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SOPHIA AND THE JOHANNINE JESUS James Martin Clark Scott

This thesis examines the relationship between the Jewish figure
of Sophia and the Johannine Jesus. Recognising the problem of
identifying the femsle Sophia with the male Jesus, we ask how the
Fourth Evangelist has tackled it and what effect, 1f any, the solution
may have had on the portrayal of women within the Gospel.

Following an introductory chapter outlining the scope of the
thesis, Chapter Two examines the context from which John has drawn on
Sophia. Bearing in mind always the monotheistic character of Judaism,
we discover the way in which traits of ANE Goddesses have influenced
the development of Sophia as a figure within Jewish thought. We find
that by the time of the writing of John's Gospel, on the one hand
there was a highly developed picture of Sophia as a feminine
expression of God active in Israel's history, while on the other hand
there were efforts to repress her gender significance.

Chapter Three examines the relationship between this female
figure and John's picture of Jesus. The Logos of the Prologue, found
to be influenced at almost every turn by Sophia speculation, proves to
be a useful cover employed by the Fourth Evangelist to effect the
switch of gender from Sophia to Jesus. Further study shows that all
the main themes of the Prologue are worked out in detsil in the body
of the Gospel. Hardly a major Johannine theme remains untouched by
some measure of Sophia's influence. This leads us to the conclusion
that John has intentionally presented us with Jesus as Jesus Sophia
incarnate. )

Chapter Four examines the possibility of a connection between the
discerned Sophia christology and the prominent role played by women in
the Gospel. We find that all the stories concerning women appear at
important christological points in the Gospel. Further investigation
shows that all the women demonstrate the essential characteristics of
discipleship, in a way in which the traditionsl male disciples of the
Synoptic tradition do not. The women are seen to function as
paradigms of discipleship for the community to which the Gospel 1is
addressed. In addition, traces of influence from Sophia speculation
are also to be found in the way in which the stories concerning women
are told.

Finally, some reflections are offered on the wider implications
of the findings 1in chapters three and four, &along with some

suggestions for further research.
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CHAPTER ONE
1. INTRODUCTION

There can be few more daunting tasks in the life of church
musicians than attempting to write Passion music in the wake of Bach:
whatever they do will either appear imitative and so secondary,
innovative and so rather risky, or downright irrelevant! For a
musician turned theologian approaching the Gospel of John, the writing
of a thesis appears a similarly overwhelming task. There has been
such a vast volume of scholarly work of immense variety written on the
Fourth Gospel by so many glants of New Testament scholarship, that the
task of writing something new and original becomes more difficult as
the months of research tick by. Thus, as we set out on this present
work, it is vital to delineate the precise contribution we seek to
make. At times 1t will certainly appear imitative, but at others
hopefully also innovative, with all the risk that entails. Above all,
however, it seeks to avoid the pitfall of our third alternative, but

that must be left to the reader!

Some comments on the origin of the thesis may be helpful in
understanding its final outcome. Initially interest was stimulated
through the author's participation in a seminar on the subject of
'Women in the Gospels' in the spring of 1981, for which seminar he
shared responsibility for the examination of the role of women in the
Fourth Gospel. At thst time, the only significant material available
on the subject was the article by Raymond Brown briefly outlining some
of the notable features of the Johannine women!. This led to further
reflection, amongst which the most striking observation was the
prominence of women at crucial christological points in the unfolding

drama of the Johannine account. The unexplained connection between
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christology and the role of women proved to be the germ out of which
the plant has grown. The recognition of the crucial influence of
Wisdom speculation on the Johannine picture of Jesus, especially as
noted already by Brown in his commentary? and further encouraged by
Professor Dunn's own conclusions3, led the author to investigate the
significance of the gender of Sophia for understanding the Johannine

perspective in general and the role of women in particular.

We shall now turn to outline the methodology employed in the
construction of this thesis, the direction in which our investigation
will take us and some of the questions with which we seek to grapple.
In addition, we will attempt to set the thesis in context amongst the
whole range of studies on Wisdom literature, Johannine Christology,

and the role of women in New Testament times.

1.1 SETTING THE SCENE

As the overall title already suggests, this thesis sets out to
examine in detail the relationship between the Jewish figure of
Wisdom, known by her Greek title, Sophia, and the Jesus of the Fourth
Gospel. The decision to refer to her by her Greek name 1s a
deliberate one, taken on two counts. Firstly, by its use, her gender
is immediately made clear, a factor not evident in the abstract
English word, Wisdom. This will be a vital issue when we come to
examine the way that New Testament writers, in particular John, seek
to identify an exclusively female figure with the male Jesus.
Secondly, the use of the Greek name reveals this author's assumption
that the Fourth Evangelist used Greek as the language for writing the

Gospel from the beginning, rather than Aramaic, "even though the



-3 -

language displays many Semitisms or Semitic colouring"+*. This
presupposition is of some importance in respect of our handling of
materials in chapter three, where reference will be made to the
Septuagint (=LXX) text of the writings under consideration rather than

to the Hebrew text (=MT), even where this is extant (i.e., Proverbs).

In order to approach the question of the relationship of Jesus
and Sophia in the Fourth Gospel, it is first necessary to establish
who, or what she is and means for Judaism in the first century of the
Christian era. This will entail a review of the influences which were
exerted on the formation and development of Sophia in the period from
her first major appearance in Proverbs 1-9, through to the highly
sophisticated presentations of her in the Wisdom of Solomon and the
work of the first century Alexandrian Jewish philosopher, Philo. Our
purpose in chapter two will thus obviously be to set the context out
of which the Fourth Evangelist uses the Sophia traditions in relation
to Jesus, but we will also be concerned to establish more clearly the
exact relationship envisaged by the Wisdom writers between Sophia and
the traditional male monotheistic God of Israel, Yahweh. This in turn
will raise the question, which is vital to the thesis as a whole, of
the gender significance of Sophia. To what extent, if any, was the
gender of Sophia an issue for the Wisdom writers themselves, and
further for the author of the Fourth Gospel in portraying Jesus

Christ?

All of this assumes that Sophia really is a vital figure for the
Fourth Evangelist's process of christological reflection. The purpose
of chapter three is to put this assumption to the test, as there we

shall examine the way in which Sophia speculation has shaped the



figure of Jesus in the Fourth Gospel. Initially we will look at the
Logos of the Prologue in relation to the Sophia of Jewish Wisdom
speculation, before +turning to an examination of the connection
between Prologue and Gospel in the 1light of this relationship.
Naturally much of this work will draw on previous studies of both
Johannine christology and the relation of Prologue to Gospel, but it
will do so under a different aspect, that of the question of the
gender significance of Sophia. It will also be concerned with
thematic relationship rather than merely with linguistic parallels
within the Fourth Gospel itself, though these will still be pursued.
In the end, we hope to shed some new light both on the vexed question
of the reasons for the disappearance of the Logos after the Prologue
to the Fourth Gospel, and on the methodology which the Fourth
Evangelist adopts in the course of christological reflection. In
doing so we will hope to demonstrate not only that Sophia speculation
is the primary influence on Johannine christology, but also that the
Fourth Evangelist was conscious of the gender problem involved in the
identification of Sophia with Jesus Christ and dealt with this problem

in the most satisfactory way available to him/hers.

In the fourth chapter we turn to an examination of the way in
which the Fourth Evangelist's christological ‘solution' may have
affected the outworking of gender roles in the Gospel. In particular
this will involve us in a closer look at the role of women as
paradigms of discipleship in the Gospel and their relationship to the
traditional male disciples of the Synoptic tradition. We will hope to
show that the influence of Sophia extends also to the role of women in

the Fourth Gospel and that this in turn provides a "perceptive



corrective®é to other New Testament writings which tend to stress the
subordination of women. In addition, it may cause us to reassess the
role which women may actually have played in the community to which
the Fourth Gospel was originally addressed. We shall conclude the
thesis by summarising our findings, offering some further reflections
on them, and pointing to some future questions which must for the
moment remain unanswered, but towards whose investigation, we believe,

this present thesis must push us.

1.2 SETTING THE CONTEXT

Since, as we have indicated, this thesis traverses ground already
well trodden by scholars from several disciplines of theological
study, it is essential to clarify our particular focus with precision
over against other works in those disciplines. Essentially there are
three main areas in which this must be done: firstly, in relation to
chapter two, the contribution of the thesis to Wisdom studies;
secondly, the interaction with studies on Johannine christology;
thirdly, the relation to other studies on women in the Gospels, in
particular those treating from a feminist perspective. At times we
will be seen to be largely in agreement with the assessments made by
the authors we review, at other times clearly coming to very different
conclusions, while at other points we will seek to build upon
conclusions already made and well tested in the past. Before
embarking on this task, however, it is vital for us to clarify the
method by which we shall attempt to conduct our investigations. Since
our ultimate conclusions may appear at times either controversial or
tendentious (or both), it will be important to understand the method

used to reach them.



1.2.1 METHODOLOGY

The purpose of employing a specific methodological approach in
New Testament study is at least two-fold: firstly it must aim at
exactness, or precision in handling the subject material. Secondly,
it should seek to enable the writer to say something reasonably secure
about the subject matter addressed. However, as Sanders has remarked,
"finding agreement about the ground rules by which what is relatively
secure can be identified is very difficult"?. Although this statement
would always have been true to some degree in relation to New
Testament scholarship, it has grown in significance in recent years
with the increasing diversity of methodological approaches to Biblical
interpretation. While there are a number of probable causes for this
diversity, some theological, some sociological, others ideological,
perhaps the most significant has been a growing sense of
dissatisfaction with the too rigid application of historical-critical
methodology to the Biblical text. In particular the claims put
forward for the results of both Form and Redaction criticism have at
times ignored a properly critical appraisal of their own limitations.
We therefore find ourselves writing in an era of New Testament
scholarship which, perhaps more than any before, lacks a clear or

unified approach to method.

The new approach to methodology in Biblical study has developed
in several different directions?®. The whole new Literary movement,
which itself contains considerable diversity?, has sought to move from
a concern with mere historical reconstruction to one of the study of
the Bible as literature, whether from a secular or from a religious

starting point, while 1literary critics by no means reject the
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legitimacy of historical-critical techniques for study, they
nevertheless want to approach the Bible "with questions, expectations
and techniques appropriate to the modern study of literature, rather
than as a historical or theological source"!®. Then again, from a
different perspective, Childs has developed a critique of what he sees
as the excesses of historical criticism, from the point of view of his
‘canonical' approach!!., His motives, "the concern to deal seriously
with the effect which the shape of the canonical collection has on the
individual parts“!?, and the necessity of rethinking “the relation
between the historical critical study of the Bible and its theological
use as religious literature within a community of faith"!$, are indeed
laudable, even if he does not always succeed in taking his own

methodology to heartt¢!

The attention of modern biblical scholars has also been drawn to
sociological models as tools for biblical research!s. These models
have provided new insight on both the task of historical
reconstruction and theological interpretation/reflection. Perhaps in
this sociological area more than any other, the effects of adopting
what might be called a ‘'secular' methodology can be seen in the
results to which individual scholars come. For example, the numerous
studies which adopt a Marxist starting point as a methodological base
will clearly come to very different conclusions from those treating
the same biblical material using a Durkheimian sociological model! At

this point we see underlined the need for a proper statement of

methodological presuppositions.

Another major contribution to the debate on the methodology of

biblical interpretation has been made by feminist scholars. While we



will discuss in more detail the relationship between this present
thesis and studies on women, particularly those treating from a
feminist perspective, later in this chapter, it is appropriate now to
note the importance of feminist critique for the modern debate on
methodology. Since there 1s as much variety amongst feminist
approaches as, for example, amongst the new Literary schools, it is
difficult to make generalisations in discussing method. However, it
would be fair to say that feminist biblical scholars have developed
heuristic approaches to the text which allow questions to be asked of
the biblical materials which have led to tentative new historical
reconstructions, and imeginative and refreshing forms of theological
reflection which would have been impossible to achieve wusing
traditional historical-critical methodology alone. Fiorenza sums up
the ideal of such method when she says: "the task 1is, therefore, not
so much rediscovering new sources, as rereading the available sources

in a different key"t!s.

It will become clear to the reader 1in the course of this thesis
that it is to this last named methodological approach that we are most
indebted. While this thesis by definition cannot be termed a
'feminist' work <(the author being male!), 1t does seek to take
seriously the insights of feminist scholarship in formulating an
approach to the text. In doing so we will always be keeping in mind
the principal aims of methodology outlined at the opening of this
section. Our first methodological principle of exactness carries
with 1t the necessity to take serious account of the text itself and
ultimately to judge the results of our study in the light of it,

particularly where our findings run contrary to traditionally held
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interpretations. This 1s not to imply that exactness should be
equated with objectivity in an empirical sense, for 1t 1is our
contention that all New Testament study is coloured by the background
and starting point of the individual commentator, at least to some
extent. Responding to the accusation often levelled at feminist
writers, that they are merely projecting back today's questions onto
texts which cannot possibly answer them, Elisabeth Schilssler Fiorenza
says:

Such an argument overlooks the fact that all

scholarship on early Christianity is determined by

contemporary questions and interests. . . . Biblical-

historical inquiries are always determined by

ecclesial and societal interests and questions!?.
While we would agree wholeheartedly with Fiorenza's sentiments here,
we must also recognise the danger of lapsing into a methodology which
overlooks the historical context of the New Testament writings in a
desire to claim authenticity for one's own understandingt®,.
Responding to this potential danger, Susanne Heine comments:

Over against this I would set an understanding of

scholarship which begins from an awareness of 1its

limitations: there is a particular method for every

object which produces a corresponding result. Every

method begins from a heuristic 1interest which

determines the results and which must also be taken

into account for exactness!?.
The recognition of the need to acknowledge our contemporary interests
and influences in the pursuit of exactness is not, of course, simply
an observation made by feminist scholars. The necessity of allowing
historical context and historical probability to assist in judging the

validity of our contemporary interpretation is outlined also by Morgan

when he says:
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Our understanding of the whole development of our

tradition, together with some understanding of

contemporary experience provides the basis of most

theological reflection. It 1is therefore important to

make our historical understanding of Christian origins

as accurate and truthful as possible. Clearly the

evidence is in certain respects one-sided, and most

readings of it biased. Corrections and correctives

are therefore welcome??,
How then shall we proceed? Perhaps the best term to describe our
overall methodology would be heuristic. By that we understand that we
are setting out to find certain answers (which can only at best be
provisional) to specific questions which we address to the text. This
is not to say that these questions are simply drawn at random from our
twentieth century interests and imposed on the Johannine text. On the

contrary, we hope to show that they are questions which are both

related to and determined by the text.

There are two angles from which this may be seen in relation to
our overall theme of Jesus and Sophia in this thesis. On the one hand
we are faced with texts written in a particular era, with all the
implications of their historical context, which talk about the man
Jesus, using language which, in the context of Jewish literature and
its environment, can be identified as characteristically used of the
female figure Sophia. Was this language, which scholars have cleary
identified as evocative of Wisdom tradition, used by John in order
deliberately to evoke Sophia? Since the language in which the text
was written 1itself indicates gender, we ask whether or not it is
historically possible or plausible that the Fourth Evangelist was
conscious of gender as an issue in identifying Jesus with Sophia.
Firm conclusions here may not be possible, but we may 1look for

pointers both in the historical environment leading up to and
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surrounding the writing of the Fourth Gospel, and in the language and
method of the Fourth Evangelist. Whatever conclusions we come to,
however, it 1is the Evangelist's choice of language, given 1its use

elsewhere, and its presence in the text which provokes our question.

On the other hand, our heuristic method 1is not completely
dependent on historical certainty in order to make a wvalid
interpretation of the text. It might be argued that it is impossible
to enter the mind of the Fourth Evangelist and determine the reasons
for the choice of the particular language employed. However, we may
still legitimately look at that language in the light of that used by
other writers before and up to the era of the New Testament and ask
whether or not it is possible to read that language in a new way which

interacts also with our contemporary experience and situation.

Our heuristic methodology seeks to employ both these approaches
to the text. While we will agree with Morgan, that "historical
truthfulness is a value worth preserving"?!, we will also remain aware
that it 1s never absolute, Fiorenza reminds us that "historical
‘objectivity’ can only be approached by reflecting critically on and
naming one's theoretical presuppositions and political allegiances"?22.
The word 'political’ is here used in its widest sense, an important
observation when we consider that the primary subject material of this
present thesis touches upon two of the most sensitive areas of modern
Christiasn 'politics', namely, the question of the adequacy of human
language (particularly in its use of gender terms) in relation to
talking about God, and the role of women in the Christian community.
If ‘'allegiances' are to be declared in the interests of exactness,

then it is important to alert the reader to two basic convictions held
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by this present writer?3, Firstly, while &l11 human language 1is
ultimately inadequate in expressing our understanding of God, the
traditional custom of referring to God only in male terminology is the
more 1inadequate because of 1its restiricted code. Secondly, the
striving towards equality of opportunity for women and men in all
avenues of Christian service and leadership (whether lay or ordained
is not simply desirable, but is necessary in the search for a

wholistic understanding of Christian community.

These two issues are not directly addressed in this thesis, but
they are part of the context out of which this writer approaches the
task of New Testament exegesis. Like Fiorenza, "I do not want to
advocate a value-free exegesis but only to clarify the values at
stake"24, 1In our heuristic endeavour we shall address questions which
we believe are provoked by the text itself, but which may not clearly
have been heard before. This may be due to some extent to the
constraining influence of traditional historical-critical methodology.
The formulation of our questions, however, will also show dependence
on the influence of feminist New Testament scholars, whose willingness
to break free from the dominant male-oriented practice of theology has

challenged the roots of much of our thinking.

Perhaps the best way of 1llustrating our methodological approach
is to offer a very brief and somewhat simplistic example of 1t. The
text of the Prologue to John's Gospel has probably had more ink
spilled over it than any other in modern New Testament study. In his

classic essay on the Incarnation, Maurice Wiles makes the following

comments:
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Incarnation, in its full and proper sense, 1is not

something directly presented in scripture. It is a

construction built on the variegated evidence to be

found there. Increased historical knowledge has

enabled our generation to see this truth about the way

in which incarnational doctrine emerged more clearly

than some earlier generations. The New Testament

writers were not simply reporters of the teaching of

Jesus or of agreed church doctrine. They were

interpreters and describe the specialness of Jesus to

which they all bear witness2s.
Insofar as the later developed understanding of ‘incarnation' in both
Patristic writings and modern theology is concerned, Wiles may have a
case. But surely the text of Jn 1:14 itself points us to the fact
that the Fourth Evangelist understood 'incarnation' in a fuller sense
than other New Testament writers2é, The very fact that this text,
more than any other, dominated the discussion of christology for
centuries to come, reflects its wunique contribution to the
understanding of the specialness of the incarnation. Dunn sums this
up when he says:

Now in John the word of God is identified with a

particular historical person, whose pre-existence as a

person with God 1is asserted throughout. Now the

Christian conception of God must make room for the

person who was Christ, the Logos incarnate??.
However, this prominence of the Johannine Prologue in subsequent
christological discussion also points us to another important feature
of the text. While 1t raises the issue of ‘'incarnation' (od&pg
¢yéveto), it does not define its meaning. The concept of incarnation
is inherent in the vocabulary of the text, but the label 'incarnation’
remains a heuristic word: we do not know exactly what it means. The

subsequent discussion of christology, from the second century to the

present day, has been the ongoing process of trying to find meaning.
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Now our heuristic approach wants to delve as far as possible into
the mind and method of the Evangelist to ask what models, if any, were
available for speaking of Jesus Christ in the way 1in which the
Prologue does. Why does the Fourth Gospel interpret and describe the
specialness of Jesus in this particular way? What problems can we
discern in presenting Jesus i1in this way and could the Fourth

Evangelist have been conscious of them?

Here we may see the interaction between our heuristic approach
and the text. On the one hand, the question with which we come to the
text is conditioned by modern understanding of the doctrine of the
incarnation, asking how the Fourth Evangelist came to the statement of
Jn 1:14 and what problems (conscious or unconscious) may have been
involved in doing so. In terms of our thesis as a whole, the question
of the model adopted by the Fourth Evangelist in interpreting the
specialness of Jesus will be posed under two further modern
influences: the observation by numerous scholars of the similarity
between the Logos concept and statements concerning the Jewish figure
Sophia, and the search by some feminist theologians for a less (or
non-) androcentric approach to christology. To this extent we are
seeking to find an answer to a modern question. On the other hand, it
is only because of the claim which the text itself makes (0 Abyog Odpk
gyéveto), and because of its context in a hymnic/poetic structure
which raises such issues as pre-existence and equality with God, that

the question may be asked and an answer attempted in the first place.

There is, then, an interaction between text and question. While
the question comes out of a contemporary interest and is influenced by

factors not necessarily part of the original context of the New
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Testament world, the text nevertheless remains a fundamental part of
the dialogue and itself governs the answer. In terms of our overall
thesis this means that the presence of female Sophia in the text of
the 0l1d Testament and intertestamental writings poses the question of
gender in relation to God <(even if some might say this was not a
conscious issue 1in the mind of the original writer), and the
phenomenon of the parallelism between the text of John 1:1-18 and
statements concerning female Sophia further poses the question of

gender in relation to the man Jesus.

Despite adopting such an approach, we will not abandon the tools
of historical criticism. These will be of particular importance in
determining the meaning of specific texts in context, Thus our
methodology should not be construed as anti-historical-critical, but
rather as one which seeks to use the best points of that method within

what is arguably a more imaginative and flexible framework.

Apart from the principle of returning to the text and 1its
context, what checks and balances may we employ with regard to the
criterion of ‘exactness'? Here, perhaps, the dictum proposed by
Sanders may be helpful: "how sure are we of the possible range of
meanings of any given action or saying; how many lines of evidence
converge towards the same meaning"2®. It is fairly obvious that the
need to maintain a reasonable flow of thought, taken with the
constraints of time and volume, will limit the extent to which we may
list and examine all the ranges of meaning of every text and subject
upon which we will touch in the course of this thesis. However, we
will attempt to indicate the extent to which we believe our

interpretation should be seen as possible or probable. The second
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part of Sanders' statement will be of particular importance in our
third and fourth chapters, where the number of lines of evidence
converging towards our conclusions will, to a large extent, help to

determine their validity as answers to the questions posed.

The actual questions to which we seek some form of answer
throughout the thesis have already been indicated to some degree in
our attempt to 'set the scene'?29. However, for the sake of clarity,
we shall spell them out more directly here, bearing in mind our
comments on their place within our heuristic framework. Firstly, we
ask the question as to how significant the gender of Sophia was in her
emergence as a figure in Jewish thought. To what extent were the
Jewish writers aware of this in their reflections on her? Is there
any evidence to suggest that her gender was seen as problematic, in

particular in relation to both monotheism and Yahwism?

Secondly, we ask whether or not there 1s evidence to support the
claim of a number of scholars that the Fourth Evangelist used Sophia
as a background, or model for the Prologue to the Fourth Gospel. If
so, could the Evangelist have been conscious of a gender problem in
identifying the male Jesus with a female figure? If Sophlia indeed
lies behind the Prologue in some measure, does she also effectively
influence the Gospel as a whole, and to what extent? If the Fourth
Evangelist has used Sophia as some kind of model, what method is used

to present this christological perspective?

Thirdly, we ask what effect such a use of a Sophia christology
might have had on the Fourth Evangelist's portrayal of female figures

in the Gospel. What function do women have in the Gospel? How do



they relate to John's picture of Jesus? Is there any evidence of
influence from Sophia tradition on the stories concerning women?
What, if anything, can we infer from our conclusions concerning the

community to which the Fourth Gospel is addressed?

Lastly, we will want to ask briefly what conclusions our reading
of the text may allow us to draw in relation to the modern day
Christian community. With these questions in mind, we turn now to
look at the contribution which this thesis seeks to make in the three
main areas of research on which it impinges: Wisdom Studies; Johannine

christology; Studies on Women.
1.2.2 WISDOM STUDIES

The Wisdom literature of Israel has always posed problems to
biblical scholars because of its consistent defiance of all attempts
at schematization or simple categorization. In contrast to so much of
the 01d Testament's preoccupation with the divine purpose and order of
Israel's life and history, the Wisdom writers present a marked strand
of 'secularity', which shows more interest in everyday life experience
and the benefits of sound common sense than in discerning God's word
and will. This rather different approach to life provided by the
Wisdom literéture was further underlined with the realisation that it
"was a phenomenon common to the ancient East, a cultural commodity
with respect to which Israel was to a great extent a recipient and not
a donor"3®, With this discovery, Israel's wisdom was firmly placed
within the context of the wider ANE world, rather than being seen in
the splendid isolation of comparison only with other 0ld Testament

traditions. Much of the study of Wisdom literature has consequently
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concentrated on the task of making comparisons between Israel's Wisdom
and that of other traditions, notably those Egyptian, Canaanite and
Mesopotamian materials wunearthed this century3?, wWwhile this
comparative approach has provided many illuminating parallels, its
value now lies more in the basis it gives for understanding Israel’s
use of the wider Wisdom traditions of the ANE within the context of a
monothelstic framework of faith. Thus, the more recent question has
tended to be not so much what aspects of ANE wisdom has Israel
adopted, but rather how has what has been adopted been understood and
adapted by those who borrowed it from the wider religious climate of
their day®2?., In addition, there has been a growing recognition of the
widespread influence of Wisdom tradition on the other written
traditions of Israel, including the Prophets and the Deuteronomic
historians, and this too has helped to place Israel's Wisdom firmly

within the context of the wider span of Hebrew religious thought33,

It is at this point that our present thesis enters the scene, for
although we are vitally interested in the 1influence of ANE
polytheistic religions on the development of the figure of Sophia in
Israel, we are neverthéless concerned primarily to understand her
meaning and function within that Jewish tradition of declared
monotheism. There have, of course, been many treatments of the way in
which various influences have asserted themselves on Sophia, most
notably in relation to the ANE Goddesses MAAT, Ishtar/Astarte, and
Isis®*, and our critique of these will largely be given in the context
of our discussions in chapter two. For the moment, however, we would
note that such treatments have tended to deal more with the question

of Sophia's status as personification or hypostasis, rather than
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addressing directly the issue with which we are concerned, namely her
gender significance. Thus we find that Mack, in his influential early
study on the relationship between Logos and Sophia in the later stream
of Jewish Wisdom represented by Wisdom of Solomon and Philo, can talk
quite freely of Sophia as representing part of a mythological scheme
whereby 1t became possible to develop a "theology of the transcendence
of God"”35, without ever really discussing the implications of using a
feminine figure to do so. This comes across also even more clearly in
the language which authors use to describe Sophia's function, for
example, in Dunn's summary statement asserting that she is "a way of
speaking about God  himself. . . without compromising his

transcendence" 36!

One recent exception to this trend has been the work undertaken
by Claudia Camp attempting to relate the figure of Sophia to other
feminine aspects of the book of Proverbs and to ground this in a
plausible Sitz im Leben3?. She sees the feminine aspects of the book,
including Sophia herself, as "serving to unify the composition and
message of the book"38, a fact which is demonstrated by the way in
which the Sophia poems of chapters 1-9 are balanced at the end of the
book by two poems about women. She sums this unifying function up by
concluding that, "in the book of Proverbs, one stands or falls in the
eyes of God and community based on one's relationship to various
women"3®, Camp sees the function of these women, the divine Sophia
and the idealised woman of Prov 31, as symbols legitimising the
changing society of post-exilic Israel, in which a "greater balance in
the contributive roles of women and men. . . would be expected in a

period of economic pressure, de-urbanization, and incipient




democratization"*?, While we might want at points to question her
somewhat random methodological approach and aspects of her
understanding of post-exilic society in Israel, she nevertheless
presents a serious and worthwhile attempt to make sense of the gender

significance of Sophia in an overwhelmingly patriarchal tradition.

Camp's interest, of course, lies in the literary function of the
symbol within the book of Proverbs, and while her conclusions may
point us to the way in which the gender of Sophia may be taken
seriously, they cannot, by nature of her study's limited scope, take
us far enough towards understanding Sophia's significance in the New
Testament era. We will need to come to some understanding of the
dichotomy which exists in the book of Sirach, between the exalted
figure of Sophia, the embodiment of Torah in 5ir 24, and the very
negative attitude of the book as a whole towards women. We shall seek
to show that this can only be resolved by understanding her
relationship to Torah as an attempt at confinement, and a move toward

the removal of her gender significance.

Our investigation will also uncover this process of confinement
being continued in the writings of Philo, who appears to withdraw
Sophia from the lower realm of the created world as a means of
limiting her gender influence. Here we shall diverge considerably
from the judgements of Baer, the only major contributor to the
discussion of gender issues in Philo*!, who concludes that Philo
actually has an asexual view of God, which allows him also to view
Sophia as either male or female. While this argument fits well into
Baer's scheme, it hardly tskes seriously the reasons for Philo wanting

to view her in this way in the first place, which reasons will be the
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subject of our scrﬁtiny. Philo's attitude to Sophia will be seen as
important because of the emergence of his work in such close temporal
proximity to the writings of the New Testament, and thus as a witness
to the currency of discussion of the gender of Sophia as an issue in

at least one branch of first century Judaism,

The discussion of the possibility of influence of ANE Goddesses
on Jewish Sophia speculation has raised some problems in previous
research, but we cannot simply sidestep those problems if we want to
understand her gender significance properly. In the past, some have
sought to draw out a series of linguistic parallels between, for
example, Isis traditions and the figure of Sophia in Wisdom of
Solomon42, but the attempt has proved unsatisfactory*®. More helpful
have been those studies which have pointed to the way in which general
configurations of ideas connected with the Goddess have exercised an
influence at various stages of Sophia's developmenté+. This 1is of
particular significance in the case of Wisdom of Solomon, which
represents both the =zenith of her exaltation and the closest
representation of her as a figure in Jewish literature to the era in

which the New Testament writers drew upon her as an image.

This second approach is nearer to the one which we will adopt,
for we will define some specific areas in which similarities may be
seen between Sophia and the Goddesses. 'However, our aim will much
more be to establish that the needs and experiences of the people of
the ANE, which were projected onto the Goddesses, particularly through
the fertility cults, were common universal needs, to which Jewish use
of the Sophia figure, often in the guise of the Goddess motifs, sought

in some measure to respond, while retaining allegiance to the concept
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of monotheism. In other words, we will be setting out to show that
there was an identifiable desire to find an expression of the feminine
nature in the deity, which was met, at least in Proverbs and more
clearly in the Wisdom of Solomon, through the use of the female figure

Sophia.

Another problem related to comparison of Sophia with ANE
Goddesses has been raised by some feminist approaches. This may be
summed up in a few words by Mary Daly's assertion, "that there was a
universally matriarchal world which prevailed before the descent into
hierarchical domination by males"*5, This conclusion comes from the
assumption that the gender roles of the deities of the ancient world,
and in particular the prominence given to the Goddesses in the extant
literature, reflects the actual position of women relative to men in
prehistoric society. While this might appear to be an attractive
theory for those who see the key to women's liberation in the present
day situation as being the establishment of the fact that in the past
they once were at least equals if not the dominant force in society,
thus showing that there 1s no Jjustification for any view that women
are inherently inferior by nature, the fact is that the theory is
almost impossible to substantiate. Ochshorn has given at least a
plausible argument for the possibility that the sexes were viewed more
or less equally in some areas of cultic practice*¢, but this does not
necessarily imply anything about the role of women in society at
large. Thus, while we shall see in the figure of the ANE Goddess of
love and fertility the expression of human experience of the miracle
of renewal and regeneration, involving a feminine dimension, we will

avoid reading back from this any conclusion about its relevance to the
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actual role of women in ANE society generally, or in Israel 1in

particular.

In summary then, we may discern three areas in which this present
thesis will seek to make a small contribution to the ongoing task of
research into the Wisdom traditions of Israel. Firstly, we shall
direct our discussion to the question of the gender significance of
Sophia from her earliest manifestation in the book of Proverbs through
to the beginning of the Christian era in Wisdom of Solomon and Philo.
To a degree this will pick up on the work already done by Camp, and
also to some extent that of Lang. Although we cannot examine the
material in the detailed way in which their studies on Proverbs have
been conducted, we will nevertheless cover new ground in extending

those authors work into the later Jewish Wisdom traditions.

Secondly, we will seek to identify much more precisely than in
the past, the reasons for Sophia's identification with Torah in Sirach
and Baruch, and her confinement and transsexual switch in the writings
of Philo. This will again sharpen our question as to the significance

of the gender of Sophia for those authors who used her in their works.

Thirdly, we hope to approach the question of the influence of the
ANE Goddesses on Sophia through the recognition of their appearance as
an expression of a universally felt need for feminine participation 1in
the act of creation and life-giving, of which Israel also must have
felt a part. All this we shall do while holding in mind the need for

Israel to set such speculation in the context of a monotheistic faith.
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1.2.3 THE_CHRISTOLOGY OF JOHN

The precise nature of Johannine christology has been a subject
of discussion almost from the day the Gospel was written! Within the
canon of the New Testament itself, the Johannine Epistles already seem
to reflect a struggle against adversaries within the community itself,
whose interpretation of Johannine christology had led them in a
gnostic direction, though as Brown rightly comments, "it may well be
that the position of the epistolary adversaries had not yet jelled
into a distinctively gnostic system of thought"*?. However, it is
clear that at least by the mid-second century, gnostic movements were
freely using the Fourth Gospel as a significant stepping-off point for
their own particular brands of speculation*®. Indeed, the Valentinian
Gnostic Heracleon, wrote a commentary on the Gospel from his own
particular perspective*?, which may well have contributed to the fact
that the Gospel itself was open to a charge of Gnostic origins as late
as the early third centurys®°. Indeed, as K#semann's famous
description of the Fourth Gospel's christology as a "form of nailve
docetism"5* shows us, the issue of John's orthodoxy has remained a
question right up to our own day. Only in recent months has Marianne
Thompson once again felt the necessity to reassert the authenticity of
the Johannine picture of Jesus Christ as fully human, 1in a most
penetrating study and critique of Késemann's stanceS2. She points to
the fact that discussion of the main emphasis of Johannine christology
will always have to focus upon the Prologue to the Gospel, and in
particular the crucial verse, 1:14. The outcome of the debate will
turn upon our understanding of that verse. Thus, while Bultmann sees

0 A6yog oapE gyéveto as the decisive part of the verse, showing that
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"the Revealer is nothing but a man"$3, Kisemann takes g8eaoapefa TV
36tav avtoll as the pointer to the fact that Jesus is "God walking on
the face of the earth"S4, We would agree that this verse, and indeed
the whole of the Prologue, is determinative for our understanding of
Johannine christology, but not merely in terms of the question of the
humanity/divinity of Jesus. It 1is also vital for understanding the
origins of that christology and consequently determining 1its

meaningss,

A major problem for modern Johannine scholars has been that of
determining the source from which the Fourth Evangelist has drawn the
Logos concept. In addition, the complete disappearance of that
concept from the christological picture after Jn 1:1-18 has raised
further questions as to the integrity of Prologue and Gospel as a
single units5¢., If John really is so interested in Jesus Christ as the
Logos, why, in the midst of the numerous €yéd eipr statements do we not
find Jesus declaring himself as such? The answer to this question
will depend largely on how we understand the origins of the Logos
concept. While there are many nuances attached by individual authors
to the theories, there are basically only three sources which have
been mooted seriously as possible source material for the Fourth
Evangelist's presentation: a Gnostic background; a 1link with the

Philonic concept; a connection with Jewish Sophia speculation.

The classic statement of a proposed Gnostic background to
Johannine christology was given by Rudolf Bultmann, who sought to
establish links between Mandaean thought, as representative of a
Gnosticism opposed in the Johannine writings, and the picture of Jesus

in John57, In particular, Bultmann believed that the Logos concept in
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the Prologue, combined with the apologetic material related to John
the Baptist, represented an attempt by the Fourth Evangelist to
counter the claims of such a Gnostic group who held some allegiance to
the Baptist. He therefore sees in the Prologue a reworked version of
a Gnostic hymn in praise of the Logos, which the Fourth Evangelist has
taken and demythologised from its Redeemer Myth origins into a
presentation of Jesus Christ as the Logos who has come eV capxi{ss.
Despite his adherence to this viewpoint, however, even Bultmann is
forced to admit the probability of a connection with Jewish Sophia
speculation, though this he sees as thoroughly subsumed in the Gnostic

thought-patternss?,

Bultmann's methodology and conclusions have been critiqued by
numerous scholarsé®, though his viewpoint is still maintained at least
in a modified form by some followersé¢!. One major problem is that we
have no evidence that Gnostic speculation in the form posited by
Bultmann actually existed in the period up to the writing of the
Fourth Gospel. There is also no evidence whatsoever of a connection
of such thought with John the Baptist. We may want to agree with
Rudolph, that Gnosticism "was originally a non-Christian phenomenon
which was gradually enriched with Christian concepts until it made its
appearance as independent Christian Gnosis"*?, but that the Fourth
Gospel either attempts to counter such influence, or belongs to the
process of its emergence 1s far from clear. However, a second and
more easily verifiable objection may be made to Bultmann's theory,
that being the fact that it is "in many ways unnecessary"¢3. As we

shall see, the Logos concept can be understood quite fully without any



_.27_.

reference to a supposed Gnostic Redeemer Myth for which there is only

the most insubstantial evidence available.

A second theory with regard to the origins of the Logos of Jn
1:1-18 has proposed that it 1is dependent wupon Philo. The most
forthright proponent of this idea has been A.W.Argyle¢*, but the
argument has been more carefully put by C.H.Dodd¢s. In listing a
number of parallels between Philo and the Prologue to John, Dodd finds
a "Aéyog in many respects similar to that of Philo; and it is
difficult not to think that the author intended this"¢s, However,
although Philo might seem a better starting point for our
understanding of Johannine christology than Gnosticism, especially
because of his Jewish faith and the evidence of his use of a Logos
concept, caution must be observed in drawing any direct connection
between the two. Since, as we will argue, Philo and the Fourth
Evangelist both show dependence on the wider tradition of Jewish
Sophia speculation in the outworking of their respective Logos
concepts, the likelihood is that they share a common background in
that tradition, rather than that they show direct lines of dependence
on one another. It is quite clear that Philo's understanding of the
Logos is radically different from the Johannine conception, and we
shall reinforce this opinion through our examination of the gender
significance of Sophia and the way in which both authors deal very

differently with it.

The third major option for understanding the Logos of the Fourth
Gospel is the view that it stems from a background of Jewish Sophia
speculation. This was already suggested in modern times as early as

1917 by J.R.Harris¢?, whose treatment seems remarkably modern even
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today. However, due largely to the excitement raised by the influence
of the history of religions school and Bultmann in particular, the
idea was not seriously taken up again until much more recently. The
contribution of Brown®® has been particularly important, but otherst?,
including even Dodd’°, have shown interest in this background. Most
recently the works of Dunn’! and Willett’? have moved us towards an
even deeper appreciation of Sophia's influence, not only in the
Prologue but also in the Gospel as a whole. With all this work there
has been a growing realisation that we need no longer search outwith
the boundaries of Jewish thinking, or even outwith the Old Testament
and Apocryphal writings, in order to find a plausible source for
understanding the Johannine Logos concept. Thus, while Philo may be
useful for us 1in attempting to trace the way in which Sophia
speculation could be developed in the first century of the Christian
era, 1t is not to him that we must look, but to that tradition of

Sophia herself if we are to make sense of John's christology.

It is at this point that our present thesis enters the field of
play. While we will be building very much upon the work of those whom
we have already mentioned, we shall be seeking to make several new
emphases in the course of our study. In the first instance, we will
take up the point raised in our introductory paragraph, that the
gender significance of Sophia has not yet been fully recognised in the
writings of those interested in her use by the Fourth Evangelist’s.
We shall thus approach the whole question of John's use of Sophia by
asking whether the Logos/Sophia is a sophisticated method employed by
the Fourth Evangelist to deal with the switch in gender from female

Sophia to male Jesus., If so, the picture of Jesus as Jesus Sophia in
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the Fourth Gospel as a whole can then be viewed as an outworking of
the solution provided by the Evangelist to the gender-problem through

the introduction of Jesus as Logos/Sophia in the Prologue.

A second contribution will be made in the area of Sophia
Influence on the Fourth Evangelist's picture of Jesus Christ. Up
until this point, scholars have been ready to admit to a considerable
influence exerted by Sophia, but we will attempt to show that the
christology of the Fourth Gospel is nothing less than a thoroughgoing
Sophia christology. That 1is, the role of Sophia is not merely
influential, but 1s rather the very basis upon which Johannine
christology is founded and by which it must be understood. Thus we
shall observe that certain motifs and devices used by the Fourth
Evangelist, previously attributed in whole or part to other sources,
are in fact better understood from a Wisdom perspective. We shall
note this, for example, in the Descent-Ascent motif, and the so-called
onpeia source in John. In the course of this exercise we will also be
able to reinforce further the conclusion that the Prologue and Gospel

really do form a thematic unity.

The question of the mysterious disappearance of the Logos is a
third area in which we hope to provide a new perspective, that being
related also to our first two points. The dropping of the Logos after
Jn 1:1-18 1s very rarely discussed as an 1ssue 1n Johannine
christology, any discussion being conducted more commonly on the level
of tradition and redaction. Generally speaking, 1t is assumed by
Johannine scholars that the hymnic material contained in the Prologue
was available in some form to the Fourth Evangelist, and that this

hymn already contained reference to the Logos, a conclusion with which
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we would agree. However, the disappearance is then explained on the
baslis of the fact that, while John used the hymnic material, the
Logos, not being a part of typical Johannine redactional language, was
dropped from that point onward. But this makes little sense if we
want to see the Prologue and Gospel as a unified structure. In
contrast, our discussion will make it possible to argue that the Logos
is dropped in 1line with the gender solution brought forward by the
Fourth Evangelist: namely, that Jesus appears initially as Logos,
because he 1s male, but is then presented throughout the Gospel as

Sophia incarnate both in the works performed and the words spoken.

A further issue which we shall want to raise in relation to the
Sophia christology of the Fourth Gospel will be the relationship, if
any, which that christology bears to the role played by women, in
whose presence a number of crucial christological statements are made.
We shall wish to examine the way in which Sophia tradition not only
acts as the basis for christological reflection, but also whether this
actually affects the way in which stories about women are constructed
and toild. In this realm we are unaware of any previous such

investigation.
1.2.4 STUDIES ON WOMEN

The last fifteen years has seen an ever—increasing flow of
materials produced dealing with all manner of issues related to women
in the ancient world generally and their role in biblical literature
particularly. There have been & number of factors involved in this
expansion of interest and study, not least being the strengthening of

the debate concerning the ordination of women to the
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ministry/priesthood. However, another vital factor has been the
increased activity of feminist writers, who have applied their own
penetrating, and at times devastatingly accurate, analytical skills to
the task of biblical interpretation. As we noted above, this has not
always been met with enthusiasm by the overwhelmingly male scholarly
community. It is, however, largely through the originality of some of
the questions being asked by feminists today that we are beginning to
discover new things about the role of women in both the Old Testament

and the New Testament for the first time.

Up until the early eighties the majority of materials produced on
women in the New Testament were dealing with their role in the Pauline
churches, often with a view to dealing further with the question of
women's role in the contemporary church?¢. Since then, many more
studies have begun to focus our attention on both Jesus' attitude to
women and the role of women in the Gospel accounts. Perhaps this
shift away from the emphasis on trying to 'prove' the legitimacy of
women's rightly expanding role in the Church from the New Testament

itself owes something to the kind of attitude which Sandra Schneiders

reflects when she says:

The immense effort which is currently being expended
to show from scripture that discrimination against
women i1in the Church is not justified is, in my
opinion, open to serious misunderstanding unless those
doing the work. . . make it clear from the outset that
such an effort is not demanded by the issue itself.
The sex of believers is not an issue in the New
Testament and we should not allow ourselves, elther as
believers or as scholars, to be manipulated into
acting as if it is. The burden of proof lies with
those who wish to set limits to the exercise of
Christian freedom by female members of the community?®
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This switch away from the need to justify change has led to some
serious work on the attempt to rediscover the role of women in the
earliest Christian communities, a lot of this being based on research
in the Gospels. The most comprehensive work has been undertaken by
Elisabeth Schiissler Fiorenza?¢, who has made real strides towards the
development of a methodology for the ‘dis-covery'?’’ of traditions
concerning the women of the early Church. While sharing their
frustration, Fiorenza rejects the stance of some feminists who feel
that they "must move beyond the boundaries of biblical religion and
reject the patriarchal authority of biblical revelation"7é8, This
attitude, she says,

too quickly concedes that women have no authentic

history within biblical religion and too easily

relinquishes women's feminist biblical heritage. Nor

can such a stance do Jjustice to the positive

experiences of contemporary women within biblical

religion??.
Fiorenza thus sets out to discover the authentic history of women
within the communities to which the Gospels are addressed, and of
particular interest to us, within the communities of the Markan and
Johannine Churches. She discovers there that the "first writers of
the Gospels articulate a very different ethos of Christian
discipleship and community than that presented by the writers of
injunctions to patriarchal submission"®°. Her work on the Gospel of
John®t builds on that already undertaken by Brown®2 and Schneiders?3,
but she is able to point more securely to the women of the Fourth

Gospel as "paradigms of women's apostolic discipleship. . .not just to

be imitated by women but by all those who belong to Jesus 'very own'

familial community"8¢,
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While we will differ at a number of points from her conclusions,
we Will nevertheless see her work, along with that of the others on
whom she already builds, as the foundation for the task we undertake
in the fourth chapter®s., We will, however, provide two major advances
on work done so far, firstly, by making our study far greater in
depth, dealing with the whole story rather than just the actual woman
herself in each account. This will provide us with a number of new
insights not yet observed in other studies. Secondly, we will come at
the stories concerning women in the Fourth Gospel from a different
angle to that previously adopted by other scholars as we examine what
influence has been exerted upon the development of the role of women
by the figure of Saophia, who by that point we will have identified as
the foundation of the christological understanding of the Fourth
Evangelist. This will again help us to provide a new perspective on
the role and function of women in the Gospel, and hopefully also from

there in the Johannine community to which the Gospel is addressed.

If Fiorenza demonstrates the better aspects of research into the
role of women in New Testament times, there are other approaches from
which this author would like to remain more distant. One such example
is the work by Elisabeth Moltmann-Wendell on the women of the Jesus
community®®¢, While she has collected some fascinating materials
illustrating the way that many of the major female figures of the New
Testament have been understood and depicted artistically through the
history of the Christian Church, her work on the New Testament texts
themselves leaves a lot to be desired. Indeed, at times she seems to
fall foul of some of the worst aspects of the Old Quest for the

Historical Jesus, especlally in her portrayal of Jesus' relationship
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with Mary Magdalenebd?. As a work of some “theological imagination”
using "art and culture to rediscover obscured traditions which are
matriarchal, or favourable to women"®¢ it 1is a fascinating and
instructive book to read, but as an attempt to "remove the burden of
the patriarchal past from a small section of the New Testament"8%®, it
falls far short. Susanne Heine sums its shortcomings up succinctly by
declaring that ‘associations with the biblical texts remain

associative fantasy"99,

Another prevalent approach to studies on women in the ancilent
world, not merely as represented in the New Testament, which should be
mentioned is that adopted by Jungian feminist analysts®!. While some
criticism of this method must be voiced, it has nevertheless proved
penetrative in its analysis of the function of the Goddess in ANE
religion, though at times drawing quite unwarranted conclusions from
itee, In our second chapter especially we shall make use of some
materials from two such studies?3, but without necessarily following
the conclusions or methods of their authors. Engelsmann's description
of the repression of Sophia in Philo is helpful in our discovery of
the fact that the gender of Sophia was a significant factor in his
treatment of Sophia as a symbol, but we will ultimately come to the
same conclusions without the need to rely on the imposition of the
archetypal concepts of mater and anima which Engelsmann applies.
While it may be accepted that the Goddesses (and Gods!) of the ANE
reflected to some extent the experiendes and needs of the people by
whom they were worshipped, to make a general statement concerning the
human psyche on the basis of removing these figures from their

historical context can hardly be justified. Thus, to view Sophia as
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simply the re-emergence of these longings and desires, without
reference to the historical and theological context of Israel's faith,
must lead to distortion. Ochshorn sums this up in her critique of
Jungian methodology when she says:

In their ahistorical assumptions of universal, eternal

sameness in the meanings of feminine and masculine,

they (seem) to oversimplify and violate the complexity

and variety of human experience®*.

Two other monographs by a male New Testament scholar should also
be mentioned here. In his studies, Witherington has looked at the
roles of women firstly in the ministry of Jesus?5 and then in the
earliest Christian communities as reflected in the writings of the New
Testament?¢. The first of these books provides us with some useful
comments on the stories about women in the Fourth Gospel, but we will
both disagree with some of his conclusions and follow others in a much
more radical direction. For example, we must make a more positive
assessment of Martha's confession in Jn 11:27 than simply to say that
it "is the least inadequate to this point in the Fourth Gospel"??. Or
again, we will disagree that in the same account, Mary is portrayed as
"one who has given herself wrongly over to an all consuming sorrow
even in Jesus' presence"?8, In addition, we find it difficult to
accept that Witherington's conclusion, "that Jesus was attempting to
reform, not reject, the patriarchal framework of his culture"®%, can
be anything other than mere speculation. What we may say is that the
various New Testament writers understood JTesus' reactions and
attitudes to women in very different ways. We will argue that the
Fourth Evangelist portrays women as the paradigms of discipleship for

the Christian community at the end of the first century, much against



_36_

the trend of other New Testament traditions, but very much because
she/he saw this as a legitimate understanding of Jesus' own attitude.
To the attitude of the historical Jesus, however, we can ultimately
only bring our own subjective perspective, however well-intentioned

that may be!

The second of Witherington's books takes us little further, being
very lopsided in its treatment of the women in the Fourth Gospel!®?.
His observations on Mary Magdalene's importance for the community are
well-madet !, but his uncritical acceptance of Jn 21 as an affirmation
of "the ongoing male leadership of the community"!°2 leaves much to be

desired.

Any study of women in the earliest communities of the Christian
Church must reckon with the paucity of source materials available.
Perhaps the Fourth Gospel more than any other New Testament document,
recommends itself in this respect. While we will obviously want to
draw some wider conclusions about the role of women in the Johannine
community, our study will attempt to maintain a strict adherence to
the actual texts as they are presented to us by the Fourth Evangelist.
We will also argue strongly, as we noted above, that the questions we
are asking about gender, both that of the gender significance of
Sophia and that of the significance of gender roles in the Fourth
Gospel, are questions which also come out of the context of the first
century, rather than ones simply imposed from the perspective of a
twentieth century desire to affirm the equality of women in the Church
for today. Despite the limited source material, there is sufficient
indication of this in some side-remarks within the Gospel itself (eg.

Jn 4:27), 1in the attitude of Philo and even 1in the New Testament
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writings whose authors feel the need to spell out their opinions on
the role of women! We will hope to show that the Fourth Gospel, at

least, does not share many of those opinions.

1.3 SETTING OUT

As we now set out in the pursuit of our thesis, it is worthwhile
also setting out some presuppositions which will lie behind the study
as a whole. It is not our intention to argue a case for these,
although we will point where possible to literature which does so in
more detail. Rather, as we did in the case of our discussion of
method, so here also we wish to make the reader aware of at least some

of the author's innate exegetical biases!

Firstly, we take for granted that the Fourth Gospel was written
to address a mixed community of Christian believers whose particular
needs, attitudes and situation will to some extent be reflected and
addressed within its boundariest®3, This is particularly important
for our understanding of the significance of the use of a Sophia
christology and the prominence of the role of women in the Fourth

Gospel.

Secondly, we assume the Gospel to have been written some time
towards the end of the first century, probably in the period from 85-
95 ADrO¢, This has important implications for our study, since it
determines the context of influence from Jewish speculation on

Johannine christology as that of late first century Judaism.

Thirdly, we presuppose that the present form of the Gospel is the

result of a process of redaction, which may be possible to point to at
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specific places in the Gospel, but which is now generally impossible
for us to reconstruct fullyi?s., This will be of significance at those
points where we find it possible to identify the hand of the redactor
at work, but we will not attempt to argue, for example, that a Sophia-
tradition redaction has tsken place at a particular stage in the

development of the Fourth Gospel.

Finally, we take it for granted that the task of pursuing the
gender significance of Sophia and that of the role of women in the
Fourth Gospel is a worthwhile one, in that it seeks to further our
appreciation of an erstwhile neglecfed and often maligned section of
people comprising more than half of our world population and
considerably more of the present day Christian community! It is to be
hoped that it may also in some small way contribute to their further

and proper recognition within that community. But let us see.



CHAPTER TWO
WHO IS SOPHIA, WHAT IS SHE?

2.1 INTRODUCTION

The people of Israel emerged from an environment which
acknowledged the existence of many deities of both sexes. It is
difficult to imagine that such an environment would not have rubbed
off, to some extent at least, on those who sought to establish
themselves as 'Yahweh's people'. Indeed, the 0Old Testament prophets
and the historical writers show us just how often the influence of
other Gods and Goddesses impinged upon the 'pure' religion of Yahweh,
which they promoted with such vigour. These Goddesses and Gods of the
ANE, like the God of Israel, did not exist in isolation from the
society of which they were a part, being rather an expression of the
needs, aspirations and to some extent the experiences of the people.
The most obvious example of this comes in the area of fertility, both
human and agricultural, where the recurring cycle of life becomes
personified in the deity, and in particular in the Goddess figure.
One can hardly propose that the people of Israel were somehow immune
to the life experiences which were influential in the emergence of the
pantheons, yet the Old Testament reflects a picture of Yahweh which is
both rigid in its claim to monotheism and almost exclusively male in
its imagery. Only occasionally do we find traces of any kind of
feminine dimension of the divine in Jewish thought, the most prominent

such being the representation of God's wisdom in the female figure,

Sophia.

The purpose of this present chapter is to look again at this

figure and to ask, firstly, who she 1s in relation to the predominant
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male-God, Yahweh. We will then turn to the question of what she is,
bearing in mind the context of ANE life to which we have alluded
above. This will inevitably lead us 1into the question of the
significance of Sophia's gender in the context of Jewish thought, and
the extent to which this posed a problem both for Jewish writers and
for the early Christian writers, who wanted to identify the male Jesus
with the female figure of Sophia. We begin, however, by outlining the

context of ANE religion in more detail.

2.2 SOPHIA IN THE CONTEXT OF ANE GODDESSES

However difficult it may be to determine the origins of the
Jewish figure of Sophia, and whatever problems there may be 1in
specifying her exact relationship to the one 'true’' God, Yahweh, one
thing may be said with certainty: Sophia emerged in the context of an
ANE world widely accustomed to the cult of a variety of Goddesses.
The biblical tradition itself reflects this in the warnings given
against the dangers of ensnarement in their grasp, particularly with
reference to the destruction of the cult of Asherah (Judg 3:7; 6:26-
30; I Kgs 14:23; 15:13; II Kgs 21:7; 23:4,7; 11 Chr 15:16)!. The
overwhelming evidence of archaeological studies in Syria/Palestine
also affirms our assertion, particularly in the numerous texts
unearthed at Ras Sharma2, which give considerable information
concerning the BAAL - ANATH cycle alluded to 1in the biblical

traditions?,

So what was it in the cult of the Goddess which the guardians of
the patriarchal faith of Israel feared so much? How was it that even

in the face of their fear, a female representation of God, Sophia, was
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able to emerge at all? We shall approach the second of these
questions by initially attempting an answer to the first. We shall
examine three closely related aspects of the Goddess religions which
may be seen to have a direct bearing on Sophia herself: the fertility

cult; the sacral marriage; the goddess of love.

2.2.1 THE FERTILITY CULT

One of the most widespread features of all ANE religion was the
adherence to some form of the fertility cult, in which deities of both
sexes represented the continuing cycle of fecundity in both nature and
the human process*. The manifestations of this cult were varied’, but
they had at their centre the worship of a Mother-Goddess, the consort
of a young God, who is either killed or runs away, and for whom the
Goddess both mourns and searches. The eventual finding or return of
this young God 1is the sign for restored fertilitye. Belonging to
agrarian societies, the ANE peoples worshipped in this cycle what they
saw around them in the natural processes of the world: 1life
(fertility) giving way to death <(barrenness) and then returning to

life (fertility) again.

Among the major representatives of this cultic ritual we find the
Mesopotamian Ishtar-Tammuz and the Canaanite Anath-Bsal. The earlier
of these cycles is probably that of the Sumerian/Akkadian Ishtar-
Tammuz, where the results of Ishtar's descent into the underworld to
find her lover, Tammuz, are graphically recorded in the 'Descent of
Ishtar to the Nether World':

Since Ishtar has gone down to the Land of no Return,
The bull springs not upon the cow, the ass impregnates

not the jenny,
In the street the man impregnates not the maiden.
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The man lies down in his (own) chamber,

The maiden lies down on her side?.
Clearly in this passage the connection is made between the absence of
the Goddess and the absence of fertility in beast and human alike. It
is only on the return of the Goddess, with her beloved consort, that

the situation may be remedied?®.

The pattern becomes more explicit still in the cycle of Anath-
Baal, known to us from the Ugaritic sources at Ras Sharma. It would
be true to say that there is a change 1in emphasis from the
Mesopotamian ritual, where it was the Goddess "who was the dominant
force in this act of renewal”?. In the Ugaritic traditions the focus
is more on the glorification of Baal!?, but nevertheless Anath plays
an important role in the cycle. With Baal, her brother-lover ensnared
by the God of Death, Mot, Anath wanders in search of him:

Anat went to and fro and scoured every rock
To the heart of the earth (and) every mountain

To the heart of the fields, she arrived at the
pleasant tracts

Of [the land] of decease, the fair tracts of the edge

Of [ the strand]l of death, she [arrived] where Baal had
fallen

[{Into]l the earth: (and) she tore [the clothing of]
(her) folded loin-clotht?!.
His death brings about a barrenness in the land signifying the earth's
mourning for him. Anath longs for his return, "like (the desire of)
the heart of a heifer for her calf, like (that of) the heart of an ewe

for her lamb"!2, Eventually she seizes upon Mot and deals with him

thus:

She seized Mot, son of El, ripped him open
With a sword, winnowed him in a sieve,
Burnt him in the fire,

Ground him with two mill-stones, sowed him
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In a field; verily the birds ate

The pieces of him, verlly the sparrow(s) made an end

Of the parts of him piece by plece!s.
This is followed by the announcement that Baal, who was dead, is now
alive! His return is announced throughout the land by Anath, and is
followed by the return of showers of rain, and thus by fertility in
the land:

The downpour of rain will [again] come down;

[for] the victor Baal [is alivel. . .

He will graciously send [rain] from the clouds

[And]l give plentiful {showers of rainlts*,
Although the texts related to this cycle are somewhat fragmented we
are able to gain an overall impression of the way in which the
fertility cycle was understood. The role of the Goddess, while
somewhat less emphasised than in the Ishtar-Tammuz sequence, is
nevertheless central to the desire for fertility and to {its
restoration through the successful return of the young God from the
realm of the dead. It was this cycle of events which was celebrated
annually in the fertility cult rituals, and it was these rituals which
undoubtedly caused the biggest problems for the biblical writers.

Central to them was the practise of cultic prostitution, which Qualls-

Corbett sums up for us thus:

Desire and sexual response experienced as a
regenerative power were recognised as a gift or a
blessing from the divine. Man's and woman's sexual
nature and their religious attitude were inseparable.
In their praises of thanksgiving or in their
supplications, they offered the sex act to the goddess
revered for love and passion. It was an act,
honourable and pious, pleasing to both deity and
mortal alike!Ss.
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Of course, the biblical writers would hardly agree with this
assessment of its affirmation by the deity (!), but to this we will
return later. Whatever they thought about it, the intention of the
participants in the act of sacral prostitution was to "emulate and

stimulate the deities who bestowed fertility"1e.

2.2.2 THE SACRAL MARRIAGE

Intimately connected with the rites of the fertility cult was
the act of Sacral Marriage. This was practised widely in the ANE even
down to the Greco-Roman era (iepbg y&pog). We have already seen the
seeds of it in the role of the cult prostitutes. The Sacral Marriage
was seen as a dramatic re-enactment of the sexual union between the
great Mother-Goddess and her young Son/lover, which guaranteed the
fertility of the land, animals and human beings alike!?.
Unfortunately there 1is 1little textual evidence to describe what
actually took place at these ceremonies, much of our understanding
having to be gleaned either by inference from the texts concerning the
fertility cycle, or by trying to strip off the rhetoric of polemic

directed against its practice.

Heine correctly cautions us against merely reading the myths of
ANE fertility ritual back into the real lives of the community!é. In
particular she reminds us of the need to view the mythological texts
alongside those we have of a non-mythological nature, which, at least
at Ras Sharma, forbid such practises as incest and bestiality, which
are clearly implied as 'normal' in the mythological texts!?. However,
archaeological studies of the iconography of the ANE do yield a number

of significant pointers to the fact that the Sacral Marriage existed
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as a ritual within the cult. In his monumental study of the ‘'Naked
Goddess' figurines of Syria, Winter has identified a number of visual
representations of this event2°., He is at pains to point out that
these do not 1illustrate the actual rituals themselves, but rather
represent the sanctification of sexuality?!. He also concludes that
since the images of this type appear on pottery of both high and very
cheap quality, they reflect the widespread influence of this cultic

ceremony on the people?2,

We may then turn to a collective assessment of what may have
happened in this ritual. In most cases it is assumed that intercourse
took place between the king and a sacred prostitute annually, probably
during the New-Year festival, as the embodiment of the God and Goddess
respectively. Through this representative act, the "fecundity of land
and womb and the well-being of all people, were assured"2?®. As we
shall see, the biblical writers go much beyond this in their
descriptions and polemic, suggesting the involvement of many more than
the two main players we have proposed, but this may serve only to
underline the probability that at least some kind of ceremony along

the lines outlined actually took place.
2.2.3 THE_GODDESS OF LOVE

If we seek to place Sophia in context in the religious milieu
of the ANE, we would be foolish to overlook the prominence of the
Goddess of Love as a figure in cultic veneration. Her role is, of
course, closely connected to the matters we have already mentioned,
the fertility cult and its concomitant rite of Sacral Marriage, but

she appears in a wide variety of places and guises throughout the ANE
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world. She probably reached her peak as a figure in Hellenistic
times, being identified variously with Aphrodite, Venus or Isis?¢.
However, from earliest times she was identified with Innana in
Sumerian mythology, with Ishtar in Mesopotamia, and with Anath and

Astarte in Canaan and Syria.

The Goddess of Love's appeal lay naturally in her sexuality and
beauty, at least as far as men were concerned, and probably also in
these things as an example for women. She was often associated with
the Moon or Stars, this again being a connection with the idea of
fertility: the sun parches the land by day, threatening life, while
the moon brings refreshment in the shadows and softness of the
night2s, She was also thought of as a virgin, which may appear
somewhat anachronistic to our modern way of thinking when we consider
that each of the above-mentioned Goddesses was a Mother/Sister-lover
to some young God and bore offspring. However, as Engelsmann

explains:

The Goddess is called virgin because she is not under
the control of a husband, father. or other male

relative, She may have a lover, or lovers, but she
does not form part of a syzygy, nor is she paired with
a god as Hera is with Zeus. She rules alone.

Although she is a virgin, that is, one-in-herself, she
is not a 'virgin intacta'?s,

Details of any cultic practices connected with the Goddess are again
difficult to come by, but there are numerous examples from all the
geographical regions of the ANE of figurines, statuettes and votifs
illustrating her. Most of these have a connection with the question
of fertility, though Winter also believes that many of the Naked

Goddess figurines of Syria/Palestine represent her also as a
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Protectress, Interceder, or Mediatrix27, In Mesopotamia she would
normally appear with a crescent-shaped crown2®, and this led to the

practise of baking special cakes in that shape to be offered to her??.

Of all the Goddesses of the ANE pantheons, the Goddess of Love
represented most fully the feminine realm of sexuality. It is worth
noting Ruether's comments on the theme of sexuality and power among

the delties:

The Goddess and God are equivalent, not complementary,
images of the divine. Psalms addressed to Ishtar do
not address her as the embodiment of maternal,
nurturing and feminine characteristics, but as the
expression of divine sovereignty and power in female

form. Sexual potency and social power are found in
both the Goddess and the God. There are tensions
which define ancient religions - especlally between

chaos and cosmos, death and life - but divine forces,

male and female, are ranged on both sides of the

dichotomies3?.
However, in the Goddess of Love we see the pivot between the old and
new orders of polytheilstic religion, for by Greco-Roman times she
becomes a full embodiment of all that is beautiful, nurturing,
maternal, enchanting and sexually appetising in womanhood (at least
from a male perspective!)3!, By the time of the writing of the New

Testament, of course, the Goddess was known in both her older and more

modern form, her powers of attraction having in no sense diminished.

2.2.4 THE BIBLICAL OPPOSITION

When we consider the background of fertility cult, Sacral
Marriage, and the homage given to the Goddess of Love, we may begin to
understand the perspective of the biblical historians and the

prophetic traditions in Israel. Like all rhetorical condemnation, we
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must read the biblical opposition with a measure of scepticism, for it
will surely have exaggerated and to some extent misrepresented the
actions of those whom it addressed. However, in order to set the
scene fully for the emergence of Sophia, we must summarise its main

thrustie,

Among the historical writers, the book of Kings speaks out
forcefully against the cult of Asherah and Baal in particular. In I
Kgs 14:22-24, Rehoboham is condemned for his failure to curb the
flourishing of the cult in Israel, while I Kgs 15:12-13 praises Asa
for his efforts to rid the land of this practice. As Gray comments:
"the old local animistic beliefs and rites of imitative magic of the
fertility-cult, served by ritual prostitutes, died hard"33. This is
surely borne out by the fact that already in the Gideon sequence of
Judges 6:25-32, the Deuteronomist presupposes the destruction of the
cult of Asherah/Baal in favour of the worship of Yahweh3*, yet some
fertility cult practice still appears to flourish in monarchic times.
The particular thrust of the condemnation has a two-fold dimension.
Firstly, it is a condemnation of the worship of & God and Goddess
other than the patriarchal God, Yahweh, which causes him to be
' jealous' ¢ ') X]E’l) Secondly, it is a condemnation of the practice
of cultic prostitution3s on both moral and religious grounds, though
the religious grounds were the stronger element. Because the cult
prostitutes, either male or female, represented the fertility deity,
to have intercourse with them was to have intercourse with the
‘foreign' deity and thus to denigrate Yahweh3$. This again comes
across clearly in the reforms of Josiah, reported in II Kings 23 (Il

Chron 34)3%7, who removes the temple prostitutes and symbols of the
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Asherah/Baal cult, as a response to his re-discovery of the covenant

between Yahweh and his people.

The act of cultic prostitution becomes a metaphor for Israel's
apostasy in the prophetic tradition, in particular in Hosea, where the
prophet takes a prostitute as his wife as a symbol of Israel's
relationship with Yahweh. Certainly in Hos 2:4 (M) 1t is made clear
that she is a cultic prostitute, as she has to remove the
objects/marks of her cult from herself ( 'D"g-]:lr )38, wWhat this
adoption of the symbolism of marriage between éroph;t and prostitute
does is to try and bring the Goddess under the control of Yahwism in a
form that does not threaten the relationship of Yahweh and the people:
or, as Ruether puts 1it, to transform "the Sacred Marriage from a
Goddess-King relationship into a patriarchal God-servant wife"3?
relationship. To be a true people of the one God Yahweh, they must
wed themselves to him, rather than prastitute themselves to the Gods

and Goddesses of Canaan*®.

It is unclear to what extent cultic prostitution formed a part of
the fertility cult in prophetic times*!, but the reference to worship
of the 'Queen of Heaven' Jer 7:18; 44:15-25) seems to 1imply an
adherence to the cult of the "Goddess of love and fertility, who was
identified with the Venus star and is actually entitled 'Mistress of
Heaven' in the Amarna tablets"+*2, The reference to the baking of
cakes would certainly accord well with the picture of Goddess worship
outlined in our previous section and would support the thesis that

this cult was widespread amongst the common people during Jeremiah's

times3,
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We must, therefore, recognise that the biblical writers are
unequivocal 1in their condemnation of all cultic activity, in
particular that of the fertility cult, and Goddess worship which would
detract from the sovereign claim of the one true God, Yahweh. The
limitations of this exclusive, patriarchal attitude will be outlined
in our following conclusions and will lead us to the question of

Sophia‘'s role in Israel.
2.2.5 CONCLUSIONS

Since our investigation seeks to uncover the role of Sophia in
particular, our examination of the religious milieu in which she
emerged has concentrated on the particular role of the feminine aspect
of that religious environment, namely that of the Goddess**. From it

we may draw the following inferences.

1. In all of the states surrounding Israel and in the occupied
land of Canaan itself, the religious norm was polytheism. Within that
context, Goddesses of varying kinds flourished, most particularly in
relation to the fertility cult, which mirrored the annual cycle of
renewal in the land. Those female figures were seen as an essential
component of this miracle of creativity. As people of the 1land,
whether nomadic or settled, they depended utterly on the annual cycle

of rebirth for their very existence.

Drawing on her background in Jungian anslysis, Qualls—Corbett
sums up the emergence and significance of myth in the following

manner:

Myths are to a collective culture what dreams are to
the individual. From the symbolism of both myths and
dreams we discern psychic events. Thus we find that
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myths are not just delightful but idle stories of gods

and goddesses, heroes or demons, from a forgotten

time; they speak of living psychological material and

act as a repository of truths appropriate to an

individual's inner life, as well as to the life of the

community*s.
If we allow ourselves to understand the mythology of the fertility
cult in this way, we may see that it expresses the indispensable need
of the community for an annual miracle of renewal, in a manner which
reflected their real experience. The creation of new life in humans
and in animals came through the intercourse of male and female: why
should the same not be true also in the spiritual world on which they
also depended so much for their survival? Thus the cultic practice
and mythology upon which it fed reflected the most basic, universal

need for revitalization and re-creation: and fundamental to that was a

feminine principle alongside the masculine.

2, Given that the need for a feminine principle was a
fundamental and indispensable component of the religious consciousness
of the ANE world, we immediately see the problem for Israel in
maintaining an exclusively patriarchal, monotheistic view of God. The
male God, Yahweh, not only existed in splendid isolation, he even
created on 'his' own, without the assistance of a feminine principle.
This was utterly foreign not only to the mythology of the age, but
also to human experience. If we ask why the people of Israel
continually returned to the polytheistic fertility cults instead of
maintaining allegiance to the one true male-God, Yahweh, the answer
may, at least in part, lie in the difficulty of matching this God to
their real experience of 1life, and in particular the miracle of

regenerationt¢. Ochshorn is thus correct in her conclusion that, "on
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the whole, the neutral or favourable disposition toward female
sexuality in polytheistic religions comes to comprise one of the
fundamental differences from monotheism"*7. When we turn to the
figure of Sophia in Israel's writings we must ask to what extent she

represents an attempt to deal with this problem.

3. It might be observed that the picture we have drawn of cultic
life in Israel relies for its evidence on purely pre-exilic materials,
while the figure of Sophia in Proverbs belongs to a book compiled in
post-exilic Israel. Can we be sure that cultic problems discerned in
pre-exilic Israel had any significance for the formation of a figure
in the time after the exile? We shall deal with this issue in part
under our examination of the relationship between Sophia and the
Goddesses, but for the moment we may note that within the book of
Proverbs itself we have a number of allusions to the problems of the
prostitute and the adultress in Israelite society. Bostrom has argued
that such material refers to the continuing problem of apostasy*®, a
view which has found support in some measure, though not without
modification, from other scholars#*?, Indeed, this view may be borne
out by the latest of the major Old Testament prophets, Ezekiel, who
uses the images of the cultic prostitute and the adultress to address
Judah's abandonment of pure JahwismS?, While we cannot say with
certainty that the same situation prevailed with regard to the
practice of the cult after the exile as before 1t, the imagery of a
text like Prov 7:4-5 depends very much on an understanding of such a
situation (etmov v cogiav ofv &derghv etlvar. . . {va oe tnypHoy anod
yovoundg aArotpiag xai movnpdc [Prov 7:4-51). In such thinking the

gender of Sophia is of considerable significance as a counter to the
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attractions of the other woman, whether or not the text rests on a

pre~ or post—exilic background.

4, Before turning to Sophia herself, it is important to clarify
one other issue in relation to the whole area of Goddess-speculation
and gender roles in the ANE. Although many feminists have posited the
idea of an ancient matriarchal society based on the Goddess religion,
which was later forced to give way to patriarchal structuress!, it is
the opinion of this author that such speculation is both of little
value and is insupportable from the available evidence. Pomeroy sums
up the issue succinctly when she writes:

Modern feminists find the theory of female dominance
in religion as well as in other areas of prehistoric
culture attractive, as though what has happened in the
past could be repeated in the future. This popular
view 1s wunderstandable, since, if women were not
subordinate in the past, we have no ipso facto proof
that they are so by nature. . . . However, to use the
mother goddess theory to draw any conclusions
regarding the high status of human females of the time
would be foolhardy. Later religions, in particular
Christianity, have demonstrated that the mother may be
worshiped in societies where male dominance and even
misogyny are rampants?,
Thus, whatever conclusions we may later want to draw with regard to
the origin and function of the figure Sophia in Israel, we would be

well advised to heed the caution noted in Pomeroy's reflection on the

relationship between myth and the reality of the social situation.
2.3 WHO IS SOPHIA?

Even for the most superficial reader of Wisdom literature it is
striking to note the way in which Sophia functions within that

tradition: striking on two counts. Firstly, in the midst of an
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overwhelmingly patriarchal religion we are suddenly presented with a
strongly positive feminine dimension. Secondly, at the heart of a
faith and tradition deeply committed to monotheism we are presented
with a figure who appears to fake on the functions and attributes of
the one God, Yahweh, in a way which one might otherwise have
associated with the common exchange of attributes between Gods and
Goddesses within the context of polytheistic religionsS3. It is
therefore important to come to some kind of understanding of the
relationship which is portrayed as existing between Sophia and Yahweh,
always keeping at the forefront of our minds the context of Jewish
monotheism, At the same time we have noted the wider context of
polytheism in the ANE, and so the question of the influence of ANE
Goddess figures on Sophia is one which we cannot ignore lightly, and
we shall return to this later in the course of our study5*. First we
shall ask the question 'Who is Sophia?' by looking at the development
of the relationship between her and Yahweh in the book of Proverbs, in
“some Apocryphal works and finally in Philo. In doing so we will be
attempting to provide a context for understanding the relationship as
it impinged upon the first-century Christian authors' understanding of

the Jesus ¢ God relationship.
2.3.1 SOPHIA AND YAHWEH IN PROVERBS

Apart from a short appearance in Job 28, the biblical
appearances of Sophia are confined to the book of Proverbs, in
particular chapters 1-9. The reference in Job 28 probably represents
an early level of reflection and would be better characterized as a

"Hymn to Wisdom"5%, than as a formal attempt at personificationsé¢,
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However, in Proverbs 1 - 9 we find a Sophia who speaks out in her own

right in a way elsewhere only associated with Yahweh.

Although Sophia appears at various points throughout the section
1 - 9, there are three main passages in which she speaks out publicly:
1:20ff; 8:1-36; 9:1ff. Since the opening words of the book (1:1-7)
have established that "the source of authority is Yahweh"S7, it is all
the more surprising to find the figure of Sophia appearing only a
short time thereafter claiming a similar authority for herself. She
is able to pronounce judgement with equanimity on those who have
refused to respond to her words and who choose to remain in their
ignorance (1:22-26>. Much of the language of this passage reflects
the message of the prophets, the word of Yahweh, which Sophia now puts
in the first person®8. Elsewhere it is Yahweh who will be sought but
not found (Mich 3:4; Is 1:15), to whom people will cry out but not be
heard (Jer 11:11,14), but now this has become the province of Sophia
(Prov 1:28). Again, in the final incitement to respond in 1:33, we

find that Sophia is able to supplant Yahweh in the role of life-

givers?,

Chapter 8 takes us a step further. Initially in verses 1-21
Sophia makes promises of great riches, knowledge, happiness and
prosperity to those who will hear her. It is she who speaks 'truth'
(8:7); 1t is by her authority that kings and princes rule (8:15-16), a
power which the Psalmist attributes to Yahweh (Ps 21:1-2); she is also
the provider of good things (8:18-21)>. It is, however, in the verses
from 8:22ff that the real shock comes, for here she claims a place for
herself as the intimate of Yahweh and as his partner in the very act

of creation itself. Admittedly she stands in a subordinate position
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to Yahweh, who °‘begat’ ¢’ J:TJR)“’ her, but her participation and her
priority at the act of creation certainly 1implies a special
relationship between herself and Yahweh. This is borne out by 8:30-
31, where she appears as his 'sporting' companion in whom he delights

daily.

Chapter 9 presents yet another picture of Sophia in the public
places, this time offering herself to men and inviting them into her
table to eat and drink. This passage 1is particularly important for
our understanding of Sophia, because it lays stress upon her gender as
an important factor in the relationship between her and her followers.
Her appeal is based on something which Yahweh cannot offer, namely,
her feminine attractiveness over against the woman of folly who

prostitutes herself later in the chapter.

All of this leads us to question of what exactly the relationship
is between Sophia and Yahweh. The connection with life and creation,
and her role 1in relation to the king immediately raises the
possibility of some connection with the Goddess figures we have
already noted in the surrounding religious culture, and many attempts
have been made to tie Sophia to one or other of themé!. However, when
placed in the context of the whole book, particularly in view of 8:22,

she can hardly be viewed as an independent deity.

In her recent study of the relationship between Sophia and other
feminine aspects of the book, Camp has emphasised the importance of
the profound symbolism of the figure, while at the same time stressing
her femininityé2. She acknowledges the influence of certain features

of foreign Goddesses, but asks the question as to "what they meant to
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those who did the borrowing and to their successors who passed on this
tradition®¢3, What must be clear is that they did not intend Sophia
to be seen as an independent deity, or as a consort of Yahweh.
Adopting the view that Proverbs emerged in its present form from the
post-exilic era, Camp sees the figure of Sophia as a theological
justification of "Yahweh's universal rulership in wisdom"¢* in the
context of a new social and political situation. The powerful
symbolism embodied in the figure is, she believes, drawn from Israel's
experience of the changing function of women in that society, and
becomes a metaphor for the way in which the divine Yahweh is mediated

in the realm of humanity¢s.

Most previous treatments of the relationship between Sophia and
Yahweh in Proverbs have tended to emphasise one of two main proposals:
either, that she is an hypostasis, or that she is a personification of
a divine attributet®. C;mp, however, presents us with Sophia as a
religious symbol expressing both human experience per se, and human
experience of the transcendent, albeit in a personified manner.
Sophia may well express "God's active concern in creation, revelation
and redemption, while at the same time protecting his holy
transcendence and wholly otherness"4?, but what 1s strikingly
significant is the fact that this was achieved through the use of a
female symbol, which finds her roots to some extent in the experience

and interaction of women in Israel's society.

If then we ask, "Who is Sophia?' in the context of the book of
Proverbs, for the moment we must answer that she is a symbolic
feminine figure, who, on account primarily of her gender, replaces

Yahweh in a number of traditional roles (creator; giver of 1life;
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judge; provider), while remaining subordinate to him in terms of her
'begottenness'. We must now see how this symbol develops in the later

period of Israel's religious thought.
2.3.2 SOPHIA AND YAHWEH IN THE APOCRYPHAL LITERATURE

While there are numerous books outside the limits of the 0ld
Testament which are related to the Wisdom tradition, the figure of
Sophia herself only rarely makes an appearance comparable with that we
have already noted in Proverbs. The major texts which concern us in
this respect are found in the books of Sirach and Wisdom of Solomon,
though there is also an important reference to her in relation to the
Torah in the book of Baruch. These same books are also important
because of the influence they have been shown to have had on New
Testament writers, so it is to them that we will turn in our search
for a clearer definition of the relationship between Sophia and
Yahweh. Before doing so, however, it is worth reminding ourselves
that, although Sirach and Wisdom of Solomon are frequently lumped
together in studies of this kind, they do emerge from very different

backgrounds, addressing very different audiences.

The Wisdom of Jesus ben Sirach is certainly the earlier book,
dating most probably somewhere between 198-175 BCESS, In many
respects the book 1is similar to the biblical Proverbs, being a
collection of teaching on the rights and wrongs of life in general,
with a note as to the outcome and consequences in the life of the
individual. Originally written in Hebrew®?, the work comes from the
pen of a Jewish writer who lived and worked as a scribe in Jerusalenm,

although there is considerable evidence of Hellenistic influence’®.
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Poetic material related to Sophia is found throughout the book [1:14-
20; 4:11-19; 14:20-15:8; 51:13-30), but the major focus comes in the
poem of chapter 24. In parallel with Proverbs 8, Sophia appears as
the agent of creation and the giver of life, who comes to dwell in
Israel, taking root like a tree and offering her fruit to all who
hunger and thirst. Like Proverbs, we find in juxtaposition to this
the warning against the wiles of the 'evil woman' [Sir 23} and the
extolling of Sophia's virtue (Sir 241, though it must be observed that
Sirach's general attitude to women’! tends toward the negative in a

book which is “"strongly male-oriented and chauvinistic in places"?2.

‘What 1s most innovative in Sirach's portrayal of Sophia's role is
the identification of her with Israel's Torah in 24:23. Not only does
she re—appear in the guise we have known from Proverbs, but now she
also comes to be the very embodiment of that most lasting symbol of
Yahweh's will and influence among the people, the book of the law.
But this development may turn out to be a two-sided coin as far as
Sophia is concerned: on the one hand it can be viewed as a positive
expansion of the influence of Sophia in the realm of that most sacred
part of Israel's relationship with God. On the other hand, it may be
seen as a negative move in respect of Sophia's development, confining

her, as it surely does, to the manageable limits of a book.

Why should this be so? As we saw in the book of Proverbs, Sophia
was able to appear in a symbolic role as the presence and sll-
pervading power of God at work in creation, while remaining ‘safely’
within the confines of Yahweh's control. This may have been governed
to an extent by the situation in which the book was compiled?3, but by

the time of Sirach's writing, that social, political and religious
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setting had radically changed. When we consider Sirach's very strong
attempts to delineate the sphere of woman's influence, to keep her
under male éontrol74, we can hardly be surprised at his attempt also
to bring Sophia very closely under control, in the most obvious way
available: through confining her to the well-defined parameters of the
Torah. This not only dissipated any potential threat to monotheism,
but 1is it not significant that it also obliterated her gender
significance. The personalised symbol 1s thus prevented from
developing individual personality by confinement to the impersonal

concept of Torah’s,

With the Wisdom of Solomon we move to a different world
altogether: Israel's religious 1life in the Diaspora, in particular
Egypt. Probably written around the beginning of the Christian era’¢,
the book shows clear signs of composition in the philosophical
environment of Alexandria??. The work is "an exhortation to pursue
wisdom and thereby to 1live the righteous 1life that issues 1in
immortality"7#, and was almost certainly a response to both internal
and external pressures caused by the need to maintain the attraction.
of the Jewish monotheistic religion in the midst of a syncretistic
Hellenistic environment?®. The figure of Sophia reaches her pinnacle
in this work, being at once the one who creates, who saves and who
reveals. She sits at the throne of God [9:4] and is loved by him
[8:31. At the same time she has been shown to manifest many of the
attributes ascribed to Isis in the cults of Alexandria®®, as the
famous list of characteristics in 7:22ff shows. Her saving powers are
taken for granted in many texts, but are made explicit at least in

9:18, where the people are said to have been 'saved' by Sophia (xai tfj
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cgopiq eodBnoov), This salvific power 1s indeed the basis of the
reinterpretation of Israel's history which follows in the remarkable
chapters 10-11, Here all of the great acts of Yahweh, from Adam
through Abraham to Moses and the Prophets, are recounted as the acts
of Sophia, She has, to use Johnson's words, "“brought about the

decisive revelatory and liberating events of the people of Israel”?®!,

Clearly 1in this book we have moved beyond even the close
identification of Sophia and Yahweh given by Proverbs and Sirach.
Indeed, the two are so closely related that they may almost be seen as
one. This is expressed in passages such as Wisd 7:25-26, where she is
described as the 'Breath of God's power', 'an emanation of the glory
of the Almighty', ‘the flawless mirror of the active power of God',
and ‘the image of his goodness'. On the other hand, there still
remains a distinction, such as the passage where she is dépicted Yas a
divine consort sitting by God’s throne (9:4)."82 To take these
elements of Sophia’s portrayal seriously we need to move beyond
traditional scholarly classifications of her as a personification of
cosmic order83, didactic wisdom®*, or of the divine attribute of
wisdom®®, and indeed beyond seeing her as an hypostasis®é¢., The more
recent trend is towards the identification of Sophia with the creative
and saving involvement of Yahweh in the world, as typified by the
quotation from Dunn in section 2.3.187, However, although this
viewpoint leads us in the right direction, it has not yet given
sufficient consideration to the feminine aspect of the figure Sophia.
Can we really speak about an exclusively male Yshweh who appears in a
feminine guise without seeing him as some kind of transsexual deity?
Von Rad certainly recognises a problem with her gender (without

offering any real solution!) when he says that Sophia's speeches bear:
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all the marks of a divine address. It resounds
everywhere; it is impossible to escape it; and the way
in which it presents man with the decision between
life and death is something like an ultimatum. Even
the gifts which it promises can only be described as
gifts of salvation, and here lies the problem: an 'IL',
who 1s certainly not Yahweh, but who nevertheless
summons men to itself??,
Johnson, however, responds to Von Rad's difficulty by observing: "The
assumption that God can only be rightly imaged as male functions as a
pair of blinders blocking the full significance of the texts"8?,
Since Yahweh is an exclusively male expression of the Hebrew God, the
assumption is made that anything which does not correspond to that
maleness must of necessity be explained away somehow in terms of 1it.
If we are prepared, however, to observe with Johnson, that "both
female Sophia and male YHWH express the one god who promises life upon
being found"?°, we shall then be able to move away from a too male-
oriented theology, to allow Sophia to be what she seems to be in the

literature with which we have been dealing: "God herself 1in her

activity in the world, God imaged as female acting subject"?!,

Let us pause for a moment here to ask whether such a line of
interpretation falls into the trap of imposing a modern issue on the
ancient texts. The problem of allowing for a certain fluidity in the
gender of God may indeed be a modern question, but in looking at the
figure of Sophia as she appears in Proverbs, Sirach and the Wisdom of
Solomon we have also seen that her gender may well have raised
questions for the authors of those books. Indeed, when we later look
at the relationship between Sophia and the ANE Goddesses we shall want
to underline the importance of her gender in the establishment of the

God of Israel as the giver of 1life, saviour, creator, etc.. Whether
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or not the authors of Sirach and Baruch were fully aware of the
consequences of their identification of Sophia with Torah, from our
perspective we may see that it had the effect of limiting the gender
significance of Sophia through the means of confinement. By the same
token we may also understand Enoch's withdrawal of Sophia to the
safety of a seat in heaven as a confinement of her influence, though
again this may not have been the primary motivation of the author.
That there was a fear of a feminine expression of god in these authors
may not yet be mooted with certainty, but as we turn to Philo we may

perhaps see it more clearly.
2.3.3 SOPHIA AND PHILO

Philo's significance for the study of New Testament backgrounds
lies not so much in the possibility of direct influence on the New
Testament writers themselves, as in his witness to a particular trend
of Jewish philosophical reflection and speculation at the time of the
formation of the New Testament. We need not, then, in this present
study be over concerned with any possible influence from Philo's
conception of the Logos-Sophia relationship to God on Johannine
christology, but we should see his significance rather as a pointer to
" a certain trend in Sophia speculation at the time in which Johannine

thinking was developing.

Philo's writings display a "unique blend of Jewish monotheism
with middle-Platonic and Stoic philosophy"?2. The resulting synthesis
of ideas makes it extremely difficult to make any definitive statement
of 'Philo's view' on a particular subject. The relationship of God
and Sophia, or of Logos and Sophia 1is no exception to this

observation. In general, however, Philo sees Sophia as belonging to
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the upper realm of the divine [xdopog vontdégl, while the Logos
replaces her traditional role as God active in the world of sensory
perception [xéopog aioentégl. This switch may very well have come
about as a result of Sophia's gender, a possibility which is
reinforced by Philo's willingness to assert that she is in actual fact
'male’ (De Fuga 51-52)! He almost invariably sees the female realm as

something negative or evil. As Baer observes, he

. extensively exploits female terminology as a
vehicle for expressing his widespread depreciation of
the created world. . o The female, sense-
perceptible, created world stands as a constant threat
to man's existence?’s.

However, Baer then goes on to argue that Philo distinguishes two
levels of thinking with regard to gender significance, thus allowing

him to conclude that Philo sees God as asexual:

Philo wunderstands the higher nature of man to be
asexual, whereas man's lower nature is involved in the
male-female polarity. The description of man created
after the image of God as obt' &ppev olite 6fAv was
thus seen to constitute a denial of his participation
in the sphere of sexuality. When Philo refers to the
sense-perceptible world as female and the realm of the
nind as male, however, it is clear that he 1s using
the categories male and female quite differently.
According to this second usage, female refers to the
material, sense-perceptible realm, which includes the
male-female polarity, whereas male refers to that
realm which is intrinsically asexual, i.e.,, the sphere
of the nous, the Logos, and ultimately God himself.
It is in accord with this second usage that Philo is
able to describe God as male in Fug 5174,

On the face of it this might seem an attractive argument, but it is
actually something imposed upon Philo rather than emerging from his
writing. One might be more convinced of the asexuality argument if

Philo felt free at times to express God's nature in female terms
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rather than so exclusively in male terminology. However, the reverse
is the case: even that most feminine of Jewish expressions of God,
Sophia, has to be crammed into a male stereotype:

For pre-eminence always pertains to the masculine, and

the feminine always comes short of it and is lesser

than it. Let us, then, pay no heed to the discrepancy

in the gender of the words, and say that the daughter

of God, even Sophia, 1s not only masculine, but

father, sowing and begetting in souls aptness to

learn, discipline, knowledge, sound sense and laudable

actions. [Fuga 51-52]
Looking more closely at this text we may observe two things in
relation to our thesis. Firstly, the necessity to underline the
‘discrepancy' in gender and to switch it from female to male renders
the suggestion that Philo sees God as anything but male, to say the
least, unlikely! Even if we accept the notion of an "active-passive
polarity” at work in Philo's concept of Sophia, whereby she 1s seen as
"female~-passive in relationship to God, and male-active in
relationship to man"?S, we are still left with a God who 1is
essentially male 1in relation to a female-passive 5Sophia. It is
precisely because of her gender that Philo has a problem with Sophia
and replaces her function in the xéopog dToeqtég with that of the male
Logos. Thus, to argue that Philo sees Sophia (and God) as asexual is,
to use Baer's own words against him, "to misunderstand Philo
completely”®s¢. Having seen the heights achieved by Sophia in a
writing like Wisdom of Solomon®?, Philo seems to have been afraid of
the influence of a goddess-like figure like Isis infringing the male-
monotheism of the patriarchal Yahwistic religion. He thus creates,

a 'dainty' Sophia who could only survive in the

rarified air of heaven and who needed to be protected

from the contamination of the flesh. She is a far cry
from the Sophia of Proverbs who stands in the streets



_66_

of Israel calling out to men to forsake the whore and

to dine at her own table??.
Secondly, it might be argued that the change in the gender of Sophia
at this point in Fuga 51-52 reflects the wider context in which Philo
is discussing Bethuel, Rebekah's father and thus the father-in-law of
the patriarch Isaac. If this is the case, then it would only serve to
reinforce the belief that Philo was conscious of a problem in
identifying a female figure with a male one, a conclusion which would
have considerable significance for our observations on the similar

problem facing New Testament writers identifying Jesus with Sophia.

What we may be seeing in Philo's outworking of the relationship
between God and Sophia is a reaction against the increasing freedom,
typified by Wisdom of Solomon, of expressing God's activity in the
world in feminine terms through the use of the figure Sophia. To an
extent Philo would only be continuing a trend we have already hinted
at in Sirach and Baruch, namely the limitation of Sophia to the Torah,
and in Enoch's withdrawal of her into the heavenly reslm. However,
Philo appears to take this trend much more radically forward in two
ways. Firstly, he removes Sophia effectively from the world and
confines her to the reaslm of the divine. We find this, for example,
in his description of the giving of the tabernacle as a ‘copy’

(uipnpod of Sophia:

When God willed to send down the image of divine
excellence from heaven to earth in pity for our race,
that it should not lose its share in the better lot,
he constructs as a symbol of the truth the holy
tabernacle and its contents to be a representation and
copy of Wisdom. [QuisRer 112]
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Thus Sophia is not sent into the world, but a mere representation of
her in the form of the tabernacle. We also find that instead of
Sophia descending into the world to impart her gifts, it is the Logos
who comes on her behalf:
The Divine Word (6 6etog Abyog) descends from the
fountain of Wisdom like a river to lave and water the
heaven-sent celestial shoots and plants of virtue
loving souls which are as a garden. [DeSomn II,6242]
This process of keeping Sophia in the upper realm of the xébpog vont6g
leads Mack to comment:
Die Sophia stellt also die auBerweltliche SphHre des
Heils dar. D.h., sie ist nicht mehr die nahe
Weisheit, sondern tritt vielmehr samt ihren Gaben in
das Jenseits und wird faktisch als die verborgene
verstanden. . . . Die Weisheit verkbrpert nunmehr den
kosmos noetos®?.
Secondly, Philo attempts to remove Sophia's gender significance by
calling her ‘'male'1°°, and by denigrating all that is female by
associating all the feminine species with the created, evil, material

world. We find this, for example, in his reflections on the creation

and fall accounts:

Pleasure does not venture to bring her wiles and
deceptions to bear on the man, but on the woman, and
by her means on him. This is a telling and well-made
point: for in us mind (vofg) corresponds to men, the
senses (akoenotg) to woman; and pleasure encounters
and holds parley with the senses first, and through
them cheats with her quackeries the sovereign mind
itself. [OpMund 1651

Philo thus makes every effort to strip Sophia of her feminine
influence, largely because of his antipathy toward that gender group

and his inherent sense of the supremacy of all that is male, including
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God 'himself'. We may, therefore, conclude with Engelsmann that the
"growing tension between Yahweh and Sophia . . . appears to have been
resolved by repression ., . . ({in) the writings of Philo"t!0%%,

2.3.4 CONCLUSIONS

We have noted a developing relationship expressed between
Sophia and God in Jewish literature leading up to the New Testament
era. From her beginnings in Proverbs through to her pinnacle in the
Wisdom of Solomon, Sophia increasingly takes on roles otherwise
attributed to the male figure, Yahweh, in the Jewish tradition. In
answer to the question "Who is Sophia?"' in relation to Yahweh, for the
moment we would reply that she appears to be a feminine expression of
God active in the world, who seems to function in an equivalent manner
to that more normally associated in the Old Testament with the male
expreséion of God, Yahweh. At least in Wisdom of Solomon she is not
pictured as dependent upon, or subordinate to Yahweh, but is quite
simply a feminine alternative to the traditional expression of God,
who even in the same book can equally be called male. We have seen
that this seems to have caused problems for those accustomed to an
exclusively male-symboled theology, in particular the Alexandrian
philosopher, Philo, and that it probably led to attempts to repress or
subdue her influence on Jewish speculation. In Philo's case at least,
this was not so much due to a concern for the maintenance of strict
monotheism, but more to the problem of her gender, a claim
substantiated by his noting the 'discrepancy' of gender between Sophia
and God in Fuga 51. However, we are glad to note that, despite all

efforts to remove her, Sophia survived in some form, even in Philo!



- 69 -

2.4 "WHAT IS SHE?"

Having attempted provisionally to answer the question "Who is
Sophia?", we must now turn to the second part of our deliberation,
"What is she?'. By this we mean to investigate the extent to which
extraneous influences, in particular those of the ANE Goddess cults we
have noted, affected the formation of the figure as she appears in
Jewish Wisdom literature. This will help us to understand the extent
to which her gender was significant in Jewish speculation, for while
Philo’'s intentions may be more explicit with regard to the gender
significance of Sophia, we have yet to establish that significance in
the wider spectrum of Jewish thought. We shall therefore proceed to
examine the various influences which may have led to the establishment
of her prominence in the centuries leading up to her 'final flourish'

in the book of Wisdom.

2.4.1 THE GENDER SIGNIFICANCE OF SOPHIA

Unlike our own language, the languages of the Biblical world
and writings indicate gender as part of their grammatical structure.
Such langusges do "“invite personification®*?2: that is, by the
allocation of gender to abstract concepts or inanimate objects they
allow for the possibility of personalising them. For a
polytheistically inclined religious group this opens up a marvellous
vista of possibilities: for monotheistic Judaism it proved rather a
headache! We see this perhaps most clearly in the case under study,
the female figure of Sophia. We shall briefly note the linguistic

background before proceeding to an examination of the way in which
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certain features associated with ANE Goddesses may have accrued to the

developing picture of the figure we have noted in Jewish tradition.

2.4.1.1 LINGUISTIC REMARKS

The group of words wusually translated from the various
Semitic languages and dialects by the English word 'Wisdom’ are all
feminine in gender. As Fohrer correctly remarked, "the common
translation ‘'wise', 'wisdom' is unfortunate and to a large degree
inexact"t93, this being true not only of the Hebrew usage, but also of
other languages, since the various words denote a much wider semantic

field than is normally associated with our word 'Wisdom'.

The two Biblical terms of note for our present study are the
Hebrew word T'[)irj:)'];] ) and its LXX equivalent r'; copta. The Hebrew
form is a femininr-_; noun from the root UJT] and covers a variety of
meanings from technical 'skill’ in .military operations or
administration, through ‘shrewdness' or 'prudence’ in religious
matters, to a 'divine attribute', which seems to include a whole range
of meaning in itselft ¢, It is from this final meaning that the
personalising process begins, particularly in the Proverbs texts we
have noted. The LXX consistently translates ﬂ@DU with cogpiat?®s,
despite the difficulties in compatibility between tthle Greek and Hebrew
conceptsi®¢, In both languages, however, the feminine gender provides
an ideal vehicle for creating a figure who is at one and the same time

alluring to men and an appropriate ‘'consort' for the divine.

The nearest equivalent to these biblical terms in the extant
literature of the ANE is probably the Egyptian term MAAT, but this

word covers an even wider semantic range.
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Maat is right order 1in nature and soclety, as
established under the act of creation, and hence
means, according to the context, what is right, what
is correct, law, order, justice and truthio?,

MAAT is clearly understood as feminine, as witness the personification

and representation of her as Goddess of Law, Truth and Justice!©8,

Despite the neutrality of the English word 'Wisdom’, we may see
from this brief survey that the Semitic and Greek terms consistently
apply the feminine gender to the equivalent concept. This fact will
be seen to have no mean bearing on the emergence of a female figure

assoclated with that concept in the biblical tradition.

2.4.1.2 GSOPHIA AND THE GODDESS

The gender of the vocabulary may be an important factor, but
it cannot alone convince us of any gender significance attached to the
figure who appears 1in Proverbs and the subsequent tradition. Other
influences must surely have been at work to create a figure who
reaches the stature of Sophia in the Wisdom of Solomon. The most
obvious and most frequently investigated possible source of influence
is the ANE Goddess, who appears in many and varied forms. Amongst the
most vigorously pursued of these female deities have been the
Canaanite and Egyptian figures, and each of these we will review in
turn. Before embarking on such a survey, however, it is prudent to
re-emphasise the caveat, that evidence of parallels between ANE
deities and Sophia, or even direct influence upon the formation of the
Jewish figure, does not necessarily determine or restrict meaning in
that which has been influenced. The Jewish Sophia will ultimately

have to stand on her own in the Jewish context.
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2.4.1.2.1 SOPHIA AND_THE CANAANITE GODDESSES

The argument for the influence of Canaanite deities on the
Jewish figure of Sophia has been put most cogently by W.F.Albrightie?
and G.Bostrom!t®, Albright identified a Semitic Goddess of the vine,
whom he took to be an equivalent of Ishtar'!!. This Goddess, as we
saw 1n our earlier survey!t!2, descended to the underworld and then
returned, or was elevated by her consort, to heaven, a fact which
Albright compares to Sophia's appearance by descending into the world.
Further evidence of Canganite influence is found in the Aramaic Words
of Ahiqar: "{Wisdom] i1s from the Gods, and to the Gods she is
precious; forever her kingdom is fixed in heaven, for the holy Lord
elevated her"t13. This 1s taken to show that Wisdom was known as a
Goddess outside of Israel. In addition, Albright finds that Proverbs
8:9 "swarms with words and expressions otherwise found only in such
Canaanite texts as the Ugaritic tablets and the Phoenician
inscriptions”tt4, All of this he sees as a background to the
emergence of Sophia in Proverbs, while recognising that the Hebrew
writers have subordinated her to Yahweh and interpreted her in a

symbolic manner.

Already in 1947, Ringgren noted some of the problems of such a
viewpoint, not least the fact that Ishtar is never identified with
wisdom in the myth, and that she descends to the underworld rather
than to the earth, as in Sophia's case!!5. This critique has been
taken further by others, notably Whybray!i¢ and Lang!!?. A re-
examination of Proverbs 8 - 9 has shown Albright's claims of Canaanite
influence to be grossly exaggerated!!®, just as further investigation

of the Ahiqgar text has shown the adoption of the word 'Wisdom' at the
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opening of the statement to be questionablett?, Ringgren rightly
comments that there may be certain "phenomenological parallels"?i29,

but there is little evidence of a direct line of influence.

Bostrom adopted a slightly different approach to Albright. He
perceived in Sophia a polemic against the worship of Astarte, the
Canaanite fertility Goddesst?!. He identified the 'strange woman' of
Proverbs 1-9 as a worshipper of Astarte, with whom the figure of
Sophia 1is deliberately contrasted. Sophia, therefore, takes on
certain characteristics of the Goddess in order to be a conscious
option to draw people away from the cult of the foreign Goddess.
Among these characteristics transferred to Sophia are, the Bridet??,
and the practice of self-glorifying hymnology!2s3, Ringgren follows
Bostrom most of the way, but sees the 'strange woman' as an Israelite
who has become a devotee of the Astarte/Ishtar cult, rather than a
foreigner!24, Both McKane!?® and Whybray!2¢ question this, but still
allow that there has been some influence of a general nature from the
Canaanite Astarte/Ishtar traditions on the formation of the figure of
Sophia. Referring to Bostrom’'s theory, Whybray suggests that it may
rather have been the universal temptation of adultery which brought
out the symbol of the 'strange woman', and sums up the issue thus:
It was natural that in the polytheistic and
syncretistic milieu of the ancient near east, where
even in Israel the cult of the goddess of love cannot
have been entirely unfamiliar, this theme should have
expressed itself partly in her imagery!27.

Thus, while there is no systematic presentation of the features of the

Canaanite Goddess in the Proverbial picture of Sophia, there is

nevertheless sufficient evidence to suggest that features of her
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mythology were important in Sophia's formation, at least at the level
of Proverbs 1 - 9. The two important features in this respect would
be her self-predicatory speeches and the call to take her as a bride
for oneself (Prov 4:6,8-9). These influences are probably no more
than would have been natural in a Jewish culture surrounded by the
polytheistic religions of Canaan. They do not, however, constitute

proof that Sophia was herself viewed as some form of Goddess.

2.4.1.2.2 SOPHIA AND EGYPTIAN GODDESSES

There can be no doubt that Israelite Wisdom literature was
influenced at many points by the much older and more highly developed
literature of the Egyptian wisdom schools. While with the idea of
Canaanite influence, Albright was forced to postulate a hypothetical
corpus of literature from that culture, due to a complete absence of
sourcest28, in the case of Egyptian wisdom such material 1is to
handt2°?, The two principle female deities suggested as possibly
influential in the formation of Sophia speculation from this region of
the ANE are MAAT and Isis. We shall 1look at each of these

possibilities in turn.
2.4.1.2.2.1 SOPHIA AND MAAT

The most thorough study of the relationship between
Sophia and MAAT has been undertaken by Crista Bauer—Kayatz!3°. She
continues the work already begun by Donner, suggesting a direct link
between MAAT and Sophia on the basis of the above-mentioned Ahiqar
fragment, which he saw as something of a missing 1link!31%, Kayatz
avoids some of the critique later levelled at Donner*3®2, by suggesting

that the Egyptian MAAT influence came at a much earlier time than was
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previously presumed. She draws out numerous parallels between MAAT

and Sophia, among which the following are the most notable.

MAAT, 1like Sophia, was instrumental in the act of creation,
existing before the world began (Prov 8:22ff)133, She was the
plaything of the great God, KRe-Atum, Jjust as Sophia sported at
Yahweh's side in Prov 8:30!3%., Sophia is the giver and the guardian
of life, being described as a 'garland' worn around the neck of her
disciples (Prov 1:9; 6:21), and in similar fashion, we find that MAAT
was depicted on both amulets and chains hung around the necks of the
chief judges in Egyptt35. Kayatz i1s not so much interested in the
idea of a literary dependence between the Jewish and Egyptian
writings, but much more in the role that the two figures play in the
wider tradition of their individual schools. These roles are seen to
be similar, in that both MAAT and Sophia are a "central concept which
embraces God, the world and humanity, and draws into a unity,

theological, cosmological and paedagogical thought and willt3s,

Kayatz not only indicates the points of similarity between Sophia
and MAAT, but also acknowledges the fundamental difference, that
Sophia is never allowed to maintain the measure of independence and
preeminence within Yshwism which MAAT enjoys in Egyptian thought!37.
Of course, she is dealing only with the earliest Sophia tradition in
Proverbs, rather than following through the line of development to,
for example, Wisdom of Solomon. As we shall see, however, that is a
proper approach, since the later Jewish tradition is almost certain to
have been much more affected by later Egyptian thought than directly

by the ancient MAAT 38,
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The problems with Kayatz's approach and solution to the riddle of
Sophia's origins have again been thoroughly outlined, most recently by
Claudia Campt!39: the possibility of a much more general ANE background
than that affected by MAAT for many of the features found in Sophia;
the 1lack of evidence for a personified MAAT in Egyptian Wisdom
writings; the over—emphasis on MAAT materials as a unifying force in
Proverbs 1 - 9; the problem of the relationship between a Sophia
influenced by MAAT in Prov 8 and the figure in Prov 1:20-33, which
Kayatz sees as untouched by the Egyptian influence. However, while
accepting the fact that direct dependence has not been established,
there remains the overall impression that the authors or redactors of
Proverbs must at least have been aware of the kind of background which
MAAT offered. Given the clear indications we have of Egyptian
influence in Proverbs!*?, it is hardly outrageous to suggest that they
knew of the significance of MAAT as a concept, and as a Goddess figure
in Egypt. Taking into account the Proverbial writers' consciousness
of Egyptian Wisdom tradition and acknowledging the similarity of the
traditions mentioned and examined in detail by Kayatz, Mack and
others, leads us to posit at least an awareness of MAAT background in
the minds of the Jewish authors as the figure of Sophia developed
within the Jewish tradition up to the point of Proverbs. What is
significant for us at the moment is the fact that they persisted in
developing an overtly feminine Sophia in the face of the ‘dangers' of

foreign Goddesses, of which they were surely aware!*?!.
2.4.1.2.2.2 SOPHIA AND ISIS

Of all the various ANE Goddesses mooted as a possible

background to the understanding of the development of Sophia, the most
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widely acknowledged and advanced has been the Egyptian Isis?¢Z,
Varying degrees of influence have been proposed, but only rarely has
an attempt been made to deny altogether an influence of some kindt4s,
Perhaps the greatest difficulty has been encountered by those seeking
a direct influence at an early stage in Israel's Sophia speculation.
Hengel is able to show early traces of an Isis-Astarte relationship 1in
Palestinet*¢, but has to admit that a connection with Proverbs "is
still uncertain"t4?®, However, more convincing material has been
brought to light concerning Sirach and more especially the Wisdom of

Solomon.

As early as 1937, Knox proposed an Isis influence on the figure
of Sophia in Siracht¢¢. He saw in Sirach 24 "the answer of or thodox
Judaism" to those finding it "hard to resist the attractions of
Isis"t+7, His study pointed out the flexibility and adaptability of
Isis, 1in particular in relation to her influence on the Syrian
Astarte, which in turn he believed to have influenced the picture of
Sophia. The wandering quest of Isis has been altered to present a
Sophia who comes down to earth and searches out her disciples, while

indulging in self-praise "modelled on Isis of the aretalogy"**®.

The Wisdom of Solomon represents the pinnacle of Sophia
speculation in pre-Gnostic circles'*?, and at the same time has shown
the greatest affinity to Isis traditions. Both Burton Mack!S° and
James Reese!S! have dealt with this in some detail, but it has again
been thoroughly rehearsed in recent times by J.S.Kloppenborgtsz.
While acknowledging the value of some of Reese's work, Kloppenborg
asserts that "what 1s required is not a lot of parallel terms and

titles but a demonstration that complete configurations of
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specifically Isiac—-mythologumena are mirrored in Wisdom"!3%3, He does
not doubt that Wisdom of Solomon owes a great deal to older biblical
traditions, but at the same time stresses that it "goes far beyond the
traditional topoits¢ of Wisdom in Proverbs, Job and Sirach"ts5, Of
particular importance 1s the parallelism between Sophia and Isis in
their role as Saviour!s¢, a role not specifically attributed to Sophia
in other earlier Wisdom writings. Kloppenborg shows how the saving
acts of Sophia 1in Wisdom 9-10 have been chosen not so much for their
place in the traditional Heilsgeschichte of Israel, but rather because
they are "incidents which are precisely of the sort over which Isis
also had control"ts7, Two examples of éuch incidents are the
reference to the guiding of Noah's ark (Wisd 10:4), which "corresponds
closely to one of Isis' major competences, the protection and guiding
of sallors"!58, and her support of the righteous man in prison (Wisd
10:14), which "is closely paralleled by Isis' promise to save

prisoners when they pray for her presence"1!57?.

Kloppenborg goes on to show strong 1links between Sophia's
relationship with the king in Wisd 6:1 - 9:17 and the similar
functions of Isisi¢®, Both represent the divine power by which the
king comes to power and rules, and by which he sustains that
prosperity and longevity one associates with a good king. Both Sophia
and Isis are intimates of God and the king. He sums up:

The mythic power which informed Egyptian ideology is
captivated and transformed for Judaism, enabling Jews
to maintain themselves in an atmosphere of intense
religious and political propagandaté?,

His final section reflects on the reason for this transformation,

outlining the social setting into which the work was addressed:¢?. In
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the end, the figure of Sophia functions as both a stimulus to Jews
suffering under pagan attack, and as an apologetic designed to allow
for "communication with the dominant group to whose privileges and

position Alexandrian Jews aspired"!é3,

By attempting to outline areas of function which correspond,
rather than concentrating on mere verbal or linguistic overlaps,
Kloppenborg has achieved a significant methodological breakthrough in
dealing with the relationship between the ANE Goddess and Sophia. He
has also rooted this in a plausible sociological analysis. What is
important for our present study is not whether he is correct in every
detail of his analysis, but that he has conclusively shown the need
for a Jewish writer to counter the claims of a widely known Goddess by
the use of a corresponding symbol from within his own tradition: that
is, by using the overtly feminine figure of Sophia. Indeed, it is her
gender that makes Sophia the most attractive choice as a counterpart
to Isis, thus adding considerable weight to our proposition that
gender was a significant issue in relation to Sophia in pre-Christian

Jewish thought.

2.4.1.2.3 THE_GODDESS IN PHILO

We have already noted the difficulty which Philo
experienced with the gender of Sophia and his efforts to confine her
to the realm of the xb6opog vontég. We must briefly now explore the
influence that the Goddess figure, in'particular Isis, exercised on
his view of Sophia even in that upper realm. This influence was
already recognised by Goodenough!®*, who also connects Phila's

understanding of Sophia to that of the Wisdom of Solomon:



_80_

Sophia as an equivalent of the Logos-stream is by now
so familiar in Philo himself that the conception of
Sophia in WIsdom can be accepted as a predecessor of
at least a large part of the Philonic Logos"!é5.
Since we have already recognised the influence of Isis on the Sophia

of Wisdom of Solomon, we may see already how Philo was caught up in

the process.

However, we do also have more direct evidence of Isis influence
on his Sophia figure. Perhaps the best example comes in Philo's use
of the title "many-named" (molvévvpog) to describe her in LegAll I,43:
“By using many words for it Moses has already made it manifest that
the sublime and heavenly Wisdom is of many names (moivdvopov)®. This
was an epithet frequently used of Isist¢é, though Philo can also use
it of Sophia's other manifestation in the world, the Logos, in DeConf
146:

But if there be any as yet unfit to be called a Son of

God, let him press to take his place under God's

first-born, the Word (A6yog), who holds the eldership

among the angels, their ruler as it were. And many

names (noAvévvpov) are his, for he 1s called, 'the

Beginning', and the Name of God, and his Word, and the

Man after his image, and 'he that sees', that is

Israel.
There are also some parallels between Philo's Sophia and the
acclamation of Isis as the Goddess of the Sun. While Isis can claim:
"] divided the earth from the heaven. I showed the paths of the
stars. I ordered the course of the sun and moon"!¢?, it can be said
of Sophia: "Wisdom is God's archetypal luminary and the sun is a copy
and image of 1it" (DeMigr 40). Then again, Mack also sees in the

relationship between Sophia and Logos in Philo an echo of the

mythology of Isis and Horus, whereby the Logos becomes Sophia's
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representative in the world in a similar way to that in which Horus,
the son of Isls, comes upon eartht¢é, We find also, for example, that
Sophia can be recognised as the mother of the Logos, in Fuga 108-109,

through the relationship of the High Priest:

We say, then, that the High Priest is not a man, but a
Divine Word and immune from all unrighteousness
whether intentional or unintentional. . . because he
is the child of parents incorruptible, and wholly free
from stain, his father being God, who 1is 1likewise
Father of all, and his mother Wisdom (untpdg &¢
cogplag), through whom the universe came into
existence. DeFuga 108-109

This, along with many other examples he is able to bring, leads Mack
to conclude that Philo has sought to continue the tradition of Jewlsh

Wisdom speculation by adopting the Isis myth to fit Sophia:

Die weisheitliche Aussagen {iber die Welt als
Sch8pfung, Gott als ewigen und gerechten Lenker und
Herrscher der Welt entsprechen Hdegyptischen
Anschauungen, insbesondere Uber die Funktionen
derjenigen #Hegyptischen Gottheiten, die hinter der
Weisheit stehen. Die Anziehungskraft der Hegyptischen
Vorstellungen war offensichtlich so groB, da8 neue
Mythologumena der Gbtttin Isis stdndig und zunehmend
zur Ergtinzung der Weisheitsgestalt in die
Weisheitsspekulation eingedrungen sind. . . . Und
doch wurde das israelitisch-jiudische Erbe damit nicht
preisgegeben. Denn die Verwendung von Vorstellungen
aus der &Hegyptischen Mythologie =zielt gerade darauf
ab, den jildischen Gottesgedanken zu bewahren, die
Werke Gottes zu verstehen, und den Anspruch Gottes an
Israel zu h¥ren. Eben darin besteht das Anliegen der
judischen Weisheitsspekulation!®é?,

Thus we see that Philo, continuing, as he believed, the line of Jewish
Wisdom speculation, also depended largely on an ANE Goddess figure for

the shaping of his own Sophial?’?,
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2.4.1.3 CORCLUSIONS

There can be 1little doubt from our brief summary of the
proposed ANE Goddess influence on the development of Sophia, that such
influence, whether it be of Ishtar/Astarte, MAAT or Isis, has indeed
shaped the form of the figure to some degree by the time of the
writing of Wisdom of Solomon and Philo. This is not to deny that
Sophia is rooted firmly in Israel's own tradition, nor does it
indicate that there was ever any intention that Sophia should be seen
as a Goddess figure in competition with Yahweh. There remains no
evidence of a Wisdom cult in Israel: "No worship is offered to Wisdom;
Wisdom has no priests in Israel”!7!. The intention was in fact quite
the opposite, to protect Jewish monotheism from the temptation offered
by the Goddess cults, and in particular the highly syncretistic cult
of Isis. While the evidence of direct influence on the early
Proverbial Sophia may still be scanty, the later development shows
that the need was keenly felt to meet the Goddess head on with a
female figure from a Jewish perspective who could also be identified
with God. Taking the known influence of Egyptian Wisdom literature on
Israel into consideration, we may reasonably propose that the later
tradition is merely the continuation of a process begun already in the
Sophia of Proverbs, but of which direct evidence is simply not
available. One thing is certain: Sophia's gender was one of the most

important reasons for her adoption as a counter to the Goddess cults.

2.4.2 HYPOSTASIS: PERSONIFICATION: WHAT IS SHE?

So we return to the question "What is Sophia?" in terms of

Jewish monotheism. Clearly she is identified with Yahweh, but is not
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Yahweh: clearly also she has many features associated with the
Goddesses of the ANE, yet she is not herself a Goddess. The two major
hypotheses traditionally put forward with regard to her relationship
with Yahweh have suggested either that she is an hypostasis or that
she is a personification. We shall offer some reflections on each of

these before attempting a closer definition.

The opinion that Sophia is an hypostasis of a divine attribute of
Yahweh, namely she is God's Wisdom acting as a separate entity
ultimately identical with Yahweh, has been proposed on numerous
occasionst?2, However, part of the problem with such a view, as
indeed with the idea of personification, is that & lot depends on
whether we are talking about the Sophia in Proverbs, in Sirach, in
Wisdom of Solomon or in Philo. For as we have already noted, there is
a development in the picture of Sophia from the earliest manifestation
in the Proverbial tradition through to the later streams of thought.
In assessing the idea of Sophia as an hypostasis, Lang suggests that
most attempts have presupposed that "Zoroastrianism has influenced
Judaism, and Persian hypostases provided the models for the hypostases
of Jewish theology"t73. Much more likely is the proposition that,
because of the 'otherness' of God and the consequent shyness of
speaking the name of God, words such as Shekinah and Memra were used
in an apparently hypostatic way in its place. But these were ''not
considered separate beings dwelling in heaven"!74, and certainly not
so in the era when the Proverbial figure of Sophia was developed. In
Proverbs she remains a creation of Yahweh, albeit one who is said to
sport at his side, and it 1s only much later in Wisdom of Solomon that

she achieves a higher status, replacing Yahweh's action with her own.
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The only place where we might agree that Sophia came near to truly
functioning as an hypostasis is in the work of Philo, who through his
Sophia/Logos interchange places her in a kind of mediatory position

between the x6opog vontdg and the xoéopog oiobntdgt?s,

The concept of Sophia as a personification is more appealing, at
least in the earlier strands of tradition. Lang notes two types of
personification, poetic and mythologicalt?é, The poetic
personification merely gives a kind of personality to an abstract
concept, for example, in the way that Jerusalem becomes Zion, who can
be said to have daughters that rejoice (Zech 2:10)! The second,
mythological type, grew out of powers or realms of the deity, which
were personalised to the point of becoming deified themselves. Lang
believes that the Sophia of the Proverbs speeches reflects such a
background, but that the mythical figure of the Goddess, which stands
behind her, has been stripped off leaving a ‘shadow', which retains
some of her divine features!??7., Thus, although she is no longer a
deity herself, now as a poetic personification she stands as a
unifying element for the book as a whole!?’8. Camp also notes this
unifying effect of personification when she says:

We can contrast the wisdom expressed with varying
content and in 1independent wunits i1in the proverd
collection with the more unified, integrated focus of
the personified Wisdom of the poems. The personifi-
cation of Wisdom serves to call attention to the unity
of the 'wisdoms' which it represents and for which it
speakst!?9, ’

While this understanding of Sophia as a personification accords well

with the material concerning her in the book of Proverbs, and to some
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extent that of Sirach, it still remains inadequate as a measure of her

in Wisdom of Solomonté?,

We have observed that Sophia reaches the pinnacle of her
development in the book of Wisdom. Here she not only speaks on behalf
of God, but speaks as God. The history of Israel's salvation at
Yahweh's hand is retold with Sophia at the helm. This 1s no mere
hypostasis or personification, but is rather a full-blown expression
of God at work in the world, in the lives of individuals and in the
history of Israel, using female imagery. God speaks and acts as
Sophia, just as she could also speak and act as Yahweh. There is no
serious attempt to confine her action or to limit the scope of her
power. In Wisdom of Solomon, Sophia is effectively God in feminine
form, equivalent to the more common Jewish expression of God in the

masculine form, Yahweh.

2.5 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Throughout the course of this chapter we have noted an ongoing
development in the relationship between Sophia and God from the time
of her earliest appesrance in Proverbs to that in the Wisdom of
Solomon at the beginning of the Christian era. In the first instance
we surveyed the religious climate in which the earliest figure of
Sophia emerged and developed. We saw 1in the Goddesses of the
fertility cults a preoccupation with the need to express a feminine
element as an essential component of the annual miracle of creativity,
which was the universal experience of the agrarian societies of the
ANE. This need was most commonly expressed in a mirror image of the

human reproductive process transferred into the realms of deity and
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possibly also reflected 1in the cultic practice through ritual
prostitution and the idea of the Sacral Marriage. We saw that this
cycle must have posed a problem to the people of Israel, because of
the 1insistence on a monotheistic understanding of Yahweh, the
patriarchal God, who alone created and alone sustains the world
around. This seemed to deny both their experience of the miracle of

human renewal and the contemporary mythological order.

We then went on to ask the question, "Who is Sophia?". In doing
so we tried always to keep in mind the nature of Israel's religion as
monotheistic at least in principle if not always in practice. In her
initial appearance in Proverbs Sophia was seen as a symbolic figure in
female guise, who took on some of the roles traditionally associated
with Yahweh, while remaining quite clearly within his control. At the
same time, when we asked the question "What is She?”, we saw that it
would be foolish to deny completely the possibility that the symbol
was drawn to a degree from the religious environment in which Israel
lived: that is, there was probably at least some element of borrowing
from ANE Goddess speculation. This use of material from contemporary
religious circles, however, in no way implied that there was an
attempt to copy the Goddess religions in terms of setting up a Sophia
cult in Israel. Rather, it served somewhat as a counter to them,
which may be reflected in the contrast between Sophia and Dame Folly
in Proverbs 1-9. While monotheism was in no way threatened by
Sophia's appearance in Proverbs, we did still note that in her
appearance lay the possibility of the beginnings of a feminine
expression of God within Israel's tradition, who is certainly not the

traditional patriarchal God, Yahweh!
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Moving to the book of Sirach, we saw two things: firstly, the
development of Sophia's role as creatrix, giver of life and sustainer
of those who accepted her after her settling on earth, moving beyond
the initial steps of the first person speeches in Proverbs 1 and 8.
Secondly, in the identification of Sophia with Torah, the beginnings
of what we suggested might be an attempt to suppress the gender
significance of Sophia and to define her parameters. While we could
not fully substantiate the consciousness of such suppression in the
mind of the author, the possibility was heightened by the observation
of the negative, male-chauvinistic attitude towards women presented in
the book as a whole. Such an attitude was noted in an even more
explicit form in the works of Philo. Again, with Sirach 24, the
likely influence of Goddess features was noted in the picture of
Sophia, in particular those of Astarte, who may herself have been
heavily dependent on Isis, who by that period was 1influential

throughout the entire Greco-Roman world.

The Wisdom of Solomon provided us with both an unrestricted
picture of Sophia as God herself at work in the life and salvation-
history of Israel, and with a clear view of the manner in which pagan
Goddess influence may actually have worked in Sophia's development.
She was seen to be almost indistinguishable from God (Wisd 7:25-26),
and at one and the same time quite distinct in her function (Wisd
9:4). As the Saviour of both Israel collectively and of the
individual, and in her relationship with the king, she clearly took on
configurations of Isis, but in doing so did not succumb to the danger
of being swallowed up by Isis into a form of independent Goddess

worship. Rather, the assimilation of traits of Islis was best
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explained as propaganda against such a challenge and as an apologetic

for Jewish religion in a syncretistic hellenistic society.

With regard to the Alexandrian philosopher Philo, we saw that he
too sought to use the figure of Sophia within the context of Jewish
monotheism. However, this usage was also heavily influenced both by
his Platonic base and his understanding of the nature of human
sexuality. This probably led him to withdraw Sophia largely to the
upper realm of the xéopog vontog, replacing her function in the x6opog
a106n18q by the work of the Logos. Philo's Sophia comes closest to
the category traditionally defined as hypostasis, and her form is
influenced greatly by the Goddess Isis. However, Philo i1s at great
pains to obliterate any cultic influence by removing or transmuting
her sexuality, on at least one occasion even making her male instead
of female. This is effectively done in terms of her role in the

x6opoOG aiqurég by the substitution of the male Logos.

Our survey has attempted to provide us with a context for
understanding the Fourth Gospel's use of Sophia speculation in the
process of christological reflection. The subject 1s by no means
unrehearsed in scholarly circles, but despite that, very 1little
attention has been paid to the significance of the gender of Sophia.

This present study has yielded four points of note in this respect.

1. The initial relationship of Sophia with the God of Israel
depends to an unescapable degree upon her femininity. It is no mere
coincidence that Sophia was chosen as an expression of God active in

the world: on the contrary, it was precisely because her gender



..89_

allowed for the expression of God in a new way, in a new world that
the figure of female Sophia was chosen. Although we cannot say so
with certainty, it may even have functioned initially also as an
apologetic over-against the Goddess cults of Canaan, in which case the
feminine charms of Sophia were of fundamental importance. Certainly
the picture of Sophia as a woman calling out in the streets for men to
come to her, in Proverbs, is one which rests upon a traditional view
of the female of the species holding certain attractions for the male!
Her juxtaposition to the archetypal 'loose woman', Dame Folly, bears
this out. In addition, it is worth noting in relation to the figure
in Proverbs, that the emphasis on her role as creatrix and giver of
life may also owe something to her gender. Ochshorn has suggested
that the Genesis creation accounts reflect a certain denigration of
the role of female sexuality and its relegation to a secondary
position, by presenting a kind of asexual act of creation which allows
for the emergence of a male, non-reproductive God!®!. If there 1s any
truth in this claim, then Sophia's appearance in the role of assistant
at the time of creation to some extent redresses the balance, could
have offered a counter to the fertility cults of Canaanite religion,
and would have gone some way towards meeting that need for a 'feminine
dimension' within the divine order which was almost universally felt

outside of Israel’s tradition in the ANE.

2. The feminine gender of Sophia is vital to a proper
understanding of her role in the Wisdom of Solomon. In order to
counteract the influence and attraction of Isis to hellenistic Jews,
it must have seemed essential to present a feminine dimension of the

divine within Israel, who showed that the salvific function ascribed
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to Isis in the cult was in fact the property of God, who expressed
herself in the form of Sophia, In that situation, therefore, Sophia
is not a subordinate of Yahweh, or even a consort, but is in fact an
alternative mode of divine self-revelation.. Sophia is God herself
over—against Isis, and in this role her gender 1s of inescapable
importance. Just as Yahweh is an expression of the one God (male), so

too Sophia is an expression of the one God (female).

It is worth asking at this point whether or not the materisal
concerning Sophia is merely to be seen as a simple use of metaphor.
We recognise, of course, that all language concerning God is to some
extent metaphorical, attempting as 1t does to express the
inexpressible within the confines of human thought patterns. Sophia
is no more an exception to this rule than is the more common
expression of God within Judaism, Yahweh. However, since we have
attempted to show that Sophia's presence in Proverbs, Sirach and the
Wisdom of Solomon comes about precisely because of her gender, as a
counter to the other Goddess figures, we would argue here that she is
not merely a means of talking about God, who is really male, but

rather an expression of who God is in her very being.

In talking about the assimilation of Sophia traditions within New
Testament christology, Hengel remarks that "of course the concept of
'sophia', which was always threatened by mythological speculation, had
to give way to the clear 'Logos', the Word of God"*®2, Unfortunately
Hengel fails to go on to indicate why Logos might be 'clearer' than
Sophia - a clarity which stills eludes New Testament scholars to this
day! What he also omits to tell us is that the very reason why Sophia

was 'threatened' by contemporary mythology was because of her gender,
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the implication of his statement being that Logos was 'safer' because

it was a masculine term!é3,

The inability (or unwillingness) of Judaic thought to express God
in anything other than masculine terms seems to have left a
credibility gap between experience (of creation, reproduction, etc.)
and Old Testament theology. The expression of God in feminine terms
through the use of the feminine figure Sophia offers, and we believe
offered to the wisdom writers, an opportunity to overcome this
problem, however threatening that may have been or may remain. Thus,
while Sophia speculation contains as much of a metaphorical character
as that concerning Yahweh, we would contend that she also represents
the reality of God's being as legitimately and significantly as does

Yahweh.

3. There appear to have been attempts to limit the significance
of Sophia's gender, most notably on the part of Philo, but also
through the association of Sophia with Torah in Sirach and Barucht®*.
The very fact that Philo found 1t necessary to mention the gender
significance of Sophia in De Fuga 52, points to the conclusion that
Sophia was not perceived as a merely asexual metaphor, but that her
gender was perceived as Important. The manner of her appearance in
Jewish Wisdom writings may have raised fears that in some way the male
deity, Yahweh, and with him monotheism, might be compromised or even
*subverted'! Her gender significance was therefore sufficiently well

established to need some form of 'counteraction’.

4. In answer to our question, "Who is Sophia, what is She?", a

lot will depend on when we ask it. At the time of the writing of
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Proverbs she is probably just to be seen as a poetic personification
of God's Wisdom. However, by the time that Wisdom of Solomon was
written, the beginning of the Christian era, we find that she has
developed into a full-blown expression of God in female terminology,
coterminus with the traditional male expression, Yahweh. What 1s
important for our present thesis is the fact that she has achieved
this status before the New Testament writers began to draw upon her
image for their own understanding of Jesus Christ. Since her gender
was an 1ssue which called for mention and probably even for some
concern in Jewish writers, how would the New Testament writers react
to the problem of identifying the female Sophia with the male Jesus?
It is to this problem, and in particular to the solution provided by

the author of the Fourth Gospel that we must now turn our attention.



CHAPTER THREE

SOPHIA AND THE JOHANNINE JESUS

3.1 JESUS - THE WISDOM OF GOD

There can be little doubt that one of the earliest significant
images used by the Christian Church to help define the relationship of
Jesus to God was the Jewish figure of Wisdom. While Paul, the
Synoptics and the author of Hebrews may spring to mind as the clearest
examples of the direct adoption of Wisdom as a 'Christian’' category,
the author of John was no less interested in this aspect of Jesus'
relationship to Godt. It may rightly be said that Jesus only thought
of himself as a messenger of Wisdom?, but it is nevertheless clear
that the New Testament writers applied the concept of Wisdom in
varying degrees directly to Jesus and ultimately saw 1t as an
appropriate vehicle for expressing the pre-existence of Christ3. What
is perhaps most remarkable is not the fact that these writers thought
of Jesus as the embodiment of God's Wisdom, but that they felt able to
take over what we have seen to be an entirely feminine imsge in both
the 0l1d Testament and later Jewish writings, and apply it without
apparent difficulty directly to the masculine figure, Jesus. It might
have been open to question whether these authors were conscious of a
problem at this point, or whether they merely regarded the gender of
Jesus or Wisdom as unimportant in the quest for an adequate
christology*, but our last chapter has shown that at least for some
Jewish writers of the era immediately before and spanning the writing
of the New Testament, the gender of Sophia was important as an issue
in the discussion of her role. In this chapter we hope to demonstrate
that the question of gender is not lightly passed over, at least by

the author of the Fourth Gospel, but is rather of great significance
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especially in relation to the adoption of the A6yog motif in the

Prologue.

Before attempting to tackle the Johannine approach to Jesus and
Wisdom, we shall firstly give a very brief summary of the ways in
which those other New Testament authors who make allusion to Wisdom,
partly through the use of a pre-existence motif, namely Paul, the
Synoptics and the writer to the Hebrews, deal with the subject. We
shall then proceed to a close examination of the relationship between
cogia and A6yog in the Prologue to the Fourth Gospel, and the effect

this has on Johannine christology as a whole.

3.1.1 JESUS AND WISDOM IN PAUL

While Paul 1is largely critical of the kind of Wisdom
speculation prevalent in Hellenistic-Jewish circles of his days, he
nevertheless identified Jesus with the Wisdom tradition. He both
adopted early Christian hymns based partly on Wisdom speculation¢, and
used traditions associated with Wisdom to express his own
christological viewpoint?. It may even be that Paul's adoption of the
Wisdom theme came about because of its use by his opponents (probably
Gnostics) in Corinth. Certainly this is the suggestion of Dunn in
relation to the reference to Christ as the Wisdom of God in 1 Cor 1-2.
He thinks that the emphasis on God's Wisdom displayed in the death and
resurrection of Jesus Christ, foolishness to Paul's opponents, may

possibly have been "provoked by the wayward elitism of the Corinthian

'gnostic’ faction"®.

It is quite doubtful that Paul adopted these traditions in order

to project a doctrine of the pre-existence of Christ, but at the same
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time, he wants to make clear, that what tradition has called the
Wisdom of God is now made manifest in the man Jesus, and is known
through his life, death and resurrection?. There is no attempt on
Paul's part to mould together specifically the personified figure of
Sophia and the man Jesus: rather, Paul was one of those early
Christians who "were ransacking the vocabulary available to them in
order that they might express as fully as possible the significance of
Jesus"1?, It is thus hardly surprising that Paul should have seen no
problem in the identification of a male character with a traditionally
female one, since the question of an incarnation of Sophia in Jesus

does not form part of his thinking.

3.1.2 JESUS AND WISDOM IN THE SYNOPTIC TRADITION

With the Synoptic Gospels we move into both a different
generation and a different genre. The earliest Gospel, Mark, contains
almost nothing of significance for our study!!, but the two later
Gospels both contain material which relates Jewish Wisdom to the
figure of Jesus himself!2. Interestingly enough, most of this
material comes from the sayings source @3, although the two
evangelists have different attitudes to their treatment of the
material, Matthew 1in particular altering it to give his own
interpretation. Analysis of the underlying @ texts has shown that the
source did not identify Jesus as Sophia herself, but saw him as the
messenger and teacher of Wisdom!*. Luke largely retains this notion,
though with his own particular nuances!S, while Matthew in every
instance amends his source to make Jesus speak in the place of Sophia
herself and not merely as a messenger relating her message. The most

obvious example of Matthew's method comes in Mt 23:34 [=Lk 11:49],
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where the words attributed to Sophia in both @ and Luke are found
directly in the mouth of Jesus. What we have in Matthew is a "full-
blown expression of Wisdom Christology”!¢, as distinct from the
identification of Jesus as the messenger of Wisdom in Mark, @, and

Luke: that 1s, for Matthew, Jesus & Wisdom.

Why then 1s Matthew able to identify Jesus the man with Sophia
the woman without any apparent scruples about the gender mix? The
answer may lie partly in the fact that Matthew has not seen the
problem as clearly as we might have expected, but also partly in the
fact that he is not yet talking strictly in Incarnational terms about
Jesus and Wisdom, He apparently does not wish to expound a
christology which sees Jesus as pre—existént Sophia 1incarnate.
Certainly Matthew does not present a highly developed picture of Jesus
functioning in the role attributed elsewhere to Sophia. It is
precisely the absence of the pre-existence motif that is vital for
understanding Matthew's presentation of Jesus as Sophia over against
that of the Fourth Gospel. Matthew, in the opening chapters of his
Gospel, sees Jesus' divine origin beginning in the conception by the
Holy Spirit1?, the supposed 'virgin birth (conception)' of Mt 1:18-25.
To speak of Jesus as Sophia incarnate would already imply his pre-
existence, but Matthew probably does not intend to do sot 8, Rather,
he sees Jesus in a sense replacing the function of Wisdom as the
“closest intimate of God"!Y, and can thus substitute the male figure
Jesus for the female Sophia without apparent contradiction. As long
as the author avoids the strict language of incarnation the gender
switch is just about manageable, but when we turn to John we shall see

the difficulty which arises when this point is pressed.
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In summary then, the Synoptic writers do not face the same
problem as John because they have not yet developed a fully
incarnational understanding of Jesus as pre-existent Sophia. Matthew
certainly comes closest to this in his talk of Jesus as 'God with us'
(Mt 1:23), an idea which he extends also into the future relationship
of Jesus to the disciples (Mt 18:20; 28:20), and in his reference to
Jesus as Wisdom. However, without a concept of pre-existence he Just

avoids the gender difficulty by the skin of his teeth!

3.1.3 JESUS AND WISDOM IN HEBREWS 1:1-3

Outside of the Johannine corpus and the writings of those New
Testament authors whom we have surveyed, the only other reference we
have to Jesus as pre-existent Wisdom is found in Hebrews 1:1-3. This
introduction to the epistle seems to contain fragments of an early
Christian hymn2°, in which parallels are drawn between Sophia as the
anavyaopa of God (Wisd 7:26) and Jesus Christ as such (Heb 1:3).
There is also allusion to Jesus Christ as the creator of all things
(Heb 1:2) and thus, by implication, as pre-existent?!. However, while
there are very clear parallels between Heb 1:2-3 and what is said in
the tradition concerning Sophia, "Hebrews has nothing else that can

readily be labelled 'Wisdom christology'"?2?.

The absence of further Wisdom elements in the overall
christological picture painted by the author of Hebrews points to the
fact that that author was adopting a method similar to that we have
already noted in Paul: namely, gleaning materials from the earliest
Christian expressions of Christ's significance to expound his own

understanding. The main emphasis of Hebrews lies on Jesus' Sonship,
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which the author can equally expound through the use of an Adam

christology in Heb 2:6-1823,

Had Hebrews gone on to use the identification of Jesus as the
embodiment of Sophia in a more widespread and insistent manner, we
would have had to question why such a move was possible without prior
resolution of the gender problem. What seems more likely, however, is
that a snippet of an early hymn has been taken over by the author
without any real recognition of the gender issue involved, the
identification of Jesus as Sophia Incarnate not being at all the main

thrust of his christology.

3.2 JESUS, LOGOS AND SOPHIA IN JOHN

It has long been recognised that the Gospel of John contains
elements of a Wisdom Christology, even though no word of the
gopla/copé family appears in the text. Some have seen the Wisdom
motifs as confined to the Aéyog concept in the Prologue, but amongst
these even Bultmann, who wants to see the Prologue as rooted in a
Gnostic Redeemer-myth, has to admit that "there can be no doubt .
that a connection exists between the Judaic Wisdom myth and the
Johannine Prologue"2+4. However, if the Prologue is to be seen as an
integral part of the Gospel and not merely as a kind of preface stuck
on at the beginning of the book as an afterthought, then one would
expect the motifs contained in it to be worked out to some extent at
least within the Gospel as a whole. This has indeed been shown to be

the case, particularly in the material collected by Raymond Brown2?®,

Why is it then, that if Wisdom motifs are to be found both in the

Prologue and in the main body of the Gospel, no explicit connection is
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made between Jesus and Sophia herself? We shall attempt to answer
this question by looking in some detail at the Adéyog concept and how
it relates to cogf{a in both the period leading up to the writing of
the Gospel and in the Gospel itself. Initially, however, we shall see
‘how a certain parallelism between them was already developing in the

Wisdom tradition itself.

3.2.1 LOGOS AND SOPHIA IN WISDOM OF SOLOMON

In our examination of the development of Sophia as a figure in
Jewish Wisdom speculation, we saw that in Wisdom of Solomon she
reached a pinnacle in what may be interpreted as God expressing
herself in female terms. However, we hinted at the same time that God
could also be referred to in male terminology in the same book. It
has long been recognised that Wisdom of Solomon, emerging as it does
from hellenistic Alexandria, was influenced by the philosophical
environment of that city, which was dominated to an extent by Platonic
thought2¢. Of course the results of this influence on Jewish thought
are seen much more clearly in Philo, a fact which we observed already
in our survey of his use of Sophia tradition. As we turn now to look
at the relationship between Aéyoq and ocop{a, we may already find
evidence of a developing parallelism between the concepts in Wisdom of

Solomon itself.

The possibility of an equation between Aéyoq and ocogla was
already inherent in the writings of the Old Testament. We note the
parallel between the ideas of Ps 32:6 [LXX] and Prov 3:19 -

T§ AOYp 1ol xvplov ot oﬁpavoi ggtepeddnoav (Ps 32:6)
ol 1§ mvedpatr 1ol otdpatog abtof neca 1 Svvaprg odTol
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o Bedg tff coglq &8eperiwoev TRV yfv (Prov 3:19)

At this stage of reflection, of course, we are nowhere near the
picture of Sophia which we have in Wisdom of Solomon, but it is quite
possible that an author familiar with the 0ld Testament tradition
could easily pick up a parallel here in the idea of Logos, Spirit and
Sophia. Indeed, all of these concepts appear within the space of a
few verses in Wisdom of Solomon 9:1-2,17

fee matépov xal xopre tof ENEoOLG
0 mowfoag Td WEVTA EV N6YQ OOV

xai 1§ coplq OOvL xatacxevdoag Gvlpwmov. . . (9:1-20
BovAdv 8¢ cov Tig Eyve, el pn od Edanoag coplav
xal Emepyag 10 Gytov cov mvelpa &nd dyrotev (9:17)

However, it is the parallel between Logos and Sophia which takes on a
special configuration in Wisdom of Solomon. Having introduced Sophia
as the intervener on behalf of the godly in Israel's history in the
remarkable chapters 10-11, we find that in 18:15 it is rather the
Logos who comes to the rescue of God's righteous children in their
imprisonment:

6 mavtoddvapég oov  A6yog an' oﬁpav&v EX  BpovaV

Baoire{ov &MOTOMOG TONEPLOTAG €16 péoov  tfi dhebplag

Wrato yAg Efgog dED TV avuméxprrov EmMLTAyV OOV @EpeV.
(Wisd 18:19)

Mack has suggested that this switch of roles probably took place
because of a changing understanding of the role of Sophia, such as
that represented in Sirach, Baruch and the later 2 Enoch, where Sophia
is either identified with the Torah or she is withdrawn and no longer
accessible in the world2?. He would then see this developed in Philo,
where it is only the Logos and not Sophia who is available in the

KOOPOG aioentég. We would suggest, however, that such a viewpoint
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cannot take seriously enough into account the exalted position of
Sophia in the previous chapters of Wisdom of Solomon, where she is
anything but withdrawn, While the Wisdom of Solomon may show signs of
Greek philosophical influence in its vocabulary??®, it hardly shows the
kind of radical influence of Platonism which we shall see to be so
much at the foundation of Philo's speculation. A far more likely
explanation is that the author found the word Aéyog to be another way
to "speak of God's immanent involvement"2% with human affairs, but in
male terminology rather than in the female expression of Sophia. It
may even be possible that the author of Wisdom of Solomon considered
the male figure, AOyog, to be more suitable for the role of sudden
executioner, or angel of death, which 1s the function required in Wisd
18. Whatever the reason, the use of the word Adyog itself would have
been suggested by the Old Testament tradition of God's word being
spoken and having effect in the world, but was also attractive because
of its familiarity in the Greek-speaking hellenistic philosophical

environment to which the book was addressed.

Whatever the origins of the Aoyog in Wisdom of Solomon, there can
be no question but that ocogpia remains the primary influence on the
book. What 1s important at this point of our study is to note that
the two concepts were Dbeginning to be seen as potentially
interchangeable ways of speaking about the same thing. Wisdom of
Solomon thus represents a stage on the road towards a mutual identity,

a process which Philo, for different reasons, develops much further.
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3.2.2 LOGOS AND SOPHIA IN PHILO

In the preceding chapter we already discussed at some length
the way in which Philo seeks to confine Sophia in the rarified
atmosphere of the x6opog vontég while replacing her functions in the
lower realm by the work of the Logos. Some further comments on the
relationship between the two concepts are in order here to show how
interchangeable the two words really were by the end of the first

century of the Christian era.

Since, as we have seen, the writings of Philo have long been
recognised as a peculiar blend of Greek philosophical tradition and
the thought world of Judaism, it is hardly surprising that Philo, in a
continuation of the trend already noted in the Wisdom of Solomon, uses
the terms A6yog and cogia with a large degree of interchangeability.
On the one hand, for example, we find that Sophia is the mother of the
Logos3®, while only a few pages earlier, on the other hand, the Logos
has been described as the fountain of Sophiast. In order to
understand this relationship it is important to see both Logos and
Sophia in the context of the two-tier cosmological speculation which

characterizes so much of Philo's writing.

Under the influence principally of Platonism, Philo distinguishes
two separate worlds, the xéopog vontég, which is the reslm of forms
and ideas and thus of God, and the x6opo¢ aio6ntég, which is but an
imperfect shadow of the realm of God, and which corresponds to our
sensory world32, Important for us also is to realise that for him,
"God is absolutely removed from us, incomprehensible, and only known

as absolute being"33., Both Logos and Sophia belong to the upper realm
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of ideas, and their task is the mediation of what i1s knowable about
God. However, this function, performed by Sophia in the Wisdom
tradition, is given by Philo to the Logos in the lower realm. Their
correspondence in function arises to some extent out of the fact that
each represents in its own tradition the same type of activity. 1In
the Wisdom tradition, Sophia is the creative power of God who appears
amongst the peoples of the earth as the agent of God, calling them to
herself and thus to God®¢. In the hellenistic philosophical world,
probably most especially in Stoic tradition, Philo finds the idea of
the Logos as the embodiment of divine reason active in the world®s.
However, we should beware of thinking that Philo is simply exchanging
one word for another, or haphazardly using two different terms for the
same concept. Rather, he 1s seecking to extend the Wisdom tradition
and speculation beyond its accustomed boundaries. For Philo, all
philosophy must be subject to his Jewish tradition, where he would see
Moses as the "primary source of philosophy"”sé¢. Taking up from the
later Wisdom idea in which Sophia is withdrawn from the world, for
example in Sirach 4:17-19, Philo now sees Sophia as withdrawn to

remain in the xéopog vontég with God and thus unattainable to human

knowledge.

However, the problem remains that we do know and experience
something of God, despite his unknowableness, and thus it is necessary
for Philo to express how it is possible to apprehend the divine even
partially. This he does by replacing the activity of Sophia in the
x 600G aichtéq by that of the Logos as a kind of intermediary
figure??. Thus we find that the Logos is often the guide on the way

to the goal3®, which is Sophia, who in turn is the embodiment of the
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unlimited knowledge of God3?, The Logos replaces the functions
previously ascribed to Sophia in the world in the Wisdom tradition.
While Philo follows Prov 8:22 in calling Sophia the 'first' (mpetigtn)
of God's creatures*?, so also he calls the Logos the 'firstborn'
(nputéyovog) of God*!. From the Wisdom tradition of Sirach 24:23-25
we know of Sophia identified with the Torah, but for Philo this
comparison is made with the Logos*2. Again, just as Prov 8:31 and Sir
24:7,11-12 can talk of Sophia sojourning among the people of the
earth, Philo transfers this function in the xdéopog aioeqxég to the

Logos*3.

It becomes clear then, that for Philo, Logos and Sophia are
virtually synonymous in meaning and function, while at the same time
retaining some individual characteristics. Perhaps the best
illustration of their relationship to God and each other is that given
by Philo himself: they are like a stream flowing out from a source
[Godl which comes to water the thirsty souls of humanity**. By this
combination and exchange of categories, Philo manages both to push
Wisdom speculation into new territory related to his philosophical
environment and at the same time to maintain his Jewish identity

within the confines of that faith's monotheistic structure.

However, as we have seen, Philo has quite another agenda
operating behind his attitude to the switch of function between Sophia
and Logos, that of the apparent ‘'danger' of Sophia's gender
significance. While he can use Sophia to talk in feminine terms in
relation to God, for example as Mother*3, or as Daughter*®, his
depreciation of all that is female as weak*’, and his relegation of

the feminine to the realm of the xéopog a;oeqtéq, gives him a vested
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interest in seeking to establish the male Logos as the agent of God's
knowability in the lower realm rather than the female Sophia. To this
extent, as we saw, the change of gender in the intermediary function

from Sophia to Logos may be seen as both conscious and deliberate.

3.2.3 LOGOS AND SOPHIA IN JOHN 1:1-18

We have now observed that by the time of the writing of the
Fourth Gospel the concepts Logos and Sophia had become more or less
synonymous in at least some areas of Jewish thought. We shall now
consider the Logos of John's Prologue in an attempt to understand what

relation it bears to Jewish Wisdom tradition.

The background and origin of the Logos hymn has long been the
subject of intense debate among New Testament scholars*®. Some have
argued, most notably Bultmann, that its original context is the hymnic
praise of a Gnostic Redeemer*®. Others have proposed, by the removal
of the line & Aéyog o&pt eyévetro [1:14], that its origin lies in a
pre-Christian hymn, possibly to Wisdom°. Yet others have seen a
direct influence from Philo, to whose writings admittedly some very
close parallels can be drawns!. However, in recent years, scholars
have increasingly come to acknowledge the primary importance of Wisdom
speculation for understanding the Johannine Logos®Z, while at the same
time seeing the underlying hymn as belonging to the earlier strata of
tradition within the Johannine community®3. We shall examine the

parallels between Sophia and Logos in some detail.

1:1a opens with the words, ev apyff fv 0 A6yog. It is clear that
with these words the author is trying to evoke the opening words of

the LXX of Genesis 1:1 - v &pxﬁ énotqoev o 8e6c. The reference 1is
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thus to the presence of the Logos before and at the act of creation.
The author must also have been conscious that the Old Testament Wisdom
tradition already makes this assertion not of the Logos, but of
Sophia. The LXX of Prov 8:22-23 thus reads:

xDprLOg fxTroév ME &pxﬁv 558v avtod eﬂg gbya abtof

npd 108 dilivog é@eperfwoév pe Ev Gpxfi.  (Prov 8:22-23)
It may be argued that there is a considerable difference between the
%v of the Logos and the #xticev of Sophia: that the Logos is not said
to be 'created'. But is the difference so great as some would have us
believe? Schnackenburg wants us to agree that "Wisdom is pictured as
God's companion and partner in the creation of all things, but the
Logos is really there before creation"S*, but this is surely splitting
hairs. If the only verse we had was 1:1, we might argue that there is
a significant difference between first created and before creation.
However, we will see that the Prologue goes on to exegete the %v with
reference to the creative partnership of the Logos (1:3), not to
mention the reference in 1:18 to the Logos/Son of God as the povoyevig
of God, a term which could certainly parallel the Hebrew [ P , of

Prov 8:22.

In Prov 8:22-23, then, the first of God's creations is Sophia and
she then becomes the companion of God in the very beginning of his
creative activity, or as Ringgren puts it: "wisdom possessed from the
beginning royal or divine dignity"ss. This tradition of Sophia's
presence at the very beginning with God from eternity, is continued in
the later Wisdom writings of Sirach and Wisdom of Solomon:

NPOTEPA TNAVTIGV Extigtan gopla
xal gbdvesig gpoviceawg gE a@vog. (Sir 1: 4>
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xai petd ool n copla 1 eidvia ta Epya ool
o

ral mapofoq, Te €noterg TOV XOOPOV. (Wisd 9:9)

With these texts we see that Sophia 1s firmly established in the
Wisdom tradition as the pre-existent co-operator with God in the task
of creation. She existed in the heavens before the world was formed
and shares responsibility for the orderly nature of creation. This is
precisely the role given by the opening words of John's Prologue to

the Logos.

1:1b makes the claim that & Aéyog EQ npdg tov Bedbv.  Again we
find that both early and later Wisdom writers see this closeness to

God as a characteristic of Sophia:

ﬁpqv nop aﬁtg (&ppé(ouoa) (Prov 8:30)

836G por TV 18v 8pbdvev ndpedpov goplav (Wisd 9:4)

ndoca cogpia mapd xvpiov, xol pet’ avtol Eativ elg aldva

(Sir 1: D
The question raised by commentators on this parallel is whether we can
see the mp6g of 1:16 as an equivalent to the petd of Sir 1:1, or
indeed of the text we cited previously from Wisd 9:9. Once again, the
important issue here must not simply be what is generally true of the
Greek usage, but what it actually means in the context in which it is
used. Blass-Debrunner shows that np6¢ + accusative can often mean "in
the company of", identical to the mapa of Prov 8:305¢, and also shows
other New Testament passages where petd + genitive means "in company
with"”, precisely our meaning in Sir 1:1 and Wisd 9:9%7. Thus we can
see 1in these Wisdom parallels a precise correspondence to the

Johannine Logos, even if the literal parallel is not exacts®e,
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We have already noted how Philo continues the trend of the later
Wisdom writers by allowing to the Logos the attributes of Sophia.
Thus we find in Quod Deus 31, that the xéopog vontég, which 'is
equivalent to the Logos, is said to remsin map' Ecxutc}s (= nopk eeq;).
while the xdéopog a’wen'tég is sent out into the world. Although Dodd
is able to show some striking parallels to the Prologue in Philo®?, it
nevertheless remains less likely that John knew the Philonic material
than that he is dependent on the same background tradition, namely
Wisdom¢®, The relevance of such parallels to our study lies more in
their ability to show how another quite different Jewish writer of the

same era could come to very similar conclusions.

There is no direct parallel to be found in Wisdom literature to
the astonishing claim of 1I:I1c - 8eéqg ?].v o A6yag! However, when we
recognise that the omission of the article from 8e6¢ 1is no mere
chance, but as Dunn has shown from some parallel Philonic usage is
rather a deliberate ploy on the part of the author to equate the Logos
with God without at the same time "infringing his monotheism"é!, we
may identify some very similar imagery in the traditions connected
with Sophia. Here again it is important to remind ourselves that the
YTV is to be exegeted in the light of verse 3. So when Sophia is
called the architect of all things (Wisd 7:21 -~ ﬁ n&vtev TexVITLg

gopia), she stands 1in precisely the same relationship to God, a
relationship which is probably prefigured in texts such as Prov 3:19 -
6 6edg tff cogliq éeepex{moev v yfiv. Thus although we cannot find the
explicit statement 6e6q ﬁv ﬁ copia in the Wisdom corpus, we may
nevertheless interpret reference to Sophia in a way which sees a

similar sentiment expressed.
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That the author of the Prologue wants to avoid “"any suggestion of
personal identification of the Word with the Father"é¢? by the omission
of the article in 1:1c is borne out by the repetition in 1:2 of the
emphasis on the Logos being with God from the beginning. We have
already noted the parallel to Sophia in Prov 8:30; Wisd 9:4; Sir 1:1,
but we may also add the words of Prov 8:27 - fivixa frtoipalev Tov
oﬁpavév gopnapApnVv aﬁt@", 'the heavens' being the first part of the

creation in Genesis, which Sophia clearly pre-dates.

1:3 both parallels the statements about Sophia as creatrix and to
an extent moves beyond them. The verses quoted from Prov 3:19; 8:30,
show Sophia co-operating with God in creation, but Wisd 7:21 (M yop
naviov texvitig ed{Batév pe cgopta) comes closer to the mavta 51’ avtof
gyéveto of the Prologue. A further example is provided by Wisd 8,
where in the context of a statement about their function in the
creative process, we find an interesting insight into the gradual
convergence of meaning between Aéyog and copfa:

o notfjoag T MAVTA eV A6Y¢ gov,

xal Tff copiq OOV XXTAOXEVLXOAG &vépoenov. (Wisd 9:1-2)
The earlier tradition of Prov 8:22 has Sophia as the first of God's
created beings, before even the creation of the world itself, in which
she then co-operates, and Sir 24:9 follows this line: npd tof aiﬁvog
an' &pxﬂg €xtioév pe. The author of John's Prologue wants to leave
the reader in no doubt that the tradition of Wisd 9:1-2 1is being
followed, where no mention of Sophia's own creation comes into play.
Indeed, the Johannine version reduplicates the T:elnphasis-; on the

HKPToy

creative function of the Logos by adding: xai xmpiﬁkéyéveto ovse éV 3

yéyovev (1:3b). Again we find that the description of the Logos is
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basically a restatement and re-emphasis of an already familiar

portrait of Sophia.

The creative function of the Logos having been established, the
author now 1includes further reminiscences of the Genesis creation
account, The Logos is 1life and gives light, I:4, both fundamental
elements of the Genesis narrative. Yet again, however, these
characteristic creation motifs are also identifiable in traditions
about Sophias*. Prov B8:35 offers a direct parallel betweeen the
search for Sophia and the search for life: ot vap €todol pov ¥Eodor
Lofic. This is a conclusion which Sirach also reaches: ) ayansv adTiv
&yan@ Lofv (Sir 4:12). Baruch continues this idea and expands it to
include the antithesis, at the same time placing Sophia in parallel
with that most sacred of Israel's institutions, the Torah:s%

autn 1 Binog tﬁv NPOOTAYPATAOV roﬁ 8ol nai 6 vbpoq o

vndpxmv etg OV Adva. n&vTEQ 01 xpatobvreg abdthg eig

Loy, ot 8¢ XATANE {NMOVTEC avtﬁv anoSavolvtar. (Bar 4:1)

Wisdom of Solomon even goes beyond this by attributing to Sophia the
power to grant eternal life and provide an everlasting memorial to
those who find her:

BEo 81 autﬁv &0avactav
xal pvipnv aidviov Toftg pev epe &more(yo (Wisd 8:13)

Thus we may conclude that the theme of life, very much a creation

theme, 1s also rooted firmly in the Sophia traditions to which John

surely alludes at this point.

Like the Logos in 1:4,9, Sophia is a provider of light. This is

explicitly stated in Wisd 7:26 - &naﬁyaopa y&p gty pwTdg ar81{ov.
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However, we should see this text as a culmination of an already much
older tradition. The Psalmist describes God's presence as a source of
light (Ps 4:6; 89:15; 104:2), and can even talk of the ‘word' (A6yog)
of God as a light to his feet (Ps 119:105). Essentially, however, the
theme of light must also be connected to the aforementioned tradition
of Sophia &as the first of God's creations, which according to the
Genesis tradition was 1light¢¢. Ashton sums up the opening verses to
the Prologue thus:

All human history, every single thing that has ever

happened, took place through the mediation of the

Logos, but what has come to pass in him ({dl.e. the

special events of God's intervention on behalf of his

people), this was life, a special life that was God's

prerogative to bestow, a life which was also light -

illumination and revelation. . On this

interpretation v.4 alludes to the tradition most fully

represented in Wisdom 10, which describes Wisdom's

share in all the main events of Israel's history from

Adam to the Exodus®?.

1:5 introduces the contrast between light and darkness. While
this 1s not a prominent theme of the Wisdom tradition, 1t 1is
nevertheless unnecessary to seek its origins in Gnostic dualismé®®.
There is evidence from the Wisdom of Solomon that such a contrast was
not unthought of in the later Jewish Wisdom schools:

(29) éOTlV Yyap abty eunpeneotépa nx{ou

rai unép n&oov dotpmv 8¢orv
POTL CUYNPLVONEVY ebploxetar mpotépa
(30> tofito pev de drodéyeTar vOE
coglag &8¢ ob xatioyder xoxia (Wisd 7:28-30)
Perhaps the most obvious background to this contrast may appear to lie
in the Jewish apocalyptic tradition®®, and it may well be that in Jn

1:5 we have "yet another example of the interweaving of Wisdom and

Apocalyptic which took place at a very early stage in Christian
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theologizing”7°, Rowland has found a common trend in Apocalyptic
thought which he describes as "the belief that God's will can be
discerned by means of a mode of revelation which unfolds directly the
hidden things of God"’!. This description is not so far away from the
picture of Sophia unfolding the hidden knowledge of God to those who
seek her?2, thus making it quite probable that the two strands of
later Jewish thought have been merged by early Christian reflection on

the significance of Jesus as Revealer?’s.

When we look more closely at the theme of light and darkness, we
find that it is once again associated with the creation motif of Gen
1:1ff. Before the creation of light, the first of the created things
after the formation of the heavens and the earth themselves, there
existed a primeval darkness - xoi oxdtog Enave 1fic &Bvooov (Gen 1:2).
This chaotic darkness is only removed by the creation of ¢8g (Gen
1:3). Now as we have seen, for the Wisdom writers, Sophia became the
agent of creation, and has already been announced in John's Prologue
via the Logos as the creator of all things (Jn 1:3). Is it really so
far-fetched to suggest that the influence for the struggle between
light and darkness has come from such an association? A lot will
depend on our translation of the key verb in 1:5, xatélafev.
Bultmann?* and Schnackenburg?s both believe it must be translated in
parallel to the mopohapfdva of 1:11, but this fails to take seriously
the only other direct parallel to our word within the Gospel itself,
12:35. There we find a definite thought of conflict between darkness
and light, the only possible meaning being “overcome"’¢, We would
thus contend that the translation of xatélaBev in 1:5 must fall in

line with that of 12:35, meking the meaning one of the overcoming of
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the chaotic power of darkness by the creation of light - a very clear

parallel to the creative work of Sophia!

The antithetical statement of 1:5 can thus also be viewed against
a Sophia background, though the development of this Light/Darkness
conflict theme in Apocalyptic may also reflect some of the connection
noted by others above. The overall parallelism we have noted,
however, suggests that the idea of the Logos as life and light owes

its origin directly to the Sophia tradition.

After an interruption dealing with the relationship between John
the Baptist and Jesus, the hymn to the Logos resumes in 1:1077. There
is some discussion as to whether or not the hymn begins at this point
to refer to the earthly ministry of Jesus?8., On the one hand, Brown
sees the originality of 1:12 as the "conclusive argument” showing that
1:10-12 refers to Jesus' ministry?’?, while on the other hand,
Schnackenburg rejects 1:12 as an original part of the hymn and refers
1:10-11 to the activity of Sophia®®. The text of 1:14a - o Aoyog odpk
éyéVETo - seems to militate against Brown's argument, which would
leave us either having to agree with Schnackenburg, or to find
evidence allowing us to attribute the whole of 1:10-12 to Sophia

tradition.

1:10a declares that the Logos was EV T8 x6opw, and once again we
find clear reference to the same thought attached to Sophia:

'V néon T v, xoi év mavti AalS kol EBver Extncdpnv
(Sir 24:6)

Siote{ver and népatog eig népag EvLPEOTWG (Wisd 8: 1)
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Since the hymn has already indicated that the Logos/Sophia has
influence in the world (1:4b), the emphasis here is not so much on its
presence 1in the world as in the reaction of the world to that
presence: xoi & wxéopog avtov obx ¥yvet!. The failure to recognise the
presence and value of Sophia 1s a well established theme of O0ld
Testament Wisdom tradition. Prov 1:20ff has Sophia crying out aloud
in the open place in an effort to call people from their ignorance
into knowledge of her. Prov 1:29 shows the extent of their refusal to
heed her counsel: épionoav yap ocogplov, tov 3¢ ¢6fov tol xvpiov oL
npoe{lavto. Sirach offers a later tradition with regard to knowledge
of Sophia. The theme here is that no matter how hard people try, they
will never be able to know or understand Sophia fully:
(28) ob ouvetéxgoev o nplitog yvdvon aﬁtﬁv
xai ofiteg O €oyatog odx EEvyviaoev adThv
(29) 4mo yap Bar&oong EMANOYVEN Sravénpa avtfig
xai 1 BovA) adific and aBvooov peyarng
(Sir 24:28-29)

While this text may provide us with a perspective on humanity's
failure to comprehend Jesus' message®?, 1t is not really the theme of
1:10, as the next line of the hymn makes clear. It is the refusal of
people to recognise the Logos/Sophia which 1s at issue, not merely
their inability to fathom it. The very fact that Prov 1-9 spends so
much of the time urging people to listen, already in itself reflects
the assumption that, within Wisdom thinking, people choose not to hear

and know. It is in this refusal to hear that we see a definite

similarity to the assertion of Jn 1:10.

In 1:11 we see the development and clarification of 1:10. The

Logos came into the world not to those who were unlikely to recognise
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him, but precisely to those who should have. It is these people who
have rejected him by refusing to receive what was offered. This is an
exact replica of the treatment which Sophia received at the hands of
those to whom she offered herself. The i1dea is best expressed in the
later stream of Wisdom literature in which Sophia 1is said to be
withdrawing from the world because of rejection by those who should

have accepted her®3., We note the following examples:

nyatéxtneg ™v tnyiv tff¢ coglag (Bar 3:12)

ol éx(ntntai tfic ovvéoeaq 080v 1fi¢ copiag (Bar 3:23)
> 3 > > >
ook Eyveoav ovde epvijobnoav t&g TpiBovg avtfig

ob pi xataMjpfovian adThv Gvepenor &odvetor (Sir 15:7)

Wisdom could not find a place in which she could dwell;

but a place was found (for her) in the heavens.

Then Wisdom went out to dwell with the children of the

people,

but she found no dwelling place.

(S50) Wisdom returned to her place

and she settled permanently among the angels®*.

(I Enoch 42:1-2)

We can see then, that verses 10 and 11 have striking similarities
to statements made concerning Sophia in Wisdom speculation. What then
of 1:12? If it is part of the original Logos hymn, must we conclude,
with Brown, that it makes 1:10-12 refer to the earthly ministry of

Jesus, or can we find evidence from Wisdom literature to support its

originality without taking away from the impact of 1:14857

That the Logos was rejected by ol %sior must surely be a
reference to Israel's role: but this need not yet have been a
reference to Jesus' ministry in the original hymn. We have already
seen that Sophia was rejected by her own people. At the same time,

she was also received by many, being said to enter the lives of those
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who are righteous making them friends of God - 1 yoxag ootag

petaBativovoa gilovg Beoll nal mpogritag xataoxevater (Wisd 7:27).

Perhaps even closer to the Johannine idea comes the thought
expressed in Baruch, that knowledge and wisdom, which come from God
alone, are given to the beloved Israel and Jacob:?8*

TEebpev nbioav 580v emiatdpng xol dexev avtiv ‘TaxeB 8§
noidi aLTOb xai Topon\ 18 ﬁyanqpév¢ tn' adtob
(Bar 3:37)
It 1s therefore possible to see 1:12 still as a reference to the
ministry of Sophia rather than already needing to anticipate that of
the earthly Jesus. 1:12, along with 1:10-11, can thus be a
description of the previous efforts of Sophia, and at the same time an

anticipation of the results of Jesus' coming task3’.

The final section of the Logos hymn begins in 1:14 with the
statement, 0 A6yog odpk éyéveto. Here we step beyond anything said
directly of Sophia in the tradition. However, in the 1light of what we
have seen so far of such tradition and its development, i1s this
assertion really so surprising? If Sophia was active in creation,
seeks a dwelling-place continually among humanity, and is responsible
for them, it is only one final logical step from there to ﬁ copla Odpk
éyéveto. While we cannot quote a direct parallel from any sayings of
the Wisdom school, we can nevertheless see that 1:14a stands at the

end point of a line which stretches back to its origins in the Wisdom

tradition.

Since it is at this point that the Logos hymn begins to refer to

the earthly ministry of Jesus, it is appropriate here to consider why
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the term Logos is used rather than Sophia. It should be obvious that
whatever concept was used to describe his coming to earth and taking
on humanity must reflect the correct gender: that is, as Jesus is
male, so too 1is the Logosé?. To find Sophia here as distinct from
Logos would be ridiculous, since the earthly Jesus was clearly a man!
It renders unnecessary the task of searching for any hint of a
previous reference to the Logos coming to earth, either in the 0ld
Testament traditions, or in those of Gnosticism®?®, The Logos 1is
simply Sophia taking on flesh and is almost entirely dependent on that
tradition. We shall return to this question of gender in John at the

end of our investigation of Sophia's role in the Gospel.

In addition to the overlap between Sophia and Logos already
noted, we should also take account of the parallelism which exists
between Sophia and Torah, in particular that of Sirach 24. For the
Wisdom theologians there already was a very real sense in which Sophia
had 'taken on flesh': she was to be found embodied in the Torah (Sir
24:23ff; Bar 3:37 - 4:2)°°, John's claim now runs implicitly against
such a viewpoint, for Sophia is to be seen embodied in something much
greater than a written code, the Logos/Sophia, Jesus. In fact we will
see that this polemic against the view that Sophia = Torah becomes an
issue at more than one point in the Gospel, as well as later in the
Prologue (1:17). We noted in our previous chapter how this attempt to
equate Sophia with Torah may be explained as a form of confinement of
Sophia, restricting her potential gender significance in relation to a
Goddess figure, 1like, for example, Isis, while at the same time
exalting her to the highest position as the book of the law. Now,

however, for the Fourth Evangelist, Sophia is given a new lease of
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life, as it were, incarnate in the man Jesus Christ, whose life will

be seen as the greatest expression of her saving influence.

The probability that 1:14a is a logical conclusion drawn from
Sophia's role is heightened by the next part of the verse. 1:14b, xoai
éaxqvmoev eév quiv, must surely owe something to the descriptions of
Sophia found, for example, in Sir 24:

o KT{gag HE XATERALOEV TRV OANVAV pov

xai ftqev’Ev ToxeB XaTaoxfvaocov

xol €v IagpamA xataxinpovopénti (Sir 24:8)

There is a definite change of emphasis from Sir 24 to Jn 1:14b. While
the Wisdom passage refers to a general dwelling of Sophia among the
wise of Israel, the hymn makes the identification with a specific
person, whom the writer will shortly name as Jesus Christ (1:17).
But, despite this narrowing down of focus, the language used to
describe the Logos' stay on earth probably finds its roots in the

description of Sophia in Sirach®1.

Whether or not I1:14c/d belongs to the original hymn, 1t certainly
shows traces of a similar influence from Wisdom literature to that
seen in the rest of the Prologue up to this point. Sophia's 86fa is a
guardian to those who accept her, at least in the view of Wisdom of
Solomon: xai QUA&Eer pe ev tff 86En adtfic (Wisd 9:11). In addition,
she is said to be an emanation of the glory of God in an earlier
passage by the same author:

&tpig yap eativ 1fic 1ol 8o Svvapeag

nal anéppora tfic tof mavioxpatopog 36EnG eilxpivig. .
Gnovyaopa yép €ativ gotdg aidtov. . . . (Wisd 7:25-26)
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What mekes these verses all the more striking in relation to 1:14 is
the fact that only a few verses earlier, the author has described
Sophia as povoyevég (Wisd 7:22). There 1s no need to place the
emphasis on the ‘'begetting' <(yevvdw) aspect of this word. It is
simply an indication of the uniqueness of the relationship of both
Sophia and Logos to God?2. Just as the glory of the unique Sophia is
seen as she comes into the world, so too the glory of the unique Logos

is seen as he comes among human beings as a human.

There is no direct parallel to the combined attributes of ydpig
and &Af@era in descriptions of Sophia. However, we do find reference
to ydprg in the ‘branches' which grow out from Sophia: ot xA&dor pouv
xh&dor 86Eng xal ydpitoc (Sir 24:16). The phrase yxdpig xai aribera
almost certainly corresponds to the Hebrew coupling ﬂ)J}(] TOT **2,
despite the fact that the LXX consistently prefers the rénée;ing.ﬁgeog
xai &xnee1a94. The covenantal relationship between God and Israel is
now applied to the coming of Jesus Christ into the world. While the
combination of these elements is not found in direct relationship to
Sophia, the individual application of each is. We have already made
mention of the use of x&pig in Sir 24:16, but later in the same book
we find that the lack of Sophia 1s equated with the absence of God's
grace?’s:

ov yap €8661 abT§ map xvptov xapig

611 maong ocogilog €0TEPHON (Sir 37:21)

We may note also with interest that ydpi¢ as a quality is not merely
applied to the female figure Sophia, but more often to women in
general. Proverbs declares that the finding of a good wife is indeed

the discovery of yxépiq: Sg efpev yovatxa ayodv, eBpev yaprtag (Prov
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18:22). According to Sirach, it is the wise woman whose yx&pig is

worth more than gold:

1 aotéxet yuvatubg comﬁg xai &yadfig

k
n yap xdépirg avtﬁg vnép 10 ypvoiov (Sir 7:19

The same author emphasises the value of a wife's y&pig on other

occasions:
X&prg yuvaixdg tépyer tov hvdpo avrfig (Sir 26:13)
X&pLg eni Xaprti yovi aiaxuvxqu (Sir 26:15)

There 1s no corresponding association of this word with male figures,
not even, as one might have expected, in relation to the king, with
the one exception that Esther found x&piq before the king in Esther

2:9,17%%,

It would certainly be misleading to suggest that the coupling of
x&prg xoi aMBera found in Jn 1:14 does not reflect the Hebrew
expression ﬂ)j',\] TOT] .  However, allowing for this basic background,
we are still ie}; wi;g the question as to why John replaces the usual
LXX translation ¥Xeog with y&prg. Perhaps the best explanation is
that the Fourth Evangelist is simply influenced by early Christian
usage of the word ydpig as a translation of the Hebrew word _FZPI] .
Certainly the Pauline epistles make considerable use of this Qo;d,
especially as a contrast to the law (or works)®?, for example in Gal
2:21 - odx &Be1d TRV y&prv tof Oeol €1 yap 81& vOpou Sixaroobvn, &p«
Xprotog BSwpedv anéfavev. Commenting on Paul's use of yxdpi¢ in Rom
3:24, Dunn can thus say, "Paul 1s here developing a different
understanding of God's covenant choice and righteousness, by setting

grace in antithesis to the law and works"??. When we consider the
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implicit conflict with Sophia = Torah speculation in Jn 1:14b,
together with the more explicit statement of 1:17, we may see the

background to the switch in the established Christian first century

usage.

We will shortly see that aMi@sia is also associated with Sophia
in the Wisdom tradition, so we would propose that xd&pig is also
derived from that same tradition and combined with &\f6eia instead of
the more usual ¥Aeoc on the basis of its contemporary Christian usage.
Thus the Logos may once again be identified with Sophia, whose quality
of yb&prg 1s also associated with God®®, and the paradigmatic good

woman.

The discussion of the background to &M6erax in John has
distinguished two different concepts of truth which would serve as a
basis: the Hebraic and the Greek philosophical traditions.
Bultmanni?® and Dodd:°! both hold that John's usage owes more to the
Greek, which is an intellectual category expressing ultimate reality,
than to the Hebrew, which places more emphasis on the moral content of
faithfulness, More recent discussion has pointed out that it “can be
misleading and simplistic to build arguments on this foundation,
unless certain strong qualifications are first made and observed"1°2,
Thistelton's own contention is, that just because the Johannine usage
of HMBeia most often means ‘reality', in the sense more often
associated with Greek thought, that neither serves to exclude the
Hebraic understanding, nor shows that John depends on the Greek
concept alone!®3, What is most important for our present discussion
is, that while &Mjfera in 1:14 may well indicate the presence of the

ultimate reality of God in Christ din a "strongly ontological
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sense"19%4, the association of the term with the Logos is nevertheless
also well documented in the parallel traditions of Jewish Wisdom.
Indeed, de la Potterie goes as far as to suggest that aMfBeira can be
used as a synonym for Sophia in Wisdom speculationt®s, 1In Proverbs,
Sophia invites people to listen to her, because truth emerges from her

mouth:

£10anoboaTE pov . . . 6T &xﬁOELav HEAETHOEL o p&puyE

pov (Prov 8:6-7)
In the context of a long passage which compares those who follow the
way of folly and those who trace Sophia's footsteps we find that ¥\eog
xal dfdera are claimed as the reward for those who choose Sophia:
éxeov 82 xai &Xﬁeetav textaivovorv ayaboi (Prov 14:22). Still in the
book of Proverbs we find the juxtapositioning of Sophia and &\ffeia,

with the accompanying injunction to acquire both:

7110 70147 1407 12807901 N3P NBX

(adfjBerav xTnoodn xal phi &néoq cogfov xol movde{av xai cvvéoiv)ioes
De la Potterie has also proposed a connection between anflera and
pvotiprov in certain Wisdom and apocalyptic traditions, which would
run parallel to the association between &Xﬁeeta and Sophiat*°?. 1In the
book of Wisdom there is at least one text which brings all three
elements into close proximity:

t{ 88 éotiv copla xal ndg éyévero omayye

nai odx dmoxpbdya Hptv puoripra. .

xai od pi| napodedow tHV &AfBerov (Wisd 6:22)
In Sirach we also find a close association between Sophia and aAfj8sia.
Just as Sophia 1s known through the words which one speaks, so too one

should guard against speaking in contradiction to the words of truth:
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v yap Aoye yvmoOﬁcexat copla
xai mordefa €v pﬁpatt YAooONg
pf avrikeye tff arfletlq (Sir 4:24-25)
As one pursues Sophia in service, which is at the same time service of

God (Sir 4:11-19), so too one pursues &XﬁGELG even to death, with the

assurance that God fights on your side (Sir 4:28).

Thus, returning to Thistelton's point noted above, we see that
whatever decision is arrived at in terms of the meaning of aifeiax in
Jn 1:14, we are not forced into the conclusion that the background
must be Greek over against Judaic. There are indeed good grounds for
viewing the combination ydpig xai ani8era within the complex of Wisdom

speculation, while at the same time acknowledging the initial

connection with the SIHA] TOT] motiftos,

)

1:16 re-emphasises what we have seen concerning the giving of
xdprG in 1:14, Just as Sophia gives y&pi¢ to those who seek and find
her, so also the Logos gives it out of his nAjpeopa. This term has
frequently been interpreted from a Gnostic perspective!®?., But need
this necessarily be the case? We have seen that it is both
unnecessary and inappropriate to posit a Gnostic background for the
Prologue as a whole up to this point, so it would seem rather strange

to suddenly require it now.

Mrfpopa is most commonly used in the LXX of the Psalms, where it
describes the fullness of God's creative work:
ToB xvptov f YA xai To nxﬁpmpa avtfig

n oxxovpévn xal mavteg ol xatoivxofivieg eV avtq
(Ps 23:1)110
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The same applies to the verbal form, nAnpdw, which is found in the
context of descriptions of God's glory filling creation:

eokoyntdv To évopa 1fig Béqu abTof etg OV aidva

Kot etg 1oV oidva tof at&vog

ral mhnpoebricetay tfic 86Eng avtob nioa n y§

(Ps 71:19)111

The verb 1s also used in connection with the creative assistance of
Sophia, which results in the earth being filled with creatures:

b epeyardven ta ¥pya oov, xvpre

navta &v gogia Emoinoog

enAnPodn N YA tfg xTioedg govu (Ps 103:24)
In the Wisdom of Solomon we read that Sophia is a nvefpa directed
towards the good of humanity, from which nothing can be hidden (Wisd
1:6). Immediately, the universal quality of the nveSpa (oopia) is
emphasised:

0t nvelpa xvpiov meEnAfpoxeV THV oxxoupévnv

nal 1O cuvéyov T& mAvTa yvBorv Exer avig (Wisd 1:7)
The form nAfpng is also used with some frequency in descriptions of
the all-pervading nature of God within the created realm. On
occasions this is also linked to God's ¥Aeog, which we have seen is
considered by many commentators to be the background equivalent of
John's xé&pig within the Prologue. Once again the Psalms provide us
with appropriate material:

ayan& ekenpoovvnv xai xpiguv

108 &\éovg xvpiov mAMPRG N (Ps 32:5)

to0 EAéovg COov XVpLE, TMAPNG IR
T& Sixondpoatd oov S13aEOV pe (Ps 118:64)112
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Having noted the strong identification of the Logos/Sophia with the
creative power of God in the opening verses of the Prologue, it surely
.makes more sense to view the use of nMpopa against that same
background rather than introducing an unnecessary Gnostic concept. It
is from the n\jpepa of the all-pervading Sophia that this ydpig is to

be received.

The closing verses of the Prologue need little further exegesis
to clarify the influence of Sophia Christology, since they basically
re-emphasise themes which we have already seen may with some degree of
probability be attributed to the Wisdom school. The presence of
Sophia with God at the beginning of creation is again reflected in the
statement that Jesus Christ, the Logos, has alone seen God. This
point 1is brought forth as a deliberate contrast to Moses, the
lawgivertt3s, We are again reminded that the Logos, like Sophia (Wisd
7:22), is povoyevig 8e6g, a fact which we have seen probably owes less
to the idea of being 'begotten', than it does to the thought of the
opening words of Sirach:

n&oa oo¢fa,napd uuptoo’ ,
xol pet’ avtol €oTLV €1¢ TOV odiva (Sir 1: )

The Logos/Sophia was with God at the point of creation and has thus
seen God, a privilege denied even to Moses. This closeness to God is
marked by the intimate term x6Amog, a word often used to describe the
marriage relationship!!+, but also used within the Gospel to describe

the closeness of a relationship (13:23)!15,

In conclusion then, we may say that the Logos of the Prologue is

none other than Sophia. From the opening statement of his/her
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presence at creation, through the themes of proximity to God, life and
light, grace and truth, to the announcement of the rejection and
refusal of ol 18t01 to believe, we can trace the Logos' steps in the
traditional material related to Sophia. At virtually every turn of
the Prologue we can find Sophia's influence at work on the Johannine

Logos.

One might reasonably ask why, in the midst of this hymn, material
relating to John the Baptist is interpolated. If the author had
wanted merely to distinguish between John as the forerunner and Jesus
as the 'real thing', why insert material into the hymn rather than
dealing with the issue in the context of the immediately following
account of John's witness (1:19ff)? It would meke better sense if the
interpolations about John in the Prologue could be seen to be directly

related to the theme of Sophia incarnate.

The first thing to note is that "John is not the forerunner, for
the Logos 1s already np&tog and can have no forerunner”!!¢. His role
in the Gospel 1is always as a witness to Jesus. This 1s highly
significant when we remember that in other Christian communities and
their writings, Jesus himself is seen as a Teacher, or Messenger of
Wisdom!!?. In the Johannine Prologue, John the Baptist is the witness
to Sophia and therefore replaces Jesus in that role, at the same time,
as we shall later see, becoming a prototype for other witnesses within
the Gospel. While we cannot say with certainty how conscious the
author of the Fourth Gospel was of the radical implications of
structuring the Prologue in the way which we have interpreted it, we
would contend that the Prologue in its present form can be read as

making a clear distinction between Jesus Sophia incarnate and those
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who are witnesses to him. This point is then clarified within the
structure of the hymn and before any reference to the content of the
Baptist's witness itself, or indeed before any other witness is
brought forward. Just as Sophia must be distinguished from the mere
mortal who witnesses to her!!8, so too the Prologue to the Fourth
Gospel makes clear that the witness to the Logos/Sophia is someone
other than the Logos/Sophila, and points beyond his/her witness to that

incarnate one.

This emphasis on Jesus Sophia incarnate over against those who
merely witness to him in one sense poses a problem for the author and
ultimately may have led to the dropping of the name Sophia in favour
of the term Logos. There is obviously a gender problem if Jesus the
man is to be called Sophia incarnate, but at the same time, the author
wants to be able to express the fact that this man is indeed the
embodiment of Sophia. The term Logos offers itself as the most
appropriate vehicle for making this expression, being at one and the
same time an already established synonym for Sophia, and a masculine
term. The hymn to Sophia is thus transformed into a hymn to the
incarnate Logos, a term otherwise untried as a christological category

in the writings of the pre-Johannine Christian Church.

The assumption is generally made that the Prologue to the Gospel
of John in some way anticipates the Gospel as a whole. If this is the
case, one would expect to find some evidence within the Gospel itself
to support the thesis, if it is soundly based, that the Logos title is
largely & cover for the gender problem surrounding the identification

of Jesus with the female Sophia. We shall now, therefore, turn to the
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body of the Gospel to see if the claims of the Logos/Sophia are in

harmony with the words and deeds of the Johannine Jesus.

3.2.4 SOPHIA IN THE BODY OF JOHN'S GOSPEL

In any attempt to trace the influence of the Sophia concept on
the Gospel of John as a whole, one must immediately observe, that
nowhere in the Gospel is Jesus referred to as elther Logos or Sophia
cutwith the Prologue. This need not, however, be seen as a point
against our thesis, but may in the end be a supportive argument for
it, Having clarified who the Logos/Sophia actually 1is, 1in the
Prologue, the author then works out the theme through the Gospel, but
does so by allowing Sophia to present herself in the claims and person

of Jesus.

Since our contention is that the Prologue and Gospel are an
integral unit, we shall proceed to identify the major themes of the
Prologue as they are worked out in the Gospel as a whole. Firstly, we
shall allow Jesus Sophia to speak for himself through that most
distinctive of Johannine motifs, the €yé eipr sayings. We shall then
follow approximately the course of the major motifs as they are
presented in the Prologue: the opening emphasis on the relationship
between Logos/Sophia and God, including the themes of pre-existence,
the descent into the world, the intimacy shared between them, the role
of the Logos/Sophia as Revealer/Light and the vital question of the
emphasis of 1:14 for the humanity/divinity relationship. Following
this we will turn to the purpose of Jesus' coming into the world, the
theme of Jesus as Teacher and his relationship to those who 'received

him'* (1:12), before examining the way in which the Logos/Sophia is
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rejected by o1 {8tov (1:11), and the theme of Jesus' relationship to
the Law. Finally we shall look at two further themes, perhaps not
immediately obvious in the Prologue, but nevertheless key influences
on Johannine thinking as a whole, namely the gift of the Spirit, which
we have already seen is in some way connected with Logos and Sophia in
the Jewish Wisdom tradition, and the onpefa of Jesus, which appear to
be part of the 'witness' to him of which John the Baptist already

stands as a representative in the Prologue.
3.2.4.1 THE_ErQ EIMI SAYINGS

One of the most strikingly individual christological
presentations of the Fourth Gospel is the group of discourses in which
Jesus introduces himself with the distinctive affirmation, éyé eipt.
The background to this idiosyncratic introduction has long been a
matter of divergent scholarly opinion. Some have seen its origins in
Rabbinic material!!?, others in a wider Semitic setting!2?, and yet
others in the Gnostic Mandaean tradition!?!. More recently, however,
the Old Testament background has been re-affirmed as the most likely
point of origin for the Johannine usage, not least in the use of éyé
e{pt as a form of the Divine name in both Deutero-Isaiah and later
Jewish writingst!22, Brown has also observed that here, as in other
areas of the Gospel, the author of John may well have been influenced
by the Wisdom tradition, in particular that of Proverbs 8 and Sirach

24123, We shall pursue this suggestion further in an examination of

the individual sayings prefixed by the éyé glpt formula.
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3.2.4.1.1 ErQ EIMI O APTOX: THX ZOHY (6:35)

The first declarative statement using the éyé eipt formula
in John is that in which Jesus describes himself as the 'Bread of
Life' (6:35,48,51). The question has been posed as to whether or not
this statement, or any of the others, 1is a metaphorical or parabolic
description of Jesus, or rather a statement of substance. Is Jesus
merely like bread, which gives life to those who eat it, or 1s Jesus
"in reality the embodiment"t2¢ of bread, shepherd, vine, etc.?
Clearly there are metaphorical tendencies in all of these statements,
since Jesus is certainly not a lump of bread! On the other hand, the
persistent insistence of the author on the true (&A01vog) nature of
Jesus as each of the elements, seems to favour the interpretation
which says that the terms are being applied to Jesus as the only one
who truly embodies them!25, We would therefore conclude that they are
not merely allegorical, metaphorical or parabolic statements about
Jesus, but are an attempt to establish the true nature of Jesus as the

embodiment of these qualitiest2é,

The first person style of address by Sophia in Prov 8 and Sir 24
offers an interesting parallel to the éyé g1pt statements in John.
While the formula éyé s{pt is not used, it is nevertheless evident
that Sophia makes claims for herself using the first person in a
manner similar to that employed of Jesus in the Fourth Gospel. The
connection becomes more attractive when we observe that Sophia lays
claim to the idea of being the provider of sustenance, that is, bread
and water (or wine), In the latter part of the first person speech in

Proverbs, Sophia makes the following invitation to those who are

willing to heed her:
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Exeate p&yete TdV ep&v aptov

xoi miete otvov, 6v éxépaca Opiv (Prov 9:5)
The juxtaposition of bread and wine here may also be significant in
respect of the eucharistic overtones in Jn 6:35ff, and in particular
to the rather crude assertion of 6:53ff regarding the eating and
drinking of the Son of Man's flesh and blood. Just as Sophia can call
upon people to eat and drink of her, so too the Johannine Jesus, whom
the Prologue has introduced as Logos/Sophia 1incarnate, presents
himself as the true and living bread for the nourishment of the
believer. A direct parallel to this is found in the claims which
Sirach makes for Sophia:

ol éo?iovrég ME %tt,netvdoouctv,

xal ot mivoviég pe €11 dryfoovory (5ir 24:2D
This verse may at first sight seem to contradict Jesus' claim in Jn
6:35, but as Brown has already pointed out, the meaning of the Sirach
text is, that those who taste of Sophia "will never have too much
Wisdom and will always desire more"!27, This 1s surely also the

import of Jesus' words.

Although 6:35 only mentions bread %Pecifically, the latter half
of the verse implies that Jesus supplies nourishment not only through
food, but also through drink: & miotetov eig épe ob py Svyfoer ménote.
Indeed, this connection becomes explicit in the speech which Jesus
makes during the Feast of Tabernacles:

e&v TG Bvyq epxéoem npbg pe xoi ntvét@ 0 MLOTEOLY ELG

epé xabig elnev n Ypogt, wotapoi v tfig xoAhiag avtof
5eﬁoouotv véatog {&vrtog Jn 7:37-38)
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Since there is no 0l1d Testament text which is directly quoted here, a
number of suggestions have been made as to its origin!28. However, we
have noted the rather close parallels to this in Prov 9:5 and Sir
24:21, but two further texts would recommend themselves here. Earlier
in Sirach, Sophia is described as a Mother or Bride who supplies the

following:

wmptff avTdv &prov oovéce?g

xal béwp gogiag moticer avTOV (Sir 15:3)
The essential nature of the provision of these substances for the
maintenance of human life is emphasised later by the same author: &pxﬁ
Lofig Vowp xai &prog wed ipdrtiov (Sir 29:21)127, Sirach even offers us
something of a parallel to the words of Jn 7:38, when he says that he
has become a channel through which the flow, which is Sophia, can
flood out to others, in a way not dissimilar to that envisaged of the

disciple in relation to Jesus (Sir 24:30).

However, the reinterpretation of Israel's history under the
guidance of Divine Sophia in the Wisdom of Solomon provides even more
interesting material. Here we find that the thirst of the wandering
Israelites was met by Sophia, who supplied water to them 1in the

wilderness:

ediynoav xai énexoléoavté Ot

xal €560y avtolg éx métpag axpoTépov BHiawp

xoil Ctapa 8iyng &x A{Oov oxAnpol (Wisd 11:4)
If we turn to Philo, we find that Sophia is seen as the supplier of
the wilderness Manna itself, this in turn being a symbol for the

Toraht3°, Thus in Philo we have the succession Manna (Bread) - Torah

- Sophia:
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¥t1 toivov tiv obp&viov tpogiv - ocogia 8¢ EoTv - tfic
yoxfic, Hv uqxef povvea, Srapéver nlioa tolg xpnNOOMEVOLG
8etog ASyog €t Toov, megpovtixdg Sragepdvreg 106TNTOG.
(Quis Rer 191>
It is also instructive to compare Philo's description of the Logos as
distributing the heavenly Manna, Sophia, to the wilderness people with
the onpetov which Jesus, the Bread of Life, has just performed as a
witness to his €yé eipr 6 &ptog claim. As the people sit on the

ground in need of food, Jesus Sophia, we may say, blesses what is

brought and distributes it according to their need.

Since the connection is already made in Jn 6:30ff between the
wilderness bread and the true bread, which 6:35 identifies as Jesus,
it must be at least possible that the author of the Gospel was aware
of the connection made between Manna and Sophia in the later Wisdom
tradition. This would give us a tie up also with the Logos/Sophia of
the Prologue, who has previously been compared with Moses in 1:17, and
through whom &XﬁGEIa is said to come (NB, 6:32 - 1dv GpTOv . . . TOV
&an91vév), in contrast to the Law. Again it is possible to discern
here a potentially subtle polemic against the ensnarement of Sophia

within the Torah.

We can see from this discussion that the connection between the
claim of the Johannine Jesus to be the 'Bread of Life' and the claims
of a similar nature made by Sophia are anything but superficial.
Indeed, we might suggest that it is none other than the Logos/Sophia

who presents him/herself to the crowds as the sustenance they need for

continued lifet!3?,
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3.2.4.1.2 ErQ EIMI TO 003 TOY KOZMOY (8:12)

Allowing for the story of Jesus and the woman caught in
adultery as a later insertion into the Gospel, Jesus' statement in
8:12 is seen as a continuation of his speech at the Feast of
Tabernacles (7:14ff), an appropriate setting for taking up the theme
of 1lightt32, The background to John's use of the term 'light' may
indeed, as scholars have noted, be complex, but once again the Wisdom
tradition provides us with material which would have been both readily
available to the author and have provided suitable scope for

development of the form which we have in the Fourth Gospel.

Our starting point is Proverbs, where Sophia makes her claim to
being the first of God's creations. When we look back to the Genesis
creation account, we find that God's first command is: yevnéfte ¢8c
(Gen 1:3). We would therefore be justified in saying that Sophia's
claim in Prov 8:22 - xUprog (xTi0év pe apyfv 088v abtol eig €pya adtof
- already contains within it the potential for understanding Sophia as
light. This parallelism becomes explicit among the Old Testament
writings in Ecclessiastes:

neprooeta tff copiq vnep TV &ppoadvny

o¢ neprogeia tol owtdg vmép TO ox6TAG (Eccl 2:13)

This is further developed in the Wisdom of Solomon, where Sophia is
equated with everlasting light. When compared with the light of day
she is seen to be greater (Wisd 7:26), for neither darkness nor evil

can prevail against her:
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QOTL OLYXPLVOUEVY eﬁp(oxerat npotépa

1o0to pev ydp Sradéyeton VvOE

goplag 8¢ ob xatioyver xaxia (Wisd 7:29-30)
In Wisd 18:3-4, light is identified with law, an equation we have also
noted in respect of Sophia in Wisdom speculation (Sir 24:23). Brown
reminds us of the association between law and the light of life in the
Qumran literaturet3®3, which 1s further evidence of the inter-

changeability of the concepts Law - Sophia - Light at the time of the

New Testament writings.

The closeness of association between Sophia and Logos is well
illustrated by Philo's treatment of Light in De Somniis. Whereas the
Biblical tradition sees Sophia as the first creation and therefore
equivalent to the Light of Gen 1:3, Philo transfers this role to the
Logost 34, Having first described God as light, he then goes on to

say:

10 pév yéop napdaetypa o TANPECTHTOG ﬁv adtof Aoyog, ol

- "efne" Y&p @OV "0 Bedg yevéowo @Bg" (DeSomn I,75)
There 1is, then, sufficient evidence within the Wisdom tradition to
suggest that Sophia could be equated with 1light. The Johannine
assertion 1s once again that Jesus is the true light (1:9)!3%5, and
this is graphically illustrated in the healing of the blind man in
chapter 9. If Sophia was true light, that function is now accorded to
the Logos/Sophia, Jesus, the embodiment of the same tradition.

3.2.4.1.3 ErQ EIMI H 6YPA TON MNPOBATON ¢10:7); ErQ EIMI O [TOTMHN
O _KAAOY (10:11,14)

The two statements regarding the ‘Door of the Sheep' and

the 'Good Shepherd' are virtually inseparable from each other, not
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only because they appear in such close proximity, but also because
they are both explanatory comments on the parable which opens the
chapter (10:1-5). This parable deals with false shepherds and the
relationship of the true shepherd to the sheep. At first sight the
two images of the éy& eipt statements seem incompatible, since one
could hardly be the door and the one who leads through it at one and
the same time!3é, The central point of the whole section is a
Christological one: "Jesus draws to himself every epithet which the

picture of sheep and shepherd suggests"37,

It would certainly be very difficult to try and posit a direct
dependence of the writer on any statement comparing Sophia with 8ép«
or moipfv. Proverbs does encourage the wise person to sit at Sophia's
door rather than at that of the harlot: indeed, watching at Sophia's
door is the way to find life:

paxdpLog avip, ¢ gloaxoboeTal pov,
xail G&vBpenog, ©¢ Tég Epdg 580dg guAAEEL

3

&ypuonvisv en' épatc Ovparg xab' npépav

pdv oTadpodg Epdv elobdev

ai y&p ¥Eodoi pov EEodor loffg (Prov 8:34)
Part of the point of entering the door of Jesus Sophia is that those
who do so recognise his voice as that of the true/good Shepherd: they
listen to him (axotoovoiv: 10:16). It is because of this listening
that they are able to hear and to have that life for which the Good
Shepherd gives up his life (10:10-11). At this point we may discern a
real overlap in meaning between the Johannine idea and that expressed

in the text of Prov 8:34-35, for it is precisely by sitting at

Sophia's door and listening that her disciple comes to have life.
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However, this overlap in meaning does not strictly correspond to
the idea of Jesus as the door. The background to John's use of B8¥pa
is complex!3%, the most notable parallels being the Apocalyptic notion
of the door or gate of heaven!3?, and the Synoptic traditions related
to entering the Kingdom!4©°, Let us then adopt another kind of
approach to the Johannine statement by looking at the use which is
made of Ovpa as a description of Jesus. Barrett sums up:

There is only one means of entering the fold; there is

only one source of knowledge and life; there is only

one way to obtain spiritual nourishment; there is only

one way to heaven. And the single means of access to

all that is good is Jesust+!.
The idea of Jesus as 'door' has to do with access: access to
knowledge, life, and ultimately God's salvation (10:9). When we look
at the statement éyé eipt n Ovpa t8v mpoB&tev in this light, we can
begin to see not too distant parallels 1in the Wisdom tradition.
Sophia is the source of knowledge (Prov 8:12; 9:6; Sir 1:19) and life
(Prov 3:16,18; 8:35; Sir 4:12), and we have already noted how she is
the provider of nourishment in the form of bread and water/wine. As
the one who has come down from heaven (Sir 24:13ff) she is able to
give life and salvation to those who know her. She is indeed the
Saviour, par excellence, in Wisdom of Solomon 10-19. Thus, although
there is no evidence of Sophia being called the ‘'door', she
nevertheless fulfils the same function as the one who now claims that

title. She is effectively the door to God and salvation for those who

seek and find her.

A similar situation exists with regard to the shepherd and the

sheep. This image 1is certainly influenced by Old Testament
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traditionst42, 1in particular those of the Psalms and Ezekiel 34.
Within the Wisdom corpus no direct parallel can be found. The initial
declaration of John 10:11 is developed as a contrast to the false
shepherd who abandons the sheep when the wolf comes, and this must
surely be related to Ezekiel 34!*3. The second declaration in 10:14
develops the main theme of the parable (10:2-3) and here the recurring
theme of life appears. The shepherd lays down his life in order that
the sheep may have life (10:28), which is his gift to them, a gift
which we have noted has been exclusively the province of Sophia (or

God!) before this time.

A further aspect of the shepherd should be noted in relation to
the possible influence of Wisdom tradition: the shepherd has an
Intimate relationship with the sheep, to the extent that he knows each
one by name. Sophia encourages the wise to have the kind of intimate
relationship with her which she also shares with God. Wisd 7:25-26
describes that relationship and is in turn followed by a description
of the way in which Sophia relates to those who come to her, and to
whom she comes (Wisd 7:27; 8:2-16). Those who are wise listen to
Sophia's voice as she cries out to them (Prov 8:1ff; Sir 24:1ff), and

she provides and cares for those who know her (Sir 24:19-22).

Although we have no linguistic parallels in the Wisdom corpus as
such, Philo shows us independently that the development of Wisdom
thinking can lead us in the direction in which the theme is developed
in John. He can talk of the Logos (Sophia) as a shepherd leading and
tending the flock. The whole of creation is pictured as a flock under
the hand of 0 moipfv xai PBaciiedg 6edg (DeAgr, 51), who has appointed

the Logos as the shepherd. A similar exegesis of Psalm 23:1 in De Mut
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116, describes the Logos as the 'shepherd and king' of the mindt*¢.
This at least shows us that in one strand of thought, there was a
direct line of development from Wisdom tradition which saw the

Logos/Sophia emerge as a shepherding figure.

Once again we can see that 1t i1s possible to find the roots of
the Johannine saying in the Wisdom tradition, albeit allowing at the
same time for the influence and combination of other suitable 0ld

Testament themes.
3.2.4.1.4 ErQ EIMI H ANAZTAYIY KAI H ZQH (11:25)

It is hardly a matter of great surprise to discover that
the word &vé&otacig is nowhere used in Wisdom literature. The almost
total lack of any concept of resurrection outside of the Apocalyptic
tradition!*® makes a search for linguistic parallels in biblical, or
even post-biblical Sapiential writings vain. However, this need not
disappoint us in our search for Wisdom traditions behind the éyé eipx
sayings. Here, as elsewhere, we need to consider the main thrust of
the claim rather than the possibility of mere linguistic parallels.
The point of Jesus' claim to be the resurrection is not so much one of
having the ability to resuscitate dead bodies, but rather that he is
the giver of life, in this case specifically eternal life. We shall
therefore concentra%e our 1investigation wupon the theme of 1life, a

matter we have necessarily touched upon several times already.

The Old Testament consistently describes God as the giver of life
and the Lord of Life (Deut 32:29)14¢. This is evident from the first
pages of Genesis onwards, where Yahweh breathes life into creation,

and in particular the body of Adam (Gen 2:7). The theme of Yshweh as
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the life-giving force is found in every sphere of Israel's religion
and life, so it is not surprising to find it celebrated in the worship
life reflected in the book of Psalms (Ps 15:11; 20:4; 29:4; 35:9
[LXX]; et al.). Yahweh both gives life and takes it away (Job 1:21),
a note emphatically underlined in the covenant renewal liturgy of Deut
30, where those obedient to the covenant are promised blessing and

life, while those disobedient are cursed and handed over to death.

The Wisdom literature brings a new slant to this theme: it is
Sophia who brings life (Prov 3:16; 8:35; 9:11; et al.?, and who offers
blessing in contrast to the way of folly, which leads to destruction
and death (Prov 9:10-18). Later Wisdom writers speak of the gift of
eternal life being received through the ministrations of Sophia (Wisd
8:13). Moving further ahead to Philo, we find that this thought is
developed in an exegesis of Gen 3:20, where Sophia is called the
Mother of the 1living: ol 88 (&vteg 6vtag pntépo pev Eyovor cogiav
(QuisRer, 53). He also describes Sophia as the tree of life, which
empowers one to live: . . . 10 tfiq Cwﬁg Edhav, rtouvtéoty ocoplag %
Svvdon (fv (Leg All III, 62). The importance of this chain of
tradition 1lies 1in the emphasis on Sophia as the provider of
life/eternal life, a claim previously made only on behalf of Yahweh.

It is this claim which the Johannine Jesus now makes for himself.

We have already noted how in early Christian writing there was a
certain amount of overlap between Wisdom and Apocalyptic speculation.
Dunn has noted how the Fourth Gospel may offer a corrective at points
over against the Apocalyptic and Merkahbah mystical speculation
concerning the idea of 'heavenly ascent', precisely by using a Wisdom

motifi4?, Since the concept of resurrection was such an integral part
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of Apocalyptic thought!+*é, may it not be that also here the Fourth
Evangelist offers a critique of such speculation through applying the
very word used, avaotaoig, to the person of Jesus Sophia? We can, of
course, only offer this as a suggestion, but it may not be so far
removed from the Fourth Evangelist's purpose when we take other such

polemic into account.

As a final point, we should also note one more text from Philo.
The idea of resurrection may not be so far removed from the concept
expressed in De Fuga 97, where the soul 1s encouraged to seek refuge
in the Divine Logos (Sophia). This will go beyond death and grant

eternal life:

TV, . . Noyov @etov, ‘o¢ ogoplag eoti mnyf,_ {va
&puodpevog 108 vdpatog avti Bavatov [efv diSiov &8hov
gvpntar. (De Fuga, 97

The Johannine claim that Jesus is the &vdoxaatg may thus be seen as a
development of the Wisdom theme of Sophia as the giver of life, and 1t
is 1illustrated dramatically through the onpetov of the raising of
Lazarus. The Logos/Sophia of the Prologue, who was announced as life
(1:4), now demonstrates that he is the embodiment of that quality by

giving life.

3.2.4.1.5 Ero EIMI H OAOZ KAI H AAHOEIA KAI H ZOH (14:6)

The first task in dealing with this threefold statement is
to determine the relationship between the three substantives. Many
attempts have been made at this, but Brown divides these into two
basic options: [1] "Explanations wherein the way is directed toward a

goal that is the truth and/or life." (iil "Explanations wherein the
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way 1is the primary predicate and the truth and the life are just
explanations of the way"!4°, The first type would include most of the
Greek and Latin Fathers as well as modern approaches such as Bultmann
(Gnostic background>!5° and Dodd (Hermetic background)!S!. The Way is
already in their midst and he is at the same time their goal of truth
and life. At first sight this would appear to be another statement of
the emphasis we have seen in other sayings: truth and life. However,
it does not take account of the context in which 14:6 stands. In
verse 4, Jesus has stated that, despite his departure, the disciples
know the way he will take. This provokes the question from Thomas:
ndc Svvapeda TRV O8OV erdévar; (14:5). It is in response to this
question that the éyd s{pt statement of 14:6 comes. When we add to
this the evidence of the second half of 14:6, we see that the emphasis
is indeed on Sﬁég. which Jesus claims is 81’ Epoﬁ. We would therefore
agree with Brown and de la Potterie!®2, that the second of the aboave
options 1s the preferable one. Because Jesus is the life and the

truth, he is the Way to the Father = the way of salvation.

Having established this interpretation of the statement we may
now turn to the Wisdom literature to seek possible parallels.
Firstly, we must note that %66(; is not used in the same absolute
Johannine manner in the Wisdom corpus. However, the need to follow in
the 086¢, or 086r of Sophia is a constantly recurring theme of both
biblical and post-biblical literature. We give but a few examples:

a1 odoi avtfig (=copiag) 08oi xahatl

xai mavteg ol tpiBor abifig €V Elpfhvy (Prov 3:17)

vBv oflv, vi€, Kxové pov
xol paxdpLor ol 0800¢ pOv QUAKTCOVTEG (Prov 8:32)

paxdaprog avip, ‘d¢ eicomovoeral pov
nol ‘dvBpenog, ‘0¢ TaG Epdg O80DG UAAEEL (Prov 8:34)
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v naon yuvyfi cov mpdoerbe aﬂtﬁ
xal Ev 6Ay Svvauer cov guvrrhpnoov Tag 68odg avTAC
(Sir 6:26)
Many more similar phrases can be found expressing the thought that
following in the way of Sophia leads to salvation. Because Sophia is
the giver of life and the true wisdom over against the false woman in

Proverbs, one is encouraged to see her also as the Way, and to walk in

her ways.

Turning to Philo we can see a development of this tradition. 1In
the allegorical interpretation of Num 20:17-20, he sees Sophia as the
Way (QuodDeus, 142ff), a development of the idea already present in
Wisd 10, that Sophia led the way in the Exodus!®3. Sophia 1s the
royal way which leads to God!S*, which has obvious similarities to
Jesus as the way to the Father. In addition, Philo frequently speaks
about the need for leadership on the way and lists as the true leader,
the Logos (Mig Abr 174; De Somn 1, 71). Admittedly this is not the
precise description of Jesus as the Way, but there is no reason to
deny to the author of John the ébility to develop an already obvious

trend of Wisdom thinking in an individual manner.

For the Qumran community, the 'Way' was "the strict observance of
the Mosaic Law as it was interpreted by the great Teacher of the
community”!55, If there is any connection between the Fourth Gospel
and Qumran, and there does seem to be at least a "familiarity with the
type of thought exhibited in the scrolls"!®¢, then at this point it is
possible to see a definite polemic over-against the association of an

absolute understanding of Way with Law. Once again, Jesus, Sophia
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incarnate, is to be contrasted with a static understanding of

revelation in the Torah.

Brown also points us to the fact that later medieval scribes at
least interpreted the reference to Jesus as the 'Way' against a Wisdom

background:

There 1is a very perceptive Christian interpolation
into the words of Lady Wisdom in the Latin of Sir xxiv
25, Wisdom says, 'In me is the gift of every way and
truth; in me is every hope of life and virtue'. It is
almost as 1if the interpolator has associated the
Johannine description of Jesus in xiv 6 with the
claims of Wisdom!S7.

Despite the absence of the claim Eyod elpt 6 086¢ in the mouth of
Sophia, we can nevertheless see that there is more than sufficient
background within the Wisdom tradition on which the author of John
could have based this claim. It is certainly unnecessary to look
beyond the Jewish tradition to Gnostic materials, which probably come

from a later date anyway. Jesus Sophia is life and, as we shall see,

is truth, and thus also the Way by which one comes to God/salvation.

We have noted the recurring theme of truth and must now clarify
its origin. Jesus is the true (&knetvég) bread from heaven (6:32); as
light of the world, Jesus' witness is true (4dAnBric : 8:14); he is the
good (xarég) shepherd as distinct from the false hireling (10:11, 14);
he 1s the true (&AQOLVOQ) vine (15:1). Truth is an important concept
in John, as we already saw in the Prologue's assertion that the Logos
is naipng xdprtog xat aaeetag (1:14). We observed there that arifsra
can be related to the claims of Sophia (Prov 8:6-7; 14:22; 23:23; Wisd
6:22; Sir 4:24-25,28). In Jn 14:6 Jesus Sophia is seen to be the Way

on account of his being the Truth, which in turn is a consequence of
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his relationship with God (Jn 8:40,45-46). We shall consider this
relationship with God further at a later stage, but for the moment we
should at least note that Sophia, who claims to speak the truth, does
so on the basis of her closeness to God. She was with God from the
beginning (Prov 2:18; 8:22ff), enjoys intimate communion with God
(Prov 8:30-31; Wisd 7:22ff), and has come down from heaven (Sir
24:4ff). She can thus stand in the street and appeal to men to hear
the truth from her (Prov 8:6-7), rather than heeding the smooth words
of the false woman (Prov 7:14ff; 9:16ff), In the same way, Jesus
Sophia stands over-against the false or inadequate representations of
Bread, Light, Life, Shepherd and Vine, and 1is him/herself the

Truth!ss,

We have previously dealt with the background to Jesus Sophia as
life. The one who claims to be the Way, on the basis of being both
Truth and Life, can thus be identified as Sophia incarnate, whose
claims in this respect have already been voiced through the Logos of

the Prologue.
3.2.4.1.6 ErQ EIMI O AMIEAOY H AAHOINH (15:1)

The final 'l am' saying, like all the others!®?’, is steeped
in 0ld Testament tradition. . Israel is frequently compared with a vine
. which needs Yahweh's attention in one way or another (Is 5:1-7; Jer
6:9; Ezek 15:1-6; 17:5-10; 19:10-14; et al.). Like the parallels to
the Good Shepherd, some of the significant material 1is located in
Ezekiel. However, even Ezekiel does not really match the imagery
employed in John 15, where the main thrust is the description of the

relationship between the vine and the branches. Here again the theme
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of life is prominent, the life which flows from the True Vine to the
disciplests?, Recognising this emphasis, we turn to some passages
from Sirach which may be seen to lead us closer to the Johannine
concept. The most prominent Wisdom reference to Sophia as a vine
occurs in Sir 24:17-19:t¢3
(17) &yé o &pmelog EBA&GoTNOIA Y&pLV
xai td Gvén pov napnbs §é§nq xal mAoLTOL
aus npoo%keere npég pe, o ent?upoﬁvrég pov
xai and Tdv yevnpdtev pov ERNARodnte
(Sir 24:17,19

There is some evidence to suggest that the book §f Sirach was known to
the author of Johnt¢2, and chapter 24 in particular seems to be
paralleled at several points in the Gospell¢3, This heightens the
possibility that the Johannine picture of the vine 1is influenced by
the ascription of such a quality to Sophia in that chapter. She
provides sustenance and abundance of life through the fruit of her
branches and invites those who desire her to come and receive what she
has to offer. Elsewhere in Sirach reference is made to the effects on
the disciple of the fruit of this vine, Sophia: peBtoxer avtodg Aand
T8v napndyv aﬁtﬁg (Gir 1:16). In the epilogue to the boaok, the author
also likens the process of Sophia's influence in his life to the
ripening of grapes (Sir 51:15). The importance of eating and drinking
the words of Sophia as a means of sustenance in life is a recurring
theme, as we noted in our comments on Jn 6:35, and although the
parallels to John may not always be precise, they can hardly be

disregarded lightly as a possible sphere of influence on Johannine

thinking.
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A fundamental part of the vine dimagery in Jn 15 1is the
relationship of the vine to the branches. Here again one can find
some traces of Sophia's influence. In Sir 1:20 her branches offer
long life, while Sir 14:26 makes reference to the shelter which they
provide. Perhaps most telling of all is the reference in Sir 24:16 to

the spreading out of her branches laden with yé&pirq:

ol xA&Bor aﬁtﬁg BOXPONHEPELOLG (Sir 1:20)
ffioe TA TEXVKX avtol ev 1§ oxény adrfig

xol vmd 100G xA&dovg abtﬁg abiro8foeton (Sir 14:26)
ol XA&dor pov wrddor 36Eng xal ydprtog (Sir 24:16b)

In Sirach this fruitful picture of Sophia's branches stands in stark
contrast to the warning against the woman who is unfaithful in her
marriage relationship. Here her 'branches' will prove unfruitful: xoal
o1 xAh&dor aﬁtﬁg ovx ofgovorv naprév (Sir 23:25). The implication
behind this kind of thinking is that those who are faithful will bear
fruit, which is very similar to the image of the branches and their

fruit-bearing relationship espoused by the True Vine in Jn 15:1-41%¢,

In a reference to the story of Joshua sending out the spies into
Canaan, Philo also compares Sophia to a vine from which fruit may be
taken (De Somn II, 171), and later in the treatise, he contrasts this
vine with the vine of folly (De Somn II, 190ff). Just as Philo
represents a development of the vine image from the Wisdom literature,

so too in its own particular way does the Gospel of John.

Ultimately, as with the other éyé eipt statements, we must allow
that more than one influence may have been effective in the formation

of the Johannine image of the vine. It may be, as Barrett says, that
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"fragments of meaning obscurely hinted at by other vines, are gathered
up and made explicit"1éS in the Gospel. There 1is not, however, any
reason why we should deny the author of the Gospel the originality of
thought which enabled the development of the themes in their

application to the community's understanding of Jesus.

What is important in all of this for our present study, is the
recognition that all these themes do reflect the strong influence of
the Wisdom tradition and in particular the claims of Sophia. In
addition to this, the eyé eipt statements echo the principal themes of
the Prologue: light, life and truth, all of which we have identified
as qualities of the Logos/Sophia applied to Jesus. It would therefore
not be unreasonable to say that the one who addresses these discourses

in John is none other than Jesus Sophia incarnate.

3.2.4.2 RELATIONSHIP TO GOD

Another peculiarly Johannine christological emphasis is the
presentation of Jesus' relationship to/with God. While the Synoptics
portray Jesus as the Son of God from their own obvious post-
resurrection perspective, there 1is little material within those
traditions to suggest that Jesus himself had any real consciousness of
'divine' Sonship*éé¢, By contrast, John expounds the Father/Son
relationship from beginning to end of the Gospel. He pre-existed with
the Father (1:1-2,15; 6:62; 8:58; 17:5), and descended from heaven at
his Father's instigation (3:31f; 6:33,38-39,57; 8:42; 13:3; 16:27-28;
17:8). Those who see or hear Jesus see or hear the Father (5:19,23;
7:16~-17; 8:19,26; 10:15,38; 12:45; 14:7,9; 15:24; 17:21). In addition

to the éyé sipx statements we have already seen, Jesus at times is
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made to use the absolute form as a divine predicate after the manner,
for example, of Is 43 (Jn 8:28,58). The glory of the Father comes
through the works and suffering of the Son (1:14; 2:11; 11:40;
12:23,28; 17:4-5). Each of these themes is, in its own way, a working
out of the themes of the Prologue, the claims concerning the

Logos/Sophia. We shall deal briefly with each in turn.

3.2.4.2.1 PRE-EXISTENCE

The Gospel of John 1s unique in terms of New Testament
christology, as the only work which unequivocally asserts the pre-
existence of Jesus Christté?, This 1is done initially through the
Logos hymn, which transfers the qualities of Sophia as creatrix and
companion of God from the beginning of time, to the Logos (1:1-2).
The pre-existence of the Logos/Sophia 1s further emphasised in 1:15,
where 1t is stated that the one who comes after John the Baptist was
already before him. This does not mean to imply that the Logos/Sophia
was some sort of heavenly being who existed before the Baptist in
time, but rather that "Christ fully embodies the creative and saving
activity of God, that God in all his fulness was in him, that he
represents and menifests all that God is in his outreach to men

(sictimres,

The theme of pre-existence extends beyond the Prologue to the
body of the Gospel and is a sign both of Jesus' superiority and his
authority. In 1:30, John the Baptist bases the superior ranking of
Jesus (¥pnpoo@év pov) on Jesus' pre-existence - Gty npBtég pou -ﬁv“".
Jesus may come after John in terms of his earthly ministry, but he

existed (eip.t) before John came into being (y{vopar). There would
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appear to be an. intentional contrast between the use of these two
verbs, as we can also see from 8:58, where Jesus claims to have
existed before even Abraham: npiv Afpodp yevégfar ey e1p1t?9, Here
again, the superiority of Jesus' knowledge and the authority of his
words rests on the fact that he existed with the Father before the
great patriarch of the Jewish race came into being. If they listened
to Abrsham, how much more should they listen to Jesus, who can speak
with an authority rooted in his pre-existence with God. In 17:5, the
time boundaries are pushed back even further: not only did Jesus exist
before John the Baptist and Abraham, but also before the world itself
came into being: mpd 1tof ToOv wbopov e?vat. Here his pre-existence
functions as a validation of his coming suffering and death as an hour
of glorification. The 36k« which he shared with the Father before the
world was formed will now be manifested in the world through the event

of his suffering and death!7!.

In this motif of pre-existence we see one of 'the strongest
linking-points between Prologue and Gospel. The opening statement of
the Prologue, that the Logos/Sophia was God (1:1¢), rests on the
assertion of pre-existence: v apyff Ev 0 Aéyog. Throughout the Gospel
as a whole there is a very definite progression towards the
recognition of Jesus Christ for who he truly is, culminating in the
climactic confession of Thomas, © x0prog pov xal o 6edg pov (20:28).
As the moment of pre-existence is pushed further and further back
throughout the Gospel, it finally leads us to the point where the
Prologue had already begun. In the same way that both Sophia in the

Wisdom tradition and the Logos/Sophia in the Prologue could be seen to
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function as God, or to be God, so too Jesus Sophia 1is finally

confessed as such without any hint of compromise for monotheism*72.

The pre-existence of Sophia functions in a very similar way
within the Wisdom tradition. The call to listen to the words of life
(Prov 8:32-36) 1is based on the authority which comes from Sophia's
existence with God from the beginning, before the foundation of the
world (Prov 8:22ff). Her gifts are seen to be worthwhile over against
those of the false woman on thilis account, She was both before
creation (Prov 8:23-25 - npé as in Jn 17:5) and at God's side (Prov
8:30 - nap& as in Jn 17:5), thus affording a superiority and authority

which no one else may claim.

Again in the book of Sirach we find Sophia's pre-existence used
as a means of asserting her ¢tovo{a among the people of Israel, with
whom she dwells (Sir 24:9-11). She 1s also seen to be superior to all
upon earth, since no one has ever fully been able to know or
understand her (Sir 24:28). Similarly in Wisdom of Solomon we find
that Sophia, who 1s the fullness of God in every possible way (Wisd
7:22ff), and who as the maker of all things clearly pre-existed them
(Wisd 9:1-2)>, is now said to be able both to exercise power in every
place (Wisd 8:1) and to enable the king to rule (Wisd 8:14). In all
of this we see a very close parallei to the relationship between pre-
existence and the authority/superiority of Jesus Sophia in the Fourth

Gospel.

Apart from the explicit references to pre-existence which we have
already noted, John also uses the motif as an additional implicit

validation of Jesus' claims. In 6:62, the consternation expressed
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over Jesus' promise to give life is met by reference to the Son of Man
ascending to where he was in the first place: &mov ﬁv T0 npétepov. Or
again in 8:38, the testimony which Jesus gives and the words of life
which he speaks are ultimately to be judged on their origin: % €Yo
edpona mopd @ matpl Narg. The perfect tense here surely implies
Jesus' prior existence with the Father as the time when he 'saw'!?3,

as does the word moapd, as in Prov 8:30,

It appears very much to be the case then, that the Fourth
Gospel's assertion of Jesus' pre-existence, announced in the Prologue
and developed in the Gospel as a whole, 1is grounded on the parallel
tradition concerning Sophia, both in terms of agency (creation/life)

and in terms of function within the Gospel (authority/superiority)!74.

3.2.4.2.2 DESCENT AND ASCENT

A second prominent feature of Jesus' relationship with God
in the Fourth Gospel is the motif of descent and ascent. To some
degree this is related to the idea of pre-existence, as can quickly be
recognised from the text already mentioned concerning the Son of Man,
in Jn 6:62. Jesus' origin is seen to be unique in that he is not of
this world (3;13,31-32; 8:23; 17:14,16) and claims to have 'come down'
(xatoafaive) from above (6:33,38,41-42,51). More prominent still is
the assertion that God has sent (mépne or anootéAA®) 7S the Son into
the world (3:17,34; 4:34; 5:23,24,30,36,37-38; 6:29,38-39,44,57;
7:16,18,28,29,33; 8:16,18,26,29,42; 9:4; 10:36; 11:42; 12:44-45,49;
13:20; 14:24; 15:21; 16:5; 17:3,8,18,21,23,25). The purpose of this
sending is defined in 3:16-17 - to impart eternal life and salvation.

The authority of the one who is pre-existent is now further underlined
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by the insistence that he has come down from heaven on God's mission
to impart God's gifts. This coming can also be expressed directly as
a gift from God (3:16 - €3axev), the use of 8(3wpr being immediately

parallel to that of anootéAAe in 3:17176,

If Jesus has descended from above at God's instigation to fulfil
his mission, then he will also 'ascend' to where he was before. This
is strikingly affirmed through the Johannine reinterpretation of the
Son of Man tradition (3:13; 6:62)t77, but is more often described
simply as a 'going away' or 'going up' (brndye - 7:33; 14:28; 16:5).
The writer sees this ‘'ascent' to the Father as a process of
glorification, which will involve an ascent of a different, scandalous
(6:61) kind, namely the 'lifting-up' of the Son of Man (3:14; 8:28;
12:23,032); 13:31). The language of 'ascent' is much less frequent in
the Gospel than that of descent, and we shall return to this imbalance
shortly. For the moment we may note that it is attached to the Son of
Man tradition and is a reinforcement of the claim concerning the

Logos/Sophia in 1:14 - odpk éyéveto xai EO0XHVOOEV ev Nptv.

It has been proposed that the motif of the sending of the Son is
not confined to the writings of the Johannine community (cf. 1 John
4:9), but was also present already in Paul (Gal 4:4; Rom 8:3).
Attempts have been made to show that these Pauline texts also show
influence of features of Sophia traditiont’¢, Dunn remains sceptical
about this, suggesting that in Paul's use, where no doctrine of pre-
existence as such exists, the references reflect material “more likely
drawn from Jesus' own talk of himself as 'sent'"!??, Blhner has also
tried to apply the same kind of background which Dunn moots for Paul,

that is, the prophetic tradition!®¢, as a background for the Fourth
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Gospel's 'sending' motif, but this too we will see to be problematic
as an understanding for John. We contend that it is not on previous
Christian wusage (prophetic re-interpretation) that the Fourth

Evangelist depends, but once again upon Sophia tradition

The most significant text relating to the descent of Wisdom is
found in Wisd 9, but the idea was already inherent in the tradition of
Proverbs long before Wisdom of Solomon was written. That Sophla was
.with God in the beginning of creation <(Prov 8:22ff) and then
subsequently appeared crying aloud in the public places (Prov 1:20ff)
implies that she must first have descended from the place where she
was, even if this i1s not explicitly stated. Sir 24:3-17 describes the
movement of Sophia from her heavenly home down to earth, where she
established her home in Israel. Here too we find the idea expressed
that it 1s at God's instigation.that Sophia descends to live with
human beings (Sir 24:8 - t61e evete{Aatd Hot o xt{oTNng &navtwv), an

understanding which comes to fuller expression in the sending motif of

Wisd 9:

eEoméoTELNOV aﬁtﬂv £t ayiev odpavév

nol amd Opbévov 86Eng oov mEpyov adThv

{va ovpnapoBo& por xomidon

xal yvi tfiebdpeotév €0tV mapk got (Wisd 9:10)

As in the case of the Johannine Jesus, so also Sophia is sent out from
above to make known what is pleasing to God. Even the vocabulary is
similar to the Johannine wusage with the interchangeability of
(2E)anoctéANe and Tmépme. This similarity also extends to the

understanding of Sophia as given (&{3wpr) by God:
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BovAjv 82 cov Tig &yve, el pf od €daxag coplav
xal Enepyag 1O &yrév gov nvelpx and dylotev
(Wisd 9:17):81

Not only the manner of Sophia's sending/giving prefigures the coming
of the Johannine Jesus, but also the purpose. Both descend in order
that God's true will may be known (Jn 4:34; 5:30; 6:38-40; 7:17)182,
which is ultimately going to lead to eternal life and salvation (Prov
3:16; 8:35; Wisd 8:13; 9:18; Jn 3:15-16,36; 5:24; 6:35,40,47,63; et
al.>. In both cases the combination of pre-existence and being sent

by God gives authority to the claims and offers each makes.

The ascent of Jesus seems somewhat more difficult to explain with
reference to Sophia. However, a closer examination of the Johannine
motif shows that the actual 'ascension' references are very few in
number, The assertion that Jesus will 'go up' (avoBative) is made only
in relation to the Son of Man sayings (3:13; 6:62), and by the risen
Christ in his command @o Mary Magdalene (20:17). Elsewhere, Jesus is
said to be 'going' (bmayw) to the place from which he has come (7:33;
8:14,21; 13:3,33; 14:28; 16:5,10,17>, but although this may imply a
return to the Father, it does not necessarily include the motif of
ascent. By the same token Jesus may be said simply to ‘'go away’
(nopevopar) in reference to his return to his home (14:2,3,12;
16:7,28>, a wusage which can hardly be construed as implying a

necessary ascent®?3,

With the exception of the three above mentioned passages, the
idea of an ascent as such is not present in John. What 1is clear,
however, is that the forthcoming departure of Jesus to the place of

his origin will be of benefit to the disciples in terms of salvation
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(14:2,3,12,28; 16:7>, in particular through the sending of the Spirit
(16:7), which 1is the very life of Jesus himself (20:22). If we
consider the direct references to ascent, we find that none is related
to the theme of salvation. In 3:13, the Son of Man's ascent to heaven
is significant insofar as it reinforces the veracity of his testimony
about heavenly things, the question of salvation being related instead
to the descent and sending in 3:16ff. In 6:62, the ascent seems to be
a matter of some offense, whereas the life-giving words of Jesus, who

descended and is present are the vital elements in salvation (6:63).

At the time of the writing of the Fourth Gospel, those practising
within the Merkabah mystical tradition sought, by means of a mystical
ascent into heaven, to obtain knowledge of the heavenly realmi®+.
Such knowledge would, of course, be considered as saving knowledge.
However, the Fourth Evangelist wants to stress the fact that it is the
descent of Jesus which is the vital clue to salvation. Jesus does not
need to ascend to find out about heavenly things because he has
already come down from above, where he existed before the foundation
of the world. Saving knowledge for the world comes through the
encounter with Jesus himself, not from ascent into heaven. However,
that saving knowledge will be more widely available precisely through
Jesus departure, a departure which may, but need not necessarily be

viewed as an ascent.

We should also note that Jesus' departure not only means
salvation for those who believe, but at the same time also implies
judgement for those who reject him (7:33; 8:14,21). Just as in the
Prologue the Logos/Sophia finds only rejection from 'his own' (1:10-

11), so too the rejection by the Pharisees means a withdrawal of the
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Son to the place where he was, and the consequent working out of
judgement (especially 8:21), Overall it must be said that John's
emphasis rests more on the descent of Jesus as the focus of salvation,
his going away being a supplement to this and to some extent a
guarantee of its continuing effect (i.e., through the coming of the

Spirit).

If we now return to the question of the relationship between
Jesus and Sophia at this point, we are in a better position to seek
adequate parallels. True, there is no real idea of an ascent of
Sophia in the Wisdom corpus, with the possible exception of 1 Enoch
42, Here we must also note Schnackenburg's caution:

The notion of Wisdom herself ascending to heaven is

not included and the passage to this effect in Enoch

42:1 has a different meaning, namely that Wisdom found

no resting-place on earth and returned to her place.

This is not a redemptive 'ascent', but a disappointed

withdrawaltés,
If we forget for a moment the insistence on a motif of ascent and look
instead at the idea of withdrawal, or going away, we find that there
are indeed similarities between Jesus and Sophia. Just as Jesus'
going away means Jjudgement on those who reject him, so too Sophia
abandons to their fate, those who reject her call and counsel.
Compare, for example, Jn 8:21 with Prov 1:28 -

%ya ombye xoi (ntioeté pe, xal €v T apapTiq OpdV

aroBavetabe (Jn 8:2D)

Cntﬁoouo{v pe xaxol xoi oﬁx eBpﬁoouctv (Prov 1:28b)

The same sentiment is also expressed in Sir 4:19, where Sophia's

presence is said to be removed from those who fail to keep her ways.
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That this idea was still current in Jewish circles around the time of
the writing of the Fourth Gospel is clear from the apocalyptic vision
of IV Ezra 5:9-10 -

Then shall reason hide itself, and wisdom shall

withdraw into her chamber, and it will be sought by

many but shall not be found, and unrighteousness and

unrestraint shall increase on eartht!8¢,
Not only is the withdrawal of Sophia from the world similar to that of
Jesus, but the result is to some extent parallel. Both bring about a
situation where they will be sought after by those who ought to have
known better, but will be unattainable, resulting in the abandonment
of the faithless to the consequences of their sin. What the author of
John appears to have added is the idea of the beneficial withdrawal of
Jesus Sophia: 1if Jesus goes away, then those who have believed and
accepted the revelation of God will receive the further benefit of his
continued presence in the form of the Holy Spirit. There is no hint
of such a spin-off from Sophia's withdrawal, but to deny John and the
Johannine community the creativeness of mind to interpret the Christ
event in this way would be, to use Dunn's words, "an implausible

evaluation, considering the distinctive character of the Gospel":®87,

We are dealing in John not so much with a motif of Descent -
Ascent, as with a Descent - Withdrawal (Going-Away) scheme, which may
certainly be seen as finding its roots in the Wisdom tradition. The
direct references to ascent are connected in two instances with the
Son of Man tradition, scarcely a dominant or peculiarly Johannine
theme in christology, and are different in character and application
from the 'going-away' material. The third ascent reference, 20:17, is

influenced by other traditions, notably that of the Lukan
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ascensiont®®, a connection made all the more probable by the well-
documented parallels between the Fourth Gospel and Luke!?®?, To reject
a Wisdom background to the Johannine Descent - Withdrawal scheme on
the basis of the lack of material in Wisdom Literature reporting an
ascent of Sophia is to misunderstand the Johannine scheme as primarily
one of Descent - Ascent, which essentially it is not!®°! The emphasis
in John, as also in Wisdom, is very heavily on the descent, which has
the aim of bringing the saving revelation and knowledge of God, a task
attributed previously only in this way to Sophia. The withdrawal
element is also a reflection of Sophia's reaction to her rejection,
but John, it would appear, has developed this in a new direction
through the introduction of a beneficial side to the withdrawal. This
is hardly surprising in the context of a Gospel which has at other
points so radically reinterpreted traditions already well established

in Christian circles!?®?,

Our aim here is, of course, to show that the Fourth Evangelist
has been influenced considerably by Sophia tradition in the shaping of
the Gospel's christological picture. We would not wish to make this
emphasis to the exclusion of all other influences, of which there
si.trely were several. Here, for example, the whole area of speculation
on divine agency, much wider than Sophia herself in Jewish thought,
and the concern for heavenly knowledge would have been important.
Nevertheless, we would assert that even in those areas where other
influences can be traced, there are still consistent evocations and
echoes of themes characteristic of Sophia. While the Fourth

Evangelist has modified the Descent - Going Away motif as found in
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Wisdom tradition, our surprise is less that 1t should have been

altered than that is should have been altered so little.

3.2.4.2.3 INTIMACY WITH GOD

It is obvious even from the most superficial reading of the
Gospels that John presents the relationship between Jesus and God in a
much more intimate way than do the Synoptics. So much so is this seen
to be the case, that the one text in the Synoptic Gospels which reslly
speaks of the closeness of their relationship, Mt 11:27=Lk 10:22, 1is
commonly known as the 'Johannine Logion'! The whole Gospel is woven
through with the theme of the unity of the Father and the Sontt2,
This is perhaps most clearly expressed through the idea of their
mutual love (3:35; 5:20; 10:17; 14:31; 15:9; 17:24-26), but is also
seen in their oneness of knowledge (1:18; 7:29; 8:55; 10:15; 17:25)>

and unity of will (5:19-30)173,

The focal point of Jesus' relationship with God is the love which
passes between them!®*. This is important as a basis for what the Son
does and reveals (3:35; 5:20), and it is founded on the Son's eternal
pre-existence (17:24-26). God's love for the Son can also be
expressed as a response to the Son's work (10:17), but this should in
no way be construed as a conditional response, being rather an
expression of "the bond of love that exists between the Father and the
Son: it involves the mission and obedient death of the Son"!%%. 1In
other words, the unity of love is expressed in a unity of will and
purpose. This is confirmed by the one instance in which the Son

expresses his love for God (14:31), that love being denoted as
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obedience to God's will: oaAA' (va Y8 o X60pO0G 8t &yan& TOV moTépa,

s b4 - <
xai xaBdg Eveteilatéd por o matdp, obteg mord.

Their unity of will is best expressed in 5:19-30, where the Son
declares that all he does is performed in obedience to God. His words
and works are not his own, but God's (3:34; 8:26; 9:4; 12:49). In
5:21 we see that there is an "exact parallelism"!'¢ between the will
of God and the obedience of the Son, and it is from this that the Son
derives the authority which he has over life and judgement!®7?, While
the love was based on pre-existence, the unity of will is based on his
having been sent (5:23), as is also the unity of knowledge which they

share.

In 8:55, Jesus' knowledge of God leads to his obedience to God's
will, a motif which is further illuminated by the mutuality of
knowledge expressed in the Parable of the Good Shepherd (10:15). Here
we find a combination of all three elements: Jesus knows that the
Father loves him, which leads to his willingness to lay down his life
for the sheep (10:14-18). The final stage of this is expressed in
17:25-26, where Jesus' knowledge of God and union with him will be the
foundation of love and knowledge being passed on to those who become
his disciples. They recognise that Jesus has come from God precisely
because of the knowledge of ‘'all things' (m&vra) which Jesus has
demonstrated (16:30). This demonstration has taken many forms
throughout the unfolding drama of the Fourth Gospel!®®, but it reaches
its high-point in the expression of the intimacy which exists between

the Father and the Son, and between the Son and the disciples. This
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in turn is based upon Jesus coming from above and withdrawing again to

the place of his origin (16:28).

When we consider the figure of Sophia and her relationship with
God we discover a very similar picture. She shares an intimacy with
God which corresponds to Jesus' relationship in terms of love, will
and knowledge. Just as God's love for the Johannine Jesus is rooted
in pre-existence, so too we see that the intimacy which existed
between Sophia and God began before the creation of the world (Prov
8:30~31). It might be objected at this point that Sophia's 'playing’
(eB¢pa(vm - Prov 8:30) before God is not the imagery used of Jesus'
intimacy with God in the Fourth Gospel, but as Lang has pointed out,
"joyful play in the presence of the Creator is an unmistakeable sign
of intimacy"t*??., In later Wisdom tradition this understanding of Prov
8:30~31 is confirmed, as God is specifically reported to love Sophia:

3 euyévemav SoEaler oupBimomv 8eof €xovoa

xoal O ndvtmv deonoTng nydnqoev av TV
(4 poomts Yé&p gotiv tfig o8 Beof emiotipung
xal orpetic TdV tpyov avtol (Wisd 8:3-4)

This text is particularly significant for our comparison with the
Johannine Jesus, because it not only mentions God's love for Sophis,
but also connects it with both our other themes, knowledge and will.
She is privy to the knowledge that is God's, and she participates in
his works. These themes appear also in their own right in the Wisdom
corpus. Sophia is frequently placed in parallel with knowledge (Prov
2:6,10; 3:19,20), and even offers it as one of her gifts (Prov 8:12).

More important still in terms of the intimate relationship between God

and Sophia is the knowledge which they have of each other. Sophia
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knows God because of her presence at creation (Wisd 9:9), and God

knows Sophia's origin and extent (Job 28:23,27).

Like the Johannine Jesus, Sophia also knows 'all things' (ndvta -
Wisd 9:11), a point which is underlined at other junctures in Wisdom
of Solomon (7:17-22; 8:8). Because of this knowledge of the intimate
things of God, Sophia, like Jesus, is in tune with God's will., While
the author of John attributes authority over 1life and judgement to
Jesus (Jn 5:19-25), the author of Proverbs allows this task to Sophia
(Prov 1:20-33). This theme 1s dramatically developed in Wisdom of
Solomon chapter 10, where Sophia becomes the force by which God works
out salvation history in Israel. As Willet puts it: "Wisdom is God in
action, God turned toward the world enacting his will among

humanity"2oo,

By now we may be able to see that Sophia's relationship with God
is not only parallel to that of the Johannine Jesus in some kind of
vague terms of intimacy, but much more so in very specific areas which
correspond almost exactly, namely love, knowledge and will. When
taken along with the many other areas of overlap which we have noted
between Sophia and the Johannine Jesus, this parallelism can hardly be
dismissed lightly as mere coincidence. Rather, we may interpret it as
another example of John taking up themes already present in the Wisdom
tradition, and developing them into a highly sophisticated
understanding of the relationship between Jesus Sophia and God. This
understanding was present already in the introduction of the Logos in
the Prologue and now finds its fuller outworking in the Gospel as a

whole.



-164—

However, there remains a problem with the intimacy question in
relation to our thesis that the Fourth Evangelist has consciously
sought to resolve the gender problem involved in identifying the
female Sophia with the male Jesus. Why 1is it that the Johannine
language describing the relationship is so heavily weighted down with
male imagery through the use of the Father - Son model? It is clear
from both the frequency of this language and the stated purpose of the
Evangelist (20:31), that “what is at stake for the Johannine community
is the full significance of the confession 'Jesus is the Christ, the
Son of God!"29t, But why must it be a Father - Son relationship which

the Fourth Gospel presents?

We have already seen that the actual relationship between Father
and Son itself probably depends heavily upon the Wisdom background
which we identified in the Logos concept of the Prologue. The breadth
of meaning contained in the title 'Son of God' has been well outlined
in the past2°2, but the Johannine identification of the Logos/Sophia
with the Son of God focuses this title much more sharply. Dunn

summarises:

By reading the Father-Son language in the light of the

Wisdom/Logos prologue, the range of options possible

in the title Son of God is narrowed dramatically.

Over against any who might be content with a prophet

christology, or a merely Davidic Messiah christology,

John insists unreservedly on a Wisdom christology2°®.
As we have seen, the choice of Logos as a title itself 1s already
determined by the gender of Jesus rather than by the content of that
title in pre-Christian Judaic thought, which content is virtually nil

anyway! Thus we should not be surprised at the adoption of 'Son'

language to represent the human maleness of Jesus. Indeed, Sophia can
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herself, on account of her gender, be referred to as the 'Daughter' of

God by Philo (Fuga 50-52), as we saw in the previous chapter.

Why then a concentration on a 'Father' language to describe God,
since the understanding of Sophia as equal to God lies so clearly at
the heart of the Fourth Evangelist's picture of Jesus and would
provide a vehicle for talking about God in female terms? The answer
probably lies in the insistence of early Christian tradition upon
Jesus' use of Abba-language to talk to God, particularly in prayer?°%.
The Johannine author retains three instances in which Jesus addresses
God in this way, 11:41; 12:27; 17:12°5. The extent to which Jesus may
have been conscious of a special kind of Sonship in relation to God
has been a matter of much scholarly debate2®¢, but there can be no
doubt that the Fourth Evangelist wants the reader to understand Jesus
as being so conscious throughout his ministry. Thus the Fourth
Evangelist stresses the relationship through a repeated use of the
very word which was most characteristic of Jesus' own prayers in the

memory of the earliest Christians, Abba (n&tep).

Having seen this, however, we do still have significant evidence
also from Wisdom tradition that this intimate language could be used
by the recipient of Sophia to address God. Those in whom Sophia

dwells may call God 'Father' and be themselves called ‘*Children’ of

God:

3 Enayyékkerat yviorv €xelv 6ecof
xail natda xvpilov eavtod dvopdler.
(16d) xail & alovedetar matépa Bebv (Wisd 2:13, 16d)

These lines are reported as statements hurled in abuse against the

'wise ones' by those who are unrighteous, but presumably they do
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reflect to some extent the claims made against those wise enough to
follow the teaching of Sophia in real life. More direct evidence of

calling God 'Father' appears also in other places:

ﬁ 8¢ of, mnatep, droxvfepvd mpoévora. . . (Wisd 14:3)
nopre natep xal 6ee (ofjg pov. . . (Sir 23:4
énexakeodpnv xbprov matépa xvpiov pov. . . (5ir 51:10)

It may well be, then, that a double influence has exerted itself on
the Fourth Evangelist's usage. While the relationship between Jesus
Sophia and God in the Fourth Gospel is in itself thoroughly based upon
that already known from the Sophia - God relationship, the language
owes its usage to a combination of the gender of the human Jesus, the
probable usage of the historical Jesus in prayer (Abba), and possibly
also the background of the disciples of Sophia who could address God

as 'Father'.
3.2.4.2.4 JESUS THE REVEALER

Since Jesus is privy to the knowledge of God, which is
otherwise unavailable to human beings, the principle task of his
mission is revelation. This was announced as a major theme in the
Prologue (1:18), where the whole purpose of the descent of the
Logos/Sophia is to make known (EEnyéopat) the things of God2°?., This
verse already indicates that Jesus' role as Revealer depends upon his

intimacy with God: & %v elc Tov x6Amov tof natpég is the one who

reveals God.

If Jesus is the one who has been sent by God and who shares in

the most intimate mysteries of God, what exactly does he reveal about
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God during his sojourn on earth? This question has continued to vex
scholars since Bultmann's famous assertion, that "Jesus as the
Revealer of God reveals nothing but that he is the Revealer"2°%. We
may attempt to put some flesh on the bones by saying that Jesus
reveals what he has seen and heard (3:11,32; 8:26,38,40; 15:15); he
reveals (gpavep6w) his glory (2:11); the works of God (9:3); God's name
(17:6,26). He is said to speak (AaAéw) what God has taught him (3:34;
8:28; 12:49-50), but in the end we are really just left with the bare
fact that Jesus 1is the Revealer. As Bultmann comments: "the
astonishing thing about it is that Jesus' words never convey anything
specific that he has seen with the Father"2°?, Everything which Jesus
does or says is, in fact, part of his revelation of God, for “he

speaks and acts constantly from within his oneness with God"2te,

The lack of content in Jesus' revelation is paralleled by an
unresolved mysteriousness about him during his ministry as Revealer.
People dispute his origin, some claiming to know (7:27), others
admitting they do not (9:29). He does not seek to relieve the
mystery, but heightens it by announcing that even those who think they
know, do not (7:28-29; 8:41-46)211, Both believers and unbelievers
fail to understand fully the message which Jesus brings (Nicodemus
(3:9]; the Samaritan Woman [4:11]; Philip [6:5-7]; Thomas [14:5]), and

as a person he remains something of an unsolved riddle.

Another aspect of Jesus' role as Revealer is the equation between
faith in Jesus and faith in God (12:44; 14:1). Unlike the Synoptic
Gospels, John uses niogtevery + eiq in connection with Jesus, or the
name of Jesus?t2, To believe in Jesus is to receive eternal life

(3:15,16,36; 6:40,47; 11:25-26), and to find one's needs cared for
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(4:50; 6:35; 9:38), but to believe in God also results in the same

thing (5:24)5.

In Wisdom thinking, Sophia is also seen as the focal point of
revelation: '"she makes God present for humanity"2:3, Again this
sounds rather vague, and that is exactly how it remains, for the
content of Sophia's revelation is no more concrete than that of the
Johannine Jesus. The closest Sophia comes to any concrete revelation
of hidden knowledge is in Wisd 7:17-22, but basically her role there
is as a reflection of God (Wisd 7:25-27), a role which is given to
Jesus in John 12:45; 14:9., The self-revelation of Sophia in Sirach 24
adds nothing in terms of content, instead merely effusing over her
qualities as fragrance, sweet food, and flowing abundance of water.
However, 1t is clear that at all times, what she imparts 1s what she

knows from her intimate relationship with God (Prov 8:22; Wisd 7:25-

28; Sir 24:8)21%,

Once again with Sophia we find the corollary to the vagueness of
her revelation in the dimension of hiddenness. The classic text is
Job 28:12ff, which struggles with the question of where Sophia may be
found. The answer 1s given in verses 23ff, when the author declares
that only God knows her comings and goings. Gordis remarks, that "it
is precisely the unavailability of Wisdom to man (sic) that 1s the
theme of the poem"2!5, and this continues to be a theme for later
Wisdom writers. There is a need to seek Sophia out (Prov 8:17; Wisd
6:12,14; Sir 4:13,17; 24:28-29), for she 1is somewhat elusive (Sir

6:22). Baruch also takes up the theme of Sophia's inaccessibility
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(Bar 3:15,22,24) before declaring that she is now embodied in the

Torah (Bar 4:1)21¢,

There is very little evidence which suggests that the Wisdom
writers saw Sophia as an object of faith, the nearest approximation

being Sir 4:16

€V epntateuoq xataxxnpovopﬁoex aotﬁv

xoi &v xataoyéoer Eoovrar oL yeveai avtof (Sir 4:16>
However, it is clear that they saw one's relationship to Sophia as
determinative in terms of one's relationship with God. To find her is
to find life (Prov 8:35; Sir 4:12), to serve her is to serve God, with
the reciprocal effect that those who love her are loved by God:

ot XatpeﬁOVTeg aotﬁv xgttoopyﬁcouctv ayie

xol TODG &yandvtag autﬂv ayan& o xvprog (Sir 4:14)
In Wisd 7:28 we reach a point where nothing other than the love of
Sophia will make a person acceptable to God: ovBev yap &yanq o 68edg €l
pj Tov coglgq ovvoixofvta. Those who are friends of Sophia are friends
of God (Wisd 7:14,27), a remarkably similar concept to that of Jn
15:13-15, where Jesus announces that those who keep his commandment

(13:34; 15:12) will be his 'friends' (pi{Aiov).

Once again we are compelled to admit that the relationship
between the Johannine Jesus and God, this time in the role of
Revealer, 1s strikingly similar to that occupied by Sophia in the
Wisdom corpus. Although the vocabulary of revelation may not always

coincide2t7?, the nature, function and basis of the relationship does

so at almost every point.
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Above all, the riddle of what it is that the Revealer reveals may
satisfactorily be resolved through the connection with Sophia, for
like her, Jesus Sophia comes simply to reveal God, not facts and

figures! Dunn summarises:

the revelation which Jesus brings seems to be so
limited precisely because what he reveals is not
information but, quite simply, God, that he is God in
his self-revelation?té,

Taking the above quote, for 'Jesus’' read 'Sophia‘’, alter the pronouns

to give God her appropriate gender, and we have a concise summary of

the revelatory appearances of Sophia in the Wisdom tradition!

3.2.4.2.5 ErQ EIMI

Our next motif which reflects the relationship between
Jesus and God in the Fourth Gospel brings us back to a subject on
which we have already spent some time, the éyé e{pt sayings. Apart
from the sayings with predications, which we have seen are influenced
by the Wisdom tradition, there are several occasions on which Jesus is
made to use the éyé s{pt as an absolute form (4:26; 6:20; 8:23,24,58;
13:19; 18:6,8)., This usage reflects the divine origin of Jesus in the
mind of the Evangelist, and is tantamount to making Jesus call himself
God, as has been well demonstrated from the O0ld Testament

background?t?,

Let us make some further observations on the manner in which
these absolute eyo eipt statements are made, particularly noting their
context. In every case Jesus' use of this title relies upon, or is
closely connected with some aspect of his relationship with God. 1In

8:58, the éyé etpt rests entirely on the declaration of his pre-
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existence (npiv ABpadp. D Earlier in the same chapter, Jesus

Sophia urges the people to believe that éyé eipt precisely on the
basis that what he teaches is 'from above' (éx T&v 4veo : 8:23), thus
basing his absolute claim on the descent motif B8:24). On three

occasions (4:26; 8:28; 13:19) the use of éy@ ezpt is closely connected
to the theme of intimate knowledge; twice Jesus Sophia shows knowledge

of individuals which can only be explained on the basis of his divine
insight (4:26 - the Samaritan woman's lurid past; 13:19 - Judas'
imminent betrayal), and once his intimate knowledge of the things of
the Father will cause people to know who he -is following his 'lifting-

up' (dydonte - .8:28).

The remaining four occurrences of the absolute eyé E;pt in the
Fourth Gospel <(6:20; 18:5,6,8) are all related to the shared 86ta of
the Father and Son. In 6:20 Jesus appears to the disciples walking on
the sea, and in the "traditional formula of greeting used by the deity
in his epiphany"22¢, identifies himself with an éyé glpL2et, The
arrest sequence of 18:1-11 provides us with a similar kind of
revelation of the awesomeness of the 36Ea of Jesus Sophia, where "the
myrmidons of the law shrink back and fall to the ground, as a man

sinks down before the epiphany of Deity"222,

Undoubtedly John's adoption of the éyé e{pt style of address must
owe something to the Old Testament tradition of the divine nanme,
firstly in Exod 3:14, but more explicitly in Deutero-Isaiah. However,
the content and authority of the statements lies much more in their
relationship to Sophia, whose influence on the themes of pre-
existence, descent, intimate knowledge and glory we have already seen

in the course of our investigation. That Sophia does not introduce
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herself with the predicate éyé eipt matters little, for she clearly
addresses her claims in first person style in Proverbs and Sirach. We
would thus conclude that Sophia's influence also played a considerable
role in the Fourth Evangelist's decision to give to the Johannine
Jesus that most distinctive of divine characteristics, the divine

name, éyé e{ptzzs.
3.2.4.2.6  HUMANITY AND DIVINITY

The final part of our investigation of the relationship
between Jesus Sophia and God concerns the question of humanity and
divinity. The words of Jn 1:14 already pose the question of the
relationship between Jesus the man and the divine origin he appears to
display throughout his ministry, the so-called 86ta. It is at this
point that we see most clearly the extent to which the Fourth
Evangelist has gone in the development of earlier Christian tradition
both as represented by the Synoptics and by Paul?2¢. As Dunn remarks,
however, "it is not so much the content of the Fourth Evangelist's
distinctive christology which marks him out, as the way in which he
formulates it"225, Thus, John is not stepping outside the tradition
of the earliest Christian reflection on the significance of Jesus
Christ, but is rather developing it in new ways to meet a changed and
still-changing situation, a situation in which the imminent parousia
has receded as a driving issue and the separation of Christianity and

Judaism has emerged as a burning one.

For our present discussion, the question is to what extent Sophia
influence has helped or even encouraged the development of the

christological picture in the mind of the Fourth Evangelist. In her



-173-

perceptive examination of the humanity of Jesus in John, Thompson is
able to conclude that, in the end, Jesus' "heavenly glory does not
simply overshadow the earthly reality nor does it shine through the
humanity of the earthly Jesus as a light through a transparent
veil"aze, There is then, a balance in the Fourth Evangelist's
presentation of the humanity/divinity of Jesus Sophia. But this is
already a development over against the Synoptics, who have a much
stronger emphasis on the humanity, even when we take into account such
motifs as the virgin birth and the 'supernatural' nature of some
miracles. In the relationship of the Father and the Son we have an
affirmation of Jesus' divine origins which is quite unparalleled in
the Synoptic accounts or even in Paul's adoption of Wisdom categories

to describe him.

This distinctive Father-Son relationship, however, is precisely
what we have interpreted as an outworking of Sophia christology,
announced in the Prologue and developed in the Gospel as a whole. The
affirmation of  Jesus' divinity derives directly from the
identification of him with Sophia, who was with God, and who we
believe, at least by implication from her activity and function in the
later strand of Jewish speculation, was God. So it is that Philo,
writing in the period leading up to the formation of the Fourth
Gospel, can describe Sophia as | 6eta copia, the image (pipnped of God
(QuisRer 127>, or even more commonly refer to the 8etog Aéyoq (Quisker
191; DeMut 116; DeFuga 97,101,108,137, et al.). The adoption of a
Sophia christology as the vehicle for explicating the nature of Jesus
Christ lent itself to the proclamation of his divine origin and nature
in a way which the Synoptics, from their viewpoint, could not.

Commenting on Jn 1:14, Ashton summarises thus:
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The writer's central insight is summed up here - the

identification of Jesus Christ, revered and worshipped

by Christians alone, with the figure of Wisdom. This

stems from the realisation, expressed throughout the

hymn, that the history of Wisdom has been re-enacted

by Christ: the divine plan seen at work throughout the

history of Israel has actually taken flesh in him?27.
What then of the humanity question? Can Sophia also be seen as in
some way influential in the presentation of Jesus Christ as the one
who became flesh? Commenting on the humanity of Jesus, Thompson says:

For the evangelist, the accent does not fall on Jesus'

‘pure and simple humanity’'. Rather 1t falls on the

peculiar path which Jesus walked - a path

characterized by love for his own which led ultimately

to his death - because the question the evangelist

faces is whether the Logos is indeed one with Jesus of

Nazareth. Inasmuch as the evangelist insists that one

must look at the path which Jesus walked to see the

revelation of glory, he insists that flesh constitutes

an indispensable aspect of that revelation22®,.
Thus it is this "peculiar path . . . which culminates in his death"Z2?2?
which is the characteristic feature of Jesus' gd&pf. Yet all the way
through we have seen that this path is one which is most clearly
illuminated when we shine on it the light of Sophia! It is Sophia who
loves '‘her own' (Prov 8:17,21; Wisd 7:28; Sir 4:14), who is no longer
to be equated with Torah but with Jesus Christ/Jesus Sophia (Jn 1:17
vs Sir 24:23; Bar 3:37-4:1) come v capxi¢. In our comments on Jn 1:14
we noted already that this development by the Fourth Evangelist of
identifying Jesus Christ with Sophia Incarnate was really only the
last step in a long line of development which saw her importance and
influence in the world growing in the Wisdom traditions. At least for
the author of the Fourth Gospel, in Jesus Christ she finally finds her

'dwelling-place’ on earth.
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Thus we may see that our understanding and interpretation of both
the humanity and divinity of the Johannine Jesus can be enhanced in

the 1light of elements already present in the Sophia traditions of

Israel.

3.2.4.3 JESUS THE TEACHER

We have observed that the mission of the Johannine Jesus is
primarily that of revealing what is known to him about God, or perhaps
more simply, of revealing God. Part of this revelation is carried out
through his role as teacher: indeed, this is the most common way in
which people address Jesus in the Fourth Gospel. He is called BaBBi
by his disciples, or potential disciples (1:38,49; 3:2; 4:31; 9:2;
11:8), as well as by the people generally (6:25)239, On other
occasions he 1is called 8i18d&oxahog, a direct equivalent of paBBt
(1:38), by his disciples (1:38; 3:2; 11:28; 20:16), an appellation
with which Jesus agrees (13:13,14). We shall look firstly at Jesus'
role as teacher, noting the authority on which he rests his teaching
and the effects which it has on those who receive 1it. Secondly, we
will look briefly at the ones who are taught, the disciples, though we
will be examining their role in much greater detail in our next
chapter. Lastly, we will examine another important Johannine concept
attached to the teacher-disciple relationship, namely that of

'abiding' (peveiv).
3.2.4.3.1 JESUS AS TEACHER

Jesus' authority as teacher rests upon his relationship to
God. He himself declares that his teaching is not his own, but is

from the one who has sent him (7:16-17). It is not a secret form of
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teaching, in the manner of Gnostic revelation, but is open for all to
hear who wish to do so (18:20). This is reflected in the places where
Jesus is sald to teach: in the synagogue (6:59), or in the Temple
court (7:14,28; 8:20; 18:20). He also makes 1t known to his
disciples, that the Spirit, which he will send, will continue in the

same tradition as Teacher (14:26).

In the first teaching episode in the Gospel (3:1-21), a contrast
is made between Jesus, the teacher who, by Nicodemus' own admission,
comes from God (3:2), and the Teacher of Israel, Nicodemus himself
(3:10>. In this sequence Jesus places the authority for his teaching
upon the fact that he has 'seen' these things of which he speaks: he
has come from heaven to reveal them. His teaching appears to consist
of the need for new birth in the Spirit (3:5-8) and of God's saving
love for the world (3:16ff), but as Bultmann points out, the real
scandal of what he says lies in his "claim that his origins are in

heaven, and it is this that man is called on to believe"23!,

When challenged about his miraculous work on the Sabbath (5:1-
15), Jesus again replies that the truth which he delivers is based on
his relationship with the Father, whose work he does and without whom
he can do nothing (5:19ff). In the following chapter, the Bread of
Life discourse, we again find that the claim to be this quality is
based on the fact that God has placed his seal on him (toftov ya&p o
nothp §c¢pdytoev 6 6e4g - 6:27). This pattern continues in every

instance where Jesus sets out to teach: his authority is clearly God-

given.
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It is worth stressing at this point the continuity between the
God-given foundation of the teaching and the Son's delivery of it. On
the basis of texts like Jn 14:28, it has been claimed that John's
christology tends toward subordinationism. When we take into account
what we have seen of the relationship between Jesus and God, their
shared intimacy, and now the continuity in their revelation and
teaching, we would want to echo Appold's rejoinder, that "John's
christology leaves no room for even incipient subordination®232.
Rather, using the traditions of Sophia, the Fourth Evangelist wants to
show,

the continuity between Father and Son, the continuity
of Wisdom/Logos: he is doing the same work as God
(5:17); his hand and the Father's hand are one (10:28-
29); he speaks with the authority of God (14:10)>233,

A notable effect of Jesus' teaching 1s that it brings about a
division among the hearers. Some believe and others refuse to
believe. Dodd calls chapters 2-12 "a story of sifting and
selection"23%¢, which leads to the emergence of a small group of
disciples who remain faithful and receive teaching in 13-16. This
division between believers and unbelievers takes place after nearly
every major incident in Jesus' ministry (2:11,23-25; 4:39-42; 5:18,46-
47; 6:15,60-61,66; 7:43; 8:30,59; 9:16; 10:19; 11:45-53>, and reflects
the persistent dualism which pervades the Gospel as a whole. For
those who deliberately and obstinately refuse to accept the truth
which Jesus teaches, the result is clear: they will die in their sin

(8:21). For those who accept and believe, the offer is eternal life.

Although we noted the difficulty of determining the content of

Jesus' revelation, it is clear that his invitation 1s open to all who
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will respond, and it is made entirely on his own initiative. On
several occasions he approaches people to make an offer: the Samaritan
Woman (4:7,10); the man cured on the Sabbath (5:14); the blind man
(9:35)., On other occasions his offer is directed to the crowd: the
bread of 1life (6:35,51); living water (7:37-38). Only rarely do
people seek out Jesus and when they find him they show a marked lack
of understanding, which is only cleared up at Jesus' discretion:

Nathanael (1:47ff); Nicodemus (3:1ff).

What of Sophia the Teacher? Nowhere is she directly addressed as
such, but there can be little doubt that her primary function is the
instruction of her disciples. Like the Johannine Jesus she rests her
authority as teacher on her relationship with God, and in particular
stresses her origin with him before the foundation of the world. This
is clear in Prov 8:22ff, where she first of all establishes her
credentials as the pre-existent helper at creation, then turns to
appeal to her children to listen to her words of wise teaching (Prov
8:32 - viiv 5§v, vié, donové pov). Again in Sir 24 she claims to be the
one who embodies the very words which God speaks (Sir 24:3)23%, and in
Wisd 8 her ability to initiate disciples into the knowledge of God
(Wisd 8:4ff) rests on the fact that God loves her (8:3)>. In all of
this we see that her authority for teaching has the same basis as that

of the Johannine Jesus.

Sophia's teaching is made publicly available to all who will pay
heed to it. She cries out in the public places such as the street,
the gate or the market place (Prov 1:20,21; 8:1-3). These are the
areas which: "constitute the arena of public life. . . . They are the

places where the careful observer can acquire knowledge. They are the
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places where speakers used to seek an audience"23¢. Some later Wisdom
tradition does not have Sophia appearing in such public places,
confining her activity to the Holy places (Sir 24:23), and ultimately
to the Torah (Bar 4:1). At first sight this later tradition might
seem closer to the Johannine Jesus' appearance in the restricted areas
of synagogue and Temple, but the availability of his teaching to the
people generally, and in particular to women, may represent a polemic
against the later Wisdom attempts to shut Sophia up in the Torah,
prefering the more open approach of Prdverbsz3?, It is in just such

open places that we have seen the Johannine Jesus teaching freely.

Like Jesus' teaching, Sophia's instruction brings a separation
between those who accept and those who reject 1it. This is most
vigorously expressed in the picture of the false woman, Dame Folly,
who appears in contrast to Sophia in Proverbs 7 and 9, and whose way
leads down to death. It can, however, simply be a refusal to listen
(Prov 1:24-25) which leads to an abandonment similar to that of Jn
8:21 (Prov 1:26-27). Following Sophia leads to life, while refusal to

follow leads to abandonment and death (Sir 4:18-19).

All in all, the pictures of Sophia and the Johannine Jesus in
their role as teacher overlap in both content (or lack of it!) and
function. In both cases it is the teaching role which is the primary
means of disseminating revelation. Their authority is God-given and
the effect of their teaching is to bring about a division leading to

life or death.
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3.2.4.3.2 THE TEACHER'S DISCIPLES

The whole issue of discipleship in the Fourth Gospel is a
complex matter. Unlike the Synoptic tradition we do not have an
individually named set of disciples who follow Jesus around and
interact with him in the various stages and individual acts of his
ninistry. In;tead we have three principle types of follower: a
shadowy group of folk called the paéntai, who appear at various points
but whose role is never quite clearly defined; the Beloved Disciple,
who appears only in the second half of the Gospel beginning at the
foot-washing scene in chapter 13, but who clearly holds a special
position in the mind of the Fourth Evangelist as a witness to the
Jesus tradition; thirdly, various non—-defined individuals,
particularly women, who interact with Jesus more than either of the
other éategories at crucial christological points of the Gospel. In
our next chapter we will hope to show that this third category
function as paradigms of true discipleship for the community whom the
Fourth Evangelist 1s addressing in the Gospel. Since we will be
examining this whole question in more detail later, for the moment we
will draw only some general conclusions as to the relationship between

the Johannine concept of discipleship and that of Sophia's disciples.

Brown has already noted a number of parallels between the call to
discipleship in the Fourth Gospel and that of Sophia's method of
seeking out her followers?38, Firstly we may note the way in which
the Johannine Jesus calls disciples: he seeks them out in public
places, be it the men of chapter 1 or the Samaritan woman of chapter
4. In the course of the final farewell speech to those who have been

chosen, Jesus makes it clear that it 1s on his initiative that they
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have been brought to the place where they are: oﬁx uﬁefg pe
PEeAEEaOBE, AN' dyd eEeheE&pnv Updg (Jn 15:16). So it is also with
Sophia, who appears in the public places to call out to people to
respond and follow her ways (Prov 1:20-21; 8:1-4; Wisd 6:16>. There
may even be a direct parallel between the idea of Wisd 6:16 and that
of Jn 1:47, Sophia seeking out those worthy of her, and Jesus Sophia
seeking out Nathanael, in whom there is no 8é)og. Certainly, both
Sophia and the Johannine Jesus are very open in their search and

appear to know exactly who thay want to be thelr disciples.

A second aspect of Jesus' call is that it is directed towards the
enlightenment of those who respond. As his friends they are called so
that they may know what Jesus is about «Jn 15:15) and they are
purified by the working of his word in them (Jn 13:10; 15:3>. In the
same way Sophia “"selects her followers by testing them, then revealing
to them her secrets (Sir 4:11ff; Wisd 7:12ff)"23%. In the end this
means that her disciples can also be called her 'friends' (Wisd 7:14;

8:18).

The relationship of teacher and disciples goes much deeper than
mere superficial friendship. Jesus loves those who love him and this
leads also to their being loved by God (Jn 14:21; 16:27). The promise
given to them is that he will come and dwell in them (14:23). This
again reflects what was already known of Sophia's relationship with

her followers, as we can see from a comparison of Sir 4:14 with Jn

14:21 -

ral TOvG &yan&vtag aﬁthv &yan@ o XOPLOG (Sir 4:148)
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o 8e &yau&v pe &Yanneﬂosxat nd 1ol nATPOG MOV
(Jn 14:2D
The indwelling of Sophia in those who love her is also a feature of
Wisdom of Solomon's understanding of the relationship between her and

those who follow her teaching (Wisd 1:4).

In all three of these aspects we may see that there is a very
close parallel between the call of Sophia and the resulting
relationship between her and her disciples, and the picture given by
the Fourth Evangelist of the Johannine Jesus and his disciples. Once
again, Sophia may well be seen as the inspiration for the Fourth

Evangelist's christological reflection.
3.2.4.3.3 THE MOTIF OF 'ABIDING' (Mveiv)

One of the commonest ways of describing the relationship
between teacher and disciples in the Fourth Gospel is through the use
of the verb pévstv24°. Indeed, well over half the appearances of this
word in the New Testament occur in the Johannine writings24!. In
other New Testament writings, particularly in Paul, there is a
parallel in the eV Xpiotd language, which implies a relationship which
"makes possible a quality of life which shows the character of
Christ"2+2, However, the word pévetv is never used by Paul, and the
Johannine usage 1s more closely connected to the intimate relationship
we have just examined between Jesus and God, which expresses the
“closest possible relationship between Father and Son"2¢2. It 1s from
this relationship that the disciple's closeness to Jesus and God
emerges, in such characteristic expressions as that found in Jn 15:10

- pevelte EV ff aydny pov, xoBdg éya. .. PEVO avtof (=108 matpdg) gv
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ff &ydny. This 'abiding' relationship is something dynamic between
Father and Son and between Father + Son - Disciple. As Dodd comments:
"It is nothing so external as mere obedience or imitation. It is the

sharing of one life, which is of course life eternal or absolute"2*¢,

This pattern of Father - Son - Disciple is important for
understanding the Fourth Evangelist's use of péVEtv. The Fourth
Evangelist sees their unity as dependent on a constant flow of love in
the direction indicated by our arrows. As far as the disciple is
concerned, to 'abide' means to keep the commandment which Jesus gives,
which commandment is based on the mutual love of the Father and Son
(15:9-12). This Son - Disciple pévexv relationship is also described
as ‘'bearing fruit' (15:4,5), which 1is only possible when the

disciples, as 'branches', are connected to the 'true vine' (15:1-4)

Where does this motif of 'abiding' stem from? In the 0ld
Testament there 1is a tradition which speaks of God's will,
righteousness or word abiding (Ps 33:11; 112:3,9; Is 40:8), but this
really bears little relation to the Johannine usage?*®. Much more
striking 1s the reference to Sophia, which talks of her 'abiding'
nature and her indwelling of her disciples, again based on her

relationship with God:

pla 8¢ oBoa névta dvvatat

xol pévovoa €V aﬁ;ﬁ T& ndvta xoivifer

Kol AT YEVEXG E€LG YOXAG Bciag petafativovoa

gthovg Beol xail mpogitag xaTaoxevALEr (Wisd 7:27)
Here we find all the main elements of Jn 15:1-17 combined: Sophia, who
abides in herself, which in the context of Wisd 7:22ff clearly means

she abides in God, is involved in a recreative work <(like the
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'pruning’ of the vinekeeper), by entering into the lives of the
disciples and making them friends of God (=Jn 15:14). We could
scarcely find a better functional parallel to the Johannine image than

that offered by Wisdom of Solomon here.

Thus we may conclude that the ‘'abiding' motif of the Fourth
Gospel, though obviously developed by the Fourth Evangelist to a
greater extent than the similar idea seen in traditions concerning
Sophia, shows signs of influence from the same background which we
have seen for Jesus' role as Teacher and the disciples' role as

followers, namely the traditions concerning Sophia and her disciples.

3.2.4.4 THE REJECTIOR OF JESUS

We have already touched on this issue at several points along
the way, but it is worthwhile drawing the material together in order
to see how the theme of rejection, announced in the Prologue (1:10-

11), works out in the Gospel as a whole.

It is Jesus' own people who reject him, making plans throughout
his ministry how they may be rid of him (5:43; 7:19,32,45-52; 8:37;
9:22; 10:31,39; 11:47-53; 12:37>. The whole Passion Narrative 1s an
account of the final rejection of Jesus, but the onus of
responsibility is placed on the 'Jews' (18:38-40; 19:6-16). The irony
is that the very ones who should have known better are the ones who

reject God in their midst.

It is the rejection of Jesus by his own people which leads to his
withdrawal (8:59), The withdrawal takes place of his own accord

(12:36), even when, in the case of the trial and execution, it appears
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that his withdrawal has been enforced (15:13; 19:11). Because the
'Jews' have rejected him, they will no longer be able to find him
(8:21), but those who have believed, experience that he is still

available to them in the gift of the Spirit (16:7; 20:22).

When we compare this with Sophia we find that she is also
rejected by those who should have known to accept her (Prov 1:24-
25,29-30; 8:36; Bar 3:10-11,23; I Enoch 42:1-2), and this leads to her
unavailability on account of her withdrawal from the world. This is
hardly an enforced withdrawal, but it leads to judgement on those who
rejected her, and in the case of I Enoch 42:3, to the appearance of
Iniquity in her place, a theme which is further developed in IV Ezra

5:9-11.

The theme of Jesus' rejection by his own people is a constant
theme in all the writings of the New Testament. What is important for
our study is the fact that John's interpretation of this rejection
shows signs of being constructed against the background of the
rejection of Sophia. It is one more tint from the Wisdom palette used

to embellish the growing picture of Jesus, Sophia incarnate.

3.2.4.5 JESUS AND THE LAW

From the moment that Jesus is set in contrast to the Mosaic
Law in the Prologue of the Fourth Gospel onwards (1:17), we have noted
several occasions on which the Fourth Evangelist's presentation of
Jesus as Sophia incarnate may be interpreted as a polemic against the
later Jewish Wisdom tradition concerning the confinement of Sophia to
the Torah. While other New Testament writers, notably Paul, conduct a

very explicit critique of Jewish adherence to the Law, it would appear
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that the Fourth Evangelist has chosen a more subtle approach to this
cornerstone of division between first century Jew and Christian.
Brown comments that, in contrast to Paul, "John does not treat the Law
as either a problem for Christians or as an enemy: 1t 1s simply
something that has been superceded by the great act of divine covenant
love in Jesus Christ (1:17>"24¢, Is there, then, an intended contrast
between Jesus and Torah in the Fourth Gospel, and if so, why has the
Evangelist chosen this more subtle challenge rather than a more direct

~ form of opposition?

Perhaps the best starting point in looking for an answer to these
questions lies in reminding ourselves of the context of the Fourth
Gospel. The arguments for a late first century dating of the final
form of John's Gospel are overwhelming2?*?, not least because the text
itself seems to presuppose a time after the exclusion of Christian
Jews from the synagogue (anocuvaywyog - 9:22)248, This being the
case, the situation of the Christian community has changed from that
addressed by Paul, namely, “whether the law was binding on sall
believers. . .Paul maintaining that those in Christ have been
liberated from the yoke of the law"z4?. For the late first century
Johannine community the question is much more: how can we come to
terms with the fact that what 'the Jews' claim for Torah, we claim as
part of our experience of who Jesus Christ was and is? Such a
question may be answered by presenting Jesus Christ in such a way that
his words and actions are seen and understood as replacing, or even
superseding what has been claimed for Torah: it need not involve a

direct or explicit confrontation.
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To what extent, then, may we see such a subtle polemic being
conducted in the Fourth Gospel? Much will depend on our understanding
of the initial reference to vépog in Jn 1:17. We have already noted
how this verse appears at the end of a Prologue to the Gospel which
has set out the claims of the Logos in terms which can readily be
equated with Sophia. We also saw that the understanding of who Sophia
was and of the extent of her influence varied, even among the later
Jewish Wisdom writers themselves. As Ashton comments in relation to
the difference between Sirach and the withdrawn Sophia of 1 Enoch:

There were alternative <(and opposing) views about

Wisdom held by at least some Jewish thinkers and these

are closer in certain respects to the spirit of the

Prologue which, while using terminology highly

reminiscent of Ben Sirach, resists any suggestion that

the wisdom who finally found a home on earth was to be

identified with the Torah2%°.
John's claim in 1:17 is that the Logos/Sophia has found a home ('taken
on flesh' [1:14)) in Jesus Christ, and that this may be verified by
the fact that two of the great characteristics of Sophia, yxdpig xai
d\iBera2St, are embodied in him. These terms, as Lindars reminds us,
"are revealed in the Law according to rabbinic exegesis"2%2.  Thus
what 1:17 shows us is a deliberate contrast between the old order -
law glven through Moses - and the new order - that by which the Law
may be characterised present in Jesus Christ. What is important for
our present thesis is the recognition that John chooses to make this
contrast through the use of material closely related to Sophia
tradition. We may therefore echo Dunn's assessment of Jn 1:17 -

Compared with the climactic revelation of Christ, the

revelation given through Moses, Sinai and the whole

wilderness period is deficient (3,9-15; 5,37-47; 6,35-

58; 7,14-24; 10,34-6). The Wisdom of God is present
in Torah, but present in fullness only in Christ.
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Christ, not the Torah, 1s the embodiment of divine
Wisdom, the incarnation of God's Word2s3,
Now if it is the case, as we have argued, that the polemic in the
Prologue is one of Jesus Christ = Sophia incarnate, over-against Torah
= Sophia contained <(confined?), we would expect to find further
evidence of similar polemic throughout the body of the Gospel. On
several occasions we have already seen this: Jesus Sophia the Bread of
Life rather than Torah as the embodiment of Manna; Jesus Sophia the
Light in contrast to Torah as such; as the Revealer, Jesus Sophia is
seen as accessible to all, rather than as inaccessible (Bar
3:15,22,24) or contaimed exclusively 1in the Torah <(Bar 4:1; Sir
24:23); as the great Teacher, Jesus Sophia rivals the same role
applied to Sophia in Sir 24:3, which is later related further to Torah
in Sir 24:23; in contrast to the shutting up of Sophia in Torah, Jesus
Sophia appears openly in the streets and public places, meeting with
all manner of people (including women and Samaritans). We shall go on
in the next chapter to see how this contrasting of Jesus Sophia with
Torah/Sophia is developed in the theme of New Wine at Cana (2:1-11);
as Living Water (4:10; 7:37-39), Jesus Sophia is contrasted with the
similar epithet applied to Torah; and in the response of Martha to the
word of Jesus Sophia rather than to the following sign, we will note a
parallel to the appeal to heed the words of Sophia entombed in the

Torah.

All of this points us to the strong possibility that the contrast
drawn between Jesus Christ and Torah in the Prologue and subsequently
in the body of the Fourth Gospel, is best understood when seen as a

development of the theme of Jesus as Sophia incarnate. For John, the



-189-

true (&qutvég> Sophia may be seen incarnate in Jesus, "while the

Torah offers only the shadow"25¢.

3.2.4.6 JESUS AND THE SPIRIT

As in many other areas of the Fourth Gospel, the Fourth
Evangelist has also developed a distinctive understanding of the Holy
Spirit. Over against other New Testament descriptions this is shown
both in the adoption of a singularly individual name, napéxintog?ss,
and in the quite different understanding of the way in which the
Spirit was given to the disciples (Jn 20:22 vs Acts 2:1ff). The
search for the Johannine usage has often tended to concentrate too
much on the discovery of a background for the word mapdxintog?$¢ and
not enough on examining the function of the Spirit in John. We shall
place our emphasis more on this search for parallels to the function,
since it is quite possible that the Fourth Evangelist only used in

napéxintog a term which already existed in the community to describe

the Holy Spirit2s7?,

The first thing we may notice about the Fourth Evangelist's
presentation of the work of the Holy Spirit is that it is identical
with that of Jesus: "indeed, we can put it more strongly, he continues
the presence of Jesus"258, Their unity begins with their origins,
since both are seen to be from the Father (3:16 - the Son; 14:16 - the
Spirit). It continues in a unity of purpose, which is climaxed in
20:22 by the gift of the Spirit to the disciples through the action of
Jesus breathing upon them. Given the association between life and
breath in the 0ld Testament, both English words being translated by

the same Hebrew word T]1 7 , we may see that in this portrayal, the
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Fourth Evangelist wants us to see the gift of the Holy Spirit as the
gift of the continuing life of Jesus in the life of the believer. The
presence of God's I] 1.7 at creation also lends credence to the
idea that "John 20:22 means that thé disciples are reborn and given
power for the new apostolic service of God in a re-creation scene"259,

Indeed the motif of rebirth is already connected in the Fourth Gospel

with the Spirit in 3:52¢9,

The Johannine Holy Spirit is also the nmvefpa tfig annBefoag (14:17;
15:26; 16:13), in parsllel to Jesus who is the 'truth' (14:6), the
'true' Bread, etc., as we have noted already. In this role, the Holy
Spirit will teach the disciples as Jesus himself has done (14:26),
causing them to remember his words. The words which the Spirit
speaks, however, will not be self-inspired, but will be those which
have already been 'heard', in the same way that Jesus reveals what he

has seen and heard (Jesus - 5:19; 8:28; Spirit - 16:13-14).

The Johannine Holy Spirit comes to dwell in the believer, using
that favourite Johannine word, péVStv (14:17>. Since we have already
seen how important this word is for the community, summing up the
Father -+ Son - Disciple relationship, we can see that there is every
justification for declaring that "the personality of Jesus has become
the personality of the Spirit. . . (affording) an immediate and direct

continuity between believers and Jesus"261,

Now when we begin to ask after the origins of this Johannine
concept of the Holy Spirit, we must immediately be struck by the fact
that all the elements of overlap between Jesus and Spirit 1in the

Fourth Gospel are things which we have already identified as having
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come under the influence of Sophia tradition: indeed, as being very
much rooted in Sophia tradition. They are both sent by God; are bath
bearers of truth; both indwell their disciples. In particular, in
relation to the disciples, we notice the re-emergence of the theme of
creation (20:22), a theme so closely tied in Johannine thinking to the
role of the Logos/Sophia in the Prologue. It would be fair to say in
the light of this that the continuing life of the Spirit is the

continuing life of Jesus, that is Jesus Sophia, in the world2sez,

We noted in passing before that there is a connection made in
Wisdom literature between Logos, Sophia and Pneuma?¢3, all three
appearing together in Wisd 9:1-2,17. Since the Fourth Evangelist is
drawing so heavily upon Wisdom traditions in the picture of Jesus
Christ, it 1is highly 1likely that this interchangeability of
terminology was know:rto her/him. Of course, the Evangelist would also
have known of the gift of the Spirit from wider Christian tradition
towards the end of the first century, but it may well be helpful for
our understanding of the Fourth Gospel's particular portrayal of the

Spirit's role to look at it again in the light of Sophia tradition.

It may also be worthwhile noting in relation to the peculiarity
of the Johannine word map&xintog, that at least one other Jewish
writer familiar with Wisdom tradition and living in the first century
of the Christian era uses the word frequently'— our old friend Philo,
who uses it on numerous occasions2é%, His usage, however, 1is not

directly related to Sophia, nor indeed to Pneuma2¢?%,
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We may say in conclusion, then, that the Johannine Holy Spirit
may be seen as nothing other than the continuing life of Jesus Sophia

in the believer, in the world.
3.2.4.7 THE IHMEIA OF JESUS

Another distinctive feature of the Johannine presentation of
Jesus' ministry is the use made of the term onpetov to describe
miracles performed Sy him. While the Synoptics do use the term, they
do so only in a negative way to berate those who come to see miracles
for the sake of them (Mt 12:38-39; 16:1-4; Lk 23:8): "the motives and
character of the generation that seeks it"2¢¢ are questioned and
condemned. At first sight the Fourth Evangelist's attitude seems
somewhat ambiguous towards the onpei& on the one hand, some are
upbraided in Synoptic style for seeking miracles (4:48 onpela xat
tépata; 2:18; 6:30), or are not trusted because of such belief (2:23-
24; 6:26). However, others clearly do believe because of the signs
and are accepted as having done so (2:11; 4:53). This apparent
ambiguity, however, does not mean that the Fourth Evangelist wants to
denigrate the onpeia in themselves, but rather that she/he points to
the ambigulity of the responses which people make to them?¢?. To some
the onpela bring blessing, even faith: to others, Jjudgement, or

unbelief.

There is some discussion as to the number of onpeila in the Fourth
Gospel, as also about their origin2é¢é. The most likely origin of the
onpeid as far as the Fourth Evangelist is concerned, is some form of
pre-Johannine onpeia-source2¢?, but the composition and order of this

source is a matter of some discussion?7?. Although only two signs are
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actually ennumerated in the Gospel, it 1is 1ikely that six main
miracles belonged to the collection: the wine miracle at Cana (2:1-
11); the healing of the royal official's son (4:46-54); the healing at
Bethsaida (5:1-17); the multiplication of the loaves [probably
including the walking on the water] (6:1-21); the healing of the blind
man (9:1-41); the raising of Lazarus (11:1-44)27%, Clark argues that
to this 1list should be added also the greatest onpetov of all, the
hour of Jesus' glorification, his death and resurrection, as a seventh
sign "both fulfilling and surpassing the first six which point to
it"272, Although some might want to dispute this, Fortna is sure that
at least at onpeia-source level, the resurrection of Jesus was seen &as

the "last and greatest of his Christological deeds"273.

What then is the purpose of these signs in the Fourth Gospel?
Are they meant to prove Jesus' identity? Do they really, in
themselves, elicit faith in Jesus? Certainly K#semann sees them as
“'proofs' of divine power"27¢, but acknowledges also that they are
still ambiguous and do not convince all who see them, Bultmann, who
sees the faith aroused by the sign as inadequate in Johannine terms,
points out that "in reality faith should not have to rely on
miracles"27s, a view informed by Jn 4:48 and 20:29. Thompson,
however, wants us to look again at why the Fourth Evangelist would use
signs if they were not pointers to Jesus. GShe comments:
Not only is it important to know that Jesus did signs,
but it is also important to know what signs he did.
Because the individual signs establish more
specifically who he is (bread of life; 1light of the
world; resurrection and life), their materiality can
scarcely be considered a stumbling-block to faith, or

even merely irrelevant to it. John is not so much
concerned with the simple fact that Jesus did signs;



~194-

he is much more concerned with the particular signs
that Jesus did27s,

Bearing this comment in mind, let us now turn to look at the
Sophia tradition as a background for the Fourth Evangelist's
understanding of the onueix and their use in the Fourth Gospel.
Douglas Clark has shown ihat in Wisdom of Solomon 11-19, in the re-
interpretation of the Exodus tradition under the influence of Sophisa,
the original ten plagues visited upon Egypt have been reduced to six
‘ordinary' plus one 'extraordinary' signs2??7. He bases his use of the
word 'sign' to describe Sophia's actions on the appearance of the word
onpetiov in Wisd 10:16 -

eioﬁéeev e{g yoxiv Gepdnovtag xueiou 4

ol avtéatn PBaoirelorv gofepolg ev Tépaor xal onperorg

(Wisd 10:16)
This text, of course, refers to the work of Moses, who under Sophia's
inspiration defeated Pharaoh??#. It might on this evidence alone seem
a very slender link to describe the plagues in Wisd 11-19 as onpeia
under the influence of Wisd 10:16, especially as this is all the
evidence which Clark brings. However, if we look more closely at the
tradition which is being adapted by the author of Wisdom of Solomon,
we find much more compelling evidence to support Clark's thesis. For
when we look at Exod 4:8,9,17,28,30, we find that the word onpetov is
used repeatedly by the LXX writer to report Moses’' miraculous work in
calling down the plagues. This adds considerable strength to Clark's
argument and allows us to identify the inspired works of Sophia in
Wisd 11-19 as onpeia with more confidence. Whether or not the author
of Wisdom of Solomon actually intended the reader to understand the

miraculous deeds of Sophia as onpeia or not, on reflection we may see
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that the possibility was there for someone, perhaps even the Fourth
Evangelist, to recognise them as such in the 1light of the Exodus

tradition.

Clark goes on to compare the six plus one signs of Wisdom of
Solomon with the six plus one of the Fourth Gospel??’%. He finds a
number of very convincing parallels between the ‘signs' in the order
in which they appear in the Gospel. For example, the first sign, Wisd
11:5-14, concerns the undrinkable water of the Nile and the gift of
drinkable water to the Israelites in the desert journey. Comparing it
with the wine miracle at Cana, he finds that in both cases the
"transformation renders the water more drinkable"28°. However, some
of the comparisons which he makes are rather stirained, especially
'signs' two and three, suggesting that in his enthusiasm to make the
point he has stretched the evidence further than it is possible to go

with any degree of security.

Since we have already seen numerous ways in which the Fourth
Gospel's Sophia christology parallels the traditions of Wisdom of
Solomon, this further connection seems to strengthen the claim that
the Fourth Evangelist may well have known and used that book as part
of her/his background material. Even if we allow that the Evangelist
used an already existing onpeia source, it may very well either have
been considerably re-worked in the 1light of Sophia traditions
contained in Wisdom of Solomon, or else already have contained hints
of that tradition. Once again, Sophia's influence can be traced
behind a major feature of the Fourth Gospel's presentation of Jesus
Christ. Jesus Sophia performs his onpera in parallel to those

attributed to Sophia, culminating like hers in the deliverance and
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salvation of the people: through the drowning of Pharaoh's charioteers
and the miraculous availability of a crossing for the Israelites in
the sea in Wisd 19:1-9, and through the death and resurrection of
Jesus in John 18-20. Ashton's comments on the relationship of Wisdom
of Solomon 11-19 to the Prologue of John are also applicable here:
"with this portrayal of wisdom as the active agent in salvation
history. . .the stage is set for her transformation into the Johannine

Logos'"281t,

3.3 SOPHIA_AND THE JOHANNINE JESUS

We have now considered a wide range of themes, rehearsed in the
Prologue and developed in the body of the Gospel, which may be seen as
reflecting the influence of Wisdom thought and in particular the
figure of Sophia, on the Fourth Evangelist's understanding of
Jesus282, In doing so we have seen that the Prologue's introduction
of the Logos/Sophia 1is no unconnected preface, but is actually a
preparation for the presentation within the Gospel as a whole of a
Jesus who 1is the embodiment of that Logos/Sophia. All the major

themes of the Prologue are worked out in the ministry of Jesus Sophia.

Thus we may see that there is hardly a Johannine theme which does
not reflect the influence of Sophia to one degree or another, although
in some instances the author has naturally developed what 1is said of
her in new ways to meet the experience of the community to which the

Gospel 1s addressed.

We have been able to point to a number of areas where Sophia's
influence may be identified, which have not previously been recognised

or given their full weight in discussions of her relationship to the
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Johannine Jesus. The éyé eipt sayings were shown to be more
thoroughly rooted in Sophia speculation than merely touched by it.
Several new elements in the relationship between Jesus and God the
Father were identified as showing signs of Sophia‘'s influence. The
Descent-Going Away motif may perhaps be more clearly understood when
viewed against a Sophia background and when the emphasis on ascent as
such is dropped in favour of the idea of 'going away'. The enigmatic
Revealer, who reveals only God, begins to make more sense also when
viewed in Sophia's light. The content and authority of the absolute
éyé eipt, a theme clearly derived to some extent from the Old
Testament tradition concerning the name of God, was further clarified
also with reference to Sophia, as were elements of the interpretation
of the humanity/divinity question. In addition, we were helped in our
understanding of the Fourth Evangelist’'s presentation of the Spirit,
through its very close identity with Jesus Sophia in the Fourth Gospel
and through the overlap in meaning between Logos -+ Sophia - Pneuma in
Wisdom literature, by the background material in the Sophia tradition.
Lastly, we saw how even the onpeta material, pre-Johannine though 1t
most probably is, may well have been re-interpreted under the

influence of the 'signs' attributed to Sophia in Wisdom of Solomon.

While it would be wrong to deny that other influences have been
at work in the process of the formation of Johannine christology as we
now know it through the Gospel, we can nevertheless see from our
‘survey, that the Fourth Evangelist, at almost every turn, has found in
Sophia tradition useful material to help clarify our understanding of

Jesus Christ. Thus, Johannine christology is truly a thoroughgoing
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Sophia christology: Jesus Christ is none other than Jesus Sophia

incarnate.

We need, then, now to re-open the question which we posed towards
the beginning of the chapter: why does John never make an explicit
connection between Jesus and Sophia? If it was intended that the
reader should indentify Jesus with Sophia, would not the easiest way
to ensure this have been through a direct statement like, for example,
éy& 81p1 ﬁ gopia? Yet this is clearly not the approach which the
author has adopted, as the absence of any word of the ocogég/copia
group shows. There must be some important reason for the adoption of
the more subtle presentation of Jesus as the embodiment of Sophia. We
hope now to uncover that reason and at the same time to find some
pointers to the solution of another Johannine mystery, namely the

disappearance of the Logos.

3.3.1 JESUS AND SOPHIA : A GENDER PROBLEM RESOLVED?

The author of the Fourth Gospel was perhaps more conscious of
the gender of the human Jesus than we generally have been willing to
concede. In a Gospel which puts such stress on Iincarnation, the
'becoming-fleshness' of Jesus, to use the figure of Sophia, clearly a
woman in the Wisdom literature and tradition, as an appropriate
vehicle for exegeting that event meant a problem of gender. How could
the man Jesus be seen as the embodiment of the woman Sophia? This is
almost certainly the way in which John sees Jesus, yet the direct

identification of Jesus with Sophia cannot be made, because Jesus is a

man.
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It is difficult for us to know precisely what was in the mind of
the Fourth Evangelist, but at least from our perspective we have
produced sufficient evidence to suggest that the way in which the
author got around this problem was both ingenious and sophisticated.
The title Logos 1s used in the introduction to present Jesus, "the
immanent Son who makes the transcendent Father visible"283. Yet the
Prologue is, at the same time, an introduction to Jesus as Sophia, the
feminine face of God. The rest of the Gospel then goes on to outline,
in discreet but emphatic fashion, the ministry of Jesus Sophia. This
essential and fundamental influence from the figure of Sophia, can
very well help us to make progress toward wunderstanding the
relationship between the Prologue and the rest of the Gospel. Nowhere
is it possible to find a Logos in either Jewish or Greek thought who
functions 1in precisely the same way as the Jesus who stands at the
centre of the unfolding drama of the Fourth Gospel. Yet the themes of
the Prologue are manifestly worked out in the body of the Gospel. In
the figure of Sophia we may find the vital link in the author's mind
between Prologue and Gospel. The Logos is Jesus Sophia, whose life
and ministry mirror so much of the experience previously attributed by
the Wisdom writers to ©Sophia. Of «course, the history of
interpretation of the Fourth Gospel shows that the patriarchal
interpreters have chosen to ignore this subtle shift, preferring to
compress the feminine expression of the Godhead into the all-male
picture of Jesus: the man who makes the heavenly Father known! But
was this understanding really what the author of the Fourth Gospel,
who consistently wants to bring an understanding of Jesus as the

incarnation, the embodiment of Sophia, intended? Our findings may at
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least cast some doubt upon this, and allow us to redress the balance

from our perspective today.

Having attempted to establish that the Gospel is a presentation
of the life and ministry of Jesus Sophia, we must now go on to ask
what concrete evidence may be brought forward from the Gospel to
support the thesis that the author has made a deliberate switch to
accommodate the problem of aligning the female Sophia with the man
Jesus. If John wishes to maintain the feminine aspect of the divine
in Jesus, is it not reasonable to expect that there would be some
evidence of this, for example, in 'feminine' aspects of the Gospel. A
brief glance at the Fourth Gospel shows that women do play an
important role in the ministry of Jesus Sophia. Why is it that John
develops the interaction between Jesus and women in a way in which
none of the other Gospels, not even Luke, really comes near to doing?
Why is it also in the encounter between Jesus and women that many of
the most significant Christological revelations and statements are
made? Is there evidence that these stories about women were
themselves influenced by that same Sophia tradition? These are

questions to which we must address ourselves in the next chapter.

It is perfectly plain to see that Jesus was a man, but the Fourth
Gospel allows us the possibility of understanding that this maleness
is not an ontological statement about the nature of God28*. Just as
Sophia could express the feminine face of God without making God into
a woman, so too the male figure Jesus does not make God into a man.
In Jesus we are supposed to see the fullness of God revealed, and that
includes both male and female, but within the obvious limitations of

the human body in terms of gender! John may thus be seen as already
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anticipating the problems of the second century: what is not assumed
cannot be redeemed. If Jesus is mere man, what happens to the other
half of the human race? Yet the point of John's Wisdom Christology is
precisely that Jesus Sophia is not mere man, but rather the
incarnation of both the male and the female expressions of the divine,

albeit within the limitations of human flesh2é$,

Johnson goes on to draw some christological conclusions from this
recognition, conclusions which John not only leads to, but to which,
we would want to assert, we are 1intended to come, through the

deliberately close identification made between Jesus and Sophia:

If the deity of Christ is the deity of Wisdom
incarnate, then to recognize the deity of Christ is to
recognize that in Christ God manifested herself, her
power as Creator, her love as Saviour, in a full and
final way. The gender particularity of Jesus does not
reveal that God must be imaged exclusively as male.
In Jesus Christ we encounter the mystery of God who is
neither male nor female, but who as source of both and
Creator of both in the divine image can in turn be
imaged as either. Through wisdom christology we see
that their saving power and love are poured forth in
the world through this crucified human being - a
coincidence of opposites in every dimension2®é,

We must go on in the next chapter to ask what tangible results this
has for the relationships which Jesus Sophia has with those
encountered during the earthly ministry, and see the ways in which the
Fourth Evangelist's use of the figure Sophia has influenced the

picture of those relationships.

3.3.2 THE DISAPPEARANCE OF THE LOGOS

Our findings in this chapter may also point us to a possible

solution to an age-old problem of Johannine exegesis: the mysterious
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disappearance of the Logos. Why is the Johannine Jesus introduced so
dramatically as the Logos in the Prologue, but then never again
referred to as such in the rest of the Gospel? On the basis of our

observations we offer the following proposal.

Having introduced Jesus as the Logos/Sophia, the author proceeds
to present him within the Gospel as Jesus Sophia in action. The Logos
is not important as a title in itself, being merely a vehicle by which
it i1s possible to introduce Sophia incarnate as a man. To state this
in the Prologue is sufficient, for the rest of the Gospel is both an
exposition of the thémes announced in the Prologue and at the same
time an unfolding tale of Jesus Sophia's interaction with the world.
Qutside of the Stoic tradition and the philosophical framework of
Philo, neither of which can be shown with any kind of certainty to
have been influential in the formation of the Fourth Gospel, the first
century reader had no background picture of a 'Logos' against which to
understand the Johannine Jesus. But there was Sophia, whose intimacy
and continuity with God could provide a clear pattern for the
relationship between Jesus and God as portrayed in the Fourth Gospel.
This intimacy was the root of all speculation on Sophia, just as it
was the foundation stone of the Johannine community's understanding of
Jesus Christ. Having set out the terms in the introduction, Jesus the
Logos = Jesus Sophia, the author goes on to portray the life of Jesus
Sophia lived in intimate communion with God. This finds expression in
the Father-Son relationship, which dominates the Fourth Gospel's
Christolagy. This relationship takes its terms not from the gender of
God, but from that of the earthly Jesus. Thus the Logos disappears

after the brief introduction for two reasons. Firstly, it is merely a
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vehicle accomodating the introduction of Jesus Sophia, whose progress
is then mapped throughout the Gospel and 1is therefore immediately
dispensable. Secondly, it gives way to a more adequate description of
the intimacy of the Jesus Sophia - God relationship appropriate to the
human gender of Jesus, namely that of the Father - Son language in the

Fourth Gospel.



GHAPTER FOUR

WOMEN IN THE GOSPEL OF JOHN

Our investigation of the influence of Sophia traditions on the
Christology of John's Gospel has led us to see that the differences in
style, language and content between the Fourth Gospel and the
Synoptics goes much deeper than we would notice on the level of a
superficial reading. The Fourth Gospel is indeed an extremely complex
and sophisticated presentation. of the claims of Jesus Sophia
incarnate. Since the focal point of the Gospel is the christological
claims of Jesus, we shall now ask if this influence of Sophia in that
crucial realm bears also on other features of the Gospel as a whole.
Since we have been stressing that the Fourth Evangelist may have been
conscious that the gender of Jesus and that of Sophia posed a problem
in terms of direct identification, and have offered an interpretation
of how this was tackled through the medium of presenting a Jesus
Sophia who is a unique blend of the male and female (Jesus is a man
who exhibits all the characteristic traits of the woman Sophia), we
are now interested to view in detail anything which might be seen as
unusual over against other New Testament traditions in terms of gender
roles within the Fourth Gospel as a whole. We turn to this task
through an examination of the role of women as characters in the

Fourth Gospel.

Among the more notable features of John's presentation of the
earthly ministry of Jesus Sophia is the prominent role played by women
throughout. Indeed, when one compares the Fourth Gospel with the
other three, it becomes clear that almost all of the stories involving
women are unique to that Gospel, even if the characters involved

appear elsewhere. What is even more striking is the frequency with
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which these stories involving women occur 1in the context of a
significant christological statement. A woman 1is present at the
beginning of his ministry [2:1-11]; 1t is to a woman that the Messiah
first reveals his true identity [4:26]; it is a woman who first makes
the true confession of Jesus as the Christ (11:27]; it is a woman who
anticipates the sign of true discipleship in the anointing of Jesus'
feet [12:1-8); the women are found to be faithful to the end at the
cross [19:25-271; and finally it is to a woman that the Risen Christ
first makes himself known. Thus we can see that throughout the
Gospel, women feature at some of the most important points, often, as
we shall see, to the exclusion of the male disciples and certainly in
a better light than them. We shall now begin to examine each of these
incidents in turn to ascertain the significance of each within the
Gospel and to determine the relationship each bears to the christology

presented by the Fourth Evangelist.

4.1 JESUS SOPHIA AND HIS MOTHER, AT CANA (Jn 2:1-11)

At first sight the story of the appearance of Jesus at the
wedding of a friend in Cana seems an inauspicious beginning for a
consideration of the effect of Sophia christology on the role of women
in the Fourth Gospel. The brief, but blunt dialogue between Jesus and
his mother in verses 3-4 might lead us to the conclusion that the
Johannine Jesus had little time for women in his ministry, especially
if he could dismiss his own mother with such apparent aloofness.
However, a proper examination of the text and 1its context may well

open our eyes to quite a different conclusion.
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The Wine Miracle at Cana 1s an important landmark 1in the
unfolding drama of the Fourth Gospel for several reasons. Firstly, it
is the initial act of Jesus' public ministry, what the author calls
the first onpetov, and thus of particular interest for understanding
what follows in the rest of that ministry. Secondly, following as it
does hard on the heels of the ‘call’ issued to Nathanael and the
promise given to him of ‘'greater things' to come (pérlw todTav by
1:50), it must be seen as an important pointer to that promise.
Thirdly, the opening line of the story indicates that 1t occurred tff
ﬁpépq ¥ tpity, which, given the significance of this phrase in early
Christian proclamation!, must point to a special significance in the
miracle itself. From the point of view of our particular interest, it
is important also that the opening 'sign' offers the first opportunity

for the appearance of a woman in relation to Jesus Sophia.

The text itself seems to be based on a traditional miracle story,
possibly from a "signs source"2, which has been the subject of
redactional activity. It is not the purpose of this present study to
discuss the merits or demerits of such a theory, but it may provide an
important insight into the way in which the final compiler of the
Gospel understood both the miracle itself and the role of Jesus'
mother in it. We note, for example, that many commentators suggest
that the dialogue between Jesus and his mother in 2:3-4 was not part
of the original story, but has been inserted by the redactor in order
to serve a theological/christological purpose®: such a purpose would
be of obvious interest to our present investigation, and matters of

this sort will be discussed as they arise in the course of our

examination of the story.
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4.1.1 EXEGETICAL COMMENTS

The opening temporal reference <(tff Huépq tff TpiTn) of 2:t
presents a problem when read as a mere chronological marker in the
sequence started in 1:29,35,43. Various attempts have been made to
reconcile the dating of chapters 1 - 2, most seeing it as a sequence
making up a 'week', so that the first miracle occurs on the first day
of the week*. While these attempts are interesting, it is much more
likely that the reference to the third day is meant to be understood
as the Day of Resurrection®, the day on which the SéEa of Jesus 1s
revealed®. The intention would then be to indicate the purpose of the
ministry upon which Jesus now embarks, to reveal the 38ka which will
ultimately become established through his death and resurrection.
Although Schnackenburg feels such an interpretation goes "beyond what
can be gathered from the narrative itself"’, two things are in its
favour. Firstly, the onpetov reaches its goal in 2:11 with the
revelation of Jesus' 86ta, which in turn elicits belief on the part of
the padntaf. Secondly, the following pericope about the attack on the
Temple specifically mentions the 'three days’' as the period in which
Jesus would be 'destroyed and rebuilt'. Thus, although the Fourth
Gospel does not refer to the resurrection itself as taking place on
the third day, it was clearly understood in these terms by those in
the Johannine community responsible for the Gospel who reflected on
the ministry of Jesus after the event (2:22). The reference to tff
Apépq tf tpity in 2:1 becomes unnecessarily difficult when treated as
just another chronological marker, being better understood as setting

the tone for both the miracle and ministry of Jesus Sophia which

follow.
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The appearance of the pofntai in 2:2 poses another problem: to
whom does John refer? Unlike the Synoptic tradition, we have no
record of a call of the 'Twelve', although they do suddenly appear out
of the blue in 6:67ff, More likely we should regard 2:2 as a
reference to those called in 1:35ff%, although it may also be possible
that they stand here in some contrast to the disciples of John the
Baptist®. Whoever is meant, we must note their essential passivity in
the story over against the activity of Jesus' mother, a point to which
we shall return below. Their purpose in the story is fulfilled in the

final statement of 2:11 - xai em{otevoav ei¢ avTdOvV Ol padntal adTof.

4.1.2 THE ROLE OF JESUS' MOTHER

Jesus' mothert?® is one of the principal characters in the short
drama of 2:1-11, being mentioned specifically in the opening verse.
Not only is she identified directly, in contrast to the anonymous
group of padntai, but she also plays a prominent and active role in
what follows. She is involved in a dialogue with Jesus and even
beyond that maintains an interest in the miracle itself by instructing
the servants to follow the commands of Jesus. This should perhaps
surprise us, since we have no evidence that the wedding takes place in
a home where Jesus' mother would have influence, and certainly not
where she would have authority over servants: she apparently takes
charge where she is not in charge! This matter will later require an

explanationt?t,

Having set the scene and listed the players, the author proceeds

immediately to the meat of the story by means of a simple statement
p’\
’/ > 3,

from Jesus' Mother: otvov ouvx Eyovoiv. This brief phrase has been the
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subject of intense discussion by scholars over the years: does it show
any expectation of the miraculous on the part of the son by the
mother? Has Mary already shown recognition of who Jesus 1s in this
statement? Since this is the first miracle in John's Gospel, to have
expected a miracle from Jesus would be an indication of some special
insight on Mary's part, This has led a number of commentators to
reject the suggestiont?, though why Mary should be viewed any
differently from either John the Baptist or Nathanael!3, both of whom
have already shown knowledge of who Jesus 1is, 1s at least open to
question!i* Others see in the statement a direct request for a
miracle!s, but this may be going too far on the evidence of the text.
Clearly Jesus' answer implies that Mary expected something of him, but

we should be cautious about claiming expectation of a miracle.

Our contention is that the answer to the meaning of her statement
may be found in understanding it in the 1light of Jesus as Sophia
incarnate. The disciple of Sophia knows whom to ask for wine! "Come
eat my food and drink the wine I have mixed" (Prov 9:5). "Whoever
drinks from me will thirst for more"” (Sir 24:21)t¢., Mary knows where
to go when the wine runs out, to the one who offers a supply of it to
those who will drink; to her son, Jesus Sophia!?. Like both John the
Baptist and Nathanael before her, Mary recognises who Jesus is, and
shows her recognition by her action. However, unlike the paéntatf, who
are shadowy figures in the background, Mary recognises this before the
miracle occurs and prepares herself and others for the provision of
all that Jesus Sophia can offer. The paéntai only come to faith after

the miracle/sign has occurred. Mary's discipleship is therefore truly
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Johannine in 1its character (20:29), in that it shows a faith without

signs, rather than one which needs them in order to be convinced!®.

The dialogue continues with Jesus' reply: 1{ époil xai oof, yodvar;
obnw fixev | ¥pa pov. Due to the difficulty in finding an appropriate
English equivalent to ydvar, this appears at first sight to be a very
impolite response. However, although the use of ydvai in relation to
his mother is somewhat strange, it is in no way impolite or unusual as
an address to women!®., Indeed, it 1s the most common address used
toward women by Jesus in the Fourth Gospel (4:21; 8:10; 19:25; 20:13).
Its use again towards his mother in the pathos-laden scene at the foot
of the cross (19:25-27) indicates clearly that the term does not show

>‘¢é lack of affection2?., There is, however, no precedent in any source,
either Jewish or Greek, for a son to address his mother in this
somewhat formal manner2!. Does this, then, imply a rejection by Jesus
of his mother? Evidently not, since she is fully accepted, though
similarly addressed in the crucifixion account. What we see here 1s
rather a deliberate playing down of Mary's motherhood as a significant
influence on the ministry of Jesus. She remains his mother, as the
consistent use of the title 'Mother of Jesus' in John suggests, but in
common with the Synoptic Gospels??, John takes the view that the
driving-force behind Jesus' life and ministry 1is not family
expectations, but doing the will of God23. This theme is discussed
further in 7:1-10, where it is made clear that family cannot interfere
with his ministry on the basis of their kinship. There is, therefore,
no rebuke of Mary, but, as Fiorenza puts it:
The address distances Jésus from his biological mother
and rejects any claims she might have on him because

of her family relationship to him. At the same time,
1t places Mary of Nazareth at the same level as the
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Samaritan woman (4:21) and Mary of Magdala (20:13),

both of whom were apostolic witnesses and exemplary

disciples?*,
The distancing effect is enhanced by the use of the Semitic phrase ti
époi xai o0of, which 1s probably best translated: "What has this
concern of yours to do with me?"2% Apparently, at least on the
Johannine level, Jesus wants to ensure the impression is given that
what follows in terms of a miracle does so because he has decided to
get involved and not because it was his business to do so in the first
place at the bidding of a family member. The supply of wine for the
wedding guests is the province of others, not of Jesus. In addition,
Mary has hot understood that the ‘hour' of Jesus has not yet
arrived?¢: that is, the hour of glorification in which the gift of the
Spirit would be made, supplying the on-going need of the disciples??.
This statement mskes sense when placed alongside the refusal of Mary
Magdalene's ‘'clinging' 1in 20:17 - the death, resurrection and
ascension of Jesus are all part of one process 1in John's
understanding, his '1lifting-up’' (12:32-33), which is completed only in
the giving of the Spirit (20:22)28, Just as Mary Magdalene
misunderstands the resurrection as a restoration of the old-style
bodily relationship and is accordingly told to back-off2?, so too
Jesus' mother, who correctly understands Jesus Sophia as the true
source of ‘wine', needs to see that such wine will only be 'on-tap’
after the hour of glorification: that is, after the coming of the
Spirit and the inauguration of the new age. Of course, the miracle
occurs on the 'third day' and as such is part of the Johannine scheme
of signs of the ‘not yet', so the wine which will be supplied in the

miracle is a sign of what will be freely available when that 'not
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yet', the 'hour', finally comes. To understand the phrase obneo #xei 3
&po pov in this light has the virtue of both maintsining a consistent
Johannine wunderstanding of the hour as that of Jesus' final
glorification, and of referring what he says directly to what his

mother has said: "we have no wine' (not: "we need a miracle'!).

What follows Jesus' distancing of himself from family pressure is
a statement of his mother's new role (2:5>. No longer is she viewed
as important because of her family ties to Jesus Sophia, but is seen
as a model of true discipleship. She acts in faith upon the knowledge
which she has, that Jesus Sophia will provide wine for those who come
to drink. She thus assumes a position of responsibility/leadership
and tells the servants to do as Jesus instructs them. We noted above
how this action reflects the Johannine wunderstanding of true
discipleship in its anticipatory nature, but it also goes further in
this respect by demonstrating the pattern paptvopelv = miotederv.
Although we acknowledge that her intervention is not the reason for
the miracle, it nevertheless prepares the way for it. Her faithful
response in preparation for what is to come (2:5) will ultimately lead
others to an encounter with the 86ta of Jesus and a consequent
expression of nigtig on their part (2:11). This pattern is consistent
with the Johannine understanding of the witness/encounter schema
applied throughout the Gospel: the poptvptax may lead to an initial
response, but that leads on to an encounter with Jesus Sophia, which
is the point at which full understanding (migtig) occurs. We shall

see this again in clearer form in the case of the Samaritan Woman3°.

We may now understand the reason for Mary taking charge in a

situation where she apparently has no actual authority or
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responsibility. Faith demands that she exercise a role of leadership,
whether or not she is entitled to do so according to societal rules
and regulations. Such barriers are of no consequence to faith, which
must respond to the presence of Jesus Sophia. We can only assume that
this to some extent reflects the situation in the Johannine community,
where there is no sign of a hierarchical form of leadership, but of a
leadership exercised on the basis of calling and response, regardless
of the value placed on the individual by others (21:21-22). It speaks
for the possibility that women actually were free to exercise such

leadership within the community itself - but more of that later!

The most striking of all features relating to discipleship in
this story is the marked contrast between the role of Mary and that of
the pofntaf. It is Mary who actively engages in dialogue and who
exercises faith, while the pa@ntar play no active role at all, being
mere bystanders whose only response 1s to believe because of what they
have seen. This is unquestionably a secondary form of response in
that it requires the 'sign’ in order to be activated. Barrett
comments that "manifestations of 86k« during the incarnate life are
exceptional and are not granted to all"s!, but what is more important
is that their necessity is already a sign of a weakness of faith not
seen in the case of Mary. That the pafntal do come to an encounter
with the 86ta and thus to belief, 1is due in no small measure to the

faithful insight and preparation of the true disciple of Jesus Sophia,

his mother.
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4.1.3 THE INFLUERNCE OF SOPHIA CHRISTOLOGY

Having seen the influence of Sophia Christology on the role of
Mary in the Wine Miracle, we cannot leave the story without looking
further at the way in which such influence has acted on other elements
of the account. We observed already how Mary recognised in Jesus
Sophia the one who was able to offer wine to those who sought it, but
the influence of Sophia carries further with regard to the wine

itself,

There has been much discussion both of the amount of wine
provided, some 120 gallons32, and of the fact that it replaced the
water in the purification jars®®. Both of these matters are affected
by the influence of Sophia. Wisdom writers praise the abundance of
Sophia's provision (Sir 1:16; 6:19; 24:19-21; Wisd 7:11,14)3%, not
only in terms of wine, but in all bf life's needs. This abundance of
wine is also easier to explain when we understand the implications of
Jesus Sophia replacing the purification water. Already in the
Prologue to the Gospel the author has emphasised that Jesus Sophia has
superseded the Torah (1:17). There is probably a continuation of the
hidden polemic here which we have noted before against the current
Jewish understanding of Sophia's embodiment in the Torah. The trend
towards this is already implicit in Proverbs' equation between keeping
the commands of God and calling Sophia a friend (Prov 7:1-5). It
becomes explicit in the later wisdom school in the oft-cited passages
in Sirach, Wisdom of Solomon and Baruch (Sir 15:1-8; 19:20; 24:23ff;
Wisd 6:18; Bar 3:36 - 4:4)35, and is finally a subject of considerable
discussion in Rabbinic circles3é, Picking up the threads of the

Prologue, the author now recalls in the Wine miracle the alternative
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posed in Jesus: no longer is Sophia to be seen as boxed up in the
confines of the Torah, but 1is incarnate in Jesus Sophia, who offers

"the wine of His revelation in place of the water of the Torah"37,

The same comparison appears in a different form in the parable of
the wine skins in the Synoptic tradition (Mk 2:22 par). Just as the
new cannot be forced into the confines of the old, so too the new i1s
infinitely more suited to the feast and more desirable in its
abundance. The volume of wine shows how extensive this gift of Sophia
incarnate is: far more than even the most exuberant wedding guests
could hope to consume! The 'water' of the Torah is limited in its

scope, but the 'wine' of Jesus Sophia is unlimited in its supply.

Thus we may see that both the picture of Jesus' Mother, her role
in the account of the Wine Miracle, and the miracle itself have been
the subject of influence from the Fourth Evangelist's Sophia

christology.

4.2 JESUS SOPHIA AND THE SAMARITAN WOMAN (4:1-42)

The story of Jesus' encounter with a woman at the well of Jacob
in Samaria 1s an example of Johannine editorial skill at its peak.
The account is so full of nuance and symbolism that any treatment of
it will only be provisional in nature. Having sald that, however, its
beauty lies in its essential clarity and simplicity: a tired and
thirsty Jesus sits down by a well and asks a woman for a drink. He
engages her in conversation leading ultimately to a revelation of his
true nature. This evokes faith in the woman, who then fulfils the
task of discipleship by calling others to a similar encounter and

response. In the midst of all this the author inserts a dialogue on
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the nature of the Christian mission, which illuminates the theory of
the task which the woman actually undertakes. Our main interest lies
in the role of the woman in this scene, but in order to understand it

fully we must first look at some pertinent exegetical points.

4.2.1 EXEGETICAL COMMENTS

The Samaritan incident belongs in the immediate context of
chapters 2 - 4. In this section there is a concern for the question
of faith, and a definite movement can be discerned from lack of faith,
through inadequate faith, to complete faith in the person of Jesus3é,
In 2:18-20, following Jesus' act of cleansing the temple, the 'Jews'
openly express their disbelief, challenging Jesus' authority. In the
following chapter (3:1-21), Nicodemus, a leading Jewish figure,
expresses some measure of faith in coming to see Jesus, but never
adequately comes to grips with what Jesus has to say to him. This is
followed closely (3:22-36) by the witness of John the Baptist, who
shows complete faith in Jesus as the 'bridegroom', and understands the
need for the diminishing of his own role in relation to Jesus.
Through these three accounts, the author indicates the variety of
faith/non-faith responses to Jesus within Judaism. Chapter 4 then
steps beyond this circle to the question of faith outside Isrsel and
follows a similar pattern, which we shall examine in more detail in

relation to the Samaritan woman's movement towards faith.

There 1is a clear allusion to Old Testament tradition in the
meeting between a principal character and a woman at a well3'. That
this connection 1s intentional can be seen in the reference to

" Jacob’'s well' (4:6) and the woman's question in 4:12. Other elements
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of the story also point us in this direction, not least the temporal
reference in 4:6 cfpoz ;v (fx; ‘e’x'cr]. Some have tried to find special
symbolic meaning in this hour*?, but when placed alongside Gen 29:7,
where Rachel arrives in the middle of the day at the well, the
inference becomes clear. Just as the Patriarch Jacob met and found a
relationship with a woman at a well, so too Jesus meets with a woman
at a well (Jacob's!), and forms what will eventually be a ‘fruitful'
(4:39-42) relationship with her*?, Neyrey has also compiled
considerable evidence to support the thesis that both Jews and
Samaritans used Jacob traditions as a basis for their understanding of
worship*2, and if, as he suggests from later Rabbinic materials, there

was an expectation that the Messiah would "have greater knowledge than

Jacob”+3®, we would have a firm basis for understanding 4:25.

The setting at the well may also suggest that some matrimonial
imagery is intended. Already in the previous chapters, such 1imagery
has been used to describe Jesus' actions and relationships (2:1-11;
3:29). Here the question of the woman's marital and extra-marital
relationships is raised by Jesus, but beyond that there seems to be an
underlying inference that Jesus, like the Old Testament characters at
the well, is offering to the woman something in terms of a fulfilling
relationship. We shall look further at this in the course of our

examination of the woman's role.

The matter of sources lying behind the story may also shed light
on its significance for our study. All the major commentators agree,
that despite the historical problems which accompany the present form
of the story**, behind it lies a traditional account of a conversation

between Jesus and a woman. Bultmann¢s identifies this tradition in
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verses 5-9,16-19,28-30 and 40, and this analysis has found a fair
consensus among subsequent commentators®é, If 1t is accepted as at
least reasonably accurate, it becomes significant for us to note that
the evangelist has expanded the story to include both a revelation of
Messianic status by Jesus to the woman (4:26), and an account of her
subsequent confession/witness to others, leading to their initial
faith and later personal encounter with o cothp toll xbéopov (4:39-42).
The import of such a conclusion will be apparent as we consider the

woman's role.
4.2.2 THE SAMARITAN WOMAN'S ROLE

Like the Mother of Jesus in 2:1-11, the Samaritan Woman is a
central character, second only to the figure of Jesus in the story.
She engages in a lengthy theological discourse with him, is confronted
by his claim to Messianic status, goes and shares her discovery and
brings others to the encounter of faith. Again, like Mary, she holds
the main stage while the shadowy padntal only briefly and confusedly

appear in the wings. We shall examine each of these aspects in turn.
4.2.2.1 THE THEOLOGICAL DISCUSSION

The discussion between Jesus and the woman divides into two
distinct sections: firstly, the question about water/living water;
secondly, the issue of worship. In the first instance she shows
little understanding, failing to grasp either who Jesus 1s, or the
nature of the gift which he is offering to her. In this respect she
starts off from a position of no faith*?’. However, we should not miss
the fact that she 1s portrayed as sufficiently aware of the

Jewish/Samaritan antithesis to recognise it as unconventional that
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Jesus should even address her*¢, much less ask if he may use her
drinking vessel*’. She 1s also sufficiently open in her attitude to
allow Jesus to share his insight with her, even although she fails to

comprehend it initially.

Her main contribution to the opening section of dialogue 1s the
ironic question about Jesus' relationship to Jacob. She recognises in
Jesus' claim to give water, to which he has no access without a
miraculous occurrence, an implicit assertion that he 1s at least on a
par with the Patriarch. Since it is possible that the traditions
regarding Jacob's miraculous water-drawing from the well were known at
the time of the writing of the Gospel®®, this would indicate that the
author wishes to portray the woman as having some theological
knowledge or understanding. Contrary, then, to the conclusions of
later Rabbinic writers, that women should neither be taught theolagy
nor engage in discussion of it with men, this woman 1is seen to know

something and to be prepared to discuss it openly, with a male Jew!

In the second part of the dialogue we see a further hint that the
woman is not to be seen as a fool with regard to theological insight.
Having been challenged about her marital status, and having received a
surprisingly knowledgable run down on her past from Jesus, she engages
him in discussion about the rights and wrongs of worship. Here she
shows knowledge of both Jewish and Samaritan tradition and practice,
as well as giving voice to speculation regarding the coming Messiah
(Taheb)s?t. It is this discussion which moves the woman from the

initial 'no faith' position to one of 'incomplete faith's2, as she
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calls Jesus a 'prophet' (4:19) and opens up the way for the revelatory

éyé S{pt of 4:26.

What influence of Sophia tradition can we see in this dialogue?
In the first part of the discourse the central theme 1is that of
'living water', which will be a nnyf§ within the life of the one who
receives it. In Wisdom Literature there are several references to
Sophia as the 'spring of 1life' <(eg, Prov 13:14; 18:4), sand the
parallel between Sir 24:21 and John 4:14 has often been noted®3. The
book of Sirach also mentions the ¥8wp cogfag in conjuction with %ptog
in Sir 15:354, However, 1t is Philo who makes most frequent allusion
to Sophia as the 6efa =nnyf, almost always 1n allegorical
interpretations of the well-scenes from Genesis. In Fuga 195 and Post
136 he clearly describes Rebecca, the mother of Jacob, as the
recipient of Sophia through her drawing at the well. Again in QG IV,
98, he describes the water-jar which she carries as a symbol of Sophia
(also in @G IV, 101,107)5%, We are again able to see that at the time
of the writing of the Fourth Gospel there was a well-developed
understanding of Sophia similar to that which we discern within the
Gospel. Most interesting also 1is the observation of Bernard, who

notes:

In v.10 the thought is of God as the eternal fountain;
but it was also a Hebrew thought that the man who has
assimilated the Divine Wisdom becomes himself, as it
were, a fountain from which streams of the water of
life proceed (Is 58:11)5¢,

This thought is also the theme of the last few verses of Sirach 24,
where Sophia speaks of her flow of water expanding from a canal to a

river and then to a sea (Sir 24:30-31). The last two verses (24:33-
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34> indicate that this gift is for future generations and for those
who seek Sophia (To%g éx(qtoﬁotv abtqv). Here 1in the conversation
with the Samaritan Woman in John 4 we see Jesus Sophia making the
offer of such flowing water to a woman, whose openness to that offer
allows it to grow in her and ultimately to flow out to others {Jn

4:39-42>.

There may be a further pointer to Wisdom influence i1in the
'living-water' dialogue through the use of the phrase ﬁ doped Tob
6eofl (4:10). There 1s evidence to suggest that the 'Gift of God' in
Judaism was seen above all to be the Torah$7, which is also referred
to in Qumran literature as 'living-water'S®., Once again the implicit
criticism of the Jewish view that Sophia 1s embodied in the Torah
comes to the fore in John's picture of Jesus Sophia: the true gift of
God which the woman receives is not the old water of the Torah, but

the living-water which is the gift of Jesus, Sophia incarnate.

The Jacob traditions alluded to in John 4 may provide us with an
interesting link with Wisdom traditions. The Samaritans certainly
held the Patriarchs 1in the highest esteem®’, and they interpreted
Mount Gerazim as the place in which many of the great events of the
Patriarchal Narrative, including Jacob's vision®?, took place. This
vision was particularly important in the establishment of another
place of worship than Jerusalem, since it was on awakening from his
dream that Jacob declared the Lord to be "in this place (Gen
28:16)"61, Having already compared Jesus with Jacob in the first part
of the theological discussion, the Samaritan Woman then turns to
discuss the place (tdémo¢ - as in Gen 28:16 Ev T témg toltg) of true

worship with him. It is striking to notice that three of the major



-222~

passages concerning Sophia in the Apocryphal literature make mention
of Jacob., Sirach 24 reports that she came to "dwell in Jacob" (24:8 -
cf. Jn 1:14>, and having become embodied in the Torah she would become
the "inheritance of the assembly of Jacob" (24:23). Among the divine
acts of Sophia 1in Israel's history listed in Wisdom of Solomon 10 we
find her care and protection extended to Jacob (10:10-12). Through
her care he discovered "Godly conduct (eboéBerad” to be the greatest
power of all (10:12>. Lastly in Baruch 3:37 Jacob is again mentioned
and in 4:2 he is encouraged to grasp hold of Sophia, who is the book
of the Law. Now in John's account of the incident at Jacob's well,
the Samaritan Womsn, whose tradition and theology focus significantly
on Jacob tradition, is confronted by the ‘inheritance of Jacob' who
has come to 'dwell among Jacob', and who uncovers her ' ungodly
conduct' (Jn 4:16-18), This one offers her something ‘greater than
Jacob': not the book of the Law, as in Baruch, but the gift of living-
water, from one who can say, éyé eipt! As Neyrey puts it: "The
woman's question in 4:12 seems to contain a pun, implying that Jesus
is supplanting Jacob, the Supplanter, thus doing to Jacob what he did

to Esau"é2,

The very setting of the theological discussion between Jesus and
the woman 1s evocative of Sophia tradition. It is in the public
places that she cries out to those who will hear her (Prov 9), and she
offers understanding to those who will listen and learn. This is
precisely what Jesus Sophia does at the well of Samaria, and the
response is just that which 1s expected of the true disciple of
wisdom: she 1listens, discusses and learns. What 1s even more

astonishing is that she then goes on to become the 'maidservant’, as
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expected in Prov 9:3 ( T’]‘_ﬂ—)yj ), who goes out to call others to

Jesus Sophia. We will return to this theme later in our study.

The theological discourse of John 4:10-26 thus offers us a
picture of Jesus Sophia calling and teaching the disciple, and of the
responsive disciple of Sophia who listens and becomes her maldservant.
The dialogue itself is also laden with traits of Sophia, whose
teaching is to be shared as a spring of living-water flowing through

the disciple to others.

4,2.,2.2 THE RECIPIENT OF REVELATION (4:26)

At the climax of Jesus' conversation with the woman comes the
classic self-revelatory formula éya elpt. This 1s the first
appearance of this important piece of Johannine vocabulary in the
Gospel and comes as a clear response to the prompting of the woman in
4:25 concerning 6 Meoorag. . . 0 Aeydpevog YpLoToG. Despite its
obvious context, some major commentators have refused to recognise in
it any divine revelatory functioné3, but as we noted in the previous
chapteré¢*, in every instance where Eyé sipt is used apart from the 'I
Am-sayings', its usage is based on some aspect of Jesus Sophia's
relationship to Ged. In this instance, as in 8:28 and 13:19, it
depends upon the role of Jesus as Revealer or imparter of intimate
knowledge¢s. The woman's response to this statement in itself also
bears out our conclusion with regard to its revelatory function: she

leaves what she 1s doing forthwith and goes about the task of

spreading the good newsés,

One might ask why the Johannine Jesus is willing to accept the

title Messiah at this point where at other times 1t seems to be
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refused¢?, but the explanation may well lie in the fact that the
Samaritans did not look to the Taheb as a king, but more as a teacher

and lawgivere¢s,

The Samaritan Woman is therefore the first recipient of a direct
revelation of who Jesus is. We need not rehearse again here the
evidence for understanding EY6 Sipt as a statement of Jesus Sophia.
Is it surprising that it should be to a woman, a Samaritan with a very
shady background, that Jesus should first entrust this information and
not to the pabntai? Clearly it already ralsed some eyebrows among
that very group <(4:27!), but in the dramatic structure of the
evangelist, they are made to accept the fact passively. Apparently,
for at least one early Christian community, it was quite acceptable to
have Jesus reveal his essential nature to a 'shady lady'! Whatever
conclusion is drawn with regard to the historicity of this scene, the
evangelist clearly pictures Jesus Sophia as the breaker down of
natural, social and sexual barriers. To some degree this acts as a
polemic against the entombed Sophia of the Torsh 1in Sirach, who
expresses antipathy both towards women (eg. Sir 42:14)¢7, and towards

Samaritans (Sir 50:25-26).

4.2.2.3 THE WOMAN AS MISSIONARY/WITNESS

The result of the revelation, éyé eipt, is that the woman
undertakes the task of witnessing to others. Maptup{a and the verbal
form paptvpetv are important words in the Gospel of John’?. The
purpose of witness is always that others might come to faith, a
purpose most clearly expressed in the Evangelist's own statement of

intent in writing the Gospel: Yva miotevonre (20:31). We must ask,
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then, if the witness of the woman fulfils this requirement or whether
the inadequacy suggested by 4:42 1s sufficient for us to declare the

woman's role to be inferior, or her witness incomplete,

The first thing we note is that her witness 1s preceded Sy a
typically apostolic?! reaction to the encounter and call of Jesus: she
leaves the present mundane task in order to take up the role as
witness., A brief comparison of 4:28 with the Synoptic accounts of the
call of the fishermen reveals a very similar pattern of response to

the encounter with Jesus:

Mk 1:18 - xai eﬁebg &¢év15g T& dixtva. . . (cf Mt 4:20,22).
Lk 5:11 - xoi . . . &¢évteg névta,

In 4:28 ~ defixev obv tffv béplav aﬁtﬁg N yovi.

Barrett suggests quite another motive for leaving the jar behind -
that Jesus might have the drink which he had earlier requested and
that he might show his disregard for the levitical cleanliness
regulations??, However, we find this an inadequate solution on two
counts. Firstly, by asking the woman for a drink in the first place,
Jesus had already shown his disregard for these laws. Secondly, the
discussion of water/living water has already been left well behind and
the detail seems to fit much more logically with the woman's urgency
to bear witness to the one whom she has encountered, than with a

request for a drink.

A second apostolic feature of the woman's witness is the result:
the people of the village Hpxovto mpog adtdv (4:30), and many believe
Sia toOv ANoyov 1fic yovaixdg. This coming to Jesus is what Schnelders

calls the "first movement of saving faith in Jesus"73. This becomes
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clear when we consider the words attributed to Jesus by the evangelist
in the speech concerning the Bread of Life:
ayé empt o &ptog ¢ Cmnq

gxégevog ngég egé od pl meivdoy
xai & mioTevOV EiG Epe ob p Siyfoer monote  (6:35)

There 1is a clear parallel to be drawn between 'coming' and
‘believing', and it is the task of the witness to initiate this
movement toward belief, though as 6:44-45 points out, this work is
really from God’4. Thus, when we read that the villagers 'come to
him' (4:30), we realise that the harvest, of which Jesus will shortly
speak (4:35-38), 1is made possible through the witness of the woman.
This 1is further underlined by 4:39, which directly attributes the
belief of some of the villagers to the word of witness given by the
woman. This type of witness and the consequent belief of the hearers
is exactly what Jesus prays about in the prayer of John 17. Note the
parallel between the witness of the woman, that of Jesus, and that of

those for whom he prays:

Woman moAloi en{otevoav S1& TOV Aoyov Tl yvvouxog (4:39
Jfesus noqu nae {ovg eniotevoav 5id 1OV Abyov avTof (4:41)
Others 8v  miotevéviav drd tof Adyou oLTEV (17:20

The Samaritan Woman's witness is not merely linguistically identical
to that of Jesus, but 1s seen from further comparison with John 17 to
be correct in terms of its outcome. Jesus' request concerning those
who believe through the word of the disciples (17:21) is important for
our understanding of this aspect of the woman's work. He prays that
they 'might be one' in him, and that 8cwp@oiv tiv 86Eav v tpqv. In

other words, in Johannine missiological terms there is a stage beyond
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mere belief on the basis of the witness of a believer, that being the
personal encounter with the Redeemer himself. Witness is the vital
initial stage before the believer encounters the 36ta of Jesus. This
is exactly what happens 1in the case of the Samaritan Woman's
missionary endeavour: she tells the villagers about her encounter with
Jesus and causes them to go out and see for themselves. The people
then no longer believe simply on the basis of the word of witness from
the disciple, but because they themselves have heard (axnuéapev) and
know (o{&apev). Bultmann remarks: "just as the Baptist's mission was
nothing of itself, its only purpose being to bear witness to Jesus
(3:22-30), so too the witness of Jesus' messengers 1s nothing of

itself, but finds meaning only in him"75,

That there is no qualitative difference between the witness of
the woman and that of men in the Fourth Gospel can be seen through a

brief comparison of the Baptist's witness, Philip’s witness and that

of the woman herself.

John the Baptist Samaritan Woman

1:7-8 Came to bear witness that
all might believe

1:32-34 Receives revelation and 4:26 Recelves revelation
witnesses to what he has 4:29(39) witnesses to what she
seen and heard has seen and heard

(1:39) ¥pxeofe xai byeobe (Jesus) 4:39 3ebre 1dete
1:42 Simon is led to Jesus as 4:39 Many people believe
a result of witness as a result of witness.
1:36 Disciples of John are led 4:40 Villagers are led to
to Jesus through witness Jesus through witness.
1:37 They follow Jesus 4:41 More believe
1:41 They confess him as Messish 4:42 They confess him as

Saviour of the World
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3:30 "He must increase, I must 4:42 Basis of belief alters
decrease" (John Baptist) from the woman's word
to the encounter with
Jesus.
Philip Samaritan Woman
1:43 Jesus calls Philip 4:7-26 Jesus calls the woman
1:45 Philip seeks out Nathanael 4:28 Woman seeks out the
townspeople.
1:46 Nathanael doubts Philip 4:39 [In contrastl]l Many
believe her.
1:46 Philip calls Nathanael to 4:29 VWoman calls the towns-
‘come and see' people to 'come and
see'
1:47-48 Leads to an encounter 4:40-41 Leads to an encounter
with Jesus with Jesus
1:49 Nathanael believes 4:41 More people believe
1:49 Confession of faith 4:42 Confession of faith

The dialogue between Jesus and the disciples in 4:31-38 furnishes
us with an explanation of the task which the woman 1s busy
under taking. It is significant that the verb xom&v is used to
describe this task, since by the end of the first century this was a
well-established technical term for the work of Christian mission’é¢.
Paul uses it frequently (19 times) to describe both his own work and
that of others, judging it "worthy of the highest esteem"’? in I Cor
16:16 and I Th 5:12. Fiorenza is thus justified in her assessment of
the Samaritan Woman's work: "since the term 1is used here in a
technical missionary sense, the woman 1is characterized as the

representative of the Samaritan mission"78.
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Thus the woman's witness, despite being superseded by the
encounter of the villagers with Jesus, is exactly what is expected of
a disciple in the Johannine school. In no sense is there any
implication of her witness being secondary or inferior: rather it is
parallel to the task undertaken by the maidservant of Sophia in Prov
9:3. She goes out to invite others in, at which point they too may
learn from Sophia the treasure she has to offer. Indeed, the offer is
of something to drink and of life (cf. Prov 9:5-6)! The disciple of

Jesus Sophia is thus seen here at her daily work.

That the villagers have encountered Sophia incarnate in Jesus is
reflected in the title by which they confess him in their encounter
following the woman's witness: o cwotip tof xbéopov (4:42). Foerster is
able to state quite categorically that "there is no evidence that
'Redeemer' or 'Saviour' was a current Messianic title in the New
Testament period"??, an assessment which finds more or less unanimous
accord amongst commentators. This leaves us with the problem of where
the title comes from, since it is neither suggested by the Samaritan
Woman herself (4:29), nor by Jesus' own revelation of his Messishship
(4:26). Brown suggests that we should "seek the meaning of the term
in the Greek world where it was applied to gods, emperors and
heroes"8¢, but this seems an unnecessary leap from the world of Jewish
Sophia speculation which we have seen dominating the christological
thought of the Fourth Gospel. The idea of a 'Saviour of the World' is
already contained in Jn 3:17, where the motif of the sending of the
Son into the world is directly connected with the purpose: {va gobn o
xéopog 81’ avtol. We have noted in our previous chapter how this

sending motif is itself a feature of Sophia‘'s role in Jewish Wisdom
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speculation®!, and we may find further evidence of her influence in

the sphere of 'salvation' in the chronicles of Sophia in Wisd 10-11.

The introduction to the account of Sophia's saving acts in Wisd
10-11 occurs in 9:18 with the words: xai 1f copia éoé8noav. There
then follows the famous reinterpretation of Israel's history as the
history of the manner in which Sophia has preserved her people. A
number of verbs are used by the LXX writer to describe this action,
including oéfe (10:4>82, but there can be little argument that their
meaning points to Sophia as the ’‘saviour' of Israel. This is a role
normally associated with the God of Israel, particularly in texts such
as Is 43:383, and indeed the title odtnp is used only directly with
reference to God even in the Book of Wisdom (16:7). However, since
the Fourth Evangelist has made such a clear effort to portray Jesus ss
Sophia incarnate, and is also willing to identify this same Jesus
Sophia as o ®Oprdég pov xai o 8c6¢c pov (20:28), this need not be an
obstacle to our identification of the 'saviour' of Jn 4:42 with the
great Saviour Sophia of Wisd 10-11. Just as the saving role of Sophia
and God runs into one in the Book of Wisdom, so too does that of Jesus

Sophia and God in the Gospel of John.

Thus we find that in 4:39-42 the maidservant of Jesus Sophia
fulfils her task of discipleship by bringing her 'harvest' to an

encounter of faith in the saving presence of Jesus, Sophia incarnate.

4.2.2.4 THE WOMAN AND THE MAGHTAI

Before leaving this story we should note again the contrast
between the prominent role played by the woman and the background part

of the poadntai. The Fourth Evangelist clearly deemed their reaction
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to Jesus' action in talking to a woman significant enough to mention
(4:27>). Their astonishment is not brought about by the fact that he
is in conversation with a Samaritan, but with a woman. The comment of
verse 9 might have led us to expect otherwise! However, despite their
surprise, the pabntal say nothing, and Jesus also remains silent on
the issue. This contrasts with his apparent ability, shown in other
parts of the story, to 'know' what people are thinking (4:17,34).
Here again we may see the influence of Sophia tradition on the story:
since Jesus Sophia is the embodiment of Sophia, who sends out her
maidservants to do her work, there is no need to justify such action
to a group of male disciples, who as yet have not expressed any real
understanding or faith other than that based on 'signs' <(2:11).
Despite their own in-built prejudices, the podntat of Jesus Sophia
must come to realise that he goes beyond human bias and legal
institution to break down the barriers of division. They are about to
be a party to reaping a harvest for which they have certainly not done
any work, so they are in no position to demand an explanation of

Jesus' action!

We may, with some justification, speculate that the surprise of
4;27 mirrors the reaction of some within (and without) the Johannine
community, who doubted the suitability of women for the role of
leadership, witness or teaching in the Christian community. They
would be confronted here with the simple fact that Jesus Sophia saw
neither a need to justify this, nor a reason to stop it: on the

contrary, he both encouraged and accepted it without question or

comment.
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4.3 JESUS SOPHIA AND THE WOMEN AT BETHANY (11:1-44; 12:1-8)

The account of Jesus' relationship with the two sisters of
Bethany, Martha and Mary, divides into two distinct stories, in each
of which one woman plays a major role and the other a minor,
background part. These two women, along with Mary of Magdala and
Jesus' mother, are characters known to us also from the Synoptic
tradition <(Lk 10:38-42), which has raised the question of the
relationship between the different traditions®?, While some have
noted similarities between the portrayal of the women in both
GospelstS, there remain a number of important stumbling-blocks to any
theory of direct dependence, not least the fact that Luke knows
nothing of a brother, Lazarus, nor of his remarkable excursion into
the realm of the dead®¢! If there has been any borrowing of material
by the Fourth Evangelist from Luke in relation to these women, it has
been so masterfully retouched and couched in Johannine language,
thought and symbolism, as to be almost irretrievable. In terms of
this present study, we are best to consider the stories on the basis
of their appearance as Johannine accounts, rather than attempting any

comparison with possible Synoptic parallels.

These two stories mark the climax of Jesus' ministry 'in the
world', the former being the culmination of the 'signs' (11:1-44), and
the latter a precursor of the coming hour of glorification through the
death of Jesus on the cross (12:1-8)>. It is obviously noteworthy that
at such a crucial stage in the unfolding drama of the Fourth Gospel,

we again find women in a prominent role. We shall consider the two
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stories separately before drawing some overall conclusions related to

both.

4.3.1 MARTHA AT THE TOMB OF LAZARUS (11:1-44)

The story of the resuscitation of Lazarus 1is undoubtedly the
most problematic account in the entire Gospel tradition in terms of
historicity and sources®?. On the other hand, 1its theological/
christological purpose is quite clear, as Schnackenburg indicates:
"together with the healing of the man born blind, the raising of
Lazarus expresses the central Christological idea of the fourth
gospel, that Jesus is the 1light and life of the world (cf.1:4)"%8,
While this is an accurate assessment of the present form of the
narrative, it reflects a tremendous switch in emphasis from what must
have been the original miracle story?®. There the resuscitation of
Lazarus was the central element of the account, but in its present
Johannine re-formulation, the miracle has become almost incidental,
the emphasis lying much more on the dialogue between Jesus and Martha,
culminating in his revelation of himself as the giver of life and her

confession of him as the Son of God.

The story bears comparison with that of the Samaritan Woman in
terms of its structure. Both stories have an introduction followed by
an extended theological discussion between Jesus and a woman reaching
a climactic point of revelation. There then follows a brief interlude
(Jesus and the podntai in 4:31-38; Jesus, Mary and the mourners in
11:28-38), before the woman reappears and the story is played out to
its conclusion in another encounter with Jesus. Like John 4:31-38, in

chapter 11 we have a dialogue between Jesus and the podntal (11:6-16),
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which shows their lack of understanding of both Jesus' message and his
intention. We shall also see, as we turn to Martha's role, how she

too becomes a model for the Johannine community.
4.3.1.1 MARTHA'S ROLE

The opening verses of the chapter give us an introduction to
the main characters involved in the story. It is significant that
within this introduction there is an insistence on Jesus' affection
for these folk, not least in verse 5: ﬁydna .1 S'Inooﬁg v Mépbav xai
v adeipiv avtfic xai Tov A&lapov. Some have suggested that this
emphasis was made simply to make the reader aware that Jesus was not
being callous in delaying visiting and dealing with the problems of
close friends: he actually did love them despite his action®?. This
does not, however, do justice to the Johannine use of the verbd &yanam,
which elsewhere is used to describe the intimacy of relationship which
Jesus shows with his disciples?®!. The prominence of this usage
prompts Witherington to comment:

In the light of the theological significance of such
language elsewhere in John and its use to describe the
relationship between Jesus and His disciples, it seems
the Evangelist 1is 1implying that these women and
Lazarus were disciples of Jesus; and that there were
women prominent among the disciples even during Jesus'
earthly ministry®2,
While we would agree in principle with this conclusion, we would see
the relationship as more clearly defined through the figure of Jesus

Sophia. The Wisdom writers frequently speak of Sophia's love for her

disciples, as well as of the love which God has for both Sophia and

those who love her:
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Prov 8:17 - éy& TobHg épe @rLiofvrteg &yan& (cf 8:21)
Wisd 7:28 - ov06ev Y&p &yanq o 8edg €1 py tov cgopiq ovvorxolvia
Sir 4:14 - xoai todg ayamdvrog aﬁtﬁv &yan@ 6 x0pLOg

Indeed, Sir 4:12 makes a direct connection between those who 1love
Sophia and those who love life: o &yan&v aﬁtﬁv &yan§ {offv. In the
great hymn of Sophia in Sir 24 she is also said to dwell among those
(in the city) who are beloved (Sir 24:11). Once again, in this use of
ayande to describe the relationship of God to Sophia and the Disciple,
we may see the touch of Sophia's influence upon the figure of Jesus in

the Fourth Gospel and on his relationships with his disciples.

4.3.1.1.1 THE RECIPIENT OF REVELATION (11:25)

For the second time in the Gospel of JTohn, we find within
this account, that Jesus makes a significant revelation about his
divine nature in the context of a conversation with a woman. The
content and background of the saying, éya sipt ﬁ &vdctaoxq xol ﬁ Lov,
has already been discussed’®, and we noted that the emphasis lies on
the gift of 1life, initially the province of Yahweh in Israel's
tradition, then attributed to Sophia, and now finally to Jesus Sophia.
The revelation of this important facet of Jesus Sophia’s nature comes
in response to Martha's expression of her wunderstanding of
resurrection (11:24): otsa ot &vaoTioetal €V f avagtéoer eV T
éaxdrq ﬁpépq. In this she appears to be presenting a form of one
particular Jewish theology of the resurrection, possibly that of
Pharisaic groups?’*, though it may also be addressing the
eschatological viewpoint of the Christians to whom John's Gospel is
written®S, As in the case of the Samaritan Woman, .so also with Martha

we find that women are accepted as worthy participants in theological
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discussion, and are sufficiently well-versed in it to be able to

present a representative viewpoint?é,

The initial Judaeo-Christian confession of 11:24 falls short of
the realized eschatological expectation of the Fourth Evangelist, that
"the gift of 1life which conquers death is a present reality in Jesus
Christ*®?, However inadequate it may be, it is not openly rejected by
Jesus, but rather opens up an opportunity igg a revelation of the true
life-giving power of Sophia incarnate. It seems as though Sophia is
tutoring her disciple, recalling some of the Proverbial and Sapiential
saylngs about those seeking Sophia finding life <(Prov 3:16; 8:35;
9:11; Wisd 8:13). That Jesus' statement 1s intended both as
revelation of his nature and as teaching is confirmed by the use of
éyé éipl, and by the following question addressed to Martha to ensure
her understanding of what has been said: miotedeig tolito;. It is that
question which leads on to the most remarkable piece of Johannine re-
interpretation of Christian tradition yet encountered - Martha's

confession of faith in Jesus (11:27).
4.3.1.1.2 MARTHA'S CONFESSION OF FAITH

In the discussion of the role of women in the Fourth
Gospel, there can hardly be a single verse which is more significant
than Jn 11:27. In the words attributed to Martha at this point we
perceive a movement from the initial Judaeo-Christian confession of
11:24 to a statement of the confession of the early Church in general
and the Johannine community in particular. Culpepper assesses 1t in
the following manner:

Martha moves from the affirmation of traditional
eschatological expectations ('the last day') to the
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climactic confession, which is echoed in 20:30-31.

This is the confession which in other traditions was

made by Peter. Here it is made by a female disciple

and tied securely to the Johannine affirmation of

Jesus as the resurrection and the life (11:25)79,
Like Jesus' Mother at the feast in Cana, Martha, in her confession,
also demonstrates the Johannine principle of true faith, in that it
anticipates the sign rather than following it. It is a response to
the word of Jesus Sophia rather than to the sign. Bultmann is correct
in dismissing those exegetes who claim that Martha has failed properly
to understand Jesus, acknowledging instead that she recognises that
"in Jesus the eschatological invasion of God into the world has come
to pass"??. In the moment of confession, Martha truly becomes "the
model for full Christian confession"!°®, We shall see this clearly as
we examine the relationship of her confession both to that of Peter at

Caesarea Philippi and to that of the Johannine community, as reflected

in the summary statement of purpose in Jn 20:30-31.

4.3.1.1.2.1 MARTHA AND PETER

Even the most superficial reading of the Gospels will
reveal that Martha's confession in Jn 11:27 bears a striking
similarity to that normally attributed to Peter in the Synoptic
tradition. A comparison of the relevant texts confirms this to be the

case!

Mt 16:16 od et 6 Xprotog o uibq to¥ feal tofl {&vrog
Mk 8:29 ob et o Xprotog
Lk 9:20 . . .70V XPLOTOV ol 6eal

Jn 11:27 o et o XpLotog o viog tof 8eof o eig 1oV x6OUOV épxépevog
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It is noticeable that the Petrine incident associated with Caesarea
Philippi is absent in the Johannine tradition, thus allowing us to see
Martha's version as a replacement. Indeed, the only confession which
is attributed to Peter by the Fourth Evangelist (6:68-69) neither
clearly parallels that of Mt 16:16 at Caesarea Philippit®!, nor
expresses the Johannine community's recognised confession of faith
(20:31)., This leads Fiorenza to remark that Martha's statement

is a christological confession in the fuller Johannine

messianic sense. . . . Thus Martha represents the

full apostolic faith of the Johannine community, just

as Peter did for the Matthean community"102,

It is unlikely that there is any real attempt on the part of the
author of John to denigrate Peter through this substitution!?3. The
Fourth Evangelist 1is neither interested in the prominence of
individuals, nor in a hierarchy of offices, but rather in "disciples
in their common responsibility of mutual love and mission"!°4. Martha
is not to be accorded a special place of prominence in the community
on account of her confession any more than Peter should be, but she is
representative of the confessing believer within that community. That
she is used as a representative in this way by the Gospel writer is
helpful for our understanding of the role which women may have
occupied in the Johannine community, for as Schneiders remarks with
reference to Martha's role: "it 1is difficult to understand unless
women 1in John's community actually did function as community
leaders"1°5, The Evangelist therefore does not have to explain, or
apologise for her confession, but accepts it as a matter of fact that
a woman, "in her own responsibility"t?é¢, may receive the revelatory

teaching of Jesus Sophia, make the appropriate Christian response, and
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so stand as a symbol of faithful discipleship and confession for the

whole community.
4.3.1.1.2.2 Jn 11:27 = Jn 20:31

We have already asserted that Martha's confession is
representative of the faith of the Johannine community: but how can we
be sure of this? Fortunately the Evangelist has provided us with a
clear statement of the intention behind the writing of the Gospel in
20:30-31, In doing so, it is indicated that the purpose 1is the
elicitation of the belief that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God.
When we place this statement of intent alongside the words of Martha's

confession we can immediately see their similarity:

Jn 11:27 od €t o Xprotodg 6 vidg tof 8eof ) g1g TOV xéopov épxopevog
Jn 20:31 ,Inooﬁg £0TIV O Xp1otodg 0 vibg tofl Beofl

This summary remark of 20:31 goes on to record the goal of such a
confession: xai {va miotetovieq fonv Exete v TH dvopati obtof. Not
only does Martha's confession parallel the 'true' confession of the
Johannine community, but it also leads on to the prescribed goal in

the demonstration of Jesus as the giver of life!

We have not come far enough, however, in merely noting the
linguistic parallel between 11:27 and 20:31. We noted above, that
Martha does not respond to the sign which Jesus performs, but to the
word. Throughout the Gospel there is a continuing emphasis on the
fact that the onpeta do not in themselves evoke true confession or
belief107, In 2:23-25, following the first of the signs at Cana,

Jesus does not entrust himself to those who believe because of the
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sign. In 4:48 Jesus rebukes those who will not believe without a
sign. On seeing the sign in 6:14-15, the people try to make Jesus
their king, showing complete misunderstanding of what has happened.
Instead of the requested sign in 6:30, Jesus offers words, namely the
revelation of his character as the Bread of Life. 1In 9:16 the sign
causes division and misunderstanding, and finally in 11:47, as a
result of the sign presently under examination, the decision is made
to kill Jesus. By contrast, however, it is the word of Jesus which
offers life and to which the believer is expected to respond (4:39,42;
6:63; 8:3M. Within the context of the Lazarus account Jesus again
makes this point clear (11:40): it is not those who see the sign who
will believe, but those who respond in belief to the word who will see
and understand the sign. Indeed, this is the present reality for the
community to whom Martha's confession is addressed: Jesus is no longer
physically present to perform signs, but through the word belief is
possible, thus opening the way to the revelation and perception of his
glory*?¢, Martha shows us how the community understands this faith -
seeing/understanding process by anticipating the sign in her

responsive confession on the basis of the word.

We must now consider to what extent the words of the confession
itself actually reflect the Sophia influence which we have seen plays
such a major role elsewhere. It 1is important to recall the
observation of Culpepper, that the confession of 11:27 is “tied
securely to the Johannine affirmation of Jesus as the resurrection and
the life%to?, In other words, for the Johannine community, the one
who is confessed as Son of God equals the one who makes the claim to

be the giver of life. We have already noted the connection between
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these concepts in 20:31, and at the same time we have consistently
seen that the one who gives such life is none other than Jesus Sophia.
We may therefore draw the equation - Son of God = Jesus Sophia. This
is not surprising when we consider the intimate relationship which
exlsts in the Gospel between Jesus and the 'Father’. élaced alongside
the intimacy of relationship we have already observed between God and
Sophia, we find a solid basis for making this equation. There is a
sense in which both Jesus and Sophia are still subordinate to God, but
at the same time they are both fully in union with God. So we find
that Sophia can be called the "Daughter of God"!!°, and treated almost
as a lover, certainly the "beloved" of Godi!!. The Johannine Son of
God stands in the same position before God <(the 'Father'), and
confession of him as such (11:27) by a 'maidservant', is governed by
the previous self-revelation of his character as Jesus Sophia, the
giver of life (11:25). It is because of the existing model of
Sophia's relationship with God that the author of the Fourth Gospel
has no problem with the idea of what looks like 'subordination' to the
'Father' being placed in the same context as apparent equality with
God. Schnackenburg comments:

Johannine Christology allows for the prayer by Jesus

because the subordination of the Son to the Father is

never denied (cf 14:28,31), but because the Son lives

completely in union with the Father, whose will he

knows and carries out, his prayer is always sure of

being heard. It is because he is one with God that he

prays, and because he prays he is one with God!!Z?,.
However, as we noted previously, the term 'subordination' is an

inappropriate one in relation to what the Fourth Evangelist wants to

say about Jesus Sophia's relationship with God. The point is rather
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one of continuity in both authority and revelation rather than the

superiority/inferiority of one over the other.

We may now conclude with certainty that Martha's confession of
Jesus as the Son of God is both fully Johannine in its language and in
its christological insight. It is consistent with the pattern of
revelation of Jesus as Sophia incarnate, and once again allows a woman
to stand as the true representative of "discerning faith" within the

Christian communityits,
4.3.1.2 MARY'S ROLE

Mary's role within the Lazarus narrative is almost in-
significant in comparison with that of her sister. It nevertheless
merits brief comment. Pollard, who correctly assesses Martha's role
in the story, sees in Mary the contrast to believing discipleship:
"Mary's faith crumbled entirely in her grief"t14, This 1is not
altogether fair, since there is no discussion of her faith, or lack of
it, in the text. What was taken as an open-ended statement showing
the confidence of her faith in the case of Martha!!s - 'if you had
only been here my brother would not have died' (11:21) - is construed,
for some inexplicable reason, as lack of faith in Mary's mouth
(11:32)118) If Mary's weeping is a sign of lack of faith, then we
must note that, in the words of the shortest verse in the Bible,

€84UPLOEV o 'Inoofg (11:35).

We would contend quite the opposite with regard to Mary, there
being small pointers even in 11:32-33 that Mary was anything but
lacking in faith. Her grief over the death of her brother is hardly a

matter for surprise, but it does not prevent her, immediately on
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seeing Jesus, from falling at his feet in an act of apparent devotion.
This feature is not unlike the picture we have of her from Lk 10:38-42
(Moprap xai nopaxaBecbefoa mpdg todg nédag tol xvpiov [Lk 10:39]1)117,
but perhaps more telling still is the picture which follows in Jn
12:1-8 of Mary at Jesus' feet devotedly anointing them and wiping them
with her hair. As we turn now to that account we will see how her
role is also an example of discipleship for the Johannine community,

again constructed under the influence of Sophia christology.

4.3.2 MARY OF BETHANY — THE ANOINTING (12:1-8)

Although we have briefly encountered Mary in the events
surrounding the resuscitation of her brother, it was for her part in
the anointing of Jesus' feet in her home at Bethany that she was
particularly remembered in the Johannine community. This is clear not
only from the fact that the story 1is recorded in 12:1-8, but also
earlier from 11:2, where she is identified not only as the sister of
Lazarus and Martha, but more specifically as the one who 'anointed the

Lord with ointment and wiped his feet with her hair'tts,

This incident is one of the very few accounts in the Fourth
Gospel for which we have direct Synoptic parallels (Mk 14:3-9; Mt
26:6-13; [Lk 7:36-5071)119%, but even so it is clear that the story has
been considerably influenced by Johannine thought in its present form
in the Gospel!2°, Although Mark and Matthew both site the incident at
Bethany, neither names the woman involved., If we examine the act of
anointing itself, we find that, despite the marked difference in the

purpose and setting of the story, there is at least as much overlap



—244-

with the account of Lk 7:36-50 as with the more similar setting of the

other Synoptic accounts:

Mt 26:6-13 Mk 14:3-9 Lk 7:36-50 Jn 12:1-8
Location Bethany Bethany ? Bethany
House of Simon Simon Simon Mary (etc.)
Anointed Head Head Feet Feet
Material Expensive Expensive Tears and Expensive

Ointment Ointment Ointment Ointment
Further - - Wipes away Wipes away
Action tears with ointment

her hair with hair

Purpose Preparation Preparation Response to  Preparation

for burial for burial forgiveness for burial

~ All of this might lead us to the conclusion that the Fourth Evangelist
has simply been involved in a hopeless confusion of sourcest?t.
Certainly there are some signs that the two traditions might have been
conflated, but that is hardly a result of confusion, rather of
intention on the part of the author. We are not intended to look so
much at the literal detail of the type or amount of the ointment used
in the account, but rather “we are virtually forced to attach primary
significance to 1ts symbolism"!22, This 1is a typically Johannine
approach to tradition, as we can see from, for example, the story of
the miraculous feeding in Jn 6. There, as in the anointing story, the
detail of the feeding is not the central point, the emphasis being on
that to which the event points, namely Jesus as the Bread of Life.
Here in this present case, as we shall see, the act of footwashing in

chapter 13 is the point to which the anointing is being addressed.
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In the context of our present investigation it is precisely this
symbolism which 1s important for our understanding of the text. It
comes at the beginning of the end of Jesus' public ministry in John,
his departure from 'the world' being imminent!23. In content it is
both a "prophetic action"!2¢ anticipating the death and burial of
Jesus, and a precursor of the action performed by Jesus in washing the
feet of the padntaf (13:1-20>. We shall turn to an examination of
these features in an attempt to discern both the significance of
Mary's action for our understanding of the role of women in the
Johannine community, and to determine any influence which Sophia

tradition has brought to bear upon its formation.
4.3.2.1 MARY'S ROLE

The first problem we have in determining Mary's role in the
story of the anointing comes in understanding the purpose to which
that action is directed. Ostensibly it is an act of preparation for
burial (eig ™V ﬁpépav tofl évta¢1acpoﬁ pov - 12:7), but as such it
appears rather strange. Why should she anoint his feet to that end in
such a public display? 1Is this simply an assimilation to the Lukan
narrative with its emphasis on devotion and penitence, thus suggesting
é similar theme in the Fourth Evangelist's mind? Is it merely an
attempt to avoid the implication of the Markan/Matthean accounts,
where a sign of kingship, the anointing of the head, is given!2s?
Certainly there would have been justification for a kingship anointing
just prior to the Entry into Jerusalem (12:12ff), but John shies away
from any identification of Jesus as king (6:15) even in the entry

narrative itself (12:14-186).
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The anointing of feet was a virtually unknown action 1in the
Palestinian settingt2¢, although the writer Athanaeus states that it
was an Athenian custom in places where people "lived luxuriously"!27.
Even if this is true, 1t is highly questionable if John (or Luke)
would have known of such a tradition, and it certainly would have been
quite out of place in rural Palestinet2®! This compels us to look at
the action in the light of Johannine symbolism. Only a few paragraphs
later (13:1-20) the author recounts for the community that most
distinctive of Johennine actions of Jesus symbolising discipleship,
namely the footwashing. In that incident Jesus undertakes to wash the
feet of the pabntai and then wipes them dry with a towel. There is an
immediate similarity between this incident and Mary's action in
anointing Jesus' feet, so we must ask whether or not it was the
author's intention to suggest to the reader that a direct connection

be made between the two.

There are two pointers within the anointing story itself which
lead us toward an affirmative answer to this question. Firstly, as we
have already noted, John changes the anointing from one of the head to
one of the feet. This would suggest that it was particularly
significant for the author (and reader) that the feet were anointed!
It is difficult to find any significance in this change other than in
its proximity to the footwashing account, but the matter is further
clarified by our second pointer: she wipes the feet dry again with her
hair. This really is an astonishing action on two counts: firstly, it
must have been a hideously messy thing to do; secondly, it
necessitated what could have been seen as a notably 'disgraceful’

piece of behaviour on her part in loosing her hair in public.
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Jeremias comments that "it was the greatest disgrace for & woman to
unbind her hair in the presence of men"!2%, and quotes a number of
Rabbinic sources to support this claim!3¢, The picture of Mary as a
virtuous, believing member of the household in which Lazarus had been
raised from the dead, not to mention the devoted Mary of Luke's
account, may be tainted by the impropriety of such an action. This
strange turn of events forces us to consider the motive behind this

presentation of Mary in the mind of the Fourth Evangelist.

The act of footwashing was normally performed by a servant of the
household as a sign of welcome and hospitality, or by guests
themselves using water provided by the host!3!. It would appear that,
in Jewish circles, the servant could not be forced to wash feet, but
often did so as an act of devotion or loyalty towards the master!3Z2.
In the foot~washing scene in John 13 there are a number of breaks with
the traditional form of footwashing: (i) Jesus performs the act during
the meal and not immediately on arrival. di» As Brown puts 1it,
"Jesus humiliates himself and takes on the form of a servant"i33
diid It was specifically cited as an example to be followed by
others in the future (13:14-15>, the sign par excellence of the
exercise of true discipleship (13:12-17). Now when we compare these
details with the action of Mary in 12:1-8, we discover a remarkable
similarity between the two: (1) Her action takes place during the
meal as Jesus is reclining as the guest of honour at table. (ii) She
potentially humiliates herself by loosing her hair in a manner which
could have been associated with women of 'easy virtue', in order to
complete the task normally associated with a servant. 1ii)

Following the spurious objections of Judas Iscariot <(one of the



_248_

padéntal [!1), Jesus implicitly recommends her action by the double-
sided saying of 12:8, which we may paraphrase: “You won't have me with
you much longer, so it is good to take this opportunity; but at the
same time, you will have plenty of opportunity in the future to serve
the poor who are always with you". When considered in this way, the
parallel between Mary's action and that of Jesus towards the padntai

in 13:1-20 is unmistakable.

Perhaps the most important point to emerge from this comparison
for our present consideration, is the reminder that the emphasis in
John 13:1-20 1lies upon the exercise of true discipleship. It is
significant that the Johannine Jesus has to point out the path of true
discipleship - preparedness for humilation and servanthood - to the
padntat, and indeed has to argue with the archetypal pabntfg, Peter,
before they are able to grasp 1its significance. Mary, by contrast,
already knows the way to show her devotion and loyalty to Jesus
Sophia, and does so in an unsolicited act which presages Jesus' own
action. Her sanointing of Jesus' feet is thus evocative of true
discipleship in three ways. Firstly, 1t shows a knowledge of what
needs to be done without first having to 'see' it done by Jesus.
Secondly, it accepts the potential for humiliation as part and parcel
of the exercise of loyalty and devotion to Jesus Sophia. Thirdly, 1t
takes on the role of servanthood in the execution of the task. We
must, therefore, agree with Schneiders' conclusion, that in the
anointing scene "we have a presentation of Mary as a disciple of Jesus

in the strict sense of the word"13#4,



~249-~
4.3.2.2 MARTHA'S ROLE [12:2]

Although Mary clearly has the major role in 12:1-8, she is
not the only woman to serve as an example of true discipleship for the
community. In our urgency to deal with the main body of the account,
we should take care not to pass over the short phrase in 12:2 - xai ﬁ
Mitp6a  Sinxdver. The 1immediate impression here 1is that she 1is
maintaining the classic 'feminine role' of wsiting on the men at
table, but to leave our understanding on this level would be to miss
completely the point which we believe the Fourth Evangelist is making

here.

By the end of the first century the words 8iaxovée, Sraxovia and
Si4axovog had come to take on special meaning for the Christian
community, being associated with particular offices of ministiry within
the Church?3s, In Paul's writing we find reference to Bidxovor in
both the Churches at Philippi and Rome!3¢. The book of Acts
recognises the necessity of setting aside certain people within the
Christian community for the task of &ioxoviat3?, and by the time of
the writing of the Pastoral Epistles, there appears to be a distinct
office established under the title 3i4&xovogt3®, Thus, by the time the
Fourth Evangelist compiled the Gospel, there was an established

context for the use of the term.

The verb &iaxovée appears only three times in John's Gospel, all
of these being in chapter 12 ([12:2,26(x2)]. It s generally
acknowledged that the Johannine community was not concerned with
ecclesiastical offices, but at the same time, the author of the Gospel

could hardly have been unaware of the implications of using the verb
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S1anovEéw. We must, therefore, examine how John understands the word
and clarify its meaning in the mouth of Jesus Sophia. Here 12:26
gives us an important insight: the one who 'serves' Jesus, °‘serves'
God!37, and will be rewarded by sharing in the B&86Ea of Jesus!4o.
Brown comments that the Synoptics do not speak of the disciples as
'serving' Jesus, but of the women doing so (Mk 15:41; Lk 10:40)**!, so
once again we may have an example of the way in which the Fourth
Evangelist adapts tradition to show a different perspective on the
role of women in the community. If it is the servant who truly
follows, i.e. who is the true disciple, then Martha has already shown

that quality, again in advance of any instruction to do so.

In answer to those who might dismiss this interpretation as an
over-emphasis of a small detail we must also stress the following
points. Firstly, since the Johannine account is clearly parallel to
the anonymous Synoptic anointers, there was no need for the Evangelist
to mention Martha at all!42, Secondly, the picture given in John 11-
12 of the household of Mary, Martha and Lazarus suggests 1t was a
reasonably prosperous Jewish home. There was, therefore, no need for
Martha to have been serving at table, this being the duty of a servant
in the household rather than of the householder herself. Indeed,
Witherington notes that "in a Jewish context, women were not allowed
to serve at meals if men were in attendance, unless there were no
servants to perform the task"!43., Thirdly, since the whole anointing
story is, as we have suggested, an anticipatory example of the task of
true discipleship revealed in the word and action of Jesus Sophia, it
would hardly be surprising to find a similar sequence in the case of

Martha's 8ioxovia, especially given its close proximity to 12:26.
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Thus, in Martha's brief appearance in 12:2 we see another example
of the involvement of women as the true symbols for Christian
discipleship in the Johannine community. We would submit that it is
at least possible that the Fourth Evangelist has consciously chosen to
use the verb &raxovée as a means of both reinterpreting established
Christian tradition and promoting women in the role of exemplary true

disciples.
4.3.2.3 SOPHIA INFLUENCE ON THE MARTHA/MARY ACCOUNTS

We have already noted in the course of our examination of the
stories in chapters 11 and 12, that Sophia tradition has influenced
the development of the Johannine accounts at several points, not least
in the designation of the Bethany circle as ‘beloved’ (11:5) and in
the overarching theme of Jesus as the giver of 1life (11:25). There
are, however, further pointers to such influence in the portrayal of

Martha and Mary.

Firstly, we note the emphasis on the response Martha makes to the
word of Jesus, rather than to the sign which follows. Throughout the
canon of Wisdom literature, there is an insistence on the need to
respond to the words/speech of Sophia. In the opening chapter of
Proverbs we find that Sophia cries out in the street and raises her
volice in the public places (Prov 1:20). In the great hymn of praise
to her in chapter 8 we again find reference to her 'lifting her voice'
(8:1,4); ‘'calling out' (8:3,4); the clarity or truth of her speech
(8:6,7,8); and there is a persistent injunction to ‘listen' to what
she has to say (8:6,32,33,34). To those who do listen the promise is

given of finding life (8:35). This pattern is repeated in the book of
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Sirach, where in chapter 24 the call goes out to listen to the words
which come from Sophia's mouth (Sir 24:1-3), and ultimately, in the
identification of her with the Torah (24:23), there 1is clear

indication that her words must be heeded and obeyed.

It is precisely this kind of attitude that the Fourth Evangelist
seeks in the disciple of Jesus Sophia: to respond to the word which he
brings is to be seen as a true disciple. This is exactly what Martha
does 1in the dialogue which precedes the sign of the raising of
Lazarus. In listening to the words of Jesus Sophia regarding the gift
of life (Jn 11:25), she is able to respond with words of faith which
need no sign to elicit them (11:27). This is a parallel process to

that expected of the disciple of Sophia in the Wisdom tradition.

We may also here see another instance of the subtle Johannine
polemic against the view that Sophia 1s bound up in Torah. Jesus
Sophia is the one to whom the disciple comes for life, and the one
whose word brings a response, in contrast to the view of Sirach which
we noted above. Taken on its own, this instance might be a difficult
case to argue, but when seen alongside the various stages of this
polemic we have remarked upon from 1:17 onwards it may be taken as

further grist to the mill in the argument.

Secondly, the question of service and devotion to the master lies
at the root of the picture of Mary in both accounts and Martha in
12:2. To be at someone's feet as a deliberate act could well be
understood as a sign of devotion or reverence toward that person!*¢.
It was certainly an indication on the part of those behaving thus,

that they accepted a position of servanthood in relation to the one at
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whose feet they placed themselves!*S. Martha is explicitly referred
to as one who 'served', so in both women we see this attitude of
accepting the role of devoted self-offering in relation to Jesus.
Both these women's service, of course, reflects that which Jesus
himself offers his disciples in Jn 13 and indeed throughout his life,

death and resurrection.

We hear frequently in the Wisdom tradition of the way in which
Sophia also offers herself to those who will love her, and how her
disciples are called to offer devoted service to her. While the word
draxovelv 1is not used of the relationship between Sophia and her
disciples, there 1s a clear and constant insistence on the need for a
thoroughgoing devotion to her ways and teachings, which we may rightly
call 'service'. Prov 4:7, for example, emphasises that even though it
costs everything, the disciple should pursue the cause of Sophia.
Devotion to her involves sitting daily at her door, and her
maidservants go out and call others to the tables which have been

prepared (Prov 9:2-3).

Once again in the stories of the women of Bethany, we may see the
influence of Sophia's hand at work. Her disciples are attentive,

obedient, self-giving servants, just as Jesus Sophia also calls his

servants to be.

4.4 JESUS SOPHIA AND THE WOMEN AT THE CROSS (19:25-27)

The incident at the foot of the cross in the Fourth Gospel
(19:25-27) remains a difficult passage to interpret for a number of
reasons. Firstly, the presence of women close enough to the cross to

be involved in a conversation stands in direct contradiction to the
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Synoptic picture of the women observing from a distance'*¢. Secondly,
this difficulty in aligning the Johannine and Synoptic accounts,
allied to the already considerable symbolism noted in the Fourth
Gospel, has led most scholars to treat the scene symbolically rather
than historically: but what does it symbolise!*’? Thirdly, none of
the Synoptics mentions the Mother of Jesus in the vicinity of the
cross, although specifically mentioning other women: why is she
suddenly introduced by the Fourth Evangelist at this point for the
first time since the Wine Miracle at Cana? Fourthly, the question
remains as to who is actually being placed in charge of whom: does the
Beloved Disciple replace Jesus as a son to be cared for, or 1is the
emphasis more on the new role of the Mother of Jesus in 'adopting' the
Beloved Disciple as a son? We shall look at these questions briefly
in turn, before attempting to determine any influence of Sophia

Christology on the scene as a whole.

4.4.1 EXEGETICAL COMMENTS

The Synoptic Gospels are clear in their assertion that none of
Jesus' followers were at the foot of the cross at the time of his
death. In Mk 14:50 and Mt 26:56 we hear that the disciples (pafntafl)
fled, leaving Jesus to face his final hours alone. Even the Johannine
tradition implies this in the prediction of Jn 16:32, that they would
be scattered and Jesus left alone. In addition, the women in Mk
15:40/Mt 27:55/Lk 23:49 are also said to be "at a distance” @and
paxp68ev), thus leaving none of Jesus' closest companions at his side.
While it is true that some theological considerations on the part of
the authors of the other Gospels may have, at least in part,

influenced their picture of eventst*®, it would be difficult to
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explain either the absence of a reference to Jesus' Mother at the
cross, or the omission of the very significant words of Jesus
concerning her future and that of the Beloved Disciple. 1In placing
the women, and in particular the Mother of Jesus nopd t§ otavpd, the
Fourth Evangelist is setting the scene for the coming last will of

Jesus for his Mother and the Beloved Disciple.

Jn 19:26-27 must certainly have stemmed from the hand of the
Fourth Evangelist and not from either the Synoptic tradition or some
other sourcei‘?, In it, as Brown remarks, "are brought together the
two great symbolic figures of the Fourth Gospel whose personal names
are never used by the evangelist"!$°, At the critical hour of Jesus'
life, his death, two representative disciples are to be found at the
centre of proceedings. This is again at variance with the Synoptic
tradition, where the women onlookers are mentioned only after Jesus
has expired. In contrast, Jesus' Mother stands and receives the final
words of Jesus before he declares his work complete (19:30). In other
words, the words spoken to the Mother of Jesus and the Beloved
Disciple are part of the completion of the earthly ministry of Jesus,

after which he is able to hand over his spirit and die.

It is difficult to assess the extent to which the presence of the
women at the cross involved courage. While some have doubted the
accuracy of the report on the basis that Roman soldiers would not have
allowed relatives to approach the foot of the cross for fear of
attempts to relieve the suffering of the victimtst, still others have
been able to produce evidence to the contrary, suggesting that
relatives were often present and close by at such events!®2. However,

Ochshorn's comment that "in 1its cultural setting, the presence of
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women at the cross or at the tomb of Jesus was not exceptional, and in
itself might not have signified exceptional courage or devotion"!53,
needs to be weighed against its relevance to the intent of the Gospel
writer. The women stand in contrast to the male disciples at the
cross, rather than out of any virtue of their own. They showed a
faithfulness to the end which was singularly lacking in the
traditional male disciples according to the tradition, even allowing

that the Beloved Disciple was a man.

In our examination of the role played by Jesus' Mother at the
Wedding in Cana, the opening of Jesus' earthly ministry, we saw that
Jesus was deliberately distancing himself from any kind of familial
pressure to perform 'signs', in order to be free to exercise the
ministry for which he had been sent by God. This was done partly
through the formality of the address to his mother, yovai, and the
avoidance by the Evangelist of her proper name. Here again, 1in the
scene at the close of his earthly ministry, we see exactly the same
technique applied: ﬁ phTnge avtol (19:25,26); yovor (19:26). As also
in 2:1-11, where Jesus' %pa had not yet arrived, here again we find
reference to its imminent arrival and the role of the Beloved Disciple
and Jesus' Mother in 1t (19:27)15¢. Just as the Cana account was
imbued with symbolism, so too the scene at Golgotha has similar
overtones. It is thus no surprise when Lindars remarks, that in these
verses "John's creative hand 1is more evident than any signs of
historical tradition"!55, But as in the Cana account, so here we must
also be careful in defining the symbolism more closely. Many
suggestions have been made, notably: that Mary evokes the New Eve, or

Lady Zion, who brings forth her offspring in the new age!®¢; that Mary
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represents the Jewish-Christian Church while the Beloved Disciple
represents the Gentile Church, the text being an indication of their
need for unity in the new age!S7; or that Mary represents the Church
and the Beloved Disciple the Christian in the new community!ss.
Whatever direction we take in this matter, it is worth noting Lindars'
observation regarding the interpretation of that symbolism:

Considering what has been said in the Supper

discourses about the new relationship which 1is +to

follow Jesus' death, it is natural to interpret this

in the 1light of 16:7 *'It is to your advantage that I

go away'. From this point of view the mother/son

relationship of Mary and the Beloved Disciple has a

quality which could not have existed if Jesus had not

been crucified!s?.
It is only as a result of Jesus' 'going away' that any need arises to
deal with his mother's and the Beloved Disciple's future. It must be
significant that Jesus does not say "Mother", but prefers "Woman",
thus continuing the trend we have already noted in relation to his
family memberst¢?, Since his mother's acceptance in the first
instance (2:1-11) was on the basis of her true discipleship and not
family ties, here again as the "yovar" appears, it 1s as a
representative disciple. With her stands another of the great symbols
for true discipleship in the Fourth Gospel, namely the Beloved
Disciple, and it is these two who are called into a new relationship.
On the basis of this, the evangelist has Jesus Sophia's dying words as
a call to mutual relationship and dependency: neither is more or less

dependent on the other, but each is called to a new and interdependent

relationship.

This echoes many of the themes already outlined in the Gospel,

not least that of the final meal with its footwashing, and the talk of
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the vine and