
may be perceived as Jewish if it is the only one of the eight
identity factors that they have, and they may be perceived as
Gentile if they have all the other seven identity factors, but
not ethnicity".?3

Casey's work is helpful inasmuch as it sets out clearly
the presuppositions and methodology which are used by those who
argue along these 1lines. Yet it will probably already be
obvious from our discussion in the previous section that
Casey's argument is open to severe criticism at a number of key
points. Firstly, Casey is working with a concept of orthodoxy
which 1is anachronistic and therefore inappropriate for the
period in question: the Pharisees did not have the authority to
define what is and is not legitimately considered Judaism until
long after the New Testament period. There were simply no
universally recognized leaders in a position to define Judaism
in this time.?! It is true that the Pharisees considered their
interpretation of Judaism to be the correct one and the most
faithful to 1Israel's scriptures and traditions, but this 1is
also true of the Qumran community, and was presumably equally

true of all of the other Jewish parties. The situation in

Israel/Judaism during this period has been compared to the

22 These are: ethnicity, scripture, monotheism, circumcision, sabbath
observance, dietary laws, purity laws and major festivals.

23 Casey 1991:14. See also Barclay 1996:402-413.

24 gJonnson 1989:426-428; Sanders 1992:388-404; Alexander 1992:3,21;
Barclay 1996:85.
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situation in a multi-party state such as the U.S. or Great
Britain. In such a situation, there are a number of groups,
each of whom would like to be in a position of authority and
enforce its understanding of the way life in the nation should
be lived, but no one party represents the whole population, so
that even the party in power cannot legitimately claim to be
"the only truly American/British party'.?s

It will be helpful to contrast Casey's view with that of
Jacob Neusner, who writes, "If we invoke any of the ordinary
criteria for a social entity of the here and now, we find that
none fits the category, "Jewish people", whether in antiquity
or today. A social entity in the here and now defines itself by
commonalities, whether of territory, or of language and
culture, or some other tangible, shared qualities. But of
these, the Jews then had and now have none...Jews 1lived all
over the world; they did not have a single language in common,
and by the criteria of economics, on the one side, or politics,
on the second, or shared culture, on the third, nothing bound
them together. Speaking solely in secular terms, every picture
of the Jews as the single entity, "Israel”, proves a pious

fantasy."?®

It may of course be possible to find common denominators,
just as Dunn has attempted to do by speaking of 'four pillars

of ancient Judaism'.?’ These he defines as monotheism, election

of Israel, covenant (focused in Torah), and the Temple. Yet the

25 Cf. Segal 1986:59. For a similar religious example from contemporary
America cf. Grabbe 1977:151F.

26 Neusner 1993:2; see further his discussion on pp.50,62.

27 punn 1991b:18-36. Neusner expresses his essential agreement with Dunn's
assessment in Neusner 1993:52f. See also McEleney 1978:84f,87.
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difficulty is that, precisely as a set of lowest common
denominators, these points appear not to have been the central
emphases in the various Jewish groups of this period.?® we
cannot, on the basis of the texts available to us from this
period, say that there was universal agreement on what
monotheism meant in practice, on the place of the Gentiles, on
how the Torah was to be interpreted and applied, or on the
validity of the present Temple.?® It thus becomes impossible to
speak of a Jewish 'orthodoxy' in this period, and thus the
question “who was a Jew?” becomes as difficult to answer as its
modern analogue, “who is a Jew?”.

This point leads us on to another key element of Casey's
argument. In his view, it is precisely because the Johannine
Christians have lost their Jewish self-identity that they were
able to develop a christology in which Jesus is considered

divine.?3°

He regards the Johannine references to 'the Jews' as
decisive evidence for this. Casey's conclusion here 1is
questionable on a number of grounds. We may begin with the

explicit evidence of 3 John 7. The Johannine epistles may with

28 Neusner 1993:53. See also Barclay 1996:402.

> Cf. Aune 1976:6f; Johnson 1989:426-428. There was also wide diversity
of practice concerning the observance of purity laws (cf. Dunn
1990b:140-147). Thus the explanation concerning water pots for
purification (John 2:6; Casey 1991:28f) need not imply that there was
at least one God-fearer or unobservant Jew present among John’s
intended readership. That many Jews observed purity laws even in the
Diaspora is clear enough (cf. Neusner 1990:258-271; 1992:223f), but
nonetheless there were clearly also some who felt that such observance
was unnecessary, particularly when there was no occasion for regular
contact with the Temple (cf. Philo, Mig.Abr. 89-93). Likewise, the
explanation of terms like ‘rabbi’ need not imply anything more than the
presence of Jews whose first and perhaps only language was Greek. On
the epigraphic evidence, which suggests that most Greek-speaking

Diaspora Jews used a translation such as (VO}.LO)SLSO’LO'KOLKOQ rather than
the transliterated ‘rabbi’, see Lohse 1968; Cohen 1981. See also Martyn
1996:126f.

30 casey 1991:27.
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reasonable certainty be attributed to a member or members of
the same early Christian community as that in which the Fourth
Gospel was produced, since they show clear affinities in their

theology and language.>®! In this text, those who are not part of
the author's group are called &Buikdv, 'Gentiles', a fact which

implies that the group of which the author is a part does not
have a Gentile self-identity.?” This is further indicated in the
Gospel itself by the fact that the Johannine Christians
evaluate positively the title 'Israel(ite)' (John 1:47-49), and
that the author can even state that 'salvation is of the Jews'
(4:22) .

However, we also find in the Fourth Gospel that the
Johannine Christians defined their identity over against a
group whom they called 'the Jews'. This fact does appear to
create difficulty for the view that the Johannine Christians
had a Jewish self-identity. Thus, if our understanding of John
as a Christian-Jewish work 1s to be maintained, it will be
necessary to find an alternative explanation of this Johannine
phenomenon.

The key to understanding of the Johannine references to
'the Jews' would appear to be an awareness of the background
against which the Fourth Gospel was written. We may begin by
considering its cultural setting. In ancient Mediterranean
cultures, the collective identity was primary, and it was

completely normal to engage in what today would be considered

31 on this see further Brown 1982:20-30; Lieu 1991:16f.

32 cf, Casey 1996:115f.
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unhelpful 'stereotyping.'3® Even today, statements such as 'the

English are very reserved' are made, including by people who
are aware that there are exceptions to this general principle.
In the case of the Fourth Gospel, the Johannine Christians had
been part of a Jewish community which refused to believe in
Jesus, and which took a hostile attitude towards the teaching
and beliefs promulgated by these Christians.? It was 'natural’,
in this cultural context, for a group which had had such
experiences to think of 'the Jews' as 'those who have hardened
their hearts and refused to believe in their own Messiah. '3
However, in thinking this way the author is still aware that
there were Jews who believed openly in Jesus, as well as secret
sympathizers within the Jewish community.

It must also be kept in mind that the Johannine
Christians had recently been expelled from the synagogue
against their will. The background to this occurrence is
usually thought to be the attempt by certain rabbis in the
post-70 period to define more clearly, and in line with their

own particular views and emphases, what it means to be a Jew.®

3 Malina 1981:53-60. See further Freyne 1985; Johnson 1989; McGrath
1996:13f.

3 Cf. the evidence amassed below, 2.1.

3> This is not to condone the many fiery statements made by the author of
the Gospel, but simply to demonstrate that it appears less striking
against the context of its cultural setting than it does to us today,
after so many years of Christian anti-semitism. See further Johnson
1989; Painter 1991:23f; Casey 1996:225.

3 gee Wengst 1981:48-73; Dunn 1991b:222,238f; Manns 1991:469-509. For our
purposes it 1is not essential that the Jewish community of which the
Johannine Christians had been a part be supposed to have been directly
affected by the council of Jamnia; it 1is sufficient that the
aforementioned Jewish community was part of a wider phenomenon of this
period, the felt need to bring the Jewish people together under a
common banner and with a clear plan for the continuation of this people
and religion even after the disastrous events of 70 C.E. See also Kysar
1985b:191f n.6; Ashton 1991:151-159. In 1light of our earlier
discussion, we should perhaps also stress that this was an attempt, not
to defend Jewish orthodoxy, but to define Jewish orthodoxy. In the
earlier period, differing definitions co-existed, whereas in the post-
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The Johannine Christians had been 'defined out' by the leaders
of their community: in other words, the majority of Jews in the
community from which they were expelled refused to regard them
as Jews, claiming that title exclusively for themselves. The
Johannine Christians cede the term, but in other ways claim to
be the true Israelites and those who have truly remained
faithful to the heritage of Israel's traditions and
Scriptures.?

One of Casey's major points is that the Johannine
Christians have defined their identity over against 'the Jews',
and are thus no longer 'Jews' themselves. We have already seen
the difficulties involved in maintaining such a position, and
once again the crucial point here seems to be that Casey 1is
working with too narrow a definition of Judaism for the period

in question.?®

In the later period when an 'orthodox' form of
Judaism developed, many other groups and beliefs were defined
out along with the Johannine Christians,®’ among these some whom

Casey recognizes as clearly Jewish. For instance, Philo's talk

of the logos as a 'second god' would have been excluded as 'two

war period the Pharisaic-Rabbinic school of thought slowly began to
predominate, and in those areas where it had sufficient power to do so,
sought to enforce its own views, and to exclude proponents of certain
other views which threatened their own. See also the discussion and
illuminating modern illustration offered in de Boer 1996:57.

37 See further the helpful discussion in Dunn 1991b:156-160. See also
Painter 1991:54; Smith 1995:89f; McGrath 1996:11-14. Casey 1996:124-127
argues against Dunn and others who seek to show that there was a
tendency to distinguish Dbetween ‘Israel’ and ‘Jews’. Even if the
evidence does not support the case, this does not preclude the
possibility that John made such a distinction. This is nonetheless
somewhat beside the point, as John can use ‘Jews’ as well as ‘Israel’
in a positive sense (John 4:22). Cf. the helpful and balanced
discussion in Harvey 1996:91f,249f.

38 gee our discussion above (1.1.1).

3% Thus Ashton notes that it is not at all surprising that many important
Jewish works from the intertestamental period and New Testament times
were preserved, not by Jews, but by Christians (1991:159).
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bowers' heresy in this later period in much the same way that

Johannine and other forms of Christianity had been.® Were Casey
to allow the same looser definition of monotheism for John as
he does for Philo, the former might also be included within the
broad spectrum of first century Judaism. Perhaps it is only
because of our knowledge in hindsight that Christianity
eventually became a separate religion that it is possible for
Casey to maintain the view that he does. Thus one cannot help
but wonder whether, if Philo's teaching had been more widely
propagated and, after such views were excluded by the rabbis,
had produced a separate religion called 'Philonism', Casey
would not have regarded Philo's teaching concerning this
'second god' as a break with Jewish orthodoxy.*

Once it has been accepted that there was no one clear
orthodox Judaism in this time, the fact that the Johannine
Christians may have held to a spiritualizing interpretation of
the Temple or of the Jewish feasts, regarding them as fulfilled
in Christ, need not prevent us from considering them to have
been Jewish Christians. On the contrary, the very fact that
they felt the feasts and Temple to be so important that they
needed to show 1n some way their fidelity to these
institutions, could equally suggest just the opposite, that

these were indeed Jewish Christians. %

40 cf. Segal 1977:179f.

i1 McGrath 1996:6. See further Hurtado 1993 on this issue. He raises a
number of important criticisms of Casey on pp.350f. On Johannine
christology and monotheism see below ch.3.

42 cf. pPhilo's attitude to those who, in interpreting the Torah
figuratively, rejected its literal meaning: Philo disagrees with them,
but does not regard them as no longer being Jews; see his Mig. Abr.,
89ff. Casey gives ‘half a point’ to the Fourth Gospel in relation to
monotheism and other distinguishing features on his scale (Casey
1991:29; 1996:114). In our view, this undermines his whole project: if
differing views on monotheism, scripture, etc. can be more or less
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Thus, in contrast to Casey's conclusions, "The prominence
and character of this tension between Jesus and "the Jews"
point the exegete firmly toward a mainly Jewish context for the
fourth Gospel."* Dunn suggests that the conflict between the
Johannine Christians and 'the Jews' be read, not as a conflict
between two clearly distinct religions, but between two Jewish
groups, each attempting to claim that it represents the true
continuation of Israel's ancient heritage and beliefs.%® The
language of denunciation of 'the Jews' in John, and the
references to them as 'children of darkness/the devil', is the
language of Jewish sectarianism, as may be seen from much of
the Qumran literature, even though the key term, 'the Jews', is
not used there.?® It is, however, used by the later Jewish-
Christians who authored the Pseudo-Clementines,?® and is not all
that different from the denunciations of ‘Israel’ found in the
writings attributed to the (clearly Israelite) prophets in the
Jewish scriptures. Of course, in hindsight, the Pharisaic
rabbis held on to the title 'Judaism', and Christianity did

become a separate religion; this is not in doubt. However, it

‘Jewish’, then the whole issue of Jewishness becomes much less black
and white than even Casey’s 8-point scale. This in turns opens up the
possibility that John, while probably not getting a full 8 points, will
get far more than the 1.5 given by Casey, or alternatively that many
authors that are currently classed as Jewish by Casey will need to be
recategorized. On the probable observance of Torah by the Johannine
Christians see further Pancaro 1975:530; Martyn 1977:158f; Whitacre
1982:64-68; Gaston 1993; McGrath 1996:7-10.

3 punn 1991a:303.
44 punn 1992:200.

4> Cf. Johnson 1989 on polemical language in early Judaism and
Christianity.

46 ~f, Ps-Clem. Recognitions 1.50; 5.11; also McGrath 1996:13.
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1s important not to anachronistically read the final outcome of
a development back into its earlier stages.?’

It would thus seem unwise to follow Casey in regarding
the Johannine Christians as 'syncretistic' Jews who essentially
apostatized from Judaism to produce Gentile Christianity. The
whole notion of a Judaism which had not been influenced in any
way by 1its neighbours in the wider Hellenistic world is no
longer tenable. Although one can sympathize with his desire to
find a clear definition of orthodoxy to work with, it has been
adequately demonstrated that no such definition can accurately
be applied to Judaism in the period in question. Another
shortcoming of Casey's thesis is his failure to distinguish
with sufficient clarity between the self-understanding of the
Johannine Christians and the way others regarded them.?® He also
overemphasizes the sense of alienation from Judaism expressed
by the Christians who were responsible for producing the Fourth
Gospel, failing to do justice to the complementary fact that it
is precisely a group of Jewish origin that feels this way. The
paradox of John's Gospel's relationship to Judaism is dealt
with much better by Meeks: "To put the matter sharply, with
some risk of misunderstanding, the Fourth Gospel is most anti-

nwdd

Jewish Jjust at the points it 1is most Jewish. Were the

conflict over Christology reflected in the Gospel also a

7 Cf. Dunn 1984:100. On important differences between pagan and Christian
forms of anti-Judaism even 1in the second century, which create
difficulties for those who would argue that the latter was simply a
sub-category of the former, see Taylor 1995:116-121.

4 Ccf. again Hurtado 1993:354f, who notes the difficulty of defining
'first century Jewish monotheism', and adopts the approach of accepting
that first century Jewish monotheism is that which first century Jewish
authors who consider themselves monotheists believe.

49 Meeks 1975:172.
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conflict about openness to Gentile influence, we should expect
some hint of this in the accusations raised by the Jewish
authorities in the course of the Gospel.”® In 1light of the
evidence we have surveyed, both here and elsewhere, it would
seem Jjustified to reject the claim that Johannine Christianity
should be regarded as a Gentile, rather than a Jewish,
phenomenon, and this suggests that Gentile influence cannot

provide the key to explaining and understanding the development

of Johannine christology.

1.1.1.2 Samaritan Influence on Johannine Christology

The other main suggestion which has been offered in recent
times of a possible syncretistic catalyst for the development
of John's high christology is an influx of Samaritan converts
into the community. This suggestion is found particularly in
the work of Raymond Brown,®' although other scholars have also
suggested links between either the Gospel of John in
particular, or higher christology in general, and

Samaritanism.>?

Brown's hypothesis is among the most convincing
of those positing links with Samaritanism, since it allows for
the essentially Jewish setting which the work of Martyn and

others has shown to be most 1likely, while also noting the

>0 Cf. McGrath 1996:10. This is admittedly an argument from silence, but
it is nonetheless perhaps a valid one, inasmuch as those New Testament
documents which express openness to Gentiles also feel the need to
defend this fact. See also the two recent studies Martyn 1996 and
Borgen 1996b, which suggest that there is no real evidence in John
either for a Gentile mission which replaced an earlier Jewish mission,
or of Hellenistic influence which reached John other than by way of
Hellenistic Judaism.

51 Brown 1979:36ff.
2 See e.g. Bowman 1975:ch.3; Buchanan 1968; Goulder 1977:67; Hartin

1985:40f. See too the discussion in Ashton 1991:294-299; de Boer
1996:067,117.
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necessity to explain the development of the christology which
brought the Johannine Christians into conflict with the
Synagogue. Brown does not attempt to argue that the Johannine
Christians lost their sense of Jewish identity,®® but simply
that Samaritan converts influenced the development of Johannine
thought to a sufficient extent that other Jews took notice of
the presence of what they regarded as distinctively Samaritan
ideas.®*

Brown's suggestion has the merit of placing Johannine
Christianity within a Jewish context, while allowing for a
development in Christological thinking. The catalyst for this
development, the influx of Samaritan converts, would have
represented an influx of people holding views which (like the
views of the Hellenists described in Acts 7) were disliked by
the Jewish leaders and "would have made the Johannine believers
in Jesus particularly obnoxious to more traditional Jews."®

One difficulty with Brown's proposal 1is our lack of
knowledge of Samaritanism in the first century. As Meeks notes,

"Unfortunately even the earliest sources do not lead directly
to a point much earlier than the fourth century A.D., when a
major literary revival and re-constitution of Samaritan life

"6 Thus the use of Samaritan texts to

and thought took place.
illuminate the New Testament must follow the same cautions that
apply to a similar use of Rabbinic texts: they are probably

not wholly irrelevant, but cannot be used directly to provide

>3 Especially in view of passages such as John 4:22.

54 John 8:48; cf. Brown 1979:37.
55 Brown 1979:39.

56 Meeks 1967:219.
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information about what their particular group believed in
earlier times. A relationship will exist between Samaritanism
in the first and fourth centuries, as there exists a
relationship between Christianity in the first and fourth
centuries, but there may have been just as much development in
Samaritanism during this period as there obviously was 1in
Christianity between, say, the time of Paul and the Council of
Nicaea. Thus, as Meeks writes, "Samaritanism before the fourth
century A.D. remains largely in the dark."®’

When Samaritan beliefs and traditions are compared with
Jewish/Rabbinic texts of a similar date, the distinctives of
Samaritanism are somewhat lessened. There was evidently
borrowing and interaction between Judaism and Samaritanism even

8 Most studies of

after the two had gone their separate ways.’
motifs in Jewish and Samaritan sources find similar beliefs and
traditions in both.?® Brown refers in particular to Meeks'
description of the place of Moses in Samaritanism,® but is only
able to speak of ‘"strains in John similar to Samaritan
thought",® and Meeks himself writes in the passage referred to
by Brown, "First, the Johannine traditions were shaped, at
least in part, by interaction between a Christian community and

a hostile Jewish community whose piety accorded very great

importance to Moses and the Sinai theophany, probably

57 Meeks 1967:219. See also Pamment 1982:221; Ashton 1991:298.

58 3o Meeks 1967:216f, with references to several major experts on
Samaritanism. See too Pamment 1982:229f.

% 55 e.g. Meeks 1967; 1968; Fossum 1985. See also Painter 1991:98.
60 Brown 1979:37.

61 Brown 1979:37.
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understood as Moses' ascent to heaven and his enthronement
there. Second, it is clear that the Johannine church had drawn
members from that Jewish group as well as from Samaritan
circles which held very similar beliefs, and it has been
demonstrated to a high degree of probability that the depiction
of Jesus as prophet and king in the Fourth Gospel owes much to
traditions which the church inherited from the Moses piety."®
In his related study of "Moses as God and King", Meeks writes,
"The evidence is sufficient...to demonstrate that related and
very similar traditions about the ascension of Moses were
cultivated not only in Samaritanism, but also in some circles
within both Palestinian and diaspora Judaism."®® Given the
uncertainty about first century Samaritanism on the one hand,
and the similarity of what we do know about Samaritanism with
Jewlish and even Rabbinic thought on the other, these appeals to
an influx of Samaritan converts do not appear able to provide a
convincing explanation of, or catalyst for, the development of
Johannine Christology. An influx of Samaritan converts, 1if one
occurred, may not have added anything which could not also be
found in contemporary streams of Judaism. In short, the
Samaritan hypothesis seems unable to provide a convincing

explanation of the development of Johannine christology.®

62 Meeks 1967:318f, emphasis added.
63 Meeks 1968:364.

64 por further criticisms and discussion cf. Pamment 1982.
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1.1.1.3 ‘'Heterodox' Jewish Influence on Johannine Christology

A slightly different approach along the same lines is found in
the work of Cullmann® and Ashton.®® These scholars have
proposed that John be situated within a form of 'heterodox'
Judaism, a Judaism which has come under the influence of
Gentile modes of thought.® Although Cullmann takes the view
that there were from the beginning either two types of teaching
given by Jesus or two interpretations of his teaching,®® we have
nonetheless felt it appropriate to place his approach in the
'syncretistic' category, since he posits the influence of a
different world-view, albeit a different Jewish one, in order
to explain the distinctive development of Johannine
christology, and the differences between this Judaism and
'mainstream' Judaism are still to be explained in terms of
Gentile influence. The key difference between the view of
Cullmann and his followers and that of Casey is that the former
would regard this syncretistic Judaism and the Christianity it
produced as still Jewish in a way that the latter would not.
This approach meets with many of the same difficulties
that confront the other approaches we have considered. The
concept of 'heterodoxy' 1is anachronistic, since (as we have
seen) there was no such thing as an 'orthodox' Judaism in the
first century.®® This view also fails to explain how the

Johannine Christians managed to remain part of their local

65 cuyllmann 1976, esp. 49-53.

66 ashton 1991:294-301.
67 cullmann 1976:32f,39-41.
68 cullmann 1976:93f.

69 go rightly Brown 1979:36 n.52, 178.
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Synagogue for so long before they were expelled. However, if
the approaches in this last category are related to conflicts
between groups who were attempting to put forward different
definitions of 'orthodoxy', that is, different definitions of
what 1s and is not Judaism, then a modified version of this
approach may indeed be plausible. All Judaism has since been
recognized to be 'Hellenistic Judaism', so that the explanatory
power of the reference to Hellenism 1is severely diminished -
although it 1is nonetheless possible to speak of different
streams of thought or different 'sects' within Second Temple
Judaism. While appeals to Hellenistic influence will not solve
the problem, the study of inner-Jewish sectarian conflict,
particularly in the post-70 period, may have light to shed on
our topic, provided it 1is coupled with appropriate socio-
historical perspectives, and we shall thus return to this

possibility in our section on sociological approaches below. "

1.1.1.4 Summary

We have found the attempts to explain the development of
Johannine christology in terms of the adoption of ideas from
non-Jewish sources unsatisfactory. The Gospel of John gives
clear evidence of conflict with another group which 1is
designated 'the Jews', but this most likely reflects a debate
about the definition of Judaism which took place between the
Johannine Christians and the Jewish majority among whom they

lived. There is simply insufficient evidence for an influx of

1

Gentiles into the Johannine community,’t and on the contrary

70 cf. the sociological approach which we will Dbe adopting, below, 1.2.

71 phe ‘Greeks’ of John 12:20, while probably Gentiles (cf. Brown
1966:466), were nonetheless clearly proselytes or God-fearers, since
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much evidence which indicates that the Johannine Christians in
fact continued to regard themselves as faithful to the beliefs,
traditions and scriptures of 1Israel. The evidence from
Samaritan sources is too late to be of help to us, and at any
rate shares many emphases and beliefs that are also found in
various streams of Jewish thought. The development of Johannine
christology is thus not best explained in terms of the
influence of ideas and worldviews other than the Jewish one in
which Christianity first appeared.’ Relating the development of
Johannine christology to the different views which existed
within contemporary Judaism may provide a more fruitful avenue
of approach, but an explanation in terms of conflict between
'sects' will necessitate an approach which makes use of social-
scientific categories and models. We shall consider such

approaches below.

1.1.2 Organic Development

As we turn to consider this second category, it should be
stressed that the designation of this type of approach as
'organic' development is not intended to imply that the
earliest Christians, in seeking to express their beliefs, were
not influenced by the language and concepts available to them
in the society of which they were a part. Such a claim would

border on the ridiculous. No one wishes to claim that the

they came to Jerusalem for the feast. See further Lindars 1972:427;
Martyn 1996:128.

2 We should reiterate that we are not suggesting that Christianity has
never been influenced by thought worlds other than the Jewish one in
which it first appeared. What is being emphasized here is simply that
the Fourth Gospel seems to be too firmly rooted in Jewish thought and
concerned with Jewish issues for this to provide the solution to the
question of the development of Johannine christology.
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concepts used by Christians (and even Jesus himself) to express
their Christology did not already have a prior history of meaning
in Judaism which was then inherited by the Christians who made use

of these terms. Rather, what is being asserted by proponents of

organic models of development 1is that the later stages of
christology do not make assertions about Jesus which were not
already implied by the claims and impact of Jesus himself. This is
not to claim that all of the later terms and concepts actually
derive from Jesus himself,’® but simply that these later expressions
of Christians' understanding of Jesus represent a valid, legitimate
expression of who Jesus was. This view has been summed up well by
Moule, who writes that "the evidence, as I read it, suggests that
Jesus was, from the beginning, such a one as appropriately to be
described in the ways which, sooner or later, he did come to be
described in the New Testament period - for instance, as 'Lord' and
even, 1n some sense, as 'God'. Whether such terms in fact began to
be used early or late, my contention is that they are not evolved
away, so to speak, from the original, but represent the development

" This view finds a fuller

of true insights into the original.
expression in the work of Dunn, who writes 1in the
conclusion to his recent study of the development of christology:
"We cannot claim that Jesus believed himself to be the incarnate
Son of God; but we can claim that the teaching to that effect as
it came to expression in the later first-century Christian

thought was, in the 1light of the whole Christ-event, an

appropriate reflection on and elaboration of Jesus' own

73 Moule 1977:5.

M Moule 1977:4. So also France 1982:24; 1995:77; Hengel 1995:369f.
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sense of sonship and eschatological mission."’ Some scholars in
this category, while recognizing that the christology of John
1s significantly different from that of earlier writings, would
nonetheless go so far as to say that, were Jesus to read the
Gospel of John, he would be pleased with its presentation of
who he is and what he did.’¢

The major advantage which this type of explanation has
over a syncretistic explanation is that it does justice to the
links between the distinctive Johannine motifs and images and
earlier christological formulations. While John uses them in
different ways, the presence in both John and earlier
literature of titles/phrases such as 'Son of Man', and the use
of imagery connected with Wisdom, suggests that what we find in
John is a more developed form of what earlier Christians said
and believed. However, the organic model is at a disadvantage
when 1t comes to explaining why it is that such significant
developments occurred. In the case of Brown, we have a scholar
who considers on the one hand that christological development
i1s essentially an organic development or an unfolding of the
significance of what the earliest Christians believed, yet who
on the other hand finds it necessary to find an external
catalyst for the developments he sees reflected in the high
christology of the Gospel of John. While Brown is heavily
indebted to the work of Martyn and largely accepts his thesis,

it is on precisely this point that he criticizes him: "he does

75 punn 1989:254. See also Brown 1985:77f; Witherington 1990:275-277.
Brown 1994:102,109 emphasizes the close relation between earlier and
later christology, despite his belief (cf. Brown 1979:35-40, and our
discussion immediately above) that an influx of Samaritans acted as a
catalyst to the development.

% 30 e.g. Brown 1985:77f; Witherington 1990:276f.
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not explain why the Christian Jews from the early period
developed a christology that led to their expulsion from the
synagogue and their becoming Jewish Christians. What was the
cause or, at least, the catalyst?"”’

In other words, earlier Christians were apparently able
to remain a part of the synagogue for decades without any
major difficulties, whereas the Johannine Christians were
expelled precisely because of their christological beliefs. If
an explanation in terms of the development of earlier motifs
and imagery 1s going to appear plausible, it will have to offer
an explanation of why the Johannine Christians should develop a
christology which would lead to their unwilling expulsion from
the synagogue. To simply assert that development inevitably
occurs seems inadequate in this context. As Hanson writes,
"adding a pre-existent dimension consciously declared and a
claim to co-eternity and to consubstantiality with the Father
was surely more than merely drawing out what was already
implicit. John, we must concede, was more than a mere
explainer: he was a creative theologian."’

Before proceeding, we must consider another recent
approach to the question which 1is best included under the
heading of organic approaches. This is the suggestion that the
earliest Christians began to include Christ in their worship as
a result of their religious experience, and this factor - which
was present in Christianity from the beginning and which

represents a modification of earlier Jewish practice, but one

which is nonetheless derived from Judaism and Jewish-

77 Brown 1979:174. A similar point is made by Ashton 1994:73.

78 ganson 1991:322. See also Hengel 1989a:104f.
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Christianity - led to the development of 'high' christology,
which is to be found not only in John but much earlier.’?

One key difficulty with such an approach 1is that it
appears to play down the differences between, for example, the
Synoptics and John. Another problem is the lack of agreement on
the definition and character of Jewish worship. Even a
conservative scholar such as R. T. France would agree that the
term 'worship', when used in relation to the Synoptic Jesus,
does not denote an attitude or act of devotion appropriate only
for God.® And as Dunn has rightly pointed out in response to
Hurtado, in the earliest period we do not have hymns to Christ,
but rather hymns about Christ.® Further, if Paul's christology
had been as contentious for his fellow Jews as was his view of
the Law, then we would certainly find some mention of the fact
in his letters.® This is not to say that Paul and other early
Christians did not attribute very exalted status and functions

to Jesus, but simply that even some sort of 'worship' in the

? cf. especially Hurtado 1988:99. Although the Fourth Gospel has not
received much direct attention from advocates of this approach
(Bauckham 1992 does not mention John's Gospel; Hurtado 1998 mentions
verses from it in passing; see also France 1982:34), it is nonetheless
included implicitly and/or in passing. The Johannine emphasis on the
Paraclete guiding the Christians into new and deeper understandings
makes it logical to approach John from this perspective.

© Prance 1982:26f. Cf. also Bauckham 1981:324, and contrast Bauckham
1992:813, whose view needs to be considered in light of the evidence
provided in n.81, n.84 and n.85 below.

® Dunn 1991b:204f; 1998:257-260; cf. also Hurtado 1988:102f; Hengel
1995:284 (where the translator has apparently rendered the more
ambiguous Christuslied with ‘song about Christ’). Yet see also Bauckham
1992:815, who speaks of hymns which "praise God for his saving acts in
the history of Jesus". He points to Eph.5:19 as evidence that early
Christians did sing hymns to Christ, but it is striking that the author
catches himself and adds the qualifying statement of 5:20, which
follows the more usual pattern. At any rate, we have at least one hymn
to/concerning the Davidic king in the Psalms, which Jews did not feel
conflicted with monotheism: Ps. 45, where the Davidic king is perhaps
even called 'God'. See also the 'praise' offered to the king in 2 Chr.
23:12.

82 punn 1991b:205f; see also Caird 1976:124.
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broadest sense may have been able to be offered to Jesus by

Jewlsh Christians without any feeling that they were departing

from their Jewish roots.® To offer 'praise' to a ruler does not

appear to have been contrary to all Jewish sensibilities (cf. 1

Chr.

29:23-251),% and cultic worship in the full sense -

involving sacrifice and the like - was not, to our knowledge,

offered to Jesus by early Christians. It is the latter which

appears to have been reserved by Jews exclusively for the one

true God.®®

83

8

85

Cf. Kreitzer 1987:160f.

The verb used for 'worship' in Koine Greek was wpookvvem, the basic
meaning of which is 'to prostate oneself before', and this action was
felt to be appropriate to both God and king. See the striking use of
the one verb ‘worship’ to denote an action done to both God and the
king (who sits on Yahweh’s throne!) in 1 Chr. 29:20,23. As I am
grateful to Larry Hurtado for pointing out to me, it is cultic worship
which appears to be offered to God and to him alone (cf. 1 Chr. 29:21,
and our discussion of this point in greater detail in ch.3 below). Cf.
further Moule 1977:41,175f; France 1982:26f; Harvey 1982:172. Note also
Steenburg 1990:95-98, who discusses Jewish traditions concerning the
worship of Adam. He suggests (1990:98-101) that such ideas provided
legitimation for the worship of Jesus by Christians. This is important
for our present discussion, since Adam is clearly a figure distinct
from God, who is nonetheless to be worshipped as 'the image of God'. In
the case of angels some did apparently find this sort of attitude
towards angels worrying, perhaps because in the case of angels (who
were frequently designated as 'gods') there was a greater danger of
confusion and of moves in a polytheistic direction. See further
Stuckenbruck 1994; also Bauckham 1981. Philo also objected to the
custom of prostrating oneself before kings (Dec. 64; Leg. Gai. 1lle6; cf.
Moule 1977:175), here too there being some room for confusion in view
of the tendency to regard rulers as divine (the same issue is to the
fore in LXX Esther 13:12-14). Nonetheless I know of no evidence of any
attempt on the part of the rabbinic authorities to attempt to prohibit
or limit the practice. In connection with human figures, Philo clearly
appears to be the exception rather than the rule (cf. Moule 1977:175).
A further problem is the fact that prostration/worship before
Christians is apparently evaluated positively in Rev. 3:9, and a
similar point applies to sharing the throne in Rev. 3:21. (See further
Kanagaraj 1995:118; also Ezekiel the Tragedian, Exagoge 79-80).
Unfortunately a full treatment of these difficulties lies beyond the
scope of the present work.

On this definition of 'cult' see Bultmann 1951:121; also Aune 1972:9-
11. This is the type of worship which Jews clearly reserved for God
alone (as in 1 Chr. 29:21 - they offered sacrifices to Yahweh and to
him alone. I am grateful to Larry Hurtado for drawing this point to my
attention). There may of course have been exceptions, but at least as
far as we can tell from the existing evidence from this period, the
majority of those who classed themselves as Jews seem to have
understood the first commandment to exclude the worship of other gods.
Cf. further Barclay 1996:429-432, and also ch.3 below.
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Another question which must be raised is whether the
accounts of heavenly worship - such as we find in Revelation,
for example - are more likely to be the stimulus for the
worship of Christ and for high christology, or to reflect
beliefs and practices which were already present in the
Christian community. While this is not the place to discuss the
nature of religious experience, one point which does seem to be
corroborated by research in this field is that religious
experiences - and more importantly, literary depictions of
religious experiences - to a large extent reflect the beliefs
and social setting of the one having or describing the
experience. For example, it is unlikely that the exalted status
which Paul attributes to Jesus is exclusively the result of his
own personal religious experience, without reflecting early
Christian beliefs which others also shared.®® This is not to say
that religious experience does not contribute anything that is

genuinely innovative to religion.?¥

The problem is that we are
dealing with a dialectical, two-way process, with belief
influencing experience and experience influencing belief. There
is thus a need for great caution in assessing the extent of the
influence in either direction in any given case. In the New
Testament, we have already noted that the clearest evidence of
the worship of Christ alongside God is found in Revelation.® In

John, there is only one mention of the ‘worship’ of Jesus, and

it is presumably worship in the broad sense of ‘bowing down

8 g0 rightly Dunn 1990b:95-97. Cf. also Aune 1972:9; 1983:20,111,275; and
Bauckham 1981:331; Hurtado 1988:118f; Rainbow 1991:86f.

87 gee further the discussion in Hurtado 1996:25f.

88 Cf. esp. Rev. 5:8,13; 14:4; 22:8f.
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, . ) . .
before’, since it provokes no controversy and is not objected

to by ‘the Jews’. It is thus very possible that the worship of
Christ found in Revelation represents a further stage of
development beyond (and perhaps building upon) the developments
which produced the christology of the Fourth Gospel.®®

As shall become clear later on, we are not denying the
importance of either religious experience or the exalted divine
functions and status attributed to Jesus by the earliest
Christians as a factor in the development of Christology. The
question which remains, however, is why later authors should
have felt the need to theorize about such beliefs and
practices, when earlier ones felt able to offer their praise to
Christ, and to attribute divine functions to Christ,
untheoretically. If function automatically implies something

about nature and essence,

then why should it have taken so
long for 'ontological' implications to be drawn? We shall be
suggesting below that it is conflict over ideas which provides
the missing element in this approach: it was probably the fact
that some Jews did eventually come to object to ideas of this
sort which necessitated that Christians reflect on their
beliefs and practices and seek to defend them, which as we

shall see below would also have involved developments being

made. Thus, we agree that there is much truth in the position

82 oOn the date of Revelation (usually placed in the 90s C.E.) see further

Beasley-Murray 1974:32-38; Court 1994:95-103; Aune 1997:1vi-1xx. Some
scholars would date the Fourth Gospel to almost the same time (cf.
Lindars 1972:42; cp. Brown 1966:1xxx-1xxxvi). The difficulty here is
that, in order to determine the relationship between the christologies
of John and Revelation, we would need to be able to date not only the
written works, but the ideas contained therein. Further study of the
question of whether there is any influence between the Revelation apd
the Fourth Gospel, and if so in what direction and to what extent, 1is
certainly required, but unfortunately cannot be undertaken here.

% g5 e.g. France 1982:33-35; cf. also 1995:76f.
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and insights of Hurtado and others who take a similar approach,
but on its own it does not appear to solve the problem of why
Johannine christology developed along the path that it did.
Hurtado himself recognizes this, suggesting that 'opposition to
the new movement' was also an important stimulus for the
Christian 'mutation'.®’ It is this stimulus which we will be
exploring further in this study, and which we shall be arguing

provides the crucial key to understanding the development of

Johannine christology.®

1.1.3 1Individual Creativity

Scholars in this category do not necessarily deny the
continuity between Johannine christology and earlier
christology. Nor do they necessarily either affirm or deny that
the christology of the Fourth Gospel shows evidence of the
influence of non-Jewish modes of thought. What they do stress,
however, 1is that the key reason for the differences between
John and other New Testament authors is the unique perspective
of the individual who composed the material now found in the
Gospel. It is this individual's imagination and viewpoint which
have shaped the earlier traditions which he 1inherited 1into

their present, distinctive form.?®

°1 Hurtado 1988:122f.

92 The worship of Christ obviously did play an important role in the
development of christology in later times, on which see Wiles 1?67:62—
93. See further also our discussion of monotheism and worship in ch.3
below.

3 Cf. Robinson 1985:298f; Hengel 1989a:103-105. Moloney 1978:255f is a
particularly clear example of the compatibility of this view with other
perspectives.
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Clearly on one level, to attempt to deny the truthfulness
of this position would be to deny that the Fourth Gospel had a
human author. To accept that an individual human being wrote
the Gospel carries with it the corollary that that individual's
character has shaped the way he expressed certain ideas, and
his choice of certain words and language over others. However,
it is questionable whether such an approach can function as a
total explanation of the unique emphases of the Fourth Gospel.
John shows clear signs of having been written in a context of
conflict between a local church and a local Jewish community.?
The author did not write in isolation, but was part of a
community, and it is as much the thought-world and experiences
of this community as those of this individual which have
affected and shaped the development of the Johannine
tradition.” As we shall see in the next section, the individual
author's contribution is not to be neglected, but what we are
seeking to understand are the factors which led that individual
to write in the way that he did, i.e. the factors which
motivated him to creatively shape the tradition, and the new
context and issues which inspired or stimulated him to adapt
and apply the tradition as he did.

Thus, while not excluding the importance of the author’s
own unique contribution, almost every work of literature has
one particular author, and this on its own does not answer the
question of why Johannine christology developed along the lines

that it did, compared with the seemingly more conservative use

%4 gee the evidence presented below, 2.1.

% 3o rightly Cullmann 1976:40. The balance is also maintained well by
Moloney 1978:255f; see also Painter 1991:402.
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of tradition by other early Christian authors, such as Matthew
and Luke. We are looking for another level of explanation.® And
of course, the important points emphasized by advocates of this

approach are not excluded by advocates of others, as we shall

see.”’

1.1.4 Sociological Approaches

In recent times there has Dbeen much focus in Johannine
scholarship on the community which produced the Gospel, and the
ways in which its changing experience shaped the character of
the Johannine tradition. An influential figure in sparking off
the contemporary interest in the history of the Johannine
community as a key to understanding the Gospel is J. L. Martyn.
He asks towards the beginning of his trend-setting study, "May
one sense even 1in [the Fourth Gospel's] exalted cadences the
voice of a Christian theologian who writes in response to
contemporary events and 1issues which concern, or should
concern, all members of the Christian community in which he
lives?"?® Martyn answers this question in the affirmative, and
thus emphasizes that "when we read the Fourth Gospel, we are
listening both to tradition and to a new and unique
interpretation of that tradition."?’ Martyn is suggesting that
attention to the context in which John wrote, and the needs of
the church for which he wrote, can illuminate the question of

why the Evangelist wrote as he did. Martyn, however, does not

% ¢f. further McGrath 1997d (provisionally p.77).

%7 See the quotation from Martyn immediately below (1.1.4).
% Martyn 1979:18.

% Martyn 1979:19.
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set forth a sociological model to illuminate this process more
clearly. We shall thus need to examine those scholars who do
make explicit use of sociological categories and tools, in
order to evaluate the possibilities of this sort of approach to
the Gospel and its potential to illuminate the development of
Johannine christology.'® One of Brown's criticisms of Martyn's
work is that he fails to account for the appearance of John's
'high' christology.!'”® We shall need to consider whether there
is a sociological approach which can in fact do just that.
Before proceeding, it is important to stress from the
outset that the term 'Johannine community', at least when used
by the present author in connection with his own views, simply
means the church community of which the author of the Fourth
Gospel was a part and whose experiences are reflected in the
Gospel. It does not presume acceptance of a particular
reconstruction of the community's history, as our evaluation of
a number of such reconstructions will probably have already
made clear. In addition, a number of cautionary remarks have
been forthcoming from certain scholars, who note that Gospels,
unlike letters, were foundation documents which would not be
aimed exclusively at the specific contemporary needs of a small
group of Christians. As Talbert points out, the problems
reflected in the Gospel material may represent not only current
issues in the community, but also past issues and issues which

2

are perceived as potential but not actual threats.!®® Some

100 7his will also help to narrow down our focus in this section, as it is

obviously the case that reconstructions such as Brown's, which we
examined in our discussion of syncretistic approaches, are also broadly
sociological, inasmuch as they are interested in the history of the
Johannine community.

101 56e the quotation above, p.35.

102 malpert 1992:62f.
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scholars have also warned that the isolated communities which
recent literature assumes lay behind the Gospels may 1in fact
have been in contact with Christians in many other parts of the
Greco-Roman world.!?® These important cautionary remarks need to
be taken seriously; however, they do not appear to invalidate
the attempt to learn something about the Christian group or
groups which produced a particular Gospel. Even today, where
mobility and contact between different parts of the world is
far greater than in the first century, there can still
nonetheless be differences between the issues confronting a
church in, for example, New York and Los Angeles, or London and
Durham. Even in the same town or city, problems and issues may
arise which do not arise in another church. Thus regardless of
whether issues reflected in the Gospel were past, present or
anticipated future problems, where these issues differ from
those found in other Gospels, we may still be Jjustified to
conclude that we are dealing with two different streams of
Christian thought and experience, reflecting the different

needs of different churches or types of churches.!%

193 see especially Bauckham 1998; Barton 1998:189-193. When we speak of the
‘Johannine community’, we are using a generally accepted shorthand, and
are not assuming that this was a sectarian group nor even that it was
only one church in one part of the Greco-Roman world.

%4 Although Bauckham 1998 and the other contributions to the same volume

appeared after this thesis was essentially completed, it has been felt
necessary to address the proposal put forward in this book. In the
stronger form argued for by Bauckham it seems very unlikely to be
correct: groups such as the Qumran community or the philosophical
schools certainly did produce literature whose intended audience was a
small circle of like-minded people (cf. Alexander 1998:91,96f,104, for
the way that works intended for a small circle of friends nonetheless
ended up circulating more widely). The weaker form argued for by other
contributors needs to be taken seriously and clearly 1is correct:
Gospels may have been written to put forward a particular group’s
understanding, but this was not done in isolation from other churches
or other types of churches. The present study will support the view
that John wrote out of the experience of Jewish-Christian communities
in conflict with non-Christian Jews. There is nothing to suggest that
they were an isolated sectarian group; rather, they seem to have been
in close contact with other streams of tradition in the church.
Nonetheless, there is no reason to think that John, however many people
he may have hoped would read his book, did not have in mind the needs
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1.1.4.1 Synchronic Sociological Approaches

As Stephen Barton points out, whereas traditional historical-
critical approaches to the New Testament are diachronic (that
is, they attempt to trace the development of Christian thought
and practice over a period of time), sociological approaches
are synchronic (that is, they study the function of beliefs and
practices at one particular time).!®® We shall return to this
point momentarily, but for the present we may note that, if
this is correct, then the possibility of a sociological
explanation of the development of Johannine christology would
appear to be excluded a priori. This is in fact the conclusion
reached by Neyrey, an influential advocate of sociological

approaches. He writes,

The precise origin of the Johannine high Christology
continues to remain inaccessible to us. Was it the influx
of Samaritans who already acclaimed Moses as a divine
figure that led to the conditions in which Jesus could
likewise be so acclaimed? Was it wisdom speculation? The
text remains mute here, although scholars continue to put

this question to the Fourth Gospel. At issue now,

of his own church(es) and of other churches in a similar situation and
with similar needs (On Gospel audiences see further Burridge 1998:143f;
Barton 1998:194). Bauckham’s own book is a useful illustration of our
position: it assumes a readership that thinks that Gospels were written
for specific communities, and is thus aimed at New Testament scholars
rather than lay people, for whom this is not an issue. Likewise, even
if a scholar hopes that many people will find a textbook he or she has
written useful, he or she often nonetheless has his or her own students
particularly in view when writing, not to mention his or her own
teaching and church experience. We thus support a move away from the
view of Gospels reflecting isolated sectarian communities, but in terms
of a modification of the consensus rather than a complete rejection or
reversal of it. Unfortunately further discussion of this topic 1is
impossible in this context.

105 Barton 1995:69.
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however, is not the confession's genesis, but rather its

meaning and function for those confessing it.°°

He further writes:

The genesis of the high christological confession...is
neither accessible to us nor is it the focus of this
inquiry. Rather, the dominant questions are, What meaning
did Jesus' equality with God come to have for Johannine
Christians? and, How did it function for them? These
questions raise the critical issue of the perspective
from which the Fourth Gospel views the high

Christology.!®’

Clearly these approaches and methodologies, at least as they
are being used by Neyrey and others like him, will not answer
the question of how and why Johannine christology developed
along the lines that they did. Yet ironically, we shall have
occasion to mention another book by Neyrey as an example of an

approach which may provide just such an explanation.

1.1.4.2 Diachronic Sociological Approaches

Other scholars advocating a social scientific approach to the
New Testament have stressed the need for, and possibility of, a
sociological explanation of certain New Testament phenomena, Or

a diachronic approach. Among these one may note Richter, who

106 Neyrey 1988:96.

197 Neyrey 1988:97.
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writes that "A sociological approach to early Christianity will
make use of the explanatory theories and hypotheses of the
academic discipline of sociology and will be interested in
explaining as well as describing the relevant social data."!°8
In this he is followed by Holmberg, who, after quoting Richter,
adds, "The important word in this definition is "explain",
which means that you proceed beyond description and attempt an
understanding of the New Testament data from a distinctive
analytical and theoretical perspective on human reality - in
this case a sociological one."'®® In this approach, while the
concern 1s still with a particular period of time and with
social factors in that specific period, it is being suggested
that the use to which tradition is put in certain contexts may
function as an explanation concerning its development. We may
thus say that we are using a synchronic methodology or approach
to illuminate a 1larger diachronic process, 1.e. we are
examining social factors in a specific period to see 1f they
can explain why that period produced certain developments. This

will become clearer as our discussion progresses.

1.1.4.3 Possible Objections

We must now consider a number of criticisms which have been
raised concerning previous attempts at such sociological
explanation. For example, it has recently been pointed out by

Milbank'!® that sociology deals with what is common to all in a

108 pichter 1984:78 (also quoted Holmberg 1990:4f).
10% Holmberg 1990:5.

110 vi1pank 1990:117f.
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particular social context, and this would appear to leave the
unique (and for us most interesting) parts of John beyond the
pale of what a sociological approach can explain. Yet there is
a fallacy here. To assert that a particular author wrote a
particular work in response to certain factors in his social
context 1s a valid explanation of the overall content of that
work, even though the details of his work and the way he
expresses himself will be the result of his own individual
character and personality, with the corollary that someone else
in the same context would have addressed the same subject
matter in a different way. Therefore, once we allow for the
creativity of an individual or community as an important factor
in the shape of a text, we may still seek a sociological
explanation of why they wrote and of the general direction
which their work took.!!!

Holmberg also warns of the danger of circular reasoning.
Discussing Meeks' article, "The Man from Heaven in Johannine
Sectarianism",!''> he writes: "This would seem to be a variant of
a circular type of reasoning: first one reconstructs a specific
social situation (about which nothing else is known) out of a
religious, mainly theological or hortatory text, then one turns
around and interprets the meaning of the text with the help of
the situation that one now "knows". The only legitimate
procedure 1s to reverse this procedure and work inductively,
i.e., to start from sociologically relevant data that exist

independently of the theological text, and investigate whether

111 of, Kysar 1985b:204; McGrath 1997d (as in n.96 above). See also Smith
1984:181-184; Thompson 1988:123; and 1.1.3 above.

112 Meeks 1986.
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they "fit" structures in the symbolical world."'? Holmberg is
right to advocate the explicit use by New Testament scholars of
already-existing sociological models, which may then be used to
illuminate a text inasmuch as they seem applicable to it. His
criticism of circular reasoning is somewhat less valid. This is
because, in attempting to interpret a text historically,
scholars have no choice but to seek to find clues as to the
historical circumstances which gave rise to the text within the
text itself, and from these to seek to reconstruct a plausible
background for the text, attempting to find points of contact
with what 1is known of the history of that time period from
other texts or sources, on which basis it is hoped that other
aspects of the text will also be capable of being better
understood or explained. The goal of this process is to find a
plausible reading of the text which also does justice to, and
relates the text to, what may be known of the period from other
sources. Holmberg has helpfully pointed out what is being done;
however, scholars need to continue using such approaches, while
being aware of the dangers and pitfalls of such attempts at
historical reconstruction.'

A more significant criticism, and one which is in my view
valid, comes again from Milbank. He notes, and criticizes, the
tendency of recent sociological attempts to 'explain' a text to

suggest that a sociological setting somehow existed prior to

any religious beliefs, and that those religious beliefs were

113 Holmberg 1990:127.

114 56 rightly de Boer 1996:45. See also the cautionary remarks voiced by
Meeks and Elliott in Martin 1993:108. See also the similar point mgde
by Esler 1994:12f, that all scholars use models, the only real question
being whether such models remain implicit or are made explicit from the
beginning.
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then 'built on top of' this pre-religious social setting in
order to justify or explain it.!!® Milbank is obviously correct
to raise such objections, because explanations along these
lines clearly do not correspond to reality. Those who are
confronted with a change of social circumstances are always
also already part of some religious tradition or other.!S
Sociological explanations need to relate social and religious
factors in a more holistic way, recognizing that the influence
is dialectical rather than unidirectional.

However, Meeks seems to be aware of this. 1In his
aforementioned article he writes, "I do not mean to say that
the symbolic universe suggested by the Johannine literature is
only the reflex or projection of the group's social situation.
On the contrary, the Johannine dialogues suggest quite clearly
that the order of development must have been dialectical: the
christological claims of the Johannine Christians resulted in
their becoming alienated, and finally expelled, from the
synagogue; that alienation in turn is "explained" by a further
development of the christological motifs (i.e., the fate of the
community projected onto the story of Jesus); these developed
christological motifs in turn drive the group into further
isolation. It is a case of continual, harmonic reinforcement
between social experience and ideology."!' A sociological

approach which is aware that there can be no ultimate

115 Milpbank 1990:114,117.

11¢ gerger 1967:47; Esler 1994:10. This is particularly the case in the
ancient world; a generalization of this source is obviously less valid
in a modern secular context, although since 'religion' and
'ideology/philosophy' are often overlapping categories, perhaps even
atheistic materialism is a 'religion' of a sort.

117 Meeks 1986:164.
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distinction between 'society' and 'religion' as independent and
unrelated spheres, and thus deals with what we might call
'socio-religious' phenomena, does not appear to be subject to
the criticisms raised by Milbank.

Yet Meeks does not appear to answer the question raised
in one of his later articles on John concerning an earlier
stage in the development of Johannine christology: "What drove
the Johannine Christians to make just these connections
[between Jesus and figures whom the Jews used to explain
appearances of the invisible God], in the face of the social
pain that it obviously cost them?"!'® However, he hints that
here too social factors will be an important part of any
explanation. Can the dialectic between ideology and social
setting explain the earlier stages of the development of
Johannine Christology as well? Holmberg thinks that it can, and
that while social factors do not explain the origins of
beliefs, they can explain the new uses to which beliefs and
traditions are put, and the way that they are developed in the
process. Holmberg writes: "I think that Meeks and others are
guite correct in observing that one and the same belief complex
could be put to several, quite different uses in the overall
task of consolidating the symbolic universe and the social
world of the early Christians. If we allow an unwieldy word for
this, it could be termed the multifunctionality of beliefs.
This multifunctionality also has to do with the dialectical use
these central Dbeliefs were put to. Probably many meanings

evolved only when the social situation <called for a new

118 Meeks 1990:318.
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interpretation or deeper understanding of the faith that had

already been transmitted and received. "!!?

1.2 The Approach to be Taken in this Study

What 1is being hinted at by a number of the authors we have
mentioned thus far is that the interplay between social factors
and religious beliefs in the dialectical manner we have
indicated can explain why religious beliefs develop and take on
new forms. This suggestion needs to be taken seriously, since
it appears to provide a way out of the long-standing stalemate
between the syncretistic and organic models of development we
have discussed earlier: an explanation which suggests neither
simply the influence of other ideologies on doctrine, nor a
simple, self-explanatory growth from seed to flower, but an
interaction between belief and environment which calls forth
apologetic responses, which involve and result in development
in the very doctrines which are being defended.'?® In other
words, a sociological approach 1is able to treat more fully
developed doctrines precisely as developments of what was
already there in the tradition, while also indicating an

external stimulus which can be appealed to as an explanation of

'° Holmberg 1990:138.

120 cf. McGrath 1998a:41f. This is also hinted at in Hurtado 1988:122f. It
is somewhat ironic that Neyrey 1985:270f takes this view, and yet fails
to find in it the key to an explanation of the development of Johannine
christology. See also Dowell 1990; 1992 for a further move in this
general direction, although presupposing direct use and redaction of
the Synoptics by John. De Boer 1996 only reached me after this work was
essentially complete. It too represents a move in the right direction;
it is nonetheless felt that the present work’s explicit use of the
model of legitimation, and our decision to trace the development of
themes, motifs and ideas rather than of the literary history of the
Gospel, will allow for more secure conclusions. Yet De Boer’s book is
an extremely important one, and as it is limited to the theme of the
death of Jesus, we eagerly await the application of his insights to
other aspects of the Fourth Gospel.
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why development occurs. This is an intriguing suggestion, but
in order to provide a plausible alternative approach to the
christology of Fourth Gospel this suggestion will have to be
validated by a sociological model.

The relevant model is to be found in the work of Berger
and Luckmann in the area of the sociology of knowledge.'?!
Berger and Luckmann begin their work by describing how a
worldview 1is a social construction, a human creation which
nevertheless, once it is in place, confronts the individual as
something objective. The second chapter of the book discusses
legitimation, which can be described as 'worldview
maintenance', in that this term refers to the ways in which
worldviews are defended or reinforced in response to challenges
from alternative understandings of the world, whether from
other societies or from 'heretics' within the society itself. A
deviant definition of reality challenges the legitimacy of a
worldview, and legitimation is the procedure of maintaining and
defending the plausibility of that worldview.!??

To quote from the section of Berger and Luckmann's book
most relevant for our current purposes, "Historically, the

problem of heresy has often been the first impetus for the

121Berger and Luckmann 1967; see also Berger 1967.

122 The work of Berger and Luckmann has already been taken up by P. F.

Esler for use in the study of Acts. Holmberg writes, summarizing
Esler’s use of this sociological model (Holmberg 1990:101f): "In order
to understand and explain the change that has taken place between the
inception of Christianity as a reform movement and its existence as a
separate sect in the later decades of the first century, one needs a
sociological model concerning how sects originate and develop. A model
contains an idea of what probably, or usually, or inevitably happens
with the phenomena that are held together in the theory, and of how a
change in one of the elements will affect the other elements, and can
be described as "a related group of conceptualized phenomena with a
'mechanism', an inner dynamic, which has an explanatory and predictive
function”™ [Esler 1987:50]." Esler's work testifies to the ability of
such a model to provide an explanation of the specific emphases of a
text.
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systematic theoretical conceptualization of symbolic
universes...As in all theorizing, new theoretical implications
within the tradition itself appear in the course of this
process, and the tradition itself is pushed beyond its original
form 1n new conceptualizations...In other words, the symbolic
universe 1is not only legitimated but also modified by the

conceptual machineries to ward off the challenge of heretical

groups within a society."!??

1.2.1 BAn Outline of the Proposed Sociological Model

We may here present in outline form the model which Berger and
Luckmann have formulated. Once we have done so, we may test its
applicability by using it to consider briefly another period of
christological development in the church's history. The
legitimation model essentially proposes that conflict over
ideas provokes the need for legitimation, and the process of
legitimation causes those ideas to develop and be worked out in

greater detail and intricacy. This may be outlined as follows:

Stage 1: Initial Diversity

Berger and Luckmann refer to contact with both external
and internal groups that hold to a different set of
peliefs than the group being studied.'?® Both situations

presuppose that a group is being confronted with an

123 perger and Luckmann 1967:125. The term 'heresy' here implies an
alternative view of reality which arises from within a group and
threatens the stability of its particular worldview.

124 Berger and Luckmann 1967:122-126. Wiles 1967:19 (quoted below, pp.59f)
also refers to the same two types of encounter, the challenge from
within and from without.
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alternative worldview. In the case of external contact,
the differences may be due to the development of cultures
in geographical and linguistic isolation from one another
for great lengths of time prior to the contact. In the
case of internal contact - which is of greater interest
to us in our present study, as it seems more applicable
to the Fourth Gospel - the diversity will most likely be
due to certain ambiguities in the tradition or worldview
which is shared by both sub-groups, such as ambiguous
aspects of the teaching of community's founder or of the
community's authoritative scriptures, which may then be
interpreted in different ways by different individuals or

groups within the society.

Z: Contact and Conflict

However the two different worldviews, or interpretations
of the same worldview, arose, once they come into contact
with one another, '?° the objective, 'taken for
grantedness' of both sides' ideologies will be
challenged. This will provoke a reaction of some sort

from both sides, most likely in some form of conflict, as

125

This contact can come about in numerous different ways. In cases of
external conflict, two main factors are migration of people groups and
conquest by other nations. In cases of internal conflict, someone
proposes a different interpretation of his or her own traditional
worldview, which meets with acceptance from some within the community
but rejection by others. In the case of post-70 Judaism in which John
was written, the situation seems to have been one in which there had
been for a very long time different interpretations and 'sects', which
existed in tension with one another. Intense conflict arose when one of
the various parties began to play a leading role in some local Jewish
communities, and sought to exclude other interpretations of Judaism
which were felt to threaten their own interpretation and their own
authority.
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well as an attempt by both sides to demonstrate the

validity of their own view of reality over against that

of their opponents.

Stage 3: Legitimation

The contact and conflict will necessitate some form of
attempt at legitimation by both groups. In the case of
internal conflict, both sides will frequently seek to
prove from their shared scriptures and traditions that
they are the true preservers of their worldview and
heritage. Watson sets out conveniently in three points
his view of how a sect legitimates its split from its
parent: (a) denunciation of the opponents, (b) antithesis
(between them and us, believers and unbelievers, saved
and unsaved), and (c) reinterpretation of the religious
traditions of the parent community so that they apply

t.'?® These three aspects of

exclusively to the sec
legitimation seem to be equally valid in the conflict
stage, prior to there being any kind of definitive
'split' between the two groups, although certain features
(in particular antithesis) may be more marked in the wake
of such a split or expulsion.

Whatever ideology or doctrine may be at the centre
of the conflict, each group will need to engage 1in

7

legitimation/apologetic'?’ for its view. This legitimation

126

127

Watson 1986:40.

Esler 1987:205-219 distinguishes more sharply than the present writer
between apologetic (a defence of belief aimed at those outside the
community with the intention of converting them) and legitimation (a
defense of belief designed to reinforce the faith of those who already
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Wwill involve the drawing of analogies, the use of proof
texts (and the finding of new proof texts, or the
relating of authoritative texts to issues/situations to
which they had not previously been applied), and other
similar means of formulating supporting arguments. Such
attempts to defend one's own view will also inevitably
involve the thinking through more fully of the
implications of beliefs already held, and will often
cause earlier beliefs to be understood in new ways. To
draw an analogy, Jjust as when a building is reinforced
substantial additions and changes are made to the
structure under the guise of the defence or maintenance
of the original building, so also attempts to reinforce
or defend beliefs will result in additions to and
developments of that belief.'®® Thus the end result will be
a more fully developed ideology, the existence of which

could not have been foreseen prior to the conflict.!?®

129

belief). The present author has not done so for several reasons: many
works serve (and are intended to serve) both purposes; works of
apologetic in Esler's sense are still read more often by those within
the community than those outside, and thus in practice do more to
legitimate the worldview of believers than to convert unbelievers; the
arguments used in both types of work are in most instances the same or
very similar, so that it often is difficult to discern the purpose of a
document so precisely unless an explicit statement of purpose is made
(the one made in John 20:31 may be taken either way, depending partly
on which reading was original). At any rate, both processes spur
doctrinal development, as Wiles 1967:19 notes.

Cf. McGrath 1998a:42 where we have used the same analogy.

It is worth mentioning that, since ‘legitimation’ 1is a dynamic
process, our use of the term will reflect this: In the specific case of
John’s Gospel, we see that legitimation leads to the development of
Johannine beliefs, and yet the outcome of that development is itself a
legitimation of earlier beliefs. ‘Legitimation’ can thus refer to the
process of defending/developing, and to the defence/development
produced by this process.
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1.2.2 Historical Example: The Early Church

Before examining the Fourth Gospel from this perspective, we
may illustrate this model through a consideration of the way in
which this process can be seen to be at work in another period
of the church's history. The most logical period to turn to is
the period of doctrinal development in the first few centuries
of the post-New Testament period, those which led to the
formulation of the creeds, since this is actually an example
which Berger and Luckmann appeal to in order to illustrate the
legitimation process. "For instance, the precise Christological
formulations of the early church councils were necessitated not
by the tradition itself but by the heretical challenges to it.
As these formulations were elaborated, the tradition was
maintained and expanded at the same time. Thus there emerged,
among other innovations, a theoretical conception of the
Trinity that was not only unnecessary but actually non-existent
in the early Christian community."'?°® This same thesis has been
put forward by Maurice Wiles as an explanation of doctrinal
development in this period, albeit without the explicit use of

sociological categories or models. Wiles writes of

three outstanding motives by which the church was led on
along the path of doctrinal development. These can be
defined epigrammatically as the Church's self-
understanding in relation to those outside, 1in relation
to those half outside and half inside her borders, and

finally in relation to herself. First was the apologetic

130 gerger and Luckmann 1967:125.
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motive, the need to express Christian truth in a form
that would meet the requirements and answer the
objections of the surrounding world. Secondly, there was
the problem of heresy, the problem of those who, standing
to a greater or lesser degree within the fold of the
Church, yet defined the tenets of the faith in a manner
which seemed to the majority wrong-headed and dangerously
misleading. Thirdly (though never in isolation from the
other two, since no thought is wunrelated to 1its
environment), there was the natural desire of some
Christians to think out and to think through the

implications of their faith as deeply and as fully as

possible.!3!

Examples of conflict leading to doctrinal development abound.?!3?
However, since our concern is primarily with christology, we
may turn to an example from this field to illustrate our model.
We can see in the Logos concept in Judaism, and then in early
Christianity which inherited it, an essential ambiguity: the
Logos (or Wisdom) is said to be both none other than God
himself in his interaction with the world, and yet also
separate from and subordinate to God.!*® Discussions of the
subject were postponed by Irenaeus, who appealed to Scripture
in order to argue that no human being could claim to understand

the origins and 'generation' of the Logos.'’ Others, however,

131 wiles 1967:19.
132 -f. the many examples discussed in Wiles 1967, passim.
133 ~f . punn 1989:168-212,215-247.

134 1renaeus, Adv.Haer.2.28.6.
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were not satisfied with this approach, and two emphases arose,
one seeking to preserve monotheism by accentuating the
subordination of the Logos, the other seeking to preserve both
monotheism and the divinity of the Logos by emphasizing that
the Logos is in fact none other than God. These two streams
came into conflict, a conflict which came to a head in
particular during the Arian controversy. This controversy has
been aptly described as the search for the Christian doctrine
of God,'® since there was as yet no definitive answer to the
questions which had been raised, and both sides could and did
appeal to tradition and Scripture in support of their views.
The Arians pointed to the language of Wisdom having been
created, and of Jesus as the 'firstborn', whereas the Nicenes
pointed to the fact that the Word was God, and that Christ was
said to be 'before all things'. The most important point for
our purposes 1is that both sides developed christologies which
went beyond anything that had previously existed, and that this
was due largely to the fact that ambiguities in the church's
christological tradition 1led to conflict, which in turn
instigated and necessitated doctrinal development.!?®

It thus appears that doctrinal formulations are
frequently an attempt to define an aspect of one's beliefs in
relation to the formulations or views of others. Apologetic and
conflict may thus be said to provide one of the major stimuli

to such development. And in this process of development, the

possible directions are limited and determined by such factors

135 Hanson 1988.

136 A much more detailed treatment of this subject may be found in Wiles
1967:30-36 and passim.
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as Scripture, tradition, worship and practice.’™ If we know
something of the starting point and finishing point of a period
in the Church's doctrinal development, as well as that during
the period in question debates were taking place in connection
with certain doctrines, the latter may be appealed to as the
stimulus of the former, allowing one to understand why doctrine

developed in the direction it did during that period of the

Church's history.!®®

1.2.3 Applying the Model to the Fourth Gospel
We have now seen a clear historical example of the phenomenon
which Berger and Luckmann describe in their work, and there can
be little doubt that their overall thesis is applicable to and
does Jjustice to the development of christology in the early
church. However, we have yet to demonstrate that the model is
equally applicable to the Gospel of John.

To begin with, we may note that there is now a growing

consensus that the Gospel of John reflects a conflict between

137 Wiles 1967:162.

1% we may consider briefly another example, taken from the period prior to

the rise of Christianity, namely the Maccabean conflict and the
developments surrounding it. There are a number of important documents
stemming from this period, albeit from only one side of the conflict.
Segal (1986:31-34) suggests that the parties involved in the conflict
of this period were similar to the Orthodox and Reform Judaisms of
today. One sought to make concessions to modernity in order to be
relevant, by neglecting concern with what were considered not to be
core elements of Judaism, while the other felt that any concessions
which involved neglecting commandments were a violation and denial of
the covenant. Both positions were sincere. The two viewpoints both
presumably appealed to scripture in their defense, and both were
emphasizing something which was there in the scriptures. These two
viewpoints came into conflict, perhaps also in connection with conflict
over political authority. As the reform group came into power and
sought to enforce its views, those who opposed their views rebelled.
The elements neglected by the reformers were predominantly the laws in
relation to circumcision, food and purity, and it is because of this
conflict that we suddenly find in Judaism, in the wake of this
conflict, that these issues feature as the key symbols of Jewish
identity and faithfulness to the covenant. Ideology and religious
belief was in this instance clearly shaped and developed by conflict
(For further on this cf. Hengel 1974:305-309).
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the Johannine Christians and the synagogue. This consensus is
due largely to the work of Martyn, and this view is accepted
also by Ashton, Brown, Dunn, Fortna, Meeks, Moloney, Painter,
Smith, wvon Wahlde, Whitacre and others. There also seems to be
sufficient evidence within the Gospel for us to be reasonably
certain what was at stake in this conflict: christology. Again
and again, the question of belief in Jesus is raised, and
frequently in the context of conflict: Does being Moses'
disciple prevent or encourage one to become Jesus' disciple?
How dare the Johannine Christians claim divine prerogatives for
Jesus? Such issues lie at the heart of the Gospel and of the
conflict which gave rise to it. We shall consider the evidence
for such a conflict more fully in the next chapter.®®

Most scholars are moving towards a consensus on the
broader setting of this conflict, and relate it in some way to
the attempt by certain post-70 rabbis to give a new impetus and

programme to Judaism.?!*°

During this period, Judaism was seeking
to find ways of coping with the destruction of the Temple and
of nationalistic hopes, and many groups within pre-70 Judaism,

in particular those whose identity was largely tied to the

Temple, ceased to exist as distinct parties. The remaining

%% Dunn 1991b:222f points out the preeminence of these two issues, and

they will form the focus of Parts 2 and 3 of this thesis.

140 Martyn's attempt to relate the Gospel of John directly to the council
of Jamnia and more specifically to the Birkat ha-Minim has met with
much criticism. This study does not presuppose any direct link with the
actual council at Jamnia, but only that the Johannine Christians had
been part of a Jewish community where Pharisaic rabbis had a sufficient
degree of authority and power to exclude opponents from the local
synagogue. For further on this 1issue see Wengst 1981:37-73; Meeks
1985:94-104 (although Meeks too quickly discounts the references to
'the Pharisees' as traditional; in fact, John occasionally adds a
reference to the Pharisees where such a reference is lacking in
parallel passages in the other Gospels); Manns 1991:488-509; de Boer
1996:69. For challenges to Martyn's reading of the evidence concerning
the Birkat ha-Minim see especially Kimelman 1981; Katz 1984; Robinson
1985:72-81; Esler 1987:55; Stibbe 1992:56-61.
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groups each had different views and emphases on major issues,
and in areas where the Pharisaic rabbis began to come into
greater power, they set about promoting their understanding of
Judaism, and excluding others which they felt threatened their
authority and their ideology. It is in this context that the
Johannine Christians most likely came into conflict with the
leaders of their synagogue.'! This is, of course, not to return
to the idea of ‘'orthodoxy' which we have already seen is no
longer tenable in reference to this period. Rather, we are
speaking about a particular group, which has sufficient
authority to do so in a particular area or community,
attempting to exclude others who do not agree with their
position, and to define and enforce their own position as
normative. This is thus a continuation of the process of Jewish
sectarian controversies which existed even in the pre-70
period.*?

Dunn asks concerning the Fourth Gospel, "Why should the
confession of Jesus as Messiah now provoke such a confrontation
between Jesus and (the leaders of) 'the Jews'?", to which he
replies, "Most likely the answer is two-fold. (1) The Christian
claims for Jesus were being pressed or expressed with such
force at this time that christology became an issue as never
before, making it impossible for other Jews to remain agnostic

about these claims; and (2) they were met by a rabbinic Judaism

141 ~f., the excellent brief statement in Painter 1991:23 (see also
1991:53f) .

142 cf,  smith 1995:171. Overman 1990:38-43 describes Jamnia as 'the
beginning of the end of sectarianism', which is a pelpful way of
putting it, although it must be remembered that the dlsappearaqce‘of
sectarianism in the post-70 period did not produce a monolithic,
uniform Judaism, and rabbinic Judaism would still only slowly come to
dominate through a long process lasting several centuries.
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beginning to draw its own boundaries more tightly around
'Judaism'. A Christianity which was continuing to push back the
older boundaries was met by a Judaism trying to draw in the
same boundaries more tightly. The almost inevitable result was
a split, a parting of the ways."!43

The relationship of the Johannine community to the first
two stages in our model is much easier to determine than its
relationship to the third stage. This is because in any attempt
to reconstruct the process of development in the community's
christology, theories and hypotheses will inevitably need to be
put forward and discussed concerning the stages in the
composition of the Gospel, and the relationship of the fully
developed Johannine christology to the christology evidenced in
earlier documents (and also in earlier strata of the Gospel,
where such can be delineated). It would be unwise in a study of
this sort to tie our conclusions too closely to any particular
source theory. A better methodology would appear to be an
examination of the sorts of christological motifs and imagery
which appear to have been the general inheritance of early
Christianity. This is not to imply that the Gospel of John had
direct, literary knowledge of Pauline teaching, for example, or
of the Synoptic Gospels, but simply that certain traditions

about Jesus and christological imagery such as are preserved in

143 bunn 1991b:222. See also again Painter 1991:23. Perhaps one reason for
the increased opposition to the Christians' messianic claims was the
post-war situation. Rabbinic tradition suggests that R. Yohanan ben
Zakkal only received permission to gather the rabbis at Jamnia because
he had opposed the Jewish revolt and was a 'friend of Caesar', and thus
Christian claims may have been felt to be in danger of bringing the
wrath of the Roman authorities onto the whole Jewish community (cf.
John 11:37-50). Nonetheless, there is also evidence of an increase in
messianic fervour in the post-70 period, and some may have opposed
Christians because they claimed that a man killed by the Romans was the

Messiah.
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these documents were known also to John. That this was the case
does not appear to be in any way controversial,!®® and we shall
in each instance make a case for John's knowledge of the
earlier tradition(s) in question.

In attempting to relate the Fourth Gospel to this stage
of our model, we have certain fixed factors which prevent us
from wandering into unchecked speculation. First, we have the
final form of the Gospel, which not only shows the result® of
the development, but also apologetic arguments which may
provide some clues as to the course of the controversy and the
issues which were at stake. Texts frequently also contain
'fossils' of earlier stages in the history of a community and
its belief. We also have much evidence throughout the rest of
the New Testament concerning earlier stages of christology,
which are important in that many of the motifs found therein
appear 1in a more developed form in the Fourth Gospel.?*
Functions attributed to Jesus in earlier literature are often
backed up and justified by a theoretical (in some instances one
could perhaps almost say 'ontological') foundation when they
appear 1in John. Whether or not earlier christology can be

related to the Johannine christology by means of the model we

144 See further the seminal study in this field, Dodd 1963, passim. It
seems safest to assume for the purpose of this study that John did not
make direct use of any other New Testament document. Those who are
convinced that John made direct use of one or more of the written
Synoptic Gospels will find it much easier to accept our arguments about
John's dependence on certain earlier traditions. However, even if John
did not know these works in their written form (and I have yet to find
any decisive and unambiguous evidence that he did), he still shows an
awareness of Synoptic type traditions, and thus our argument can stand
independently of this other, rather controversial issue. On the
relationship between John and Paul cf. Bultmann 1955:6-10.

145 1t would be unwise to refer to the Gospel as the end result, since
development continued even after the Gospel was written.

146 ~f  our discussion of this point in some detail below, 2.2.
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have proposed can only be determined by means of detailed

exegesis, and this will be our concern throughout the rest of

this thesis. For now, it is sufficient to point out that, even
though we are (as discussed earlier) moving from text to
background and back again, we do have certain firm data in
which our exploration is rooted.

Before proceeding, we may engage in some final
'legitimation' of the model we have chosen. In addition to its
advantages in doing justice to the best aspects of other models
of development, it also avoids the tendency in previous
Johannine scholarship to regard the Johannine christology as
either the cause of the Johannine Christians' expulsion from
the synagogue or the result of their expulsion. Once again, we
are in a situation where an either/or dichotomy will not do

" the Johannine

justice to the complexity of the situation:?!
Christians already held christological beliefs when they first
came into conflict with the leaders of their Jewish community;
this conflict in turn provoked developments in their
christology, which provoked further conflict, and so on.'® It
is obviously not new to suggest a link between Johannine
christology and conflict with the Jews, but the complexities of

the process of this development merit further study, and an

adequate model for tracing this development has 1long been

147 36 rightly Painter 1991:58.

18 Although Meeks 1986:164 seems to be aware of this dialectical process,
in practice his studies have not always done adequate justice to the
issue of already existing christological beliefs, thus leaving him open
to the charge of reductionism. See Meeks 1990:318f, where he hints at a
sociological solution to the earlier stages of Johannine christological
development, but fails in the end to solve the problem of why the
Johannine Christians adopted 'high' christological language in the
first place. Our model has the potential to pick up where Meeks' work
has left off.
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required. The application of Berger and Luckmann's model to the
subject at hand appears therefore to have the potential to
clarify a number of methodological questions, and to fill in
some of the gaps in our understanding of the process (es) which

led to the formation of John's christology.

1.3 Summary and Aims

The remainder of this study will be devoted to the application
of this sociological model to John's Gospel, and we may now
proceed to an exegesis of specific texts in the light of the
model of legitimation. A discussion of the entire Gospel in
detail is impossible within the limited space of this study,
and therefore an attempt has been made to choose for discussion
texts which reflect conflict between Jesus (or the Johannine
community) on the one hand and 'the Jews' on the other, and
which also contain important christological affirmations. A
brief Jjustification is provided at the start of each chapter
for the inclusion of the text under discussion.

In this first chapter we have reviewed previous
scholarship on Johannine christological development, and
presented the model of legitimation and development which we
shall be using to study John's christology. In the chapter
which follows we shall present and consider the evidence in
John for a conflict between the Johannine Christians and a
local synagogue of which they had once been a part, and also
the points of similarity and difference between the motifs
which are found in John and those found in earlier Christian
writings. In part three (chapters 3-8) we shall seek to apply

the model of legitimation to the question of the relationship
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between Jesus and God, and in part four (chapters 9-13), we
shall consider the debate over the relationship between Jesus
and Moses and their respective revelations. Throughout parts
three and four we shall be seeking to determine in what ways
the conflicts and debates in these areas stimulated the
development of certain christological traditions and ideas, as
the Evangelist made creative use of them in his defence of
Christian beliefs. Chapter 14 will approach several other
related 1issues in the same way. Chapter 15 will attempt to
determine whether the various developments that resulted from
this process were integrated by the Evangelist into a unified
and coherent portrait of Christ. Finally, the conclusion will
seek to summarize our findings and draw together their
implications and significance.

In order to demonstrate that we are correct in our
initial hypothesis that John's distinctive christological
developments are part of his work of legitimation, we shall
need to establish several points: First, we must show that
there are indicators that John is engaging in legitimation: in
most of the passages we shall be considering there will be
clear and explicit signs of this, such as the narrative
following the form of objections being raised by 'the Jews'
which the Johannine Jesus then directly addresses; in others,
however, the indicators are less explicit, such as the presence
of polemical language and connections with themes which are
used by John in his legitimation elsewhere 1in the Gospel.
Second, we must show that the focus of the debate is on issues

which are pre-Johannine: if the focus in the debates with 'the

Jews' is on distinctively Johannine formulations, then we
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cannot explain the emergence of those distinctive

christological ideas in terms of a phenomenon connected with
the attempt to respond to objections raised to those beliefs.
If, on the other hand, we can demonstrate that the beliefs
being disputed are pre-Johannine, then a case can be made that
the distinctively Johannine elements are part of an attempt to
respond to the objections raised to these earlier beliefs.
Third, having shown that the beliefs which are the focus of
controversy are essentially the same as beliefs current in
earlier times, we must also demonstrate that the elements of
the Johannine presentation of Christ in the passages being
considered are developments out of earlier beliefs, and that
these distinctively Johannine developments are best understood
as an attempt to respond to objections to Christian
christological beliefs in the ways we have outlined in the
present chapter.'*®

Thus in outline form our aim is to:

(1) Provide evidence that the evangelist 1s engaging in
legitimation.
(2) Provide evidence that the debate centres on beliefs which

were part of the wider heritage of early Christianity,

149 Tt should be noted that, in view of the fact that we are focusing
specifically on John's development of christological traditions, and
that we are not assuming a direct knowledge by John of any other
specific document, we will not, for the most part, be focusing ?n
specific details which are different between, for example, _John S
account of an event and an apparently parallel narrative 1in Fhe
Synoptics. Rather, our focus will be on John's.development ?f mgtlfs
and imagery. Obviously those who feel more cerﬁa}n abopt John's direct
literary dependence on other New Testament writings will feel apii go
engage in socio-redaction criticism to a fuller extent than we wi e

attempting to do in this study.
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i.e. Dbeliefs which are early Christian rather than

distinctively Johannine.

Show that the Evangelist's portrait of Christ in these
contexts represents a development out of and based on
earlier Christian beliefs (including, but not limited to,
those included under point (2)).°

Make a strong case that, in view of the evidence for
controversy and legitimation, and the connections with
earlier beliefs, the Evangelist 1is, in the passage 1in
question, attempting to defend certain beliefs, by
engaging 1n legitimation in the ways we have outlined
earlier, and that the combined evidence suggests that
legitimation provides the stimulus for, and thus the best

explanation of, the course of development followed by

Johannine christology.

150 1. which contexts frequent reference will be made back to the evidence

which has been presented in chapter two.



CHAPTER 2
A CONFLICT SETTING AND A DISTINCTIVE CHRISTOLOGY :

SETTING THE STAGE

2.1 The Conflict Setting

2.1.1 Conflict Passages in the Fourth Gospel

In recent scholarship it has become widely accepted that behind
the Fourth Gospel lies a debate between a group of Christian
Jews and the leaders of their local synagogue,! the main focus
of which was christology. It will be useful, before discussing
our topic further, to survey some of the evidence for such a
conflict. We may take as our starting point the clearest
evidence, namely the hostility and objections expressed by
characters in the Fourth Gospel who function as opponents of
Jesus. In John 5:1¢, reference 1s made to 'the Jews'
persecuting Jesus, and in 5:18 we are told that they tried
(even harder) to kill him.? The reason which is given for this
antagonism is christological: he was 'making himself equal with
God'. In John 6 we also find the group described as 'the Jews'
'grumbling' (v41l) in response to Jesus' claim to have 'come
down from heaven', and 'arguing among themselves' (vb2) in
response to Jesus' words about eating his flesh. Even his
disciples found this teaching difficult, and many subsequently

no longer followed him (6:60f,66). In 8:59 we are told of an

1 So e.g. Ashton, Brown, De Jonge, Dunn, Fortna, Kysar, Manns, Martyn,
Meeks, Painter, Pancaro, Renner, Schnackenburg, Setzer, Wengst and
Whitacre.

2 Harder than what is not clear; the reason for this aporia is irrelevant
to the present discussion.
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attempt by 'the Jews' to stone Jesus, which is once again in
response to a christological claim made by the Johannine Jesus,
namely the application of the divine name 'I am' by Jesus to
himself.? Similarly, in 10:31 we are told of another attempt by
'the Jews' to stone Jesus; here the reason which is given is a
charge of blasphemy, the focus of which 1is once again
christological: the charge is made that Jesus, a mere man,
claims to be God. In 11:53 and 12:10f we are told of a plot on
the part of the chief priests and the Sanhedrin to kill Jesus
(see also 7:25).

Further evidence of conflict, and of the issues which
were central to it, are to be found on the 1lips of the
Johannine 'Jews'. The Pharisees disparage those who believe in
Jesus, pointing out that none of the rulers or Pharisees has
believed in him, but only 'this mob that knows nothing of the
Law' (7:48), who have been deceived (7:47), since the/a prophet
does not come from Galilee (7:52). The Pharisees also challenge
him because he bears witness to himself, and such testimony
they consider invalid (8:13). We also hear of some among 'the
crowd' saying that Jesus deceives the people (7:12) or that he
is demon possessed (7:20). 'The Jews' make a similar assertion
in 8:48,52, regarding Jesus as a demon-possessed Samaritan.
That christology is to the fore here as well is clear from the
fact that they ask whether Jesus is greater than Abraham, and
ask him, "Who do you make vyourself out to be?" (8:53). A

similar emphasis is expressed in 10:20.

3 That the divine name is in view in the absolute use of 'I am' in John
is widely accepted. Cf. e.g. Odeberg 1929:308-310; Dodd 1953:93—?6;
Brown 1966:533-538; Beasley-Murray 1987:139; Moloney 1989:1423; Pgrklps
1989:948; Setzer 1990:180; Carson 1991:358. See also our discussion 1n
5.2 below.
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The Pharisees/'Jews' are also presented as deciding to
expel from the Synagogue anyone who regards Jesus as the
Messiah (9:22), because they regard Jesus as a sinner who does
not keep the Sabbath (9:16). They class themselves as Moses'
disciples rather than Jesus', because they know that God spoke
to Moses, but do not know where Jesus is from (9:28f). Here the
issue of whether Jesus is a righteous man who is worthy to be
listened to, or a sinner and a deceiver, is raised, as is that
of how Jesus' teaching relates to Moses'. References to
expulsion from the Synagogue also appear in 12:42 and 16:2.

There are also other indicators of a conflict setting,
found expressed either in the words of the narrator or placed
on the 1lips of the Johannine Jesus. 'The Jews' are called
children of the devil (8:44) and liars (8:55). Jesus warns his
disciples that they will meet with persecution of various sorts
(15:18-21,25; 16:2f). We may also note that everywhere Jesus
goes, people are divided because of him (6:66-69; 7:12,43;
9:16; 10:19-21; «cf. also 1:5,10-13). Language suggesting
conflict also appears in the prologue, which sets the overall
mood of the Gospel: there 1is reference to 1light/darkness
dualism (1:5), to God's own creation and special nation not
receiving the Logos (1:10f). Opposition to Jewish claims
concerning their special election or privileges may be in view
in 1:13,17f. Imagery contrasting light and darkness, above and
below, pervades the entire Gospel from beginning to end. The
language of explicit or implicit polemic <clearly abounds

throughout the whole of the Fourth Gospel.®

%  Purther discussion of the Johannine polemical passages can be found in
Whitacre 1982:5-119.
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2.1.2 Issues in the Conflict with the Synagogue

In even the briefest of examinations of those texts which we
have set out in the previous section, it becomes clear not only
that there was a conflict between the Johannine Christians and
the (leaders of the) Synagogue, but also that the conflict
focused primarily on the christological <claims which the
Johannine Christians were making for Jesus. This evidence
suggests that Berger and Luckmann's model of legitimation,
which we have discussed in chapter one, has the potential to
illuminate our understanding of Johannine Christology. However,
before we attempt to use this sociological model to study the
Fourth Gospel, it will be useful to set forth briefly here the

main issues that appear to have been to the fore in the

conflict.

(1) Jesus and God

A key issue in John's Gospel 1is the question of the
relationship of Jesus to God, and whether the exalted claims
made for him are legitimate or not (5:18; 8:58f; 10:32). What
exactly 1is at issue will Dbe clarified in the course of our

treatment of this aspect of the conflict.’

(2) Jesus and Moses/Torah

We also find in John a debate about the relationship of Jesus
to Moses, and the qualifications Jesus had to reveal things
that Moses could or did not reveal (1:17f; 3:10-13; 5:37-40,45-

47: 6:32; 9:28f). The accusation that Jesus is a 'sinner', who

5 gee below Part 2 and esp. ch. 3.
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does not keep the Sabbath, also appears (5:16; 9:16). This last
point is subsumed under this heading because it 1is ultimately

about whether Jesus obeys Torah, and whether his teaching is in

accordance with Torah.

(3) Jesus and Other Figures

The question of his relationship to Jacob (1:51; 4:12f) and to
Abraham (8:33-40,53-58) is also raised, as is his relationship
to the Temple (2:19-21; 4:21-24) and other Jewish institutions
and feasts (e.g., 2:6ff; 5:8-17; 7:37f; 8:12). His relationship

to John the Baptist is also an issue (1:6-8,15,20-34; 3:25-36;

10:40-42) .

(4) The Messiahship of Jesus

The question of whether Jesus was the Messiah, i.e. of whether
any christological understanding of Jesus is valid at all, is
present in several places (1:41f; 4:25f,29; 7:26f,31,41f; 9:22;
10:24) . The idea of a crucified Messiah was also problematic to
the Jews of John's time (12:34), as it presumably was even

earlier.

It 1is possible that these issues were to the fore at
different times in the community's history. However, in the
present study we will not be attempting to separate redactional
layers in the Fourth Gospel in any detail, although in the
course of our study we shall note any evidence that may
indicate whether these issues were the focus of controversy at
the same time or successively. For the time being, however, it

is sufficient to have set forth the available evidence
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concerning the issues which were to the fore in the Johannine
conflict situation, before moving on to seek to demonstrate
that the distinctive Johannine development of the Christian
tradition is the result of John's legitimation of the beliefs

which he and his community held dear.

2.2 The Distinctive Features of Johannine Christology

It is also important, before proceeding further, to consider
some of the major elements of the Gospel's christology which
are distinctively Johannine, and to mention aspects of
similarity and difference between John's portrait of Jesus and
that preserved in earlier Christian sources. We may then refer
back to this section in our discussion of the factors which
appear to have provoked or stimulated the Johannine
developments. Our focus in this work, as we have already
explained in the previous chapter, will be on the question of
whether the distinctive aspects of John's christology can be
explained in terms of legitimation, i.e. the development by the
Evangelist of earlier traditions as part of an attempt to
defend his and his community's beliefs. It will therefore be
important to have in mind from the outset what some of the key
distinctive elements are in Johannine christology, as well as
some idea of how they compare with earlier traditions and
documents. Further discussion of a number of the points made
and texts referred to will be given in the main body of this

thesis.
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2.2.1 Jesus and Wisdom/Logos/Spirit

We may treat together the closely related themes of Wisdom,
Word and Spirit, because, as a number of scholars note,
"Spirit, Wisdom and Logos were all more or less synonymous ways
of speaking of God's outreach to man."® The Fourth Evangelist
was not the first Christian writer to present Jesus as speaking
with the voice of Wisdom: compare Matthew's adaptation of the Q
tradition in Matt. 11:19,25-30;23:34-39.’ However, Matthew's
portrait 1s not to be equated with that of John's in the way
that Suggs suggests, when he writes that "it would not greatly
overstate the case to say that for Matthew Wisdom has 'become
flesh and dwelled among us' (John 1:14)."® As Stanton points
out, these features still play only a relatively minor role in
Matthew, the presentation of Jesus as speaking with the voice
of Wisdom occurring in only two or three passages in the whole
Gospel.’ France, who takes a similar view to Suggs, equally
fails to do Jjustice to the differences between Matthew and
John. In discussing (and rejecting) Dunn's reading of these
passages, he concedes that Matthew does not use the same sort
of exalted language which Paul does, but asks "how could he in

a gospel?"'® This is a very strange argument, since it 1is

® Dunn 1989:266. This point is also made by Schimanowski 1985:75-77;
Manns 1991:23; Scott 1992:94; Talbert 1993:45f. The identity of Word
and Wisdom is very likely ancient (cf. Beasley-Murray 1992:1866); see
also Evans 1993:84-92 on the Wisdom background of John’s prologue. On
this point in relation to the second century apologists cf. Grant
1986:109.

"’ On this aspect of Matthean christology cf. Dunn 1989:197-206. Also see
Brown 1994:210.

8 Suggs 1970:57.
® Stanton 1984:1925. See also the fuller discussion in Johnson 1974.

10 prance 1989:306 n.66.
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precisely John's presentation of the earthly life of Jesus
through the lens of the type of exalted Wisdom language which
Paul uses, which immediately distinguishes John's Gospel from
that of Matthew. We therefore cannot follow Suggs 1in regarding
Matthew's presentation of Jesus as 'Sophia incarnate'.'! At
most, it might be possible to speak of Jesus as one who is
inspired and indwelt by Wisdom, since inspiration seems to have
been understood in this period as at times causing the inspired
individual to speak in the first person with the voice of the
one who inspired him or her.'? But we do not yet have in Matthew
the presentation of Jesus as one who was pre-existent, much
less as one who was aware of having been pre-existent.'® As
Brown writes, "the most significant difference between John and
the Synoptics... [is]...that the Johannine Jesus is clearly
conscious of having preexisted with God before the world began
(17:5) and of having come into this world from that world of
previous existence in order to say and do what he heard and saw

when he was with God."'!

Matthew has made a significant step in
relation to Christian reflection on Christ and Wisdom, but John
has taken one or more steps further, which distinguish his

portrait from Matthew and all other New Testament writers,' in

particular in the points we will now discuss.

1 Suggs 1970:58, emphasis added.

12 ¢cf. Aune 1983:234; Hawthorne 1987; the Odes of Solomon provide numerous
examples of this phenomenon. Cf. 8:8ff; 10:4-6; 17:6ff; 22; 28:9ff;
31:6ff; 36:3ff; 41:8-10; 42:3ff.

13 The lack of any reference to pre-existence is even more significant

when one considers that Matthew drew on the portrait of the Son of Man

in the Similitudes of Enoch. See below, 2.2.2.

14 Brown 1994:205. See also Dunn 1990:228.

15 5o also Dunn 1991a:321f. On Wisdom christology in Paul see now Dunn
1998:267-281,292f.
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John's Wisdom or Logos <christology 1is expressed most
fully in the prologue.'® Although the Johannine prologue is
often regarded as the fullest and loftiest expression of the
Johannine 'high' christology, the prologue actually has a great
deal in common with earlier Christian use of Jewish Wisdom
imagery, 1in particular with the hymnic passage found in
Colossians 1:15-20, but with other passages such as Heb. 1:3 as
well. Thus, as Kysar writes, "one finds the employment of this
term [Logos] throughout the prologue to be a Johannine
expression of a common theme of New Testament Christology."!
The distinctiveness of the Johannine portrait is that the
language 1is not wused here simply as an expression of the
lordship of the exalted Christ,'® but is placed at the very
start of the Gospel, affirming that the pre-existent state of
the Logos is the lens through which the rest of the Gospel and

the entire life of Jesus are to be viewed.!® If Dunn is correct,
0 AOYOG COpX E€YEVETO in v14 may represent the first crossing of
the boundary between indwelling and incarnation, the verb

EYEVETO clearly denoting an appearance on the human

scene by the Logos which 1is of a different sort from

¢ Hartman 1987:96f.

17 Kysar 1978:348. So also Mealand 1978:462f; O'Brien 1982:40; Creech
1984:216; Dunn 1991a:315,321; Carson 1991:135f; Witherington 1995:56.
See too Brown 1966:cxxiv-cxxv; de Jonge 1996:235.

1% cf. Beasley-Murray 1980; Dunn 1989:186-196. This is not to say that the
exalted Christ is not in view, but simply that, in contrast with other
early Christian hymns, the emphasis 1is much more clearly on the pre-
existence of the one who became incarnate as Jesus, rather than on
Jesus’ post-exaltation status. See further our discussion in ch. 7
below.

' Barrett 1978:156; Dunn 1990:227f; 1991a:313; 1992a:987; Beasley-Murray
1992:1866; Loader 1992:21. Thus although the designation Logos is never
used again after 1:14, it nonetheless remains true that the prologue
encapsulates the (or at least a) ‘'chief emphasis' of Johannine
christology (Dunn 1992a:988). See further Willett 1992.
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the earlier appearances in 0ld Testament theophanies and
through the inspired prophets.?® We may also note John's use of
other imagery which, while connected with the Wisdom or Logos
of God in Jewish tradition, is not used elsewhere in the New
Testament, such as 'tabernacling', light and glory.?

In all of the Gospels, Jesus is presented as one in whom
God's Spirit dwelt. That John has taken a step beyond Matthew
and the other Synoptics 1is indicated by the distinctive
emphasis found in John 1:32: the Spirit did not just descend
on or enter Jesus, but remained on him. It is this small but
nonetheless significant step which, 1like 1:14, indicates the
move by the Fourth Evangelist from a christology based on
inspiration to one conceived in terms of incarnation.?? The
remainder of this study will be devoted largely to an attempt
to explore the reasons why John took this step; for now we need
simply note this important distinctive feature of the Fourth
Gospel's christology, and its character as a development out of

earlier christology.

> punn 1989:242-244. See also McGrath 1997c:116-118 and ch.7 below for
our understanding of v14 in relation to the rest of the prologue.

2 D'Angelo 1979:174 is correct in her initial impression that "At no
point does the letter to the Hebrews explicitly identify Jesus as the
son with the wisdom of God". However, her final conclusion is that such
an identification is nonetheless implicit in Hebrews (1979:177). Of
course, the date of Hebrews is uncertain, but it nonetheless appears to
the present author to represent a stage 1in the development of
christology which, if not pre-Johannine, preserves many elements as
they were at a pre-Johannine stage. There is simply no evidence that
Hebrews identifies Jesus as Wisdom, or regards pre-existent Wisdom as
having become the human being Jesus, to the extent that John does.
Hebrews is thus best regarded as closer in its Wisdom christology to
Matthew and Colossians than to John.

22 O0n the distinction between inspiration and incarnation in relation to
New Testament christology see Dunn 1992b:398f. On 1:32 as a parallel
description of the incarnation, see Fuller 1976:61-66; Hartin 1985:45;
Schoonenberg 1986:405; Watson 1987; Talbert 1993; McGrath 1996:4f;
1997¢c:117f. See also Brown 1979:152f; Theobald 1992:67f.
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2.2.2 Jesus the Son of Man

The use of the designation 0 VoG ToV GVBPWTOV in reference to Jesus

1s commonplace in the Synoptic Gospels; in John, however, it takes
on new features, most notably the idea of pre-existence. The
references in 3:13 and 6:62 to the Son of Man having come down from
heaven are quite unlike anything else in the New Testament. Here
too the Fourth Evangelist appears to be taking up an aspect of
traditional Christian language, and developing it in a distinctive
way. >

Given the parallel and roughly contemporary developments which
are attested in the Similitudes of Enoch and IV Ezra,? it is quite
likely that John is here inspired by, or making use of, a growing
tendency to use the language of pre-existence in connection with
the figure of the 'Son of Man'.? Nonetheless, John takes this pre-
existence more literally than do these other works: whereas in
Judaism the affirmation of the pre-existence of the Messiah, or of
other figures, is 1little more than a way of asserting their
foreordination in the plan of God, their place in God's eternal
purposes, in John the Son of Man on earth is conscious of having
come from heaven. As Dunn writes, "it is well nigh impossible to
escape the <conclusion that the pre-existence element in the
Johannine Son of Man sayings is a distinctively Johannine redaction

or development of the Christian Son of Man tradition."®f

23 Cf. Smalley 1968:297f; also Painter 1992:1870-1872.

24 Cf. 1 Enoch 48:2f,6; IV Ezra 12:32; 13:52.
25 Cf. Painter 1992:1872. A direct knowledge of the Similitudes of Engch is pot
impossible; Dunn 1989:78 notes John 5:27 and 1 En.69:27 as a p0331ple point
of contact. This is not to suggest that ‘the Son of Man’ was a tltleﬂ bgt
simply that the Danielic ‘human-like figure’ was given a messlanic
interpretation in this period, as even Vermes 1973:175 and Hare 1990:11f
recognize.

26 punn 1989:90. See also Dunn 1990:221-23.
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John's distinctiveness can be seen more clearly when we
compare his work with that of Matthew, who also seems to show
knowledge of the Similitudes of Enoch, inasmuch as he presents
Jesus as the Son of Man in his role of judgment 'sitting on his
throne of glory'.?’ Yet "such points of contact as there are between
Matthew and the Similitudes focus attention on the eschatological
role of the Son of Man in the final judgment, and while Matthew may
possibly have been aware of the pre-existence attributed to the Son
of Man 1in the Similitudes..., there is nothing to show that he
intended a similar implication to be read into his own use of the
Christian Son of Man tradition."?® Thus, whether John was familiar
with the application of pre-existence language to the Son of Man
from Christian or Jewish circles, he appears to be the first person
to draw the implication that the Son of Man on earth was aware of
having been pre-existent in heaven. On this point John's
distinctiveness is indisputable.

John also runs together the crucifixion and

ascension/exaltation/glorification of the Son of Man, bringing the
two ideas together under a single term, 'lifting up' (vyouwy). In

earlier literature, Jesus is thought of as having been crucified
and as having been exalted to heaven, but the two are not
combined in the way they are by John.?® Nonetheless, the

fact that there is a threefold passion prediction connected

27 cp. Matt.19:28 and 25:31f with 1 Enoch 45:3; 55:4; 61:8; 62:5; 69:27. See
also Dunn 1989:77f; Higgins 1964:107,117. Higgins 1964:106 also notes the
connection between Matt.16:28 and 1 En.62:5-7 inasmuch as both speak of the
kingdom of the Son of Man.

28 punn 1989:89.

29 of, Smalley 1968:298.
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with the Son of Man in both Mark and John,*° taken together with
John's use of the traditional language 'the Son of Man must',
suggests that John's usage is a development out of the earlier,
Synoptic-type tradition.3!

Before proceeding, mention may also be made here of the
motif of Jesus as 'not of this world' and 'from above', which
has Dbeen drawn to the attention of Johannine scholars in
particular by the recent works of Wayne Meeks®® and Jerome
Neyrey.”> While this 1is clearly a Johannine distinctive,
projecting upon its portrait of Jesus the community's sensation
of a division between 'us and them', between a faithful
minority and a hostile wider world, it nonetheless reflects a
type of dualism which is also present in other Jewish and

4

Christian sources.?® The Pauline doctrine of two ages,>® the

® and even the Matthean

heavenly/earthly contrasts in Hebrews,’
logion about two roads/ways,>’ show that John is once again

unique not so much in his content, as in his emphasis on and

30 Mark 8:31; 9:12-31; 10:33f; John 3:13-15; 8:28f; 12:32-34. Cf.
Schnackenburg 1968:535; Moloney 1978:215,218; Létourneau 1992:579f.

31 gSee further Schaberg 1985:217; Moloney 1989:1423; Létourneau 1992;
Schnackenburg 1992:1744f¢.

32 Meeks 1986.

3 Neyrey 1988.

3 0On the very striking and significant Qumran parallels cf. Charlesworth
1972:89-103; Price 1972:18-25; Fennema 1979:59-67.

35 ©of. Kreitzer 1993:254f,259f on the 'vertical' and 'horizontal' aspects
of Pauline dualism and eschatology. See also Maile 1993.

3% See e.g. Heb. 8:5; 9:23; 11:16; 12:22.

37 Matt.7:14; see also Didache 1-6. There are also allusions to a doctrine
of two ages in Matthew: cf. e.g. 12:32; 24:14. This is of course a
present/future dualism rather than a 'vertical' above/below dualism,
pbut these are two different emphases found also in Jewish literature,

often side by side.
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development of motifs and imagery which are not entirely absent

from earlier Christian writings.?

2.2.3 Jesus the Prophet (like Moses)

Here too John makes use of a motif and imagery which is not
uniquely his, and yet which is used by him in his own way. Dale
Allison has recently undertaken a fairly comprehensive survey
of the use of Moses typology in Matthew.3® He notes, however,
many examples of the influence of a Moses typology on Luke-Acts
and in many other writings of the New Testament and later
Christian literature.? Already in Paul we find the covenants
established through Jesus and Moses being compared and
contrasted,*’ and this theme also has a major part to play in
the epistle to the Hebrews.?® It is thus not true to regard this
as a distinctively Johannine emphasis.?® Nonetheless, in John
the belief that Jesus is the 'prophet (like Moses)' is perhaps

made more explicit than elsewhere in the New Testament.®’ There

> on Johannine dualism see further the summary and discussion of recent

scholarship in Kysar 1985:2451f; Ashton 1991:205-237.

** Allison 1993.

° Allison 1993:99f on Luke-Acts; on Jewish traditions of Mosaic typology

in relation to the Messiah see 1993:85-90.

1 gee e.g. 1 Cor. 10:2; 2 Cor. 3:7-11.

2 see e.g. Heb. 3:3-6; 7:12-14. The whole book compares the old covenant
with the new. On the Moses-Christ typology in Hebrews see especially
D'Angelo 1979.

 cf. also Casey 1991:68, who accepts that Jesus described himself as a

prophet. On the portrait of Jesus as prophet in the various New
Testament documents see Schnider 1973 (he deals with the theme of
prophet like Moses in the Synoptic Gospels on pp.89-101); Schelkle
1973.

 See e.g. John 1:21,25,45; 5:46; 6:14; 7:40,52. See further Boismard
1953:165f; Schnider 1973:191-230; Schnackenburg 1992:1738f; Thompson
1992:378; Brown 1994:210-213; Smith 1995:125f. See also Davies
1964:410, who writes that "the Fourth Gospel sets Jesus over against
Moses more explicitly than does Matthew, who sets the two figures...in
parallelism...Jesus appears not as the interpreter of the old Torah but
as, in his own person, the Word, the Torah". Thus it may be true to
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is also a focus on Jesus' signs, and on the acceptance or
rejection of him by others, motifs which tie 1in with the
portrait of Moses in the Jewish scriptures,® while (in contrast
with Matthew) little attention is given to his teaching.*f

P. Anderson has recently written, "It would not be an
exaggeration to say that much of John's theology, christology,
pneumatology, and ecclesiology is based upon an understanding
of Deuteronomy 18:18, which promises that God will continue his
redemptive dialogue with humanity by means of the prophet(s)
like Moses who speak all that God commands. This important
connection has been overlooked by most Johannine scholars.
John's subordinate and egalitarian christological themes are
subsumed in the same schema: John's agency christology. They
are two sides of the same coin".®’ The connection between John's
portrait of Jesus as prophet (like Moses) and the emphasis on
his role as God's agent®® leads us on conveniently to the next

element of Johannine christology we shall be considering.

2.2.4 Jesus God's Son and Agent
In pre-Johannine Christian documents, Jesus is frequently
referred to as God's Son, and presented as his chief, ultimate

and final/eschatological agent or envoy. These two motifs may

emphasize, as many commentators do, that for John Jesus is more than a
prophet, but this does not appear to have moved John to regard the
designation 'prophet' as one that is inappropriate for Jesus.

> on Moses typology in John see further Ashton 1991:277f£,470-476; Pryor
1992:117-124; Smith 1995:108,126. See also Boismard 1953:165-175.

16 Although Jesus is still presented as a teacher and 'rabbi' in Johp. Sge
Smith 1984:177f. The 'teaching' which the Johannine Jesus does give 1s

almost exclusively christological.
7 Anderson 1996:175.

48 ~f Meeks 1967:301f; Evans 1993:135-144.
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be treated together, since they are linked in both the Synoptic
tradition and in John.*® The key idea behind agency in the
ancient world, and early Judaism in particular, is that the one
sent is like the one who sent him. Statements to this effect

are found outside the New Testament in Philo®® and the Rabbinic

1

. 5 . .
literature, and also in non-Jewish sources.’® They also occur

in the New Testament, important examples from the Synoptics
being Mark 9:37 and pars.; also Matt.15:24; Luke 4:43. In John,
many more examples of this language are to be found, but they
still bear a close resemblance to their Synoptic counterparts:
Cf. John 5:23; 6:38; 12:44f; 13:20; 14:9; 15:23; see also 3:34;
7:16; 8:26,28f,42; 14:24.

Not only is the agent sent (a point to which we shall
return below), but he or she also bears the authority of the
sender and may act with the full authority of the sender. It is
for this reason that Jesus can be presented as carrying out
what were traditionally divine prerogatives, such as
pronouncing sins forgiven (cf. Mark 2:5-10 and pars.; Luke
7.47-49 - the miracle in the former instance is given as a
demonstration that God has indeed delegated his power and

authority to Jesus). In John, the portrait is very similar to

9 As e.g. in Mark 12:6; Matt.l11:27; cf. also 10:40; John 5:16-26; 6:44
and 10:36 (see also our discussions of sonship and agency in chs. 4 and
6 below). On the son as the father's agent par excellence in the
ancient world cf. Harvey 1982:161. See further Witherington 1995:141;
also Schnackenburg 1992:1738-1743; Beasley-Murray 1992:1861; Ashton
1994:71-89. Jesus is also presented as God's agent in Paul, on which
see Hagner 1991:20-25. On agency in relation to christology in general
cf. Buchanan 1986.

50 pec. 119.

51 gee for example Ber.5.5; Qidd.41b,43a; Hag. 10b; Naz. 12b; Baba Qamma
113b; Sifre on Numbers 12:9; y. Hag. 76d. See further Meeks 1967:301f;
Harvey 1982:161f; Borgen 1986; Beasley-Murray 1992:1857.

52 cf. Mitchell 1992:644-661; Borgen 1996b:101£,120 n.22.
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that of the Synoptics in many ways, but the things which Jesus
is held to do as God's Son/agent are intensified: in addition
to the forgiveness of sins,> which is also mentioned in the
Synoptics,® in John Jesus is said to work on the Sabbath as God
does, to judge and to give life to the dead, even eternal life.
Although Jesus raises the dead in the Synoptics,® and is
expected as the eschatological judge, here these points are
made much more strongly and emphatically, and the
eschatological aspects are moved forward into the 1ife of the
earthly Jesus, so that already in the present his ministry
brings about judgment and the reception of the gift of eternal
life.”® To quote Anderson again, "While the agency schema is
central to John's christology, the evangelist did not invent
it."’ Yet as Harvey writes, "though it is recognized that the
origins of this emphasis...may well lie further back in the
tradition represented by the Synoptics, the presentation of the

Son as the Father's agent par excellence (which was empirically

>} John 20:23. See also 5:14.
> Mark 2:5-9 and pars.; Luke 7:48.

% Mark 5:35-43; cp. John 11:11, where the euphemism 'sleep' (albeit a
different, synonymous Greek word) is also used for death, in reference
to someone Jesus is about to raise from the dead.

°® For further discussion of Jesus as God's agent in John, see Meeks
1967:301-305; 1976:54-60; Buhner 1977:59-72; Borgen 1986; Buchanan
1986:181f; Harvey 1987; Thompson 1992:377-379; Létourneau 1993:233-255.
The difference in emphasis in the realm of eschatology is closely tied
to the distinctives of Johannine christology, but unfortunately space
will not permit a discussion of this here.

>7 Anderson 1996:176. Anderson goes further, claiming a degree of
continuity with the self-understanding of the historical Jesus. See
also Sanders 1985:240. Few today would share the optimism of Robinson
1984c; see the more cautious statement of Dunn 1989:25f. The segment of
Anderson's assertion which we have quoted appears far more certain. See
also Painter 1991:307; Witherington 1995:141.
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the case in ancient Middle Eastern commerce) 1is likely to be
the product of the evangelist's innovative mind. "5

One key feature in connection with this motif, which we
have already noted briefly but need to discuss further, is the
idea of God sending his Son, a motif found in both the
Synoptics and John,*® as well as in other New Testament
documents.®® In the literature we have already considered, Jesus
1s portrayed as God's agent, who has received a prophetic-type
commissioning and now functions as God's agent.®" However, it
may be that in John, where Jesus is also thought of as the
incarnation of one who previously pre-existed with God, the
context may demand that we think of the Son having been sent

2

from heaven.®® Yet there is at least some evidence to suggest

that John may have distinguished between 'Son' as a designation
of Jesus, the Logos incarnate, and other designations
appropriate to refer to the pre-existent state of the Logos.®
Thus, while it seems probable that John has intensified the

earlier portraits of Christ as God's agent, it is not clear how

28 Harvey 1987:241. Kanagaraj 1995:216-220 is right to draw attention to
the limitations of agency as a total explanation of Johannine
christology. Nonetheless, many of the points which he makes apply to

earthly agents, but not to heavenly agents/personified divine
attributes (cf. Fennema 1979:294-296). See further also Harvey
1982:162f.

> Cf. Schnackenburg 1992:1738; also Pryor 1992:119f.

® Cf. Bultmann 1955:2.7 on this and other terminology which Paul and John
share, not because of direct influence on one another, but as part of
their common Christian heritage. Also cf. Schnackenburg 1984:104-106;
Weder 1990:164; Hagner 1991:21; Kanagaraj 1995:209-223; de Jonge
1996:235.

®1 Cf. Bihner 1977:374-433; Thompson 1992:378.

2 In contrast to the understanding of sending in the Synoptics - see
Brown 1994:205. Schnackenburg 1984:104-108 interprets the Pauline
sending motif in terms of pre-existence, but in fact there is nothing
in Paul (and perhaps not in John either) which explicitly links the
designation 'Son of God' with pre-existence.

3 See especially Cadman 1969:11-13; also Dunn 1991b:228f.
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the sending of the man Jesus relates to the sending of the
Logos from heaven. The relationship between the various aspects
of John's distinctive christology 1is a problematic and
difficult subject, which we will return to towards the end of
the thesis.® Nonetheless, for now we may note that the sending
of the Son is a far more central element in the Johannine
portrait of Christ than it is in any of the other New Testament
documents that we have, and Loader rightly regards it as part

of the 'central structure' of the christology of the Fourth

Gospel.®

2.2.5 Jesus as the Son who Reveals the Father

The similarity between the so-called 'bolt from the Johannine
blue' 1in the Synoptics (Matt.11:27; 1k.10:22) and John's
presentation of Jesus is well known. Yet as Loader emphasizes,
"This is in fact more than 'a bolt from the Johannine blue'. It
is a foreshadowing of the central structure of Johannine
christology and may well reflect its origin."°® Thus the
language of sonship and even of revelation, while central in
John, is not entirely absent from earlier Christian writings.®
And while there is much more focus on the 'I' of Jesus 1in
John, ®® this is presumably because he functions in a much fuller

way as God's agent and representative. John's Gospel, as

® See below ch.15, esp. 15.3.

®> 1o0ader 1984:189-191; 1992:30-32.

66 Toader 1984:204. See also Painter 1991:44; Sabbe 1991:407; Denaux
1992:187f; Schnackenburg 1992:1740f.

¢7 Moloney 1989:1422.

68 cf, punn 1991b:314 n.S58.
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Barrett has emphasized, is focused on the Father, and on Jesus

because he makes the Father known; it is theocentric as much as

; . 69 ’
christocentric. Here, as in the other aspects of Johannine

christology we have considered, a feature of  earlier
christology appears in the Fourth Gospel in a much more fully
developed form, and plays a far more central in the overall

portrait of Christ than it did in earlier writings.™

2.2.6 Jesus the Bearer of the Divine Name

The bearing of the divine name by Jesus is connected with a
number of the motifs we have already surveyed: divine agency,
the exaltation of the Son of Man, and perhaps even with Moses

! There is clear evidence in Phil. 2:9f that the

typology.’
belief that Jesus bore the divine name is much earlier than
John.’® What is distinctive in John among the New Testament
literature is the conviction that Jesus bore that name not as a
result of his exaltation (which simply reveals what was already

the case, namely that Jesus is 'I am'),’® but even during his

earthly life.

®® Barrett 1982b; 1likewise Moloney 1989:1420; Loader 1992:171; see also

Dunn 1991b:314 n.56, for a comparison of the frequency of the
designation 'Father' for God in the Synoptics and John. This topic was
also addressed by Marianne Meye Thompson in her paper "The Neglected
Factor in Johannine Theology"” given at the 1997 SNTS conference in
Birmingham, England.

% Cf. Loader 1984:190; 1992:32f; Painter 1991:44; Sabbe 1991:407; Denaux
1992:187f. On the earlier history of, and other issues relating to, the
Q logion Matt.11:27/Lk.10:22, see also Légasse 1976.

" There are numerous references in the Samaritan literature to Moses

having been vested with the divine name. These can be conveniently
found in Fossum 1985:87-94. See also Meeks 1968:359-361.

2 It is generally accepted that the 'name above every name' is the name

of God. Cf. e.g. Howard 1978:381-386; Wright 1991a:93f; Dunn
1991b:189f; Hagner 1991:25f. Note also Heb. 1:4,8, where, however, the
name which is mind may be 'Son' rather than 'Lord'.

3 gee our discussion of 8:28 below, ch. 5.
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Wright is correct to understand the author of the hymn
preserved 1in Phil. 2:6-11 to be applying to Christ an
acclamation which was, in Isa. 45:23, attributed to God.
However, he is too quick to assume that the obvious implication
for a first century Jewish reader would be that Christ was not
only pre-existent, but eternally divine.”® As the detailed study
by Hurtado has shown, first century Jewish monotheism had room
for exalted figures who functioned as divine envoys or agents,’
and these figures could even bear the divine name.’® For the
author of the Philippians hymn, as also presumably for Paul,
understanding Christ's exalted status in such terms was not

problematic.”

The safequarding affirmation, 'to the glory of
God the Father', 1is felt to be more than sufficient to make
clear and unambiguous that Jesus' exalted lordship is not to be

understood as detracting in any way from monotheism or from the

glory due only to God himself.’® This did become controversial

74

Wright 1991a:93f. Cf. Dunn 1991b:190, who stresses that Paul uses this
language as much to distinguish between Jesus and God as to identify
them. See also Dunn 1993:205,

"> Hurtado 1988, passim. See also Philip S. Alexander's conclusion that

"There can now be no question that early Judaism did know of powerful
semi-divine mediator figures, so the high Christology of some of the
early Christian writings can actually be given a Jewish context"
(1992:19f). On the meaning of 'high' christology see Brown 1994a:4f.

’* Cf. The angel Yaoel in Apoc. Abr. 10:3-17. In later literature cf. the
Samaritan work Memar Margah 1.1,3,9,12; 2.12; 4.7; 5.4; 6.6; 3 Enoch
12:5, and also Gen. Rab. 43.3. The origin of this tradition is almost
certainly Exod. 23:21.

7 cf. Dunn 1991b:191,205f. Dunn points out that, if Paul's christology
had been found objectionable by his contemporaries, we would certainly
expect to find some trace of this in his letters.

® This is not to say that the author was even consciously aware that his
christological affirmation could be in any way problematic.
Nevertheless, the fact that this final statement was added may suggest
that, if only at a subconscious level, the author wanted to make sure
no misinterpretation of his striking language would ensue, perhaps in
particular by Gentile readers. See also Kreitzer 1987:160f; Steenburg
1990:100f.
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at a later stage,’® and in John we see controversy developing in
precisely this area and in relation to precisely these
concepts. But in this early period, such beliefs were not felt
to be a threat to monotheism®® or any other aspect of Jewish
tradition and belief, and were regarded by Christians as an
appropriate language to use in response to the unique
eschatological action of God in and through Christ for the
salvation of his people Israel and of all mankind. John's
portrait of Jesus as one who has been made to bear the divine

name is best regarded as a development of earlier traditions of

this sort.®%!

2.2.7 Jesus as God

The question whether Christians prior to John applied the
designation 'God' (Geég) to Jesus 1s difficult to answer.

Hebrews clearly does so (1:8),% but the date of this work is
uncertain. Titus and 2 Peter are generally regarded as
pseudepigrapic works of a relatively late date, but quite apart
from this point the correct translation of 2 Peter 1:1 and
Titus 2:13 is uncertain.®’ Similar ambiguity plagues almost all

occurrences, but most scholars conclude that instances such as

" Cf. b. Sanh. 63a.

80 Cf. BApoc.Abr.19:1-5, which makes clear that the author was a
monotheist. That the Samaritan version of this idea was understood to
be monotheistic is clear from passages like Memar Margah 4.7. For John
as a first century Jewish monotheist see ch. 3 below.

81 For further evidence of John's close contact with earlier traditions

here, see our discussion below, 5.2.2.

82 This is the only non-Johannine occurrence which Brown regards as a

clear and unambiguous use of 0egdg as a designation for Jesus
(1994a:185-187). So also Cullmann 1959:310.

3 Although on the latter cf. Dunn 1993:206.
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2 Thess. 1:12 and Col. 2:2 do not intend to refer to Jesus as
'God'.® That the Synoptics do not do so is clear, and if
anything they distinguish clearly between Jesus and God.®
Romans 9:5 is probably the only passage in the Pauline corpus
for which a strong case can be made on grammatical grounds that
Jesus is referred to as 'God'.®® Nevertheless even here there is
ambiguity. At  least some early copyists, when adding
punctuation to this text, understood it not to be calling
Christ God. In addition, many scholars feel that Paul, who
elsewhere distinguishes between God and Christ, would not here
break from his usual pattern.?’

Yet even if it is allowed that Paul, like Hebrews and
John later on, did call Jesus 'God', this does not immediately
answer the question of what he might have meant by it.®® Even in
the Jewish Christianity of later times, the use of the
designation 'God' in reference to Jesus was accepted, provided

this was understood in a broader sense current in Judaism which

% Guthrie 1981:340; Harris 1992:263-266.
8 Brown 1994a:174f. See also Cullmann 1959:308.

% Metzger 1973. See also Cullmann 1959:312f; Dunn 1991b:203; Harris
1992:154.

8 On this passage see further Dunn 1988:528f; 1991b:203f; 1998:255-257.

On all of these passages see also Harvey 1982:157,176-178.

®® Dunn 1989:45; 1992a:984. On the significance of the application of the
designation 'God' to Christ in Hebrews 1-2, see Hurst 1987; Harris
1992:200-202. D'Angelo's attempt (1979:165f,186) to read Hebrews 3 as
attributing to the Son the role of creator seems unlikely to be correct
(cf. the preferable exegesis of Guthrie 1983:100; Bruce 1990:92f)5 and
also fails to acknowledge the wider usage of the designation 0egog in
this period (cf. Hurst 1987; Harris 1992:200-202). She seems to be
reading Hebrews' use of Wisdom/Logos imagery and ideas in 1light of
John's use, but it is by no means clear that Hebrews is later than John
or represents a viewpoint similar to or as developed as John's (contra
D'Angelo 1979:11). See also Harvey 1982:166,172; 1987:249f and Thompson
1992:377, who suggest that the origins of the application of 0egog to
Jesus may perhaps be tied to the idea of Jesus as God's supreme agent
or representative.
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was not felt to conflict with monotheism.®® We also have
evidence in Jewish sources for the belief that Moses was
exalted to the position of 'God and king',® and that Adam, as
the image of God, was regarded as functioning as God's agent
and thus 'as God' over the earth.% It may thus be in this
broader sense that Paul applies the term to Christ, if he does
so at all. This would be consonant with his em