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Abstract
For many years, exegetes have been speaking of the possibility that the Gospel of
John might have had another facade. If such were the case, the actual prologue,
John 1:1-18, would have been a later insertion. For all this exegetical analysis it is
essential to focus on John 1:6-8(9).15. Since the XVIII century, biblical scholars have
affirmed that the two statements regarding John the Baptist break the flow of the
prologue of John. It was also conjectured that, perhaps, the first facade of the Fourth
Gospel began with John 1:6ff.19-34. To my knowledge, there has been no research
analysing the historical reasons behind the significant change at the beginning of this
gospel. If the abovementioned hypothesis could be proved, then this change to the
beginning of the Gospel of John would have catalyzed a change in the intended
reader of this gospel. A change in the intended reader could imply, in turn, that there

had been a change in the context of the Johannine Community.

The main problem in the present research is how, why and where was there a
change in the intended reader in the Prologue of the Gospel of John? This study
begins by analysing the redactional history of John 1:1-18 in search of the evidence
that would prove that this powerful pericope was not the first facade of this gospel.
This analysis suggests that the Fourth Gospel had once begun with John
1:6.7ac.15.19-34. The next step is the analysis of the intended reader of both
facades. Once this examination is completed, through the comparison of the two
facades, it would be possible to state that, perhaps, in the first facade, the intended
reader was the Israelite community, the context of which would have been Palestine,
before 70 AD; in the second facade, the intended reader was universal, for all

believers, and the setting would have been in Ephesus, approximately 85-90 AD.

This analysis affords a better understanding of the Fourth Gospel, while providing a
lesson for sharing the kerygma today in the same faithful and flexible way as the

Johannine Community, certainly, did.
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Chapter |

Introduction

1. Background

1.1 The importance of the beginning

The way in which each canonical gospel begins provides a basis for its
interpretation. How and why the writer(s) decided to write the facade of a particular
gospel is a very important key in order to not only understand how the prologue of a
canonical gospel works,* but also, conjointly, to understand how the reader should
approach the entire book.? Understanding how the prologue of a canonical gospel

works means to have a very important hermeneutical key to this gospel.®

Perhaps the reader of this dissertation is wondering: why would the facade, the
portico of the four gospels be so important? | could compare the portico of a
canonical gospel to a house which someone is thinking of buying. What is the first

thing that the person will notice? It will be its facade, its portico! The same happens

! Matera (1988:3-20).

% Dillon (1981:205-227).

® Bock (1991:183-201) .



with a canonical Gospel. Through its facade, the readers have their first general idea

about the whole gospel they have begun to read.

On the other hand, if | do not like the facade of the house, it is highly unlikely that |
will buy it. I make my first judgment of the house by its facade. The same happens
with the prologues of the canonical gospels. Phillips (2006:4) points out that the
beginnings of written texts are especially significant because they provide the first
opportunity to interrelate with the readers, to establish the necessary rapport and
authority. Conversely, if the writer fails to encourage the readers to read his/her text,
the whole point of the text could be missed. Thus, the beginning of the canonical

gospel offers an unrepeatable moment between the writer and the readers.

The study of the fagade of a canonical gospel, hence, gives us an important tool for
the understanding of the main reason for each gospel, for the relationship between
the writer and the readers, and, perhaps most importantly, to guide the reader in the
interpretation of the entire gospel.* Thus, the writers of the Gospels have always

written a very polished prologue or introduction to their writings.®

1.2 The uniqueness of John

Each of the four canonical gospels is unique. The prologue of each gospel is a very
important key to understand this uniqueness. Beyond any doubt, of the four
canonical gospels, the prologue of John is the text that has received the most
attention by the exegetes.® Why is this? Largely, because John 1:1-18 is one of the

most important texts for the comprehension of the Christology of the New

* Bock (1991:183-201) and Hutchison (2001:152-164).
®> A good example is the Gospel of Luke. Its writer had written the facade of his Gospel in Classical

Greek although the rest of his gospel was written in Koine Greek. Thus its facade gives prestige to
this gospel.

® Jensen (2004:69) who affirms that the prologue of John is the most studied text in the entire NT.



Testament. Furthermore, there is no unanimity among the exegetes regarding how

to interpret this beautiful pericope or in identifying its hermeneutical key.’

Throughout the history of the exegetical analysis of the actual Prologue of the
Gospel of John, there have been several different methodologies employed to
explain and understand this pericope. Yet, what is the uniqueness of the facade of
John? Among other things, according to several exegetes who have examined the
critical evidence, it is that the facade of this gospel was changed. This indicates that
John 1:1-18 is a later addition and, therefore, at one time, the Fourth Gospel had

begun with another pericope as its portico.

Accordingly, if the Fourth Gospel once had another facade other than John 1:1-18,
the change of the beginning of this Gospel implies, directly and without any doubt, a
hermeneutical change of mammoth proportions. No other book in the New

Testament has undergone such a tremendous change.

1.3 This research

Why would this research be important? Because this would mean that there had
been a change in the hermeneutical key of this gospel and in how the reader would
interpret it. We can deduce, therefore, that there had been a significant change
within the context of the first receptor community of the Fourth Gospel. In other
words, through the critical analysis of all these changes we should be able to
understand the theological and historical reasons why the writer(s) saw the need to

change this crucial pericope at the beginning of the Fourth Gospel.

If there is something very strange about this topic, it is the fact that up to now, the
author of this dissertation still has not been able to find an exegetical investigation

which has taken into account the implications of the changes in the fagade of this

" For example, there is no unanimity among exegetes, not even about the literary genre of John 1:1-
18. For some this pericope is a proem, and for others it is a prologue such as seen in the Greek
Classics. For still others it is a summary; or a little theological Treatise, a preface or an introduction.



gospel even though this is an idea that has been affirmed with strong critical-

exegetical evidence, since at least 1892.%

2. The main and subproblems

2.1 The main problem

The central problem in this work is how, why and where was there a change in the

intended reader in the Prologue of the Gospel of John?

2.2 The subproblems are five

How can | have a holistic answer to my Research Problem?

What are the exegetical evidences to reasonably prove what the earlier

facade of this Gospel looked like?
Who is the Intended Reader of John's First Facade?
Who is the Intended Reader of John 1:1-187

If it is true that the change in the intended reader at the beginning of the
Fourth Gospel implies a change in its Theological Project, in what ways was

the Theological Project changed?

3 My hypothesis

The purpose of this dissertation is to provide a clearer understanding of the actual

prologue of John through the analysis of the intended reader:

8 von Harnack (1892:189-231).



1. In the beginning of the Gospel of John, there was a change in the intended
reader. This change implies simultaneously a change in the theological

project of the whole Gospel.

2. The change of the intended reader coincides with the change of the facade of
the Gospel of John. The first facade was John 1:6-7a.c.15.19-34. The second

one is the actual pericope John 1:1-18.

3. In the beginning, in the first facade, the intended reader was the Israelite
community. This first context was within Palestine, before 70 AD. The second
intended reader was universal, for all believers. This context for the second

facade was in Ephesus, 85-90 AD.

4. This analysis will help us to have a better and deeper understanding of the
enormous positive change in the meaning of the mission of the community of
John.

4 Uniqueness of this research

The unique contribution of this dissertation is not the comprehension of the
redactional history of the beginning of the Gospel of John. There are already
excellent exegetical works that study this issue. The originality of this investigation is
the comparison of the first fagcade with the second facade of this Gospel in order to

obtain a better understanding of the theological proposal of the actual Prologue.

To give a visual example, it is like the difference between a picture and a video. To
study the intended reader in John 1:1-18 without paying attention to the change in
the facade of John is to see a picture without movement. Only taking into account
this change in John’s portico is it possible to have a deeper understanding of this

pericope.



5 Objectives

The objectives of this study are:

1. Through our exegetical methodology, to attain awareness of and bring out the
positive theological and missionological processes that operated within the

Johannine Community.

2. The aforementioned positive processes that had developed within the
Johannine Community implied a positive expansion in its theological and
missionological horizon. Change means movement. In a biblical text, these

changes imply conjointly a change in the intended reader.

3. Thus, there is never a change in the intended reader without some kind of
change in the redactional history of the biblical texts that critical exegesis is

able to detect.

4. At the same time all the aforementioned helps us to be aware of what we

cannot change, what is not negotiable, about our faith in Jesus Christ.

5. Lastly it is important to highlight that the methodological key throughout this
entire dissertation is the integration of the different ways in which to approach
this text.

6 Delimitations

| will not attempt to investigate the entire redactional history of the Fourth Gospel,
nor the entire history of the Johannine Community. | am only concerned with the
change of the context in both of the porticos of the Gospel of John for the sole

purpose of understanding the change in the intended reader.

It is beyond the scope of this investigation to elaborate a whole hypothesis about the

different strata and/or different editions that the Fourth Gospel could have had.



Nor shall | research in depth the relationship between the two beginnings and
endings of John. | only investigate this relationship inasmuch as it would be relevant

for this investigation.

It is important to note that when | use Narrative Criticism | exclude Reader-Response
Criticism. At the same time, when | use Rhetorical Analysis | exclude Semiotic

Analysis.

In this research, | also limit myself to the study of the relationship between Judaism
and Christianity within the first century and the importance of this relationship for the

Johannine Community.

7 Design

The design for this dissertation is a qualitative, literary research. According to this
type of design, | shall first gather and describe the exegetical evidences within the
text of John 1:1-18 to have objective evidences that the actual prologue of John is a
later addition and to ascertain what the first fagade of this gospel was like. Then, |
will be able to identify the intended reader of both facades. After having the intended
reader of both facades | shall know the reasons for the change in the intended

reader.

Consequently, the design of our dissertation has an inductive outline. The research

methodology is discussed in depth in chapter 2.

8 Overview

The research methodology has three main parts. In the first section, | analyse the
intended reader in John 1:1-18. Then, | will analyse John 1:1-18 with Diachronic
Analysis; in chapter 3 the general view will be presented, but, in chapter 4, | will be
presenting my own point of view. Then, | move to analyse this text with Rhetorical

Analysis. Thus, in chapter 5, the general view will be presented, and in chapter 6, |



will present my own point of view. In chapter 7, John 1:1-18, | will analyse this text

with Narrative Criticism.

In the second section, | analyse the intended reader in the first fagade. Here, | will
analyse John 1:6.7ac.15.19-34 with the exact same three approaches as in the first
part: Diachronic Analysis, in chapter 8; in chapter 9, Rhetorical Analysis. Narrative
Criticism will be in chapter 10. In chapter 11, the intended reader of the first facade
will be developed. The third and last part is the heart of this research. In chapter 12, |

analyse the causes for the change in the intended reader.

The last chapter, chapter 13, focuses on the general systematization and

conclusions.

9 First Premises

We always speak and write from a particular place. Each and every theological
thesis and dissertation is written from a particular perspective or cosmovision; with a
particular view of the world, the Bible and God. It is impossible not to have
preconceptions. Thus it might be useful for the readers of this dissertation to know

generally from which point of view | am writing and conducting this research.

| write this dissertation as an ordained minister of eighteen years of a church with
Lutheran and Reformed traditions. My theological perspective is shaped by the three
Creeds: Nicene, Apostles' and Athanasian. | believe that Jesus has risen,

historically, really and objectively.

In this dissertation, | will try to have enough objective evidences that allow me to
support my hypothesis and to answer my research problem with sufficient and
adequate critical support. In other words, this study is no more, and no less, than
another interpretation of John 1:1-18. Hence, if the reader wants to find the most-
objective-truth the reader must look for it in Jesus Christ and not in these pages.
Then, in this dissertation, | am trying to impose neither my theological perspective

nor the hypothesis and conclusions of this research.



Consequently, and with these assumptions in mind, my hope is that through this
study | shall be able to offer my small grain of sand of contribution towards biblical

studies.

10



Chapter I

Methodology

1. Introduction

1.1 General view

Because the proposal of this dissertation is to analyse the change in the intended
reader at the beginning of the Fourth Gospel, and, understanding that this change
was a direct consequence of the replacement of John 1:6.7ac.15.19-34 for John 1:1-
18, it is necessary to clearly identify the intended reader of both the facades of John
before analysing how, why and where this replacement occurred. Therefore,
logically, only when | know the intended readers of both biblical texts, will | be able to
compare them. Thus, in the first two of the three main sections, | will be analysing
the actual prologue of John and afterwards, | will be analysing the older facade of
John. The main reason for this methodological choice is that | must prove by means
of critical analysis, that this hypothesis -that the current prologue was not the original
facade of the Gospel of John- has enough exegetical evidences to allow me to

propose it with a minimal degree of certainly.

Why the methodological necessity to prove that the Gospel of John once had
another fagcade? The answer is quite simple: not all the exegetes agree with this

hypothesis. Hence, hypothetically speaking, if | were unable to prove it, the main

11



purpose of this dissertation would fall like a house of cards. Why? Because, if there
had not been a change in the portico of John, there would not have been a change in
the intended reader. Consequently, the first section will provide the background for

the second section.

In the first two sections both of the porticos of John will be analysed with three
approaches: the Historical-Critical Method; the Rhetorical Method (chiasmus) and
the Narrative Criticism Method. By means of these three methods, the biblical texts
will be analysed with a single methodology. Thus, | will have a holistic perspective for

my research problem.

1.2 The three different methods

These three methods will be divided into two main analyses: Diachronic and
Synchronic. The Historical Critical Methods will develop the Diachronic analysis.
Rhetorical Analysis and Narrative Criticism will develop the Synchronic analysis.
However, what are Diachronic and Synchronic analyses? What is the inter-

relationship between these two types of analyses?

1.3 Diachronic and Synchronic readings

1.3.1 What is a written text?°

According to the Oxford Concise Dictionary of English Etymology, Hoad 2003:488,
the word “Text” came from the Latin language, from participle verb “Texere” —the
noun is “Textum”— and its basic meaning is “to weave”. In other words, a text is like
a tapestry, a carpet, woven with different kinds of words and chains of words,
phrases and chains of phrases, paragraphs and interrelationships of terms, in
conjunction and/or disjunction that form a unit of meaning. The intertwining of

relationships between the terms communicates a particular piece of information.

? Sanchez Caro JM (1995:365-410).

12



In all texts, this intertwining of words comes together like the threads of a tapestry.
Thus when we study the morphology, syntax and the style of a text, we are studying
the structure of the text; how the different elements that shape the meaning of the
text are related to each other, in order to find out how these relationships convey the
meaning of the text. However: what are the main differences between an oral
communication, and a written communication? According to Sanchez Caro (1995:
366) in oral communications the persons who are involved in the dialogue have the
knowledge of the particular context in which they are speaking and all the other
factors that are involved in the conversation— such as for example, time, place,
language, mentality, etc. In written communication, we almost never have the writer
of the text with us to provide the explanations that we might need. Written texts, due
to the passage of time, have been enriched and altered by history and different
traditions and meanings. Thus, the comprehension of the written text is ultimately
determined by the competency of the reader. When a reader has a better knowledge
of the conditions of the production of a text his/her understanding or interpretation of

this text will be more complete.

1.3.2 Bible, Diachronic and Synchronic readings?

Why do | need the exegetical analysis for the Bible?*°

The answer is quite simple: |
cannot read the Bible in the same way as | read, for example, Charles Dickens,
Agatha Christie, JRR Tolkien, CS Lewis, John Buchan or GK Chesterton. All these
authors have written their books in English and are part of my culture. It is a
completely different matter to study a particular biblical text. They were written
thousands of years ago, in Hebrew, Aramaic or Koine Greek; and they use other
codes, other idiomatic expressions, other cultures and other mentalities, etc. Hence,

| need a complete set of tools to be able to understand and interpret them

1% Stuart (1996:53-65)

13



correctly.* For this reason, in biblical exegesis we have, primarily, two different

analyses: Diachronic analysis and Synchronic analysis.

1.4 Diachronic and Synchronic Analysis

1.4.1 Diachronic analysis

Through the tools of Diachronic analysis, we can reach the history underlying the
biblical text, the archaeology of the biblical text. It is as if the biblical text were the
vitraux of a Cathedral. Through Diachronic analysis, we can analyse each piece of
glass, which makes up the whole vitraux -and we can understand how the artist put
together all the pieces of glass to compose the vitraux. Sanchez Caro (1995:367)
affirms that the Scriptures often underwent many variations sometimes accruing
several different meanings in the process. Diachronic analysis helps to detect the
history and the vicissitudes of the texts as they have come to the communities that

read them.

1.4.2 Synchronic analysis

Synchronic analysis, unlike Diachronic analysis, never analyses biblical texts as an
archaeologist analyses the different strata of a Tell. Returning to the image of the
vitreaux, it is very useful to know how the artist made it; yet, when in order to
comprehend the meaning of the vitreaux, | need to look at it as the unit that it
certainly is. The goal of Synchronic Analysis is to explore the structure of the biblical

text in itself: how does the text say what it says?

1.4.3 Complementarity of Diachronic and Synchronic analysis

Diachronic analysis, without Synchronic analysis, produces incomplete work. Where

1 Zuck (1996a:13-29); Geisler (1996:143-157) and Kaiser Jr (1996:158-170).

14



is the meaning of the biblical text to be found? The meaning in biblical texts is not a
metaphysical entity that is pasted, attached or inserted within the pages of the Bible.
When someone reads a particular passage, it is his/her brain that processes the
meaning of the text. In other words, the biblical texts never produce a meaning, they
convey a meaning (Lerotholi, 2010:89-106). Therefore, the meaning of a printed-
biblical text is an effect of the text, processed by the reader’s brain.*? That is to say,

the language of the text is a human convention.*?

Thus, when someone reads a biblical text —as a printed text— the meaning that the
reader is reading is given per the specific context of the particular text being read.
Allow me to share a silly but useful example: if | asked the reader of this dissertation
what the antonym of “white” was, the reader would perhaps answer “black”.
However, this would be the wrong answer: the antonym of “white” is “red”. Why?
Because | was not thinking about colours, | was thinking about wines. We were
thinking in different contexts.** Thus, it is the context, which brings us the meanings
of the words of a printed text. Both the Diachronic and the Synchronic analysis are

necessary; they are complementary.

2 Historical Critical Methods
Regarding the methodology of the Historical Critical Methods | will largely use the

2 This is very clear when Stein (1996:32) states that:

“A written text is simply a collection of letter or symbols. Those symbols can vary. They can
be English of Greek letters Japanese symbols or Egyptian hieroglyphic. They may proceed
right to left, left to right, up or down. They can be written on papyrus, animal skins, stone or
metal. Yet both the letters and the materials upon which they are written are inanimate
objects. Meaning, on the other hand, is a product of reasoning and thought. It is something
only people can do. Whereas a text can convey meaning, it cannot produce meaning,
because it cannot think! Only the authors and the reader of texts can think. Thus, whereas a
text conveys a meaning, the production of meaning can only come from either the
author or the reader”.

13 Kostenberger and Patterson (2011:623-692)

 Terry (1996:133-142).
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following sources: Zimmermann (1969); Schreiner (1974); Krentz (2002); Wegner
(2006); Elliott (2008:49-55); Law (2012:25-80); Sweeney and Ben Zvi (2003); Lohfink
(1979); Hayes and Holladay (2007:115-126); Cullmann (1950); di Vito (1999); Teeple
(1962:279-286).

3 Rhetorical Analyses

Bibliographical sources for my Rhetorical Analysis include the following: Beck DR
(1997) and (1993); Beck JA (2008); Bowen (1930:292-305); Breck (1994), (1999:
249-267), (2001a:89-158) and (2008); Welsh (1999) and (1995:1-14); Lund (1992)
and (1931:27-48); Stock (1984: 23-27); Man (1984:146-157); Assis (2002:274-304);
McCoy (2003:118-134); de Silva (2008:343-371); VanderWeele (2008:669-673);
Welsh and McKinlay (1999); Croatto (2003:161-183).

4 Narrative Criticism

The bibliographical references for Narrative Criticism include the following: Powell
(1990); Culpepper (1987); Struthers Malbon (1991:175-184), (1992), (2000) and
(2009:80-87); Resseguie (2005); Moloney (2009:356-366), (2005:454-468), (1997:
219-233), (1992a), (1992h:20-33); Bennema (2014a), (2014b:4-25), (2014c),
(2009a:375-421), (2009b:271-284) and (2009c:239-263); Morgan (2013); Motyer
(1997a:27-44); Broadhead (2008:9-24); Baden (2009:209-224); Chatman (1978) and
(1980); Meynet (1998); especially Phillips (2006).

5 Further methodological information

In this present chapter | have outlined the methodological approach in this
dissertation. Nevertheless, in the introduction of some chapters | will further develop
other methodological items that | think, will be better explained in their pertinent

chapters than in this general methodological introduction.
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Chapter 11l

First Approach to John 1:1-18: Diachronic Analysis

1. Historical Critical Methods

1.1 Introduction

Not only does the prologue of John have a long redactional history but, also, different
exegetes have different ways of understanding this history. Furthermore, applying
different methodologies to John 1:1-18, means that we often reach different results.
In this chapter | will be analysing, briefly, the different interpretations of how to
understand the first eighteen verses of the Fourth Gospel providing, at the end of the

chapter, a systemization of all these different positions.

In the next two chapters | will analyse the exegetical foundation for me to support my
argument that once the Gospel of John had another fagade and, what is more, what

this facade could have been like.

Therefore, these two chapters lay the groundwork for the next chapters, with
integration between the different ways of approaching the text serving as the

methodological key. The main idea in this dissertation is to analyse the results of the
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Historical Critical Methods with two other exegetical methodologies, Rhetorical
Analysis and Narrative Criticism. The objective is to see whether, the results of these
two chapters will be confirmed or not by these methodologies. Each methodology
with its particular point of view, contributes its own piece to the puzzle that is John
1:1-18.

2 Textual Criticism of the pericope John 1:1-18

2.1 Introduction

I will begin with Textual Criticism Analysis in order to try to find the version of the
scriptural text that would be closest to the original. Several interpretations of the
prologue and several exegetical works will be dismissed because of the weakness of

their chosen variants of this biblical text.

2.2 Textual Criticisms of John 1:1-18

2.2.1 John 1:1-2

The first two verses have no variant, except that L and W*® add, in the first verse, an 6
in front of 6edc,*® | do not accept it,*® | follow “the text proposed” by The Greek of the
New Testament (GNT) and Novum Testamentum Graece (NTG) because they have

the strongest weight of evidence given by the sources.

2.2.2 John 1:3-4
2.2.2.1 Main problems here

* Ehrman (1996:187), especially in footnote 179, expresses that L, an Alexandrian text of the IX
century, with its reading kel 6 8ed¢ v 6 Adyog gives him evidence that the scribes who belong to
“Christian orthodoxy” have left this article out due to the controversies against the Arians; | do not
agree with him because we do not have any evidence of the existence of a direct relationship
between L and W® . Neither do we have the support of other important manuscripts such as P® P"® B.

'® McGrath (2001:69-148).
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Verse 3 has a few difficulties; the first two are small: Dc changes the 6.° for 6ue. P®°
X" D f'pc substitutes the oddt  ¢v for o0sév. | do not accept any of these proposals of
change, because other, older manuscripts support the version proposed by the GNT
and NTG.

Now, it is a completely different question to consider whether 6 yéyover belongs to
the end of v.3 and, |, therefore, must join it to o0é¢ €v; or, whether, on the contrary, it
is the very beginning of v.4 and | must join 0 yéyover with &v «dt@ (wr fv. This matter
gets more complicated when | see that the oldest manuscripts, that is, P®® P> x A B
do not have any punctuation in the context of 6 yéyover (although, as we will see a
little further along, there are small variants among those readings). What is more, in
the case of the different versions of the Greek manuscripts and the patristic sources
that have punctuation in this particular context, as Metzger (1992a:167) argues, they
cannot be considered but as a recurrent exegetical interpretation of 1:3/4. On the
other hand, C replaces ovée év for 6¢ év. F keeps the oléev €v. The beginning of v.4
has several proposals for changes: we see that #v is substituted for ¢otiv in x" x° D it
and, perhaps, in sa; the codice W* directly omits this word. P™" replaces (wf for (w
in the two opportunities that this word appears in this verse B’, omits tév avépdimwv
after 0 ¢p@¢. Following is the list of manuscripts that Aland (1968:188-189) quoted in

regards to the different proposal of reading for 6 yéyovev:

Century Source Reading
75 ) o\ © ! b 9 -~ \ 3
B. of lll P 0ULOE €V 0 YeYOVeV €V alT® (wn MV
) e\ o ’ b 3 -~ \ 3
B 0V0€ €V 0 yeyove | €v avt® Cwn Ny
v
* ) A} \ ’ b ) -~ \ b .
N o0der | © yéyover év ad|t®) (wN €oTLY
) o\ o ’ b b -~ \ 2
A 0ULO€ €V | 0 Yeyovey €v aut® Cwn Ny |
V RS I () 5 5 A 3
C OVOE €V 0 YeEYOVeV €V ait® (wn nv
C S o\ L ’ 3 N 3
C 0UOE €V° 0 YeEYover €v oUT@. Cwn NV
V-VI D obder 0 yéyover & adt® (wn €0ty
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VI-VII (?) xC ovbev | O yéyover' &v ab | T¢ (wn éoTLy’
VIl (?) w3 008t &' 0 yéyover &v albt® Cwry
L obde év' | "0 yéyover' & altd (wn jv’
0211 000 €v. 0 . yéyovev. &v alt® (wn v
VIl
E ISR o 7 L 5 A R
0L0E €V. O YeYOVeV €V alT® (wn NV
¥ 047 000 év. 0 yéyover & abt® (wn fv
* N
U 050 obde év' 0 yéyover év abt® Cwn fv
(] . ~ N
U 050 o0b¢ €v 0 Yéyover & aldt® (wn MV
A S e\t [5Y A ) S A A3
0V0€ €V, 0 yeyove| ev aUT® (wn MV
A Yo\ a0 ’ b b ~ \ 3
OLOE €V 0. YEYOVEV. €V qUT®. (Wt Ny
F 5oy v e ’ . 5 _ A 3
0VOE €V 0 YEYOVEV €V LT Cwn MV
IX
G 5o\ o ’ ) 5 A 3
0V0E €V. 0 YeYOVEV €V qUT®. (W Ny
HY 00 év. 0 yéyover &v adt® (wn AV
I 6KU old¢ év. 0 yéyover' & adt® (wn fv
M > o\ ¢ o ’ ) 5 ~ 3
0UOE €V. 0 YEYOVEV €V alTW, (wn NV
@ 5 o\ e Y ’ ] 5 _ A 2
000€ €v. 0 yeyover Ev avt® (wn ny
063 obde €v O yéyover &v aldt® (wh) AV
XTr Sy e g . 5 A 2
0V0E €V 0 YeYoVey eV qUT® Cwn Ny
S PSR o ’ . 5 _ A 3
OVOE €V. 0 YeYOVEV €V qUT®. (w1 Ny
X
C SN ) 5 A 2
0141 o0d¢ v & adt® {on fv

Now, following the work of Boismard (1957:10-23) and Miller (1989:27-33), | will
demonstrate the testimony of the Fathers of the Church:
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Reading: 3 mdvta & adtod éyéveto, kal | Reading: 3 mavte 61 adtod éyéveto, kal ywplg

\ sy bevw ey s s sevu Wy PR
Century AWPLC QLTOD €yeveTo o00e €V 0 Yeyovev. 4 aUToD €YeveTo ovde €v. 0 yeyovey 4 €v aOTG (wn
v avtg (wn 1y, v,

THEODOTUSACC TO CLEMENT
VALENT|N|ANSACC TO IRENAEUS AND CLEMENT
IRENAEUS

Il DIATEERSSON"
PTOLEMY
HERACLEON
THEOPHILUS
NAASSENES

PERATENI
CLEMENT
i ADAMANTIUS (!) TERTULLIAN
HIPPOLYTUS
ORIGEN
EUSEBIUS

AMBROSIASTER

ALEXANDER
HILARY
EPHRAEM
ATHANASIUS
v AMBROSE (1/3)
EPIPHANIUS
DIDYMUS
CYRIL-JERUSALEM
CHRYSOSTOM
AMBROSE (2/3)
EPIPHANIU
v JEROME AUGUSTINE
NONNUS CYRIL
PS-IGNATIUS

2.2.2.2 Systematic research

If | systematize all the data above mentioned, | obtain the following conclusions:

The first problem is within the earliest sources. Martin (1956:547-458) affirms that ©
véyovev in 1:3/4 is a typical case of haplography, which means it is the error of writing
only one time what should be written twice. Barrett (1956-57:174-177) and
Wordsworth (1957:1-7) expressed the same idea. Of course, not all the critics share
this opinion see, for example, Klijn (1956-57:327-334); Teeple and Walker
(1959:148-152); Miller (1989) and (1985:440-443). Regrettably, the earliest sources

have no punctuation that can help to decide whether o yeéyover is the beginning of
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v.4 or, on the contrary, if it belongs to v.3. The two other possible versions of
readings that have more weight of evidence are the punctuation before or after 6
véyovev. In the hypothetical case that | would take 6 yéyover as the beginning of v.4,
this choice would have little influence on whether | put the comma before or after ¢v
adtg. Y

The second problem is that, alas, whichever reading we might choose, in the
interpretation of 6 yéyover, none of the two plausible interpretations are in good

Greek'® and its interpretation is not clear.*®

" For example, Vawter (1963:401-406), suggests that the comma should go before & attw or, what is
the same, after 6 yéyover. On the contrary, Miller (1989:91) opts for not putting in this comma. | follow,
in addition, all readings that read odée instead of obéev, because the weight of evidence, as we have
seen, is greater.

'8 principally, this is because, as Schnackenburg (1980:259-260) and Barrett (2003:235-238) state
correctly, that if | link & yéyover with v.3 and if | opt for odée €év the correct Greek reading would say
ov yéyover; likewise, if | opt for odéer (instead of oidse €v) the reading would be 6 71 yéyover. On the
contrary, if | interpret 6 yéyover to be with the beginning of v.4, | also find difficulties in the Greek text
as Metzger (1992a:167-168) states: if | interpret 6 yéyover with & adt® (o fv, and if | wish to have a
perfect grammatical Greek sentence, | need an é&otiv instead of an v as, in fact, we have seen,
appears, among other sources, x x° D, VL, Syr° Cop (sa fay). All these manuscripts change the

sentence of this verb from the imperfect to the perfect.

9 1f | interpret & yéyover as the beginning of v.4, as Brown (1999:6-7) affirms, there are five exegetical
difficulties. First, how can | interpret the phrase d yéyover & adtg (wn Mv? The text itself uses the
same verb yéyover that had been used in two opportunities in the previous verse, but here, the verbal
tense is changed. In v.3 this verb appears in two opportunities in aorist and that, as all aorist tenses,
represents a fact or event that happened at a certain point in the past. We also see that in v.4 this
verb is in perfect tense which, unlike the aorist tense, is a fact of the past but still has an influence on
the present; in other words, the emphasis is on the duration. How to interpret é&v «dtq in this phrase? |
could interpret this as a short relative clause but, as Schnackenburg (1980:259-260) explained, this is
extraneous to the context. With what words of this verse can | join & adt@®? | wonder: what is its
relationship with (w7 in that | might consider it to be a predicate since it does not have an article. How
can | interpret the verb that is joined to (wn? Is it in past tense or, as it appears in some respectable
sources, in present tense? What kind of life does (wn express? Is it natural or eternal life? Thus many
sources quoted try to correct the cadence of these verses; and some achieve this better than others.
One source, as we have seen before, solves this problem directly by leaving 6 yéyovev out. This would
imply that, whichever reading | chose, | would never have certainty concerning 6 yéyovev.
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2.2.2.3 The Church Fathers and John 1:3-4

It is very interesting to note that the majority of the Fathers of the Church in the Il and
lll centuries interpreted 6 yéyovev as the beginning of v.4 and, it is very possible that
they interpreted the oléev é of v.3 as a normal ending of the phrase.
The Gnostics were the first to use this division for their own benefit and, perhaps,
they have influenced the Church Fathers as was noted by, for example, Haenchen
(1963:305-334)*° and Schnackenburg (1980:256-260).%

2.2.2.4 Other attempts to resolve the problem

Some exegetes, for example Phillips (2006:162-164), see in the structuring of these
verses a solid foundation to demonstrate that © yéyover belongs to v.4. This is not
very useful because, with the same methodology, other exegetes, such as Barrett
(1956-57:175), especially in footnote 11, try to prove the contrary. It is neither useful
nor helpful to decide the parallels of these verses with the text of Qumran. With the
same methodology different authors try to prove antagonistic positions. To see this |
only need to compare the works of, for example Phillips (2006:164), Miller (1989:21-
22) and Keener (2003:381-382) with Schnackenburg (1980:258) and Barrett
(2003:235-236).

% Also see Haenchen (1984:112-114) and (1980:120-122).

%L A piece of information by no means minor is one that is brought to us by Mehlmann (1955-56:340-
341) that demonstrates with a quote of Adamantius that the reading of 6 yéyover as the ending of v.3
did not originate due to apologetic issues. Mehlmann (1955-1956:340-341) raises a highly important
point since he was the researcher who found the testimony of Adamantius. With the quotation of
Adamantius that Mehlmann brings, | do not accept the opinion, for example, of Simonetti (1972:101-
104), who affirms that the change of the verbal present tense in yéyover as regards to how it appears
in v.3 was done intentionally: this motive emerged to oppose the Gnostic proposal. Very briefly, this
author summarizes his idea in three points: first, generally, Saint Alexander, bishop of Alexandria
(+328), is quoted as the first ecclesial writer who reads 6 yéyover as the ending of v.3 and not, as the
rest of the Church Fathers in the Il y Il centuries AD, as the beginning of v.4. Second, there is
another ancient witness that would have been passed over by the exegetes. It is the dialogue titled
"De Recta in Deum Fide", attributed to Adamantius who interpreted 6 yéyovev as the ending of v.3.
This testimony from Syria is earlier than 311 AD which implies that this testimony is prior to Arius'
time, the letter of Alexander, the followers of Marcion, Bardesanes and the Valentins. Third, and
decisively the Gnostics were the ones who interpreted 6 yéyovev as the beginning of v.4.
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Although it is true that, historically, | must give priority to the reading that interprets o
véyover as the beginning of v.4 and, thereby, the text of v.3 acquires more clarity; this
creates many exegetical difficulties, more than it attempts to solve.?? On the
contrary, if | take 0 yéyover as the very end of v.3, | not only eliminate an
unnecessary burden from v.4, but also, demonstrate that v.3 speaks about the
creation in general and v.4 speaks about the human being in particular; and this
occurs only in 4b and not before(!) as Schnackenburg (1990b:595-596) states in
footnote 67:

“But, most of the modern exegetes who put & yérorer as the beginning of v.4

apply it to men, for whom Logos is source of divine life /.../ But & yérorer

must refer back to v.3 and v. 4 a-b is not a synonymous parallelism; v.4b

takes the assertion of v.4a further, and men are mentioned only here.”

It is possible, contradicting the abovementioned point, that taking into consideration
the semantic difference between éyéveto and 6 yéyover, 6 yéyover could be taken as
the beginning of v.4. However, at this point | agree with Rathnakara Sadananda
(2004:182)* when he states:

“The aorist éyérero and the perfect yéyorver describe the act of creation and the

state of creation. éyérero regards creation in its totality as one act, and the

* For more details see, for example, Schnackenburg (1980:259), especially footnotes 21 and 22.

And footnote 19 of this dissertation.

# The statement of Ridderbos (1997:37-38) complements the interpretation of Rathnakara

Sadananda (2004:182). Ridderbos affirms that the interpretation of 6 vyéyover with v.4 and the
subsequent interpretation of this in relation to the incarnation of the Logos, not only is a forced
interpretation but, in addition, the readings that interpret & yéyover with the ending of v.3 flow more
naturally if you take into account that the perfect 6 yéyover could be easily understood as the
permanent effect of éyéveto. The work of Borgen (1983:13-20), especially in p. 15, is very suggestive
when it affirms, completing the last point above, that if we take 6 yéyover with the ending of v.3, we will
find, not only parallels with the NT but also with Jewish and Egyptian literature. Hence, | agree
completely with Ridderbos (1997:37) when he writes:
“Nothing is more natural, however, than that the second ‘was made’ should refer back to the
beginning of v.3 and thus to what which was made by the Logos at the creation and not
what happened to him at the incarnation. In my opinion, the difficulties all resolve themselves
if one takes ‘that was made’ as the somewhat stately —and certainly not discordant—
conclusion of v.3 and continues in v.4 with ‘In him (the Logos) was life’.”
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perfect yéyover conveys the thought of the continuing existence of created
things. The Logos that gave existence to creation continues to be the ground

of existence for all created ones.”

On the other hand | take into consideration the following affirmation of Barrett
(1978a:157): One must keep in mind that, if | take v.4 without 6 yéyovev | can have a
beginning phrase with év which is very typical in the Fourth Gospel as can be seen in
5:39, 6:53 and, in the prologue itself in 1:1 and 1:10.** In other words and
concluding, the development before described in the above-mentioned points, gives
a reasonable foundation to interpret the reading of most of the earlier manuscripts
(P%, P™ K", A, B) that there is no punctuation in the immediate context of 1:3/4, to
affirm & yéyover as the clear ending of v. 3%°. Therefore, | adopt the reading: mdvte 5’
«0ToD €Yyéveto, kol XwPLg alTod EYéveto obde €v 0 yéyover. év abtq (wn My, kol 1 (wn Qv

\ ~ ~ b ’
T0 PQOG TOV aBpWTWY*

2.2.3 John 1:5-12

2.2.3.1 John 1.5

In v.5 there are variants, but there are very few: P™, C, 33, 579, 700 have okotia
instead of okotela. H, agrees with those manuscripts quoted before, but this source
distances itself from them by replacing okotie adto with okotie adtov. 1071 has, in
opposition to H, aitg. 69 separates itself from all the rest: the first time, the word

okotele appears, the second time, okotie appears. P®°, among others, supports the

| do not agree with Miller (1989:18ff) when he states that to link & yéyovev in the context of John 1:3
is a clear redundancy. As, once again, Barrett (1978b:197) argues, this “supposed redundancy” is
nothing but a Johannine structure, as can be seen in other contexts such as 5:26, 5:39 and 6:53-54,
etc. At the same time —a rare exception in Textual Criticism— we are moving away from the text with
earlier punctuation. Even though those texts are more ancient than our option, they are not,
necessarily, more trustworthy.

% For further analysis see the work of Hartwig (2007:411-417). Lioy (2005:71-73) who understands &
yéyover as the ending of 1:3 and, on the contrary, Nolland (2011:295-311) for whom 0 yéyovev is the
beginning of 1:4.
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text proposed. | do not accept any of those proposals of change because the text

proposed by GNT and NTG has the strongest weight.

2.2.3.2 John 1:6

Now, in v.6, | find that D" replaces 6eod for Kupiov after map; besides D', with D¢, W®
sy°y x" adds 7 before dvope. The same was done by W*° but adding amé before 6eov.
In regards to the exact name of John the Baptist there are several variants: B, P"
and W have Twdrnc. D" have ‘Twdvnv. P®, &', D, 1343, and W* read ‘Twdvrne. | follow
the testimony of those last sources and, for the rest of this v.; | follow the text

proposed by GNT and NTG because, as before, it has the strongest support.

2.2.3.3 John 1:7
| found very few variants in v.7, as regards the text proposed. Only P’ replaced
ueptuplar for peptuptov and D replaced miotebowowy for miotedoovoiv. Here, | follow

the main majority of the texts, of course, this is the text proposed by NTG and NTG.

2.2.3.4 John 1:8-12

Verse 8 practically has no variants, unless one considers that P®® has ¢AAd instead of
aA)’. The same is true for v.9: B x A L 33 1071 1424 replace &Andwév for aindewvov.
P replaces mavte for mdvtwr. The only two variants in v.10 are presented by P"*°
and other minor manuscripts, that replace #v for év and x* replace «bdtod for aitév. |
do not find any variants in v.11. The only variant in v.12 is that B" and W have &iopov
instead of €lafov. | do not accept any of those proposals of change because, once

again, the proposal of GNT and NTG have the strongest weight.

2.2.3.5John 1:13-14

The case of v.13 is different from the verses analysed above. In this verse, | see that
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B" and W omit the phrase oddt & Bedduatoc drdpdc. Some of the Fathers of the
Church had gone further: those Fathers, instead of the plural «iux, had written the
singular and, also instead of o08¢ ék BeAnuatog oapkog had written odk € aipdatwr odde
€k oapkog, omitting BeAquatoc before oupkoc. On the other hand, E omits oapkog odde éx
BeAnuetog and, at the same time, adds, t0o before 6eod éyevvidnoar. Notably, Pryor
(1985:296-318)% opts for the reading in plural and —correctly, in my opinion— he
does not interpret 1:13 as von Harnack (1931:115-127) did, a marginal gloss (in his
article in pages 297-304).%" Another change occurs when ', D', E omits & before
Berfpotoc drdpdc. One must keep in mind that P™ A B" D 28 1071 1364 replaces
eyevvfipnoay for éyeviomoav. There is a small change in D°, when it omits the plural
article ol before odk. | should add to the abovementioned, that v.13 would have a
completely different sense and meaning if |, together with it°, read 8¢ otk ¢ aipdtwy
000¢ €k BeANUTOC OapKOG 00GE €k BeAnuatog avdpoc aAl’ ék Beod éyevvmon instead of the

proposed text.?®

% Here Pryor —in pages 304-311— analyses the main texts of the Fathers of the Church reaching the
conclusion that it is impossible to use this verse to support the virginal birth of Jesus. In the writings of
Justin, | find the first suggestion, in the Orthodox circles of the Church, of the use of this verse in the
plural for an interpretation in the singular; in other words: if it can be applied to Christians, even more
so can this be applied to Christ. It is very interesting that, perhaps, it was this interpretation that
guided the change in the manuscripts to the singular. Then, logically, for Prior, the first reading of 1:13
in the singular was found, in Irenaeus and Tertullian. Both combated the Gnostics, who tried to
separate Christ from Jesus and, at the same time, against the Ebionites, who interpreted the birth of
Jesus to have taken place in the same way as other mortals and, therefore, denied the divinity of
Jesus.

" The proposal of Schwank (1969:16-17) has exactly the same idea as that of Pryor (1985:296-318).
Schwank correctly affirms that the weight of the evidence for the interpretation of v. 13 in the singular
is very weak. | agree with this author that, unfortunately, the Dutch Catechism had reached its
theological conclusions on a very weak textual base. Consequently and for the same reasons above
expressed, | do not accept any conclusions of the following works: Crossan (1965:1318-1324) and
(1957:115-126); Mercier (1984:171-186); Collins (1970-71:99-142); Le Frois (1951:422-431); Leal
(1967:309-318) and (1970:51-66). For a general context see Uzin (1967:198-215).

% When | consider all the changes abovementioned concerning v.13, | wonder: Why all these
proposals of change? Certainly, it is to demonstrate the virginal birth of Jesus. In other words, to
demonstrate that Jesus was conceived without any human male intervention. Obviously, all those
interpretations and proposals are foreign to the context of this verse. For the same reason I,
decisively, do not accept the conclusion of de la Potterie (1978:41-90) and (1983:127-174). Therefore,
by no means is it possible to endorse, even with the patristic testimonies, the virginal character of the
birth of Jesus with John 1:11-13. Neither can | accept the proposals of Hofrichter (1978:214-237).
This author first analyses the plural form and, later, the singular one. The proposal of this exegete is
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The simplest conclusion that | can reach is that the singular is later than the plural
because the reading with the plural is the most difficult, this one has more features
that demonstrate it to be more original. On other hand, it is more plausible that the
change of the plural for the singular was due to the need to have an easy exegetical
base to corroborate the virginal birth of Jesus. After this analysis of v.13, | opt to not
accept any changes and, thus, | follow the text proposed by NTG and NTG because
this has more weight of evidence: P®® X B> C D L W° w063 f* '3 M, among
other sources. Verse 14 has very few proposals for changes: D has minpn instead of
e and B omits the kel before éAnfeia. Again, here, | follow the text proposed by
NTG and GNT because it has the most weight.

2.2.3.6 John 1:15

Verse 15 has four places in which the variants defer; again, there is no uniformity
with the name of John the Baptist because B, B¢, P”> and W read Twdvnc. 8, D', D®
omit the word Aéywv. There are several variants regarding Ottoc fv ov eimor On the
one hand, B*, a™* and C [w] propose Obtoc #v & elmwr; on the other hand, x”, omitting
0 elmov, only read: Olroc fv; C° replaces eimov for 6v €leyov. Furthermore D¢ and
WS add after eimov the word iuiv. 28 replaces einwy for eimer. x~ and WP add &c¢
after épyduevoc. And, lastly, P°® and A omit the article before émiow. Observe the

following graph:

Quoted sources Proposal of Reading

1 | B°P®C PP“?2 A MIKLMUBOAO | kol kékpayer Aéywv, Obtoc fv ob elmov, ‘O omlow
MY 122 33 157565700 1071 1424 | KO épYOuEVOC EUTPOCBEV poL

that v.13 is not speaking about the carnal birth of Jesus, or the birth of the Logos in a cosmogonical
way, but about the descent of the un-created-Logos into the world. Again, for this author, it is in v.14
where it speaks about human nature, and, in fact, for Hofrichter v.14 is textual, contextual and
metrically bound to v.13. When povoyevoig appears in v.14, it is an attempt to integrate the divinity of
Jesus with Jewish monotheism and, at the same time, an attempt to highlight the affirmation that
Jesus is the son of God. On the other hand, for me it is difficult to accept, as stated by Pryor
(1985:296-318), that the verb éyevvrifmooar became plural through the interpolation of a relative clause
as appears in the Egyptian codices.
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2 B* x™ C [w] kol kékpayer Aéywy, Obtog fv O elmov, ‘O O6mlow Wou
Epyouevog Eumpoodév pou

3 N kol kékpayer Aéywv, Oltog 7v, ‘O omlow pou
Epyouevog 0¢ EUTPoaBéy Lou

66 ® > E
4 P> A Kl kékpayer Aéywv, Oltog fv Ov eimov, OTLoWw WO
&pyOuevog EUTPoabéy |ov

5 c* Kl kékpayer Aéywr, Obtog Mv ov Eédeyor, ‘O OTiow
OV €pYOUEVOg ELTPOTBEY o

\ ’ ) 3 o S 5 A ¢ 5>
6 D Kol kékpayev, Oltog fv Ov elmov Duiv, ‘O OTilow pou
£pyOuevog EUTPOaBEY |ov

C o} ey el .
7 D kal kékpayer, Oltog fv 0 elmov’ ‘O Omlow pov
&pyOuevog EUTPOaBéY |ov

8 WP kel Kkékpayer Aéywv, Oltog fv Ov elmov Duiv ‘O
OTlow oL €PYOUEVOg oF EUTPOCBEY [ov

9 28 kal kékpoayer Aéywr, Oltog Ay Ov elmov, ‘O Omiow
HOU EPYOMEVOC  EUTPOCOEY Lo

When | analyse our last graph very carefully, it appears that we have 3 different

variants®® concerning the testimony of John the Baptist:

Variant 1 Variant 2% Variant 3

2 2 \n . = 2 Yy . ’ S 3 ¢ ’ ’ G
OUltog Av o eimov Oltog A 0 €imwr ‘O oTlow Oltoc Av ‘O omiow pov épxduevoc o¢
> ,
€UTPOTbeY [Lov

P66* P66c P75 Nl A M K B* Na C* [W] X
L e B®C*

2 We dismiss the others, because their evidence is too weak.
%9 In addition, we can find this in Origin and Cyril of Alexandria.
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The first consequence is that, on account of the weakness of its testimony, | dismiss

the reading of variant 3. Now, it is very important to understand the difference
between variants 1 and 2. In variant 2, John the Baptist is quoting himself; in other
words, | must search for a time in the past when John spoke his testimony of the
Messiah for the first time that he now repeats. However, in variant 1, the presence of
the Evangelist is evident and, through a parenetic formula, affirms that it was John
the Baptist who gave this testimony. Following the works of Micheals (1981:87-104),
| think that it is possible to affirm that the reading of variant 1 is the original and later
this variant was changed to variant 2, because the time in the past when John said
this phrase was never expressly mentioned. Nevertheless, the same difficulty arises
in 1:30 and here, there is no proposal of change; therefore, this implies that for the
copyist this was not a problem. If, however, | thought that variant 2 was the original, |
would interpret that the change to variant 1 was designed to adapt 1:15 to 1:30, it
simply changed oV eimov for 6 elnwr As can be seen, the variant is composed only of
2 letters. This last change would explain that, when | analyse variant 1 with respect
to its parallel in 1:30, | see that this parallel is not as significant as would have been
expected, precisely because variant 1 derived from variant 2. In other words, in
variant 1, one would expect that ¢otiv, might sound more natural (as it appears in
fact, in the context of 1:30), and not an fv. Consequently, this implies, that this v is

perfectly placed in variant 2; thus, in my opinion, it would become variant 1:

Variant 1 of John 1:15 Variant 2 of John 1:15 John 1:30
Oltog WY ob elmov O0toc  Av O elnwv O o0tdg €0ty UTep 0D €yw elTov,
omilow Omilow

To conclude, in the context of 1:15 | opt for Olto¢ v 0 elmwr ‘O omlow. Concerning

the rest of this v., | follow the text proposed by GNT and NTG.
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2.2.3.7 John 1:16-17

In v.16 | found just one proposal of change, A, C3, M, K, U, WS, A, @, 1, ¥, '3 2,
28, 157, 565, 700,1071, 1424 replace or. for ker. Again, | do not accept this proposal
and | follow the text proposed, because 6t. has more appearance of being original:
sources such as P®® P x B C' D L 33, among others support the text proposed.
Verse 17 has 5 significant proposals of changes: L and P®®, among others, add 6
before vépuoc. A M, U, L, 1 £13, 2, 28, 157, 700, 1071,1424 replaces the word Mwioéw
d yéyover for Mwoéwe. P°® adds s¢ before kel # dAnere. WP adds &¢ before ydpic.
five, x omits the word Xpuotod and 565 puts this word before 'Incod. | follow the text
proposed by GNT and GNT, rejecting all these proposals of change due to their
weak supporting evidence.

2.2.3.8 John 1:18
In v.18, | see | have, essentially, 4 proposals of change: B, P>, M K 28 replace
C

, add o before povoyevnc. An important change is the
proposal of M K 28 565 579 700 1071 1424t AC°YMSUA I Y Qf 2 2 and

75 75
cwpakev for dpakev. P, P™C x

157 when they replace the povoyevng 6eog for o povoyevng viog; on the other hand,
W= is also following the source before quoted, reading 6 povoyevc viog but adding
€. un before the article. x" omits 6 &v before eic tov kérmov and, besides, 565
replaces ei¢ tov koimov for ev toi¢ koAmoLg. 69 deletes tod matpog before ékelvog and 2,
directly eliminates éxeivoc; W®, on the other hand, adds fuiv after énynoato. For

more clarity, | would like to present the following graph:®

Quoted sources Proposal of reading

1 B P® C"Luw x'x° 565 A CCYMSU Bedv 0DBELC EWpakey TWTOTE"
A @ Al ¥ f1§® 2157 579 700 1071

2 M K 28 P™ Pedv oldelc €bpaker mTOTE"

% Swanson (1995:8).
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3 p7 Bedv 0DSeLC TWTOTE Ebpaker”

4 B'P™°C'L uwt rell wovoyevng Bedg 6 WV €ig TOV kOATOV

5 x* povoyevng Bedg eig TOv KOATOV

6 P’ p7¢ ¢ 33 0 povoyevng Bedg 6 WV eic TOV KOATOV

7 MK28ACS YMSUA © ATI ¥ Qf' " |0 povoyerng vidg 6 dv elg tov koATOV
2 157 579 700 1071 1424

8 W €L unm O povoyermg uviog O v €ig Ttov

KOATOV

9 B P% p7® 10D TaTPOG Ekelvog EENYHoTo.

10 69 (omit tob Tatpdg) €kelvog éEnynonto.

11 w3 10D TaTPOG EKELVOg EEMYyNonTo Mulv.

12 2 tod Tatpog Emynoato. (omit éxelvog)

| conclude, following the works of McReynolds (1981:105-118) and Harris (1994),

that, in addition to the last graph above, because of the weakness of the evidence, |

do not accept any of these proposals of changes, | follow the text proposed by GNT

and NTG. Nevertheless, | have an exception: there are 3 readings with the heavier

weight of evidence in the immediate context of povoyevrc. | see that within the weight

of evidence of those sources, the more important readings are: uovoyevne 6eog; 0

uovoyernc Oeoc and, 0 uovoyernc viog.

Now | will see how those testimonies are

distributed. Due to the weakness of their evidence, | reject povoyerne viog 6edg,

testified by it%, and o povoyern?¢ testified by vg

X gat

and Distension:

Hovoyerng Bedc

0 povoyertg Bedg

0 povoyerhg vidg

P% a

*

B C

p5 8¢ 33 p |ACTKW®XA I ¥ 063f f°Byz 06301410211 113 22
24 63 68 69 79 106 114 118 124 131 138 152 154 157 158
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c Opsa, bo

160 165 168 173 178 180 185 191 205 209 213 220 222
228 245 265 268 270 280 295 333 345 346 348 352c 357
370 377 382 389 391 397 401 423 430 472 482 489 508
513 515 537 543 544 555 557 565 579 589 597 649 679
683 700 709 713 716 720 726 731 732 733 736 740 744
747 775 787 788 792 799 807 809 821 826 827 828 829
833 841 851 863 865 873 874 878 883 884 888 889 891892
899 904 931 968 969 979 982 983 989 992 994 1006 1009
1010 1014 1021 1026 1029 1038 1043 1071 1079 1085
1087 1093 1113 1118 1128 1187 1188 1195 1200 1216
1230 1241 1242 1243 1253 1292 1342 1344 1365 1424
1505 1546 1646 2148

The first reading, povoyevng 6eoc, has, clearly, the heaviest weight of evidence. The

only reading of the third century that supports 8 povoyeric 6edc is P™. With this

background in mind, | opt for the reading of povoyevng Beog, without the article. Now,

we will take a look at the testimony of the Church Fathers, very briefly and following

McReynolds (1981:105-118). In the first place, we will see the Greek Fathers with a

few other extra-biblical sources.

Gregory-NyssaNaz
Gregory-Nyssa
Ps-Athanasius

Century Reading: 6 povoyertg vidg Reading: povoyevtg 8eog
Il Valentinian
Ireneus Ireneus™
Hippolytus Clement
1] Origen**" Origen
Hymenaeus
Alexander-Alex.
Eutathius
Ps-Dion. Alex Eusebius
Eusebius Serapion
Serapion Basil
Julian Didymus
\Y Athanasius Gregory-Nyssa
Basil
Ps-Basil

Chrysostom
Theodore-Mops.

Epiphanius
Cyril-Alexandria
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Hadrian

\% Cyril-AlexProclus
Nestorius
Theodoret

| will also examine the testimony of the Latin Fathers, once again following
McReynolds (1981:105-118).

Century Reading: Unigenitus Filius Reading: Unigenitus Deus

1 Tertulian

Ambrosiaster
Victorias-Rome
v Hilary Hilary
Eusebius-Vercellensis

Faustinus
Greogory-Elvira
Phoebadius
Ambrose

Jerome
Maximus-Turin
\% Augustine
Ps-ldacius Clarus

Vigilias-Tapsa

| conclude, bearing in mind the outstanding work of McReynolds (1981:105-118)
that, in regard to the reading with 6eoc, without any doubt, the most weight of
evidence is with povoyevng Beoc. | accept the reading with the article. On the contrary,
in the reading with viog, the more original readings, are those that have the article,
for example, 0 povoyernc viog. | underscore that the choice of the Latin Fathers, is
clearly unigenitus filius. For the Greek Fathers of the Church, even though they have
a more balanced testimonial distribution with both these readings, the reading that
has more evidence is 6 povoyevn vioc. | would like to emphasise that, at least 3

Greek Fathers —certainly Eusebius and, maybe Serapion and Basil— knew both
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readings. Afterwards, the choice of the reading that would be closer to the original
would be between & povoyeric vide and povoyeriic 6edc.®? After all this development, |
have a minimal reasonable base to suggest that, perhaps, the more trustworthy

reading could be the text proposed. This reading is supported by P®® 8™ B C L,

among other sources. Hence, despite the strong statement of Metzger (1992a:169-
170) on the contrary, | agree completely with McReynolds (1981:116) who observes:
“The commentators who accept viog as an original generally acknowledge that
the weight of the documentary evidence is on the side of deos but they select
viog as the better reading on the basis of their understanding of John’s context
in the prologue. This highlights the trend toward eclecticism in textual criticism
that sometimes ignores the preponderance of objective evidence for

subjective reasoning”.

2.3 My translation of the pericope 1:1-18
1. In the beginning was the Logos and the Logos was with God, and the
Logos was God. 2. He was in the beginning with God. 3. All things were made
through him and without him nothing was made that had been made. 4. In him
was the life and the life was the light for men. 5 The light shines in the

darkness and the darkness did not comprehend it.

6. There was a man, sent from God, whose name was John. 7 He came for
testimony, to bear testimony to the light, so that all might believe through Him.
8. He was not light, but He came to bear testimony to the Light. 9 He (the

Logos) was the true light that, coming to the world, gives light to all men. 10 In

% Some exegetes, for example Hoskyns (1947:152-154), bearing in mind all the context of this verse,
prefer the reading with povoyevnc viog because, in this way, it is easier to relate it with Tatpog. On the
contrary | argue that, it was precisely the word matpog that influenced the copyist to substitute 6eoc for
viog as, for example, Schnackenburg (1980:292-296) states. In other words, it is impossible answer
this question with complete certainty. My choice is, therefore, povoyevrg 6eco¢, because, as this is the
reading which is more difficult, it has more evidence of being closer to the original reading and, at the
same time, 0 povoyertc viog would be categorized as an accommodation of this verse to John 3:16.18
and also, | would quote 1John 4:9. On the other hand, as we have seen, povoyevng Bedg has the most
weight of evidence.
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the world, He was, and the world was made through Him, and the world knew
Him not. 11. He came unto his own, and his own received him not. 12. But, to
all who received Him, all who believed in his name, he gave them power to
become children of God. 13. Who, not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor

of the will of the man, but of God, were born.

14. And the Logos become flesh and dwelt among us. And we have
contemplated his glory, glory that came from the Father, as the only begotten
of the Father, full of grace and truth. 15. John gives testimony of him and has
proclaimed of him saying: “This was he of whom | said: ‘He who comes after
me, ranks in front of me, because he was before me’ ”. 16. From his fullness
we all have received grace upon grace. 17. Because the law was given
through Moses; grace and truth became reality through Jesus Christ. 18. No
one has ever seen God; (He) the only begotten, who is God, who is in the

bosom of the Father, He has made Him known.

3 History of John 1:1-18

3.1 Lack of unanimity

3.1.1 Hymn to Logos?

There is neither unanimity regarding the genesis, literary and redactional history, and
function of John 1.1-18 nor in regard to the inner literary unity of this pericope or the
existence —or not— of the hymn to Logos beneath the prologue of John. The same
could be said about the literary genre of this prologue; as can be seen, the list of lack

of unanimities in regard to John 1:1-18 is long.*?

% Nonetheless, to begin the Diachronic analysis of John 1:1-18 it is very helpful to systematize the
different points of views about the question of whether there is —or not— a hymn to Logos which was
adapted and inserted to develop the actual portico of the Fourth Gospel. The interpretation of the
prologue of John depends largely whether in John 1:1-18 there is only prose —with some kind of
rhythm— or there is prose and verse, and the relationship between the two.
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3.1.2 Systematization of data

A first glance at the never-ending bibliography of John 1:1-18, reveals that there are
three general lines of interpretation concerning the hymn to Logos. There are the
exegetes who think that beneath the prologue of John there is/are a hymn(s) to
Logos. Other exegetes think that the so-called hymn to Logos never existed except
in the mind of another exegete, that it is no more than a pure and simple exegetical
speculation. And still other exegetes think the question about whether there was a
hymn to Logos or not is neither important nor essential for the understanding of this

pericope.

Now, | shall explore how the different exegetes of these three general lines of
thought have supported their hypothesis about the history behind the prologue of
John.

3.2 The hymns to Logos

3.2.1 CF Burney, J. Weiss, H Schaeder and JH Bernard

Burney (1922) proposed that, if we retro-translate the prologue to the Aramaic
language we can find the hymn which was used by the Evangelist. This hymn would
come from a pre-Christian worship with its main source from Eastern Gnosticism.
Subsequently, the Evangelist would have added his own comments. After a detailed
analysis, it is proposed that this hymn is preserved in 1:1-5, 10-11, 14 and 16-17.
The rest of the verses are the Evangelist's additions. What was this Aramaic Hymn
like? This hymn was composed of eleven distiches: 1:1a-1b; 1:1c-2a; 1:3a-b; 1:4a-b;
1:5a-b; 1:10a-b; 1:11a-b; 1:14a-b; 1:14c-d; 1:14e.16a and 1:17a-b. Many exegetical
works share this proposal of the Aramaic background of the Gospel of John,**

although it has not always been accepted.®

% Torrey (1923:305-344) and (1942:71-85); Zimmermann (1974:249-260); Burrows (1926:57-69). For
a chronological analysis on this matter see Brown (1964:323-339).

% Colwell (1931) and Hamid-Khani (2000:142).

37



Weiss (1937:790) unlike Burney, proposes that the hymn to the Logos is present in
1:1-2a.3-5.10-12.14.16ab.17ab.18. In other words: Weiss accepts 1:10a.12. 16b.18
as part of the hymn which Burney does not accept. Weiss divides the hymn into six
guatrains, as follows:

e Jla.lb.lc.2al.

e 3a.3b.4a.4b.

e 1:5a.5b.10ab.10c.

e 1la.11b.12a.12b.

e l4ab.14cd.14e.16ab

e 1:17ab18a.18b. 18c.

Schaeder (1926:306-341) followed the idea of Burney of retro-translating the hymn
to the Aramaic. The hypothesis of Schaeder is that the original hymn was a hymn to
Enoch. In the original hymn, John 1:6 did not affirm that John the Baptist was sent by
God, but that it was Enoch that was sent by God. This hypothesis has never been

accepted.®

For Bernard and McNeile (1928:cxxxviii-cxlviii.1-33) the original language of the
hymn to Logos was not Aramaic —as Burney and Schaeder affirm— but Hebrew.
For Bernard the original hymn to Logos was composed of 1:1-5.10-11.14.16.18. The
insertions of the Evangelist were 1:6-8 and 15 to introduce John the Baptist. Also,
1:12-13 are the work of the Evangelist to avoid the impression that, when the Logos
came to the World nobody accepted it, as could be inferred in 1:11. The insertion of

1:16-17 was to illustrate the affirmation of yapitoc kel aindetog of 1:14.

3.2.2 R. Bultmann, O Hofius and J Becker
Bultmann (1971:13-18.19ff) also proposed that the hymn to Logos was a Gnostic

hymn. The concept of Logos could not come from the OT because their concept of

% Schnackenburg (1980:249-250)

38



“The Word of God” was different. Conjointly the Hymn of Logos is closer to the Odes
of Salomon and the writings of Mandaeism. The originality of his hypothesis was that
the hymn to Logos praised John the Baptist as the incarnated Logos. When the
Evangelist left his sect, he applied this concept to Jesus. The proposal of Bultmann
is as follows:

e 1:1-5,9-12ab, 14, 16: Pre Johannine hymn in Aramaic.

e 1:6-8, 15: Commentary of the Evangelist on John the Baptist.

e 1:12c-13: Exegetical commentary of €i¢ t0 dvope adtod

o 1:17: Exegetical gloss explaining 1:16.

. 1:18: A note by the Evangelist to highlight the unique supreme revelation of

the Son of God.

Hofius (1987:1-25) and Becker (1985:85-86) agree with Bultmann that 1:6-
8.12¢,+13,+15,+18 are additions to the hymn to Logos. The difference between the
hypothesis of Hofius and Becker resides in the fact that for Hofius all the rest of the
verses belong to the hymn to Logos. Becker, unlike Hofius, excludes 1:2,9+10,14d
from the hymn to Logos. Therefore, for Hofius the hymn to Logos is 1:1-5.9-12.14.16
and for Becker it is 1:1.3-5, 11-12ab.14.16. It is also interesting to stress that for

Hofius d véyover belongs to v.3 but, for Becker, it is the beginning of v.4.%’

Proposal of O Hofius Proposal of J Becker
1E. 1:1-3
1E. 1:1.34
2E. 1:4-59
2E. 1:5.11.12ab
3E. L1012 3E. 14a.16
4. E. 1:14.16

3.2.3 S. Schulz; DG Deeks; W Bindermann and JC O’Neill
Schulz (1960:51-69) states, as Bultmann also stated, that underlying the hymn to

%7 Jensen (2004:72-73)
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Logos there was a pre-Christian hymn which came from the sect of John Baptist. For
Schulz the original hymn was present in: vv.1-5, 10-12a,b,14,17 and 18. The
different strata had their origins in three different contexts: the first was 1:1-5,10-
12a,b and was from the tradition of wisdom; the second one was 1:14,17,18 and was
from the cosmovision of theophany of the OT; and the third was 1:1,14: the title of

Aoyoc was from late Hellenic Judaism.

Deeks (1976:62-78.) affirmed that there were four different sources behind the
prologue of John. From a Gnostic source came 1:1ab.3-5.9b-12b.13. The second
source was from the Johannine Community in: 14a-d.16a.18. The Evangelist, in
order to bind both traditions added 1:1c.2.6-7b.12c. Later, in a fourth moment, other
materials by different hands were added: 1:7c.15 was added by “groups indebted to
John the Baptist”, while 1:8.9a and maybe 1:13 were added because of the
Evangelist. The last addition at this stage werel4e.16b-17 done by a Paulist redactor

to fit this pericope into the Christian orthodoxy.

Stratum Source Vv. In John
1 Gnosis 1:1ab.3-5.9b-12b.13
2 Johannine Hymn

1:14a-d.16a.18.

3 Addition by Evangelist 1:1c.2.6-7b.12c

4 Three Later Additions 1:7c.15. 1:8.9a.1:13. 14e 16b-17

On the other hand, the proposal of Bindemann (1995:330-354) also has four strata
as does the hypothesis of Deeks (1976:62-78.); however, the hypothesis of
Bindermann is completely different. For Bindermann the hymn to Logos, in its first
state, has a Jewish-wisdom background and was composed of six stanzas: 1:1a-c;
1:1c-2; 1:3a-b; 1:3c-4b; 1:10a-b and 1:14a.c.17. In the second state, this hymn had
an expansion from a Hellenistic-gnostic-Judaism and 1:5a-b.9a-c.10c.1la-b.12a-
c.13a-d.14d-g.16a-b were added. In the third state —still previous to being part of
the gospel of John— this hymn was received by Christians and 1:12d.17b-c were
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added to this hymn. In the fourth state, this hymn was added into the Gospel of John
but, at the same time, the following redactional additions had taken place: the
Evangelist had taken from a source the material of John the Baptist that was 1:6a-
c.7b.15a.c.d.e and he had inserted them into the actual prologue with his own
addition of 1:7a.8.14b.15b:

Stratum Source Vv. In John
1 Hymn Jewish wisdom l:1a-c; 1:1c-2; 1:3a-b; 1:3c-4b; 1:10a-b and
1:14a.c.17.
2 Hellenistic-gnostic- 1:5a-b.9a-c.10c.11a-b.12a-c.13a-d.14d-g. 16a-b
Judaism
3 Christian addition 1:12d.17b-c.
4 Evangelist’s addition 1l:6a-c.7b.15a.c.d.e and 1:7b.8.14b.15b.

O’Neill (1969:41-52) states that behind the hymn there was not a gnostic source but
a Jewish-Hellenist one. For this exegete the hymn to Logos has three stanzas
composed of 92 syllables: 1° S = 1:1-5; 2° S= 1:10-12c.13abd; 3° S = 1:14b-
e.1l6a.18.

3.2.4 W Schmithals, E Hanchen, E Kasemann

These three exegetes were against the Bultmann hypothesis of the gnostic source in
the prologue of John. For Schmithals (1970:16-43) —as well as O’Neill— the hymn
to Logos was from a Jewish-Hellenist source. The prologue of John would be divided
into two parts: the first stanza would be about the Aoyo¢ aoapkdc and the second
stanza would be about the Aoyoo evoapkdc. The insertion by the Evangelist of the
verses about John the Baptist have a very clear significance in maintaining the Aoyoo

evoopkoc in both stanzas:

e 1:1-5//1:14.
e 1:6-8//1:15
e 1:9-11//1:16
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e 1:12ab// 1:17
e 1:12c+13//1:18

The three stanzas are:
e 1E:1a,1b,1c,2,3a,3b.
e 2E:1:4a,4b,5a,5b,12a,12b. » Logos Asarkos.
e 3E:1:14a,14b,14c,14e,17a,17b. — > Logos Ensarkos

Schmithals found symmetries® in the two parts of the prologue, between 1:4-13 and
1:14-18:

Tematic Proposal Vv. Gospel of John
I. Prologue in Heaven 1:1-3
Il. Stanza Logos a-sarkés 1:4-5. 1:6-8. 1:9-11 1:12a-b. 1:12c¢-13.
Ill. Stanza Logos en-sarkds 1:14. 1:15. 1:16 1:17 1:18.

For Hanchen (1963:305-334) the hymn to Logos was present in 1:1-5.9-11.14.16-17.
This hymn had four stanzas. The Evangelist added 1:18, at the moment of
transcribing this hymn. Later, in a second moment, the same redactor who wrote
John 21 added 1:6.8.12-13.15. It must be mentioned that this exegete is one of the

very few who separated 1:6-8.15 from the hand of the Evangelist.

Kasemann (1969:138-167) proposed that the hymn to Logos had two stanzas, the
first one, with 7 or 8 lines, was 1:1.3-4; and the second one, with 7 lines, was 1:5.9-

12. The rest of the verses are a later addition to this primitive hymn. If there is one

% For a criticism of these symmetries see Endo (2002:191).
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thing very peculiar about this hypothesis, it is that this exegete separated 1:14.16
from the Hymn. Thus Wengst (1972'200-208), following Kédsemann, argues that this
hymn has two stanzas but these stanzas are 1:1.3-5.9-11 and 1:14.16. John 1:10
has an excellent connection with 1:5; John 1:9 was inserted to bind the hymn after

the insertion of 1:6-8.

3.2.5 J Painter

Painter (1991b:112-119) shared the opinion of Harris (1917), that the Evangelist had
composed a hymn to highlight the fact that the Wisdom of YHWH was rejected by all
—including Israel— with the exception of a few chosen ones. A Hellenic Christian
community used this hymn that in tandem with the apostle Paul, identified Christ with
wisdom and the law-grace antithesis: the Torah is no longer the wisdom of YHWH, it
is the Law of Jesus Christ. The Evangelist modified this hymn in order to use it as

introduction to his gospel.

For Painter the pre-Johannine hymn was present in 1:1-3ac.4-5.10-12b.
l4abce.16.17. The Evangelist added 1:3b,6-8,12c-13,14d,15.18 into this hymn.
replacing the original word for wisdom, copia with 1éyoc, Another very important thing
to be highlighted from Painter's hypothesis is that, because of the data of 1:6-
8.15.19ff it is clear that the actual prologue of the gospel of John is a later addition.

In the beginning, the Gospel of John had begun with 1:19.

3.2.6 C Demke and his unique hypothesis

Demke (1962:45-68) proposed the hypothesis that the hymn to Logos was 1:3-5.10-
12b.14.16, which was sung antiphonally by the Johannine Community. This hymn
had two parts: the first part, sung by the “celestials” were 1:2-5.10-12; the second
part, sung by the community, were 1:14.16. The rest of the verses are the work of
the Evangelist who added them to this hymn for various reasons. Verses
1:2.15.17.18 were inserted for Christo-theological reasons; 1:6-8.9 as the beginning

of his narrative, and 1:13 as a marginal gloss.
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3.2.7 MF Lacan; JM Fenasse; H Gese; M Hengel; M Shorter and M Gordley
Lacan (1957:91-110) and Fenasse (1962:2-4) have the same simple proposal: if we
take 1:1-5.9-14.16-18, we see that there are no interruptions in either the style or in

the thought. Therefore, the only insertion by the Evangelist was 1:6-8.15.

The proposal of Gese (1977a:152-201) and (1977b:167-222), followed by Hengel
(2008:265-294), is the same as that of Lacan (1957:91-110) and Fenasse (1962:2-
4):. the only insertion of the Evangelist was 1:6-8.15. This Hymn had six strophes:
1:1-3b; 1:3c-5a; 1:10-11; 1:12-13; 1:14.16 and 1:17-18.

The proposal of Shorter (2008:283-291) is similar. The only difference is that for
Shorter the addition by the Evangelist was 1:2.6-8.13.15. In other words, unlike the
others critics mentioned, Shorter excludes 1:2.13 from the Aramaic-primitive-hymn.
The proposal of Gordley (2009:781-802) is quite similar to that of Gese (1977a:152-
201) and Hengel (2008:265-294). Nevertheless, there are two differences: in the first
one: Gordley excludes 1:18 from the hymn to Logos; in the second, this exegete
thinks that the hymn to Logos has seven —not six— stanzas: 1:1-2; 1:3-4; 1:5.9;
1:10-11; 1:12-13; 1:14 and 1:16-17.

3.2.8 MJ Blank; J Kuboth; M Theobald; OP Hofrichter

Blank (1966:28-39.112-127) proposed that the hymn to Logos was composed of four
stanzas: 1:1.3; 1:4.9; 1:10.11; 1:14.16. The Evangelist added 1:2.5-8.12-13.15.17-
18. The prologue after this addition would be divided into these main three sections:
1:1-5; 1:6-13 and 1:14-16/18. For Kuboth (1976:55-64) the best way to divide the
actual hymn to Logos is as follows: 1:1-5; 1:6-8; 1:9-13; 1:14-18.

Theobald (1988) states that the hymn to Christ —not hymn to Logos!— had three
stanzas: 1:2-4; 1:11-12c and 1:14bce.16. The uniqueness of this hypothesis is that

M Theobald affirms that 1:1 must be excluded from the original hymn to Logos as
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well as 1:14a. Hence, the Evangelist added 1:1.5-10.12a-b.13.14a.15.17-18. The
main question would be why he excludes 1:1 and 1:14a from the Hymn because the
theology of the Logos that is present in the prologue is exogenous from the theology
of the body of John. Why, then, did the Evangelist add 1:1.14a? Because of the

enemies —Gnostic Christians— present in 1 John.

The Hypothesis of Hofrichter (1983:569-593); (1986a) and (1990) is very peculiar.
Hofrichter indicates that the hymn to Logos was 1:1-5.6ab.7b.9-11.12a.b.8.
13abd.14a.c-e.18. This hymn had three stanzas with 3-3-4, 3-3-3-4 and 3-3-4 lines.
In other words, these three strophes were: 1:1-5; 1.6ab.7b.9.10.12ab.13ab and
1:14acd.18. Here, obviously, the question is: Why was 1:6c the only addition by the
Evangelist for Hofrichter? Because, for him, the original hymn to Logos 1.6 had
applied to Jesus, and in the second stage —when 1:6¢c was added— it was a
reference to John the Baptist.>*® The ground for this hypothesis is very feeble:
Hofrichter has opted in 1:13 for the singular and, as one can see in the Textual
Criticism, this reading is weak. It would be wrong to affirm that for Hofrichter the
hymn to Logos came directly from Gnosticism. For this exegete this hymn as a
literary genre was a creed and, therefore, its Sitz im Leben was not only the
Christology of the NT, but also the Gnostic literature.*® The origin of this
Christological confession came from Jewish-Hellenism and they have taken the texts

of Philo as their source.

3.2.9 S. de Ausejo; R Schnackenburg; RE Brown; TH Tobin and G. Rochais
De Ausejo (1956:233-277.381-427) affirms that the original hymn to Logos had the
same tripartite structure as all the other NT hymns. The hymn was 1:1-5.9-
11.14.16.18. The Evangelist added wv.6-9.15.17:

*1°S = a°) 1:1-2; b°) 1:3-5; ¢°) 1:9-11.

% See Hofrichter (1990) for a defence of this position.
% Hofrichter (1979:214-237).
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*2°S = 1:14a-b.
*3°S = 1:14c-e.16.18

Schnackenburg (1957:69-109) and (1980:241-251) states that the hymn to Logos
was in 1:1.3-4.9ab.10ac-11.14abe.16. The rest of the verses are written by the
Evangelist. This hymn had four stanzas. 1°=1:1.3; 2°=1:4.9ab; 3°=1:10ac-11; 4°= 1:
14abe.16. The first and fourth stanzas have five lines, and the second and third have
four lines. After the insertion by the Evangelist the prologue could be divided into
three sections: 1°) 1:1-5; 2°) 1:6-13 and 3°) 14-18.

Brown (1999:191-239), states that, at a first moment, the hymn to Logos was 1:1-
5.10-12b.14.16. At a second moment, the Evangelist added 1:12¢-13 and 1:17-18.
At a third moment, a redactor —not the Evangelist— added 1:6-9.15. For this
exegete the original hymn to Logos had four stanzas: 1:1-2; 1:3-5; 1:10-12b and
1:14.16. Tobin (1990:252-269) agrees with how Brown reconstructed the original
hymn to Logos. The difference between them is that for Tobin the first reference of

the incarnation is in 1:14 and not in 1:10 as affirmed by Brown.

Rochais (1985:5-44) argues that the hymn to Logos was in verses 1:1.3-5.10-12b.
This hymn was a Hellenic-Jewish one. The Johannine Community took this hymn for
their worship adding, for theological reasons, another stanza: 1:14.16. The
Evangelist, when putting this hymn into his prologue, had to add 1:2.6-9.12c-
13.15.17. The hypothesis of this exegete, as well as Tobin, is very similar to Brown's

hypothesis:
G Rochais RE Brown
Hymn: 1:1.3-5.10-12b.14.16. 1:1-5.10-12b.14.16
Later additions: 1:2.6-9.13.15.17-18 1:6-9.13.15.17-18
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3.2.10 G Richter; HC Green and A. Lindemann

Richter (1972:257-276), (1971:81-126) and (1970:539-544) proposed a very
interesting hypothesis. He states that the hymn to Logos was present in 1:1.3.4-5.10-
11.12ab. The Evangelist added 1:2.6-9.12c-13. Neither does 1:14-18 belong to the
Hymn. This hymn had three stanzas: 1:1.3; 1:4.5 and 1:10.11.12ab. The principal
idea is that the preposition v structures the hymn. All three stanzas start with this

word: 1:1 ="Ev dpyf v 6 Adyog; 1:4 = &v adtg) (wn fv; and év ¢ kOouw Mv.

For Green (1954-55:291-294), unlike the majority of exegetes, 1:1-2 was not part of
the hymn to Logos. The hymn to Logos was 1:3-5.10-11.14a-d.16a.18. This exegete
excluded, as almost all the critics had, 1:6-8.15, as well as 1:9.12-13.14e.17.

Lindemann and Conzelmann (2004:141-142) proposed three redactional strata in the
prologue: 1:3-5. 9.11.14abce.16; 1:2.6-8.10.12ab.14d.15.18 and 1:12¢.13.17:

Redactional strata Verses of John
1 Hymn to Logos 1:3-5. 9.11 14abce 16
2 Additions by Evangelist 1:2. 6-8.10.12ab. 14d. 15 18
3 Ecclesial Addition 1:12c. 13. 17

3.2.11 P Géchter; JT Sanders; DJ MacLeod; E Miller; ME Boismard and A Feulillet
The Hypothesis of Gachter (1936:99-120:402-423) is that the hymn to Logos is the
1:1-5.10-12.14.16-17. According to Géachter the metric of this hymn was varied,

including both distiches and tercets. Although this exegete does not consider 1:6-
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8.15 as a part of the hymn, for him, these verses were written not in prose but in

verse. Verses 1:9.13.18 were additions to this hymn.

The proposal of Sanders (1971:29-57) is also unique. According to his interpretation
1:12-18 were not part of the hymn. Concretely the hymn to Logos was 1:1-5.9-11.
There were only two stanzas: 1:1-5, with four lines and 1:9-11 with three lines.
Sanders' interpretation is supported by the analogy of 1:5 with 1:11 because:
e Both these verses emphasise the relationship of the redeemer with a
Kingdom: In 1:5 is 7 okortie, in 1:11is o 16uw.
e Both verses also highlight that this kingdom was not created by the redeemer:
in v.5, 1} okotla abto ob katéraPer; and in 1: 11, ol {dtoL adtov od mapérafov.
e In both verses there is an aorist of Aepfavw: in 1.5, ketérePer; and in 1: 11,

TopéLaPov.

The reconstruction of MacLeod (2003a:48-64); (2003b:187-201); (2003c:305-320);
(2003d:398-413); (2004a:72-88) and (2004b:179-193) is near to JT Sanders’s. The

main difference between them is about 1:12-13:*

DJ MacLeod JT Sanders
Verses of the Hymn: 1:1-5.10-13 1:1-5.10-11
Later additions: 1:6-9 and 14-18 1:6-9. and 12-18.

The hypothesis of Boismard (1953) and (1957) is that the hymn to Logos was 1:1-5
and 9-11. The rest of the verses are later additions. This exegete argues that John
1:6ff was once the beginning of the entire Fourth Gospel —in which 1:1-18 was a
later addition. The first prologue of the Gospel of John was John 1:6.7a.c.8.19ff. The

hypothesis of Miller (1989) is close to Boismard’'s and proposes that the hymn to

*L 1t is interesting that both of these exegetes place 1:9 into the context of 1:6ff.
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Logos is only within 1:1-5. This hymn has four stanzas with two lines each and is

present in verses 1:1a-b.3.4.5. Verses 1:6-18 were added later.

Feuillet (1968) as opposed to Miller, proposes that the hymn to Logos is beneath
1:1-5.9-12b.14.16-18. In other words, the additions that had been made were three:
1:6-8.15; 12c and 1:13. An ex-disciple of John the Baptist made these additions to
underline the special importance of John and show that he was superior to all the
prophets of the OT. The prologue of John would be divided into two main antithetical
parts, a°) 1:4-11: The incredulous world and b°) 1:12-18: the believers.

3.2.12 A Wikenhauser; UC von Wahlde and M Rissi
Wikenhauser (1967:61-88) in his commentary presents a clear difference between

prose and poetry:

e 1:1-5: poetry
e 1:6-9: prose
e 1:10-12: poetry
e 1:13: prose
o 1:14: poetry
e 16-18: prose

It would be a mistake to assume that Wikenhauser considers that all verses in
poetry belong to the hymn to Logos. The hymn to Logos was 1:1-5.9-12ab.14.16.

The rest of the verses are later additions.

Von Wahlde (2010:1-32) proposes that the hymn to Logos was 1:1-5.10-12.14.16.
The rest are later additions. For this exegete the Gospel of John had three different
editions. The actual prologue of John had been added to this gospel in the third

edition. The two first facades of this gospel began with 1:19ff.

Rissi (1975:321-336) and (1976:1-13) is the only exegete who states that beneath

the actual prologue there were two different hymns. The first hymn was behind 1:1-
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12; the second one was in 1:14-18. The first hymn was 1:1-5.10ac. 11-12b. The
second hymn was 1:15c¢.16-17. The climax of the first part 1:1-13 was 1:11. The
climax of the 1:14-18 was 1:18. The Evangelist took two Johannine hymns in order
to compose the prologue of John. The ground for this hypothesis is:

e The form and style of 1:1-13 is different from that of 1:14-18.

e John the Baptist is present at two times: 1:6-8 and 1:15.

e The incarnation of the Logos is also mentioned two times: 1:11 and 1:14

3.2.13. Brief systematization
3.2.13.1 Graph
In the next graph can be seen the same proposals about how the hymn to Logos

could have been:

Name of Exegete Verses belonging to the hymn to Logos
S de Ausejo 1-5 9-11 14 16.18
W Bindemann 1:1a-c; 1:1c-2; 1:3a-b; 1:3c-4b; 1:10a-b and 1:14a.c.17.
MJ Blank 1:1.3; 1:4.9; 1:10.11; 1:14.16
ME Boismard 1:1-5 and 9-11.
RE Brown 1-5 10-12b 14 16
HJ Bernard 1-5 10-11 14 18
J Becker 1.3-5 11-12ab 16
W Bindemann la-b 1c-2 3a-b 3c-4b 10a-b 1l4a.c.17a
R Bultmann 1:1-5, 9-12ab, 14, 16:
CF Burney 1-5 10b-11 1l4abe 16a,17
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C Demke 1.3-5 10-12b 14 16
A Feuillet 1-5 9-12b 14 16-18
P Géchter 1:1-5.10-12.14.16-17

H Gese 1-3b 3c-9 10-11 12-13 1416  17-18
HC Green 1.3-5 10-11 14a-b 18
M Gordley 1-2. 3-4. 5.9 10-11 12-13 14 16-17
E Hanchen 1-5 9-11 14 16-17
M Hengel 1-3b 3c-9 10-11 12-13 1416  17-18
O Hofius 1-5 9-12 14 16

OP Hofrichter

1:1-5.6ab.7b.9-11.12a.b.8. 13abd.14a.c-e.18.

E Kasemann

1.3-5 (?) 10-12

MF Lacan

1:1-5.9-14. 16-18

A Lindemann 1.3-5 9.11 14abce 16
DJ MacLeod 1:1-5. 10-13
Ed Miller 1:1ab 3ab 3c-4 5
JC O'Neill 1-5 10-12c.13abd 14b-e 16a.18
M Rissi 1-5 10ac, 11-12b 14, 15c 16-17
J Painter 1-3ac.4-5 10-12b 1l4abce (16).
7
M Rissi 1° H: 1:1-5.10ac. 11-12b. 2°H: 1:15c¢.16-17.
G Rochais 1.3-5 10-12b 14 16
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JT Sanders 1-5 9-11

G Schille 1-5 9-12b 14 16
W Schmithals 1-5 12ab 14 17
M Shorter 1 3-5 9-12 14 16-18
R Schnackenburg 1.3-4 9ab 10ac-11 14abe 16
TH Tobin 1-5 10-12b 14 16
UC Von Wahlde 1-2 3-5 10-12 14.16
J Weiss la.lb.1c.2a; 1:3a.3b.4a.4b; 1:5a.5b.10ab.10c; 11a.11b.12a.12b;

14ab. 14cd.14e.16ab and 1:17ab18a.18b.18c.

K Wengst 1:1.3-5. 9-11 and 1:14.16.

A Wikenhauser 1:1-5.9-12ab.14.16.

3.2.13.2 Some conclusions

From the chart above, | infer that for the majority of the exegetes with a literary
criticism point of view: 1:1-5 is a clear part of the hymn to Logos. If there is a doubt
about this unit, it is about 1:2 and 1:5. Verses 1:6-8 and 1:15 were not part of the
hymn to Logos and they were added by the Evangelist or a redactor or editor.
Verses 1:14 and 1:16 are connected because 1:16 takes up the idea again of 1:14.

Thus 1:15 is one of the larger cuts of the entire prologue.

The second major cut is 1:6-8. The main consensus among the exegetes is that the

hymn to Logos disappears in 1:6-8, and is continued in 1:9.

The redactional context in 1:14-18 is quite different from that of 1:1-5. In the context
of 1:10-13 there is a clear consensus that 1:13 should be excluded from the hymn.

The same can be said of 1:17 and, perhaps, 1:18.
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There is no consensus about where the first mention of the incarnation of the Logos
occurs: 1:4, 1.9 and/or 1:14. Neither is there consensus about the possible sub-

division of the prologue.

Nevertheless, several exegetes with a more redactional point of view have observed
that, with the exception of 1:6-8.15, all the verses belong to the hymn, with the
possible exception of 1:18. If 1:6-8.15 are excluded, there is a very coherent
pericope with a high sense of unity and a clear structure. In this particular unit the
Evangelist inserted 1:6-8.15 along with other comments of his own. The divergence
among the critics is, principally, about how much of the writing is the hymn and how
much is the Evangelist's comments. The Evangelist paid close attention when he
inserted 1:6-8.15 within the hymn to Logos. Therefore, both insertions must have
redactional justifications. Indeed, in order to understand the relationship with the

body of the Fourth Gospel, we must keep in mind these considerations.

3.3 The nonexistent hymn
For several other exegetes the hymn to Logos never existed except in the
imagination of some critics. Now we shall see how these exegetes have based their

interpretations concerning this matter.

3.3.1 CH Giblin

For Giblin (1985:87-103) the prologue of John is not a hymn but a doctrinal
meditation. This exegete thinks that in John 1:1-18 there is a “twofold X-Y structure”
in which: X =1:1-5.9-12 and Y = 1:14.16-18. X describes The Word in the atemporal
time, in its relationship with God, 1:1-2, and then, in its relationship with everything
and everybody else, 1:13-5.9-12. On the other hand, Y describes The Word in more
particular, personal and historical terms. This is why there is a change in the
imagery: X has a cosmological imagery that is supplanted in Y by a 'covenantal,
historical imagery'. In this twofold “X-Y structure”, there were three additions: 1:6-8,
1:15 and 1:13. The first two additions appeared in John the Baptist and his

testimony. This testimony served to connect John 1:1-18 with the body of this gospel
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and, at the same time, without these additions John 1:19, the opening of the
narrative, would be too rushed and unexpected. The third addition, 1:13, helped to
prevent an excessive literalism of 1:12. Giblin highlights that this third addition would
not obscure the structure and meaning of the twofold structure present in the

Prologue of John. The prologue is a doctrinal meditation instead of a hymn.*?

3.3.2 D Boyarin

Boyarin (2001a:243-284) analysed the relationship between the prologue and the
concept of Memra in the Targums. For this exegete there is no doubt that all the
matters that appear in the prologue of John could be identified with Jewish wisdom
literature. According to him, the wrong presumption of the existence of a hymn under
the prologue of John has hindered seeing this pericope as the real unit that it is and,
what is worse, has influenced the erroneous assumptions regarding the kind of
literary genre beneath it. That is to say that in John 1:1-18 we are not in the

presence of a hymn but a Midrash.

Boyarin proposes that up to 1:14 it is perfectly clear that we are in the presence of a
writing identifiable with non-Christian Jewish thought and that there were parallels
between the Logos and the Memra in the Palestine Targum. In both can be seen the
wisdom of YHWH; they both have the role of creation; they both speak and reveal
themselves to humankind; they both punish evils, and save and redeem.*®

Therefore, for this exegete John 1:1-18 was constructed as follows:

*2 Giblin (1985:94) states:
“Read in this way, the Prologue functions as an appreciative, meditative reflection on the
divine Communicator, the mode and condition of his communication, and its paradoxical
effectiveness. As it stands, the Prologue is a doctrinal meditation rather than a hymn. For,
appreciative as it is, it contains no words of acclamation or expression of awe, praise, and the
like”.

*3 Summarizing, the proposal of Boyarin: 1:1-5 is a Midrash about the frustration of wisdom because it
cannot find a place in the world. 1:6 is a transition between the Midrash and what follows. John the
Baptist is the herald of the incarnation and, what is more, brings an introduction and frame of the
sacred history of wisdom, which ends with its Christology in 1:7-14. This Christology is recapitulated
in the second mention of John the Baptist in 1:15. 1:10-11 is a wisdom-gloss about the Midrash of
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“The structure of the Prologue, then, as it is revealed in accordance with this
mode of interpretation, moves from the pre-existent Logos which is not (yet)
Christ and which could, and | believe did, subsist among many circles among
first-century loudaioi, to the incarnation of the Logos in the man, also
Messiah, Jesus of Nazareth, called the Christ. Of course, for the Evangelist,
the Incarnation supplements the Torah -that much is explicit- but, for John, it
is only because the Logos ensarkds is a better teacher, a better exegete than
the Logos asarkos -ekeivog éénynoaro-that the Incarnation takes place”.
Boyarin (2001a:284).

3.3.3 W Eltester

Eltester (1964:109-134) rejects not only the idea that the Evangelist used a hymn to
Logos but, also, the proposal that there might have been a division between prose
and poem within the prologue. The interpretation of W Eltester is that all the prologue
of John is one unit, a perfect unit in which there are no different strata because this

unit was written by just one hand.

The prologue is a historical narrative and this narrative is able to be divided into five

different parts:

e 1:1-5: The Logos as the mediator in creation and as the Revealer
e 1:6-8: John as sent from God and as witness of the Revealer

e 1:9-11: The Revealer —before the incarnation- and his rejection by the Pagans
and Jews.

e 1:12-13 The Son of God in OT times.

e 1:14-17: The incarnation of the Logos and the praise of His community, with
John as the witness of His pre-existence and His gift of grace in the OT and in
Jesus.

e 1:18 The Only Begotten Son as the only Son of God.

1:1-5, because 1:10 expands the idea of 1:3 and 1:11, the idea of 1:5. Verses 1:6-13 are referring to
the Aoyoc aoapkdc. 1:16-17, The Law given by Moses represents the first intent of wisdom to enter this
world referred to by 1:12-13. then, 1:6-8 is not a later addition and, conjointly, John 1:1-18 is a perfect
unit.
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3.3.4 W Paroschi
Paroschi (2006) very vehemently refuses the existence of a hymn to Logos that had
been adapted in the prologue of John. For Paroschi as well as for Eltester, the
prologue is a perfect unit but, unlike Eltester, Paroschi proposes a three-part
division:

e 1:1-5: The pre-existence of the Logos

e 1:6-13: Ministry of the incarnated Logos.

e 1:14-18: Theological reflection about the ministry of the incarnated Logos.

Therefore, for this exegete the first reference to the incarnation of the Logos is not
1:14, but 1:9.

3.3.5 F Bruce
For Bruce (1984:28-46) the prologue of John had been written not in poetry but in
rhythmic prose. Thus, there was not a hypothetical hymn beneath this text. The
prologue of John was written by the Evangelist. Although, it is true that, for example,
the word 16yo¢ as a Christological title only appears in the prologue, it is clear that for
Bruce:
“Nevertheless in what it says about the ‘Word’, the prologue shows us the
perspective from which the Gospel as a whole is to be understood: all that is
recorded, from the banks of Jordan to the resurrection appearances, shows
how the eternal word of God become flesh, that men and women might
believe in him and live.” Bruce (1984:28).

3.3.6 CK Barrett

Barrett (2003:225-255) proposes the following division for the prologue of John:
e 1:1-5: Cosmologic Vision.
e 1:6-8: Witness of John the Baptist.
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e 1:9-13: The Coming of the Word, the Light.
e 1:14-18: The Economy of Salvation.

According to this great exegete, it is not possible to divide the prologue of John in
more detailed divisions than the abovementioned. The best way to classify the
prologue is as rhythmic prose. It is possible that the Evangelist, as all writers do, had
taken some elements from pre-existent sources. The prologue is a perfect unit,
which had been written by the same hand at the same time, without any later
additions and there are no different strata. For Barrett even 1:6-8 and 1:15 are not
interpolations. The prologue was written by the Evangelist specifically as the
introduction to the Fourth Gospel, also with the purpose of summarizing and

condensing it.

3.3.7 E Hoskyns

Hoskyns (1947:136-163) states that, although, the texture of John 1:1-18 is taken
from the OT, this pericope is altogether a Christian writing. For this exegete the
prologue of John is a unit in which the single clarity is the rhythmic character present
in John 1:1-5. This rhythmical character of 1:1-5 is no longer present in John 1:6ff.
The prose in John 1:6-8, through the witness of the man who was sent by God, helps
to give standing to the reader’s faith. Exactly the same could be said about 1:15.
There is no break between 1:14 and 1:16 by a dislocation of the biblical text and/or
the intromission of a redactor who had added the second reference to John the
Baptist. The reference to John the Baptist in 1:15 —that had been indexed by his first
reference in 1:6-8- is the first direct human witness of the incarnation of the Logos.
Hoskyns in his commentary divided the prologue of John in seven parts: 1:1-5; 1:6-8;
1:9-11; 1:12-13; 1:14, 1:15-17 and 1:18.

3.3.8 DA Carson
In discussing the poem underlying the prologue, Carson (1991:111-139), affirmed

that the more specific the suggestion of the shape and content of the original poem,
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the more speculative the arguments of the exegetes seem to be. For that reason,
few exegetes now attempt these types of detailed hypotheses. The hypothesis about
the prologue as a later addition of the prologue and the hypothesis of the hymn to
Logos, “are realistic but speculative” Carson (1991:111). For Carson we must apply
the concept of poem in the prologue of John with hesitation and caution. The most
that may be concluded is that the frequency of such features in John 1:1-18 enables
us only to speak of a rhythmic prose, chiefly within 1:1-12a. For this exegete if
something can be deduced from the prologue it is that its author has expected the
reader to become aware of a progression in the line of thought. Therefore the two
references to John the Baptist in John 1:6-8.15 are not in its present place by
accident or by repetition. In John 1:6-8, John testified of the coming of the Light. The
reactions of the human beings to His coming are present in John 1:9-13. Once
again, in 1:15 John the Baptist is present to enhance the incarnation of the Light in

the context of historical particularity.

3.3.9 RS Valentine

Valentine (1996:291-304) agrees with Carson’s position: the idea that the prologue
was written by an editor or a redactor, in an effort to adapt this gospel to a Hellenistic
audience, and the idea that the Gospel of John once had another portico share a
common serious weakness that it “fails to do justice to the theological structure and
content of the Gospel as a whole”, Valentine (1996:303). Valentine's evidence is the

tight relationship between the prologue of John and its body.**

* The understanding of Valentine (1996:291-304) is quite close to Dennison Jr (1993:3). Valentine

(1996:293) underlines that:
“The aim of this article is to show that the Prologue, if it can be reasonably assumed that the
first eighteen verses of the Johannine Gospel, rather than being a later addition to the Work
by an ecclesiastical redactor, or an introduction added later for pedagogic and didactic
reasons, was in fact a preface used by the author as a part of the first edition of his work, the
themes of which were then developed to form the core and substance of the gospel.
Accordingly, the Prologue is nothing less than the theological matrix from which the themes of
the gospel arise; the seedbed of the gospel's teaching where, similar to the literary device of
sorites, the author presents a chain of interlocking ideas. As such, the article will consist of
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3.3.10 L Motrris

For Morris (1995:63-113), the eighteen verses of the prologue of John are clearly a
unit as a whole. The Evangelist himself set this pericope to be in the location where it
accords so well with what follows. The prologue gives a general idea of what will be
developed in the body of this gospel. Is there a poem or a hymn underlying the
prologue? For Morris the answer is: “no, of course not”. It is better to regard John
1:1-18 as just an “elevated prose”. The prologue was written in a meditative strain.
Although this meditative strain gives a “musing air” to the prologue, we cannot call it

poetry.*

3.3.11 MD Hooker

According to the understanding of Hooker (1970:354-358), (1974:40-58) and (1997:
64-83) it is clear that the prologue of John was a unified piece in which, not only
were 1:6-8 and 1:15 not later interpolations but, also, there never was a hymn to
Logos; although, it must be highlighted, that for this exegete the verses about John
the Baptist had been written in prose, unlike the rest of the prologue which had been
written in a “exalted style” (Hooker, 1997:70). The integration of the prologue with the
body of the gospel is consistent and the pericope functions, therefore, in a way that
allows the Evangelist to give his readers the key to a correct understanding of the
gospel. Hooker also rejects the hypothesis that there could have been a time in

which the Gospel of John had a different facade than the current one.*®

a discussion of the salient themes of the Prologue and a consideration of how such themes
are developed by the Evangelist in the remainder of the gospel”.
*> Morris divided the prologue in five parts: 1:1-2: the Word and God; 1:3-5: the Word and creation;
1:6-8: the Word and John the Baptist; 1:9-14: the word incarnated; 1:15-18: the word surpassing
excellence.

*® Hooker (1970:354-358) proposed that both references to John the Baptist are “turning points” in
their respective contexts: 1:6-8 is between 1:1-5 and 1:9-13 and 1:15 is between 1:14 and 1:16-18.
Therefore, according to this understanding, the prologue would be divided into two parts: the Aoyog
aoopkog 1:1-13, and Aoyog evoupkog 1:14-18.

59



3.3.12 H Ridderbos

Ridderbos (1997:17-59) states that the Church interpreted John 1:1-18 as an original
and integral part of the Fourth Gospel for a long time. Several critics, more recently,
proposed the existence of a hymn to Logos beneath this prologue and that this
Hymn could have been the work of the Evangelist himself or of a Christian
community.*” However, what is the understanding of Ridderbos concerning the
prologue of John? This exegete states that the prologue is not a hymn but an

independent unit constructed by the Evangelist.*®

For Ridderbos, 1:6-7 links up very well with what was mentioned in 1:5. Therefore
1:6-8 are not an abrupt interruption by the Evangelist but rather an intermezzo; They
have been written in OT prosaic format and are not incongruent. The same could be
said about 1:15, it is true that 1:16 continues the statement of 1:14, then, in 1:15 we
have a second intermezzi added later by the Evangelist because: “it is only the
incarnation itself that enables us to understand the deep thrust of John’s prophetic
word”, (Ridderbos, 1997:54). The division of the prologue, according to this exegete,
is into three main parts: 1:1-5: the Word in the Beginning; 1:6-13: the coming of the
Word as the Light of the world and 1:14-18: the Glory of the Word in the flesh.

*" For this exegete the prologue of John has the following characteristics: the presence of poetic
rhythm in 1:1-5 excluding, 1:2. This kind of composed poetic rhythm is not present anymore in the rest
of the prologue; we clearly have a prose statement in 1:6-8 and 1:15. The poetic hymnic style of 1:1-5
is present again in 1:9-14 but with increasing irregularities of rhythm and length in the parallels. The
poetic hymnic style in 1:16-18 is changed for a more polemic or kerygmatik mode of discourse. Thus,
Ridderbos argues, that the critics had proposed that the Evangelist or a redactor took a hymn and
added their own statements, creating interruptions with their additions. Therefore, the Sitz im Leben of
this hymn had been changed and, consequently, its meaning also had been changed. The different
proposals about how much of the prologue were additions by the Evangelist and how much of the
prologue was the hymn to Logos, is different from one exegete to another; sometimes very different.

8 Ridderbos (1997:22-23) highlights that:

“In the prologue we are dealing not with a hymn adapted by the Evangelist but with a unit
independently composed by him. In this connection he did not have before him a certain
poetic model; rather, it was the content of what he intended to say to introduce his gospel that
was decisive, both for his composition as a whole and for the freedom of its poetic form. /.../
For that reason the criteria for the form of a hypothetical hymn —which is said to have had
totally different function and origin than of an overture to a gospel story- can by definition not
serve as standards by which is secondary and disruptive”.
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3.3.13 P Borgen

For Borgen (1983:13-20) the analysis of the hymn to Logos that supposes that it was
a reworked source used to write the prologue is completely unnecessary.
Consequently, the question about prose and poetry in John 1:1-18 is of subordinate
significance. For Borgen the primary focus must be on understanding that the
prologue of John was meant to be an exposition of Genesis 1:3ff. Concretely, this
means that we cannot eliminate John 1:6-8 and 1:15 as foreign interpolations merely
on the difference between prose and poetry.*°

3.3.14 Towards some general conclusions

3.3.14.1 Brief systematization of the results

Systematizing all the data for why several exegetes affirm that there is no hymn to
Logos beneath the prologue of John. The main argument is that there is no poetic
style in the prologue, or that it is very difficult to delimit what is prose and what is
poetic within the prologue. Even if we were able to detect some kind of rhythmical
structure, a “musing air" this style would be characterized as an “elevated prose” or

an “exalted prose” but in no case, is this a poetic style.

The prologue of John is a pericope with a strong sense of unity. This sense of unity
means that the prologue of John has a clear and logical structure with a clear sense
of progression from 1:1 to 1:18. This means that there are no breaks or interruptions
in this pericope. There must be, therefore, a logical reason for the presence of 1:6-8
and 1:15 and their position within the prologue. Even if it were accepted that the
Evangelist has, as all writers have, used some data from his sources and, although,

9 For Borgen the structure of the prologue is: 1:1-2 and 1:14-18: The Logos and God before creation
and in the coming Jesus. 1:3 and 1:10-13 The Logos which creates in primordial time and the claims
of its position with the coming of Jesus. 1:4-5 and 1:6-9: Light and nightfall in primordial times and in
Jesus coming with the testimony of John. The prologue of John, then, would be a perfect unit and, we
need to analyse this unit primarily based on both its form and content. If we were to wonder how this
form and content is, Borgen states that the Evangelist used the structure of the Targum character to
compose John 1:1-18, concretely, “in the Jerusalem Targum of Genesis 3:24 and the similar patterns
are found in other Jewish writings” (p.110)
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possibly, the prologue of John was once an independent writing, the relationship of
the prologue with the body of the Fourth Gospel is very strong; more than a
relationship, there is an inter-relationship between both. This inter-relationship
implies, according to this particular point of view, that John 1:1-18 always was in its
place from the very beginning of this Gospel. Otherwise, it would be easy to find
some “stitches”, not only within the prologue itself but also, within the Gospel of John

as the whole unit that it certainly is, as well as between 1:18 and 1:19.

3.3.14.2 What can | infer?

With the emphasis on the fact that, even when John 1:1-18 could have once been an
independent writing, the prologue of John always was the fagade of this gospel and,
conjointly, the fact of the strong inter-relationship between prologue-body of John,
the function of 1:1-18 is clear. According to this point of view, the prologue acts as
the entry hallway or parlour of the Gospel of John. In this parlour all the readers
—and hearers— are received, and are given, in this beautiful room, the keys for the
correct understanding of the whole gospel that they are about to hear/read.
Although this concept of John 1:1-18 is shared with other points of view, the
uniqueness of this position is the affirmation that the prologue of John is not a post-
reflection of its body, because the prologue of John is not a later addition. This
emphasis on this complete inter-relationship between prologue/body of John,
disqualifies and minimizes the possible differences between both and also the

differences within the prologue itself that are enhanced by other points of view.

3.4 What is not important
By no means, can we presuppose automatically that all these exegetes in this
category are affirming that this hymn never existed, but there are other

considerations more relevant than this one.
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3.4.1 J Lamarche
Lamarche (1997:47-65) and (1964:497-537) is a very good example of an exegete
who, even while accepting the existence of the hymn to Logos, he, nevertheless,
denies its importance. He suggests that this hymn is closer to the hymn of the
Ephesians than the hymn of the Colossians of Paul.*® Yet, there is no mention of the
nature of this hymn to Logos according to Lamarche. Why? Because, as this
exegete states, there are other more important matters:
“Certain difficulties in the train of thought may possibly arise from the
adaptation of a primitive hymn, to which, according to one theory, the
evangelist made a number of additions. But it remains true that our first task is
to interpret the text as it is, more particularly to explain on the level of the final
redaction the problems arising from the difficulties it presents in its finished
state: the two references to John the Baptist, certain odd and disconcerting
conjunctions; the sense of the word ‘Logos’; the problem of punctuation in v.4
(before or after ho gegonen); the doublets in vv. 12-13”. Lamarche (1997:47).

3.4.2 CH Dodd

In the following quote, Dodd made clear his approach concerning the exegetical

history of the redactional hypothesis of John 1:1-18:
“I shall not discuss here various critical questions which have from time to
time been raised, as, for example, whether the prologue was from the first
designed by the evangelist as an exordium to the whole work, or was added,
by him or by a redactor, at a later stage; or, again, whether it first existed
independently, or was composed by the evangelist or redactor. At all events,

when the Fourth Gospel was published and received by the Church, the

% |Lamarche, in the conclusion of this research, divides the structure of the prologue into two main
parts: in the first part, 1:1-9, a reference is made to the gentiles; and in the second one, 1:14-18 a
reference is made to the Jews. These two parts are linked by the central pericope: 1:10-13. Here, in
the centre, the rejection of the gentiles -6 kéouoc- and the Jews -ra iéia is highlighted. The most
important point is that the entire humankind, without distinction of race, hears the call of the Logos”
ESwker avtolc éEovolay Tékva Ocod yevéahal.
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Prologue stood as an integral part of it. It is for us to interpret it as such

whatever its previous history may have been.” Dodd (1963a:268).

Therefore, it is clear that for Dodd regardless of whether there was or was not a

hymn to Logos, what really matters is the last and actual form of this biblical text.>*

3.4.3 JG van der Watt
Van der Watt (1987:68-84) and (1995:311-332) explains that the general arguments
of the historical-critical scholars for their hypothesis on the existence of the hymn to
Logos is that the poetic language in 1:1-5 contrasts with the prosaic language of 1:6-
8, so 1:15; 1:6-8.15 are considered interruptions and miscellaneous lines.>* By the
removing of these interruptions and other redactional insertions such as 1:13, these
scholars can deduce how this hymn was. Van der Watt asserts:
“In the historical-critical paradigm the text is manipulated, changed,
shortened, and so on, until a satisfying structure of the source behind the text
can be identified. In structuralism the text as it stands is taken seriously. In

themselves the ‘results’ obtained from the historical-critical approach are not

*! In Dodd (1978a:266-287) the meaning of the word Aéyoc is analysed. Dodd (1978a:294-298) also
analyses how the prologue of John fits in the proem of John 1:1-51. From Dodd the following six
considerations are clear: the word Adyoc has its root in the tradition of the Wisdom from the OT and the
concept from Philo. The proem 1:1-51 could be sub-divided into two parts: the first is: 1:19-51: which
has two testimonies; and the second is: 1:1-18, commonly called the prologue. John 1:19-51 has a
close correspondence with Mark 1:4-15 and John 1:1-18, with Mark 1:1-3. What would be, according
to this exegete, the relationship between John 1:1-18 and 1:19-51? The prologue of John represents
a total reinterpretation of the idea of realized eschatology of the primitive church, which is present in
the final of 1:19-51. The concept of Logos was employed in the first place because through this
concept the Evangelist wants to share the central content of his gospel to a public which was being
educated in the superior religion of Hellenism. All the above mentioned is easy to perceive when we
compare John 1:14a with 1:51.

°2 The proposal of this exegete is that the prologue could be divided into 2 parts, 1:1-13, in which 1:1-
5 the Aoyog aoapkdc and 1:9-13 the Aoyog evoupkdg are linked by 1:6-8. 1:14-18 in which there is a
thematic parallelistic progress: :14a-b.15. 17a is the historical earthly persons and situations: 1:14c-
e.16.17b is the divine quality, and 1:18 Jesus reveals God, this means that the relationship between
the two mentioned points “a” and “b” is positive. At the end this exegete presents the general structure
of the prologue divided into two parts: 1:1-13 is the historical development and 1:14-18 is the thematic
parallelistic progress.
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of much importance for the purpose of this article”. Van der Watt (1995:313-
314).

3.4.4 J Staley
Staley (1986:241-264) proposes not to compare the hypothesis on this matter even
though the formal characteristic of the prologue and its similarity “with the ancient
poetic styles and literary structures have been a topic of study off and on throughout
the twentieth century”.>® Moreover, van der Watt (1995:311-332) states in relation to
Staley's acknowledgment of the fact that in the prologue the prose sections 1:6-8
and 1:15 are perhaps additions into a poetic structure, that this fact will not be
analysed because there is a more important issue to be analysed: the biblical text in
its canonical form:
“My interest in the structure of the prologue is focused upon the text’s final
received form. Thus, issues related to those possible prose ‘dislocations’
which introduce John the Baptist into the prologue’s poetic structure (Brown,
John 71; cf 22, 27) lie beyond my immediate concern”. Staley (1986:245), in

footnote 20.

3.4.5 CS Keener
Keener argues that we cannot know, for sure, whether the writer of the prologue
depended on the hymn or simply lapsed into exalted prose.>* Nevertheless, for this

exegete there is something more important than the rhythmic structure of the

> The main target of Staley (1986:242) is to prove that the first strophe sets the tone for the
symmetrical rhythmic shape of the whole pericope of John 1:1-18 and, simultaneously, the prologue
sets the tone for the whole body of the Fourth Gospel (for this relationship, see the graph in Staley
(1986:264). This first strophe is composed of eleven lines of 1:1-5. The second strophe is 1:6-8; the
third is 1:9-11; the fourth, 1:12-13; the fifth, 1:14; the sixth, 1:15; the seventh, 1:16-18.

** The understanding of Keener (2003:333-426) of the hypothesis of the hymn to Logos is very
unique. He states that the simpler solutions —with less symmetry and adjustments of the biblical text—
would be preferred. Keener, after experimenting with different chiasmus and rhythmic structures,
proposed a rhythmic structure with three stanzas of the whole prologue omitting only 1:6-8.15. 1°
Stanza: 1:labc,2,4ab,5ab,9ab; 2° Stanza: 1:10abc,11ab, 12abc,13abc,13; 3° Stanza: 1:14abc,14de,
16ab,17ab,18a(b)c.
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prologue:

“More striking than proposals for a specific poetic structure is Boismard’s
observation of parallel with the overarching structure of wisdom hymns.
Wisdom texts often describe personified Wisdom’s relation with God, her
preexistence, her role in the creation, her being sent to dwell among God'’s
people on earth, and finally her benefits to those who seek her. /.../ what
makes the parallel striking is not the chronology but the content. Keener
(2003:337).

3.4.6 SS Kim

Kim (2009b:421-435) affirms, quoting outstanding works such as Carson (1991:111-
112) and Barrett (1971:48), that the prologue of John was not written by a redactor
but by the Evangelist and that it was always an integral part of this Gospel.
Conjointly, Kim (2009:421-435) states that there clearly appears a section in prose in
the middle of a poetic section of the prologue, 1:6-8; nevertheless, he also states
that even when the introduction of John the Baptist looks like it might be out of place,

1:6-8 plays an important role, literarily and theologically speaking.

The existence or not of the hymn to Logos is not explained in this article. Kim
(2009:423) quotes Barrett (1971:48) when he states that “the prologue is not a jig-
saw puzzle but one piece of solid theological writing”. The main theological and
literary function of the prologue of John, according to Kim, is to prepare the reader
for the body of this gospel. How does the prologue do this? By anticipating the

necessary knowledge for the correct approach to this gospel.

3.4.7 T Dennison Jr
The exposition of Dennison Jr (1983:3-9) is very clear: there is a strong connection
between the prologue and the body of the Fourth Gospel; John 1:1-18 is a unit, both

thematically and structurally speaking and the actual prologue of John had always
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been the portico of this gospel. Was there really a hymn to Logos beneath the
prologue of John for this exegete? Was there rhythmical prose and/or poetry in this
pericope? Dennison Jr did not say anything about these subjects. He did not need it
for his work. The target of this outstanding writing was to prove that:
“John has woven his Prologue and his gospel into a seamless garment. What
is highlighted in the Prologue is exegeted by the gospel. What is displayed by
the gospel is epexegetical of the Prologue. The Prologue is more than an
introduction to the gospel. It is a thematic summary of the eschatological
character embodied in the life and ministry of the incarnate Logos. New life,
new light, new order of the cosmos—all this has appeared with the advent of
Logos-Theos. The Prologue is proleptic of the gospel. One must read the
gospel retrospectively (to the Prologue). Yet one must also read the Prologue

prospectively (anticipatory of the gospel as a whole)”. Dennison Jr (1983:4).

3.4.8 RA Culpepper
In his much quoted work, Culpepper (1981:1-31) states® that, perhaps, there was a
hymn to Logos that had been used in order to compose the prologue and, that by
adding 1:6-8 and 1:15, it would be possible to keep the structure of the prologue.
Even though Culpepper is open to the idea of a hymn to Logos and has analysed
this hymn in conjunction with the chiasmus present in the prologue, the main
objective of his work is to propose a chiastic structure with its centre, acting as a
pivot, which would be: 1:12b: &wkev adtolc Eovoiar tékve Beod yevéobul.”® As this
exegete states:
“Even if the prologue contains an earlier hymn, attention needs to be paid to
the structure of the present text apart from source analyses”. Culpepper
(1981:2).

°> Mainly in Culpepper (1981:12-13).

*% |n the next chapter | will analyse his chiasmic proposal. However, McGrath (1997:103) is right when
he affirms that the chiasmic proposal of Culpepper is, essentially, the same as Boismard (1957:79-
80).
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In other words, in the methodology of Culpepper,®’ the analysis of this pre-hymn is
merely for the analysis of the structure of the prologue but the main purpose of his
work is to show that the prologue of John not only has a clear structure but also that

it is a pericope with a great sense of unity.>®

3.4.9 J Barreto Betancort

Barreto Betancort (1992:11-40) and (1993:27-54) provides unique research, at least
up to 2002. Although the subject of these two articles is about the redaction and
structure of the prologue and although this exegete finds a poetic rhythm in it, he
does not mention what his understanding was in relation to the hymn to Logos. The
only references to different hypotheses about the hymn to Logos are in the
footnotes.> The target of this article is not about the hymn to Logos and/or its history
but to prove that different styles correspond to different redactional strata and how

these strata are related each other.

The general hypothesis of Barreto Betancort (1992:11-40) and (1993:27-54) is that
the prologue of John was made with two texts: the foundation text (= PI) and the
second text which was inserted later (= PII):

*PI = 1:1-5.10ac.11.14abcde.17.

*Pll =1:6-8.9.10b.12-13.14d.15.16.18

Only nine years later, Barreto Betancort (2002:45-64), states that the prologue of

John represents a Christian version of the stereotype of the primordial wisdom of the

" On the other hand, complementing the above mentioned, in Culpepper (1987), a methodology is
proposed in which, as we have seen in the last chapter, the biblical text is analysed paying attention
to its final-canonical-form more than its redactional history.

% Nevertheless, | agree with Voorwinde (2002:25) when he affirms that: “One indication that

Culpepper has taken his proposal too far is that he allows his chiastic structures to determine his
exegesis rather than vice versa”.

%% Mainly see Barreto Betancort (1992:11-12) footnote 2.
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OT. This exegete concludes, comparing the prologue of John with other NT texts
such as Colossians 1:13-21 and Hebrews 1:1ff, that John 1:1-18 is closer to the OT
and, therefore, less Hellenized than the other NT texts. The final conclusion is that

the prologue of John has characteristics of a profession of faith rather than a Hymn.

3.4.10 S Voorwinde
Voorwinde (2002:15-44), following 12 pages of a wonderful introduction about the
relationship with the prologue in the body of the Fourth Gospel and some different

0

proposals about its structure,’® makes the following statement:

“Our discussion thus far would suggest that the prologue makes good sense
in its present form. It possesses an integrity that is enhanced rather than
diminished by the extensive -though as yet inconclusive- investigations into its
structure. No features inherent within its structure necessarily or decisively
demonstrate that it contains intrusions into an underlying source hymn.
Furthermore, as it stands, the prologue lays the foundation for themes that will

be developed further as the Gospel unfold.” Voorwinde (2002:27).

3.4.11 Towards some general conclusions

2.4.11.1 Brief systematization of the results

Even when some exegetes agree with the hypothesis of the hymn to Logos and
other critics are completely silent about this matter, both parts agree on one item: we
must pay attention to the biblical text in its final form. To focus on the final version of

the biblical text implies highlighting the fact that the structure of the prologue is more

% The proposal of this exegete is that the prologue of John has a “parabola” made up of six parallels:
1:1 with 1:18; 1:1-12 with 1:18; 1:3-5 with 1:14-17; 1:6-8 with 1:15; 1:9-10 with 1:14 and 1:10-11 with
1:12-13. In the conclusion, Voorwinde (2002:43-44) answers the question with which he has begun
his article: yes, the prologue is an authentic and integral part of the Gospel of John and it has a clear
and convincing underlying structure and that is more important than its redactional history.
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important than its redactional history. The research on the structure of the prologue

enhances the sense of unity of this pericope and its integrity.

John 1:6-8 and 1:15 carry out an important function within the prologue. Clearly, the
two references to John the Baptist are turning points. Once again, we see the
division of the prologue into Aoyoo waoapkd; and Aoyoo evowpkoc. Therefore, the
concepts of Logos and OT tradition about Wisdom are an essential matter for us to

understand the prologue.

At the same time, the relationship between the prologue and the body of John is very
close. There is interdependence between both. In the prologue, the essential
information and knowledge is given to the readers —or hearers— to understand the
Fourth Gospel correctly. Hence: the prologue anticipates the body of this gospel and,

retrospectively, the body of this gospel must be read in the light of its prologue.

3.4.11.2 What can | infer?

The interpretation of this third group of exegetes is quite similar to the second one.
For these exegetes the prologue of John is like a parlour of a house, where all the
visitors are received and welcomed. Even when a critic accepts the possibility that,
the prologue might have been, once, an independent unit, it is highlighted that the
function of the prologue is that of a preface. Importantly, when the word preface is
used here, | am thinking of the opposite of post-face or epilogue. Lewis (2005:6),
sees John 1:1-18 as the overture of an opera: here a foretaste is given to the reader
of the theme that will be unfolded in the body of this gospel.

4 Towards some conclusions

For some exegetes in the prologue of John there is a clear division between prose
and poetry. Thus it is possible to deduce how the Hymn underlying John 1.1-18
might have looked. For these exegetes the hymn is very important for understanding

the prologue of John.
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For other exegetes, in clear disagreement with the abovementioned, there never was
a hymn which was added to the development of the prologue. There is no such clear
division between poetry and prose. At the most, it might be considered a rhythmic
prose. These exegetes highlight that the sense of unity of John 1:1-18 is essential for

understanding this pericope.

There is, however, a third group of exegetes who state that it is not important to
know whether the hymn to Logos had once existed or not. These exegetes agree
that how the prologue of John is structured is, indeed, more important than its
redactional history. In other words, the Synchronic analysis is more important than

the Diachronic analysis.

The conclusion is clear: there is no unanimity among exegetes regarding the
existence of a hymn to Logos beneath the prologue. There is no agreement on
whether this matter is even important or not. Therefore, there is no place for
dogmatism. Personally, 1 work with provisional balance because, | think that a

general agreement about John 1:1-18 is unlikely.

5 About the next chapter
In the next chapter, chapter 4, | develop my own perspective in light of the data

recounted here.

What kind of certainty can | expect to have? All my statements will be characterized
as being no more than "probably" or "it might be". However | hope to add to the

significant amount of literature previously reviewed in establishing my perspective.
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Chapter IV

First approach to John 1:1-18: personal proposal

1 Introduction

In this chapter | will develop the reason and the ground for my own point of view. It is
important to stress that | do not in any way consider this proposal to be the last word
regarding the redactional history of John 1:1-18. This analysis is no more than an "it
might be" scenario. According to my methodology, the hypothesis here presented by
the Historical Critical Methods will be analysed from the standpoint of Rhetorical

Analysis and Narrative Criticism in the next three chapters.

2 Unfolding the history

2.1 Why a hymn to Logos?

| agree strongly with McGregor (2002:5) and MacGregor (1933:3) that the prologue
of John has undeniably some kind of rhythm and that to label this rhythm purely as
“rhythmical prose”® does not do justice to the biblical text. Both mentions of John the

Baptist, 1:6-8 and 1:15, seem to disturb the flow of this rhythm. All these facts seem,

® Here McGregor cites Carson (1991:112).
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according to McGregor, to point to a hymnic structure.®? On the other hand, despite

the enormous effort of several exegetes who have clearly demonstrated the inter-

relationship between prologue-body of the Fourth Gospel, there are several facts

that create serious objections to this harmony. Voorwinde (2002:18-23) states that

there is no reference to Jesus as Logos as a Christological title, in the body of John

as in the Prologue of John. Moreover, the pre-existence and incarnation, very

important themes within the prologue, fade away after 1:18. Expressions like “ov

téol”™; “minpng”; “miépoue” and “yapig” are not unfolded as would be expected and/or

are used with other meanings.®?

Prologue of John

Body of Gospel of John

1. Adyog = Christological title (1:1.214)

1. This title never appears, but it is replaced by “6
vidg Tod Beov”. (20:21)

2. yapwc = Grace (1:14.16)

2. It never appears

3. 7déoayue = Fulfilness (1:14.16)

3. It never appears

4. dAnBelog = Truth. (1:14)

4. This concept here has another connotation

5. kal €okfrwoey év Huly

5. It never appears but would be expected in the
context of 2:21.

6. elg T 1w HABey

6. In 13:1 with another meaning

7. The general context of 1:14:

Kol 6 Adyog oopE &yéveto kol &oknywoey & Huiv, kol
&Beooapebo Y 86Er adtod, 80fwy )¢ povoyevodg Topd
TeTpdg, TANPNG YdpLToG Kol GAndelog.

7.

a) There is no parallel here but

b) There is a parallelin 1Jn1:1;4:2y2Jn7

c) There is a huge contrast between 1:14 y 6:63: to
e €otLy 1o {omolodv, 1 okpE odk Wherel obdéy: T&
PrioTe & €Y AeAdAnke Opiv medpd oty kol Jwi
€OTLY.

62

On the contrary Nasselqvist (2012:31-53) argues that in the prologue there is no poetry

interspersed with the prose. This author analyses John 1:1-18 and Hebrews 1:1-4.

% For example compare 1:11 with 13:1 or 1:1-2.14 with 4:37; 6:60; 7.36, etc.
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Although it is possible respond to all these issues® and still maintain that there is a
close relationship between prologue-body of John; it does not verify that John 1:1-18
is not a later addition. The best example here is the work of Theobald (1988)% where
the strong connections between the prologue-body of John are highlighted, (for this
exegete John 1:1-18 —with 1:19-51— belongs to the last stratum of this gospel).
The prologue, therefore, could be understood as a later addition. Hence, for
Theobald, the prologue could be seen as a post-face of the body of John, as the
“meta-reflexion” of the body of John, as a unit, that it certainly is. However, the close
prologue-body relationship in John verifies neither that the prologue is a later
addition, nor confirms that there is no hymn to Logos beneath John 1:1-18. And
neither still does it verify the understanding of the prologue as the opposite of a post-

face.

2.2 Later interpolations?

Simultaneously, | understand 1:6-8 and 1:15 as later interpolations. | do not agree
with, for example, Thatcher (2011:29-48) who states that, although 1:15 interrupts
the flow of 1:14.16, this verse is not an interpolation. Why does Thatcher say this?
Because this verse makes good sense in its present place. If these verses make
good sense in their immediate and general context of 1:1-18, then this is a primary
reason for arguing that 1:6-8.15 are not later additions. The redactor(s) and editor(s)

of the Fourth Gospel did not perform their task in a slapdash or haphazard manner!®®

% See, for example, Voorwinde (2002:15-27).

% Theobald (1988), taking into account the Nag Hammadi Texts, was against Jeremias (1967) and
(1968:82-85). Nevertheless, | do not agree with him on this point; instead, | follow Yamauchi
(1984:22-27), (1979) and (1981:467-497). As regards the history of the Fourth Gospel in the first two
centuries of the Church and its relationship with the Christian Gnosticism, | agree entirely with what is
expressed in the four excellent works of Hill (2004), (2006:135-169), (2010a) and (2010b). | am in
particular agreement when this author speaks about the rise of the myth of the "orthodox
Johannophobia" and the "quadrophobia” of some critics.

% As we have seen in the first chapter of this study, due to the fact that in John 1:1-18 we are dealing
with the facade, the portico of the Four Gospel, the editor(s) and redactor(s) had to be especially
careful while performing their task. On the other hand, it is very important to highlight that, although |
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That is to say, when we find interpolations or later additions within a specific biblical
text, there is always a good reason, and, moreover, one of the main targets of
exegesis is to understand the explanation for their presence. This is no more than

the process of the understanding of a biblical text.®’

Therefore, according to my understanding, the argument that the verses of John 1:6-
8.15 make good sense in their present place of our Greek NT and therefore, as a
logical consequence, are not a later addition, does not withstand the slightest
analysis. And even when | quite agree with Hooker (1970:354-358) that 1:6-8.15 are
turning points |, nonetheless, still believe that these verses are later additions.
Hooker's exegetical work helps me to understand why it would have been necessary

to add these verses to the prologue.®®

3 Unfolding 1:1-18

3.1 My premise

| find Schnackenburg's position (1990b:223) very illustrative of the relationship
between the hymn to Logos, the additions of the Evangelist, and the body of the
Fourth Gospel:

“Following the traditional form of the written Gospel, the author certainly

do not agree with his reconstruction of the hymn to Logos, | agree strongly, in general, with the
exposition of Painter (1991b:107-128) when he explains clearly and in detail his objection to the
Source Theory. Mainly, as we have seen, there are three objections: the prologue is a piece with a
strong sense of unity; the prologue and body of John have a very good interrelationship in which the
prologue is an excellent introduction to it; and there is no scholarship consensus about this matter.
Nevertheless, this lack of consensus does not imply a lack of sources that have been used by the
Evangelist and there is a general consensus that 1:6-8 and 1:15 have been added.

®" Here it is important to understand the hermeneutical process of the re-reading within the biblical
text, obviously, before the canonical process. Croatto (1984), (1980) and (2002). This is, for example,
exactly the main weakness of the Morphogenetic-hypothesis of the Hexateuch by von Rad (1976:11-
80).

% Another completely different issue is to understand the biblical text from the viewpoint of Canonical
Criticism. For Canonical Criticism see Hayes and Holladay (2007:152-166) and their extended
bibliography. Also see Childs (1979) for the OT and Childs (1984) for the NT. For the prologue of
John see Childs (1984:136-137).
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wished to give an account of Jesus’ work on earth, as he saw in faith (20:30).
But in keeping with his faith in Christ, he also wished to change the ordinary
frame of reference and reveal to his readers from the very beginning the
mystery of Jesus’ origin (glimpses of which occur often enough in the Gospel.
Such was his intention, but it was not easy to carry it out. He must use /.../ a
primitive Christian hymn which celebrated the pre-existence and incarnation
of Christ, added his own comments and forged links between it and the
Gospel narrative”. Schnackenburg (1990b:233).

| agree with Schnackenburg (1990:233) that the Evangelist had taken a hymn and
added his own comments. But, | ask myself, how has the Evangelist welded this
prologue into one piece? This is, precisely, the function of 1:6-8 and 1:15 as Hooker
(1970:354-358) indicates.

According to my understanding, the Evangelist first took an independent hymn to
Logos, adding to it his own comments. Then, with the additions the Evangelist
transformed this hymn to Logos into a particular kind of hymnody: a Didactic
Hymnody. With the addition of 1:6-8.15 the Evangelist structured this prologue to be
the perfect fagade for his gospel. The function of 1.6-8, however, is different from
that of 1.15.

3.2 The original hymn to Logos

3.2.1 Verses 1:1-2

Pietrantonio (2000:163) correctly identifies the hymnic rhythm of 1:1. There is an
interesting concatenation: predicate-subject, subject-predicate, predicate. In other
words, 6ecoc is connected with 6eoc and Adyoc with Adyoc. This noticeable
concatenation present in 1:1 disappears in 1:2. Did this verse belong to the hymn to
Logos? | think it did not because in 1:2 olto¢ v €v apyfy Tpog tov Beov is composed of

the repetition of 1:1a and its second part, 1:2b, omitting 1:1c:
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1:1 1:2

Ev dpy@) v 0 A6yog, oltog v &v épxh
kel 0 Adyog v mpog TOV Beby, TpoOg TOV Bedv.

kel Bedg v 0 Adyoc.

The duplicate in 1:2 is clear. However, in the context of 1:7.15.30.33.34 in which the
guoted olto¢ appears, | presuppose, as affirmed by Richter (1970:540), that here we

have an addition by the Evangelist.

3.2.2 Verse 1:3
Focusing on 1:3, it is clear that the hymn to Logos is in both verses. | agree very
much with Barrett (2003:235-236) when he states that 6 yéyover belongs to 1:3. In
other words, in 1.3 the relationship of the Adyoc with the creation in general is
highlighted, as well as in v.4, with the binomial {wn-¢p&¢. In v.4, the language speaks
about human-kind in particular. Is 1:3-4 a unit? I, follow Schnackenburg (1990b:236-
244),% in thinking that 1:3 is the ending of the first strophe and 1:4 is the beginning
of the second strophe. Then the first strophe of the hymn to Logos would be:

"By épxij v 6 Adyoc,

kel 6 Adyoc fiv mpde tov Bedv,

kel Bedc fiv 6 Adyoc.

3 ’ 5 5 A 2 7
mavte 81 adtod éyévero,
kel ywplg adtod éyéveto obde év 0 yéyovey

3.2.3 Verse 1:4
Regarding verse 1:4, | believe that Barrett (2003:236-238) is correct in affirming that

% | am aware that my choice is followed by a minority of exegetes. The wide majority of the exegetes
have chosen the interpretation that 1:1-5 is an integral part of the hymn to Logos and the first strophe
(with small differences between the different proposals, primarily in regard to 1:2) runs until 1.5.
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the beginning of v.4 without 6 yéyover is more in consonance with the Johannine
vocabulary and theology (see, for example the context of 3:19-21; 8:12; 9:5; 11:9-10;
12:35-46.46 for ¢po¢ and 3:15; 4:14; 5:24-30; 6:35.63; 10:10; 17:3 for the context of
Cwn). Therefore, in spite of the affirmations of Cottee (1995:470-477) and Schlatter
(1972:54-58), this verse is not speaking about the incarnation of the Adyoc but is
highlighting the mission of the Adyoc to be the Light for human beings from the first
morning of creation. Bearing in mind the affirmation of 1:9, | presuppose that this
Light was/is the Light for all ages and times. Hence, according to my understanding
and taking into account the particularity of 1:6-8, the continuation of the hymn to
Logos is in v.9. In other words, the continuation of v.4 is in v.9; 1:4 and 1:9 are a unit.

Yet, how does one interpret 1:5?

3.2.4 Verse 1:5
The difficulty in this verse is how to interpret the present tense ¢aiver with the aorist

tense katérafer?

1:4 1:5
v abtd Con Ay, kel TO dR¢ év T okotie dalver,
kol 1) {om fiY 1O PAC TV Kol 1 oKOTLo, &0TO O
GrOpWTOY” KoTEAOPEV.

Comparing v.4 with v.5, | see that they have different verbal tenses. If the hymn to
Logos is present in v.4 and v.9, the logical consequence is an addition by the
Evangelist. This is emphasised when we see, following Schnackenburg (1980:263-
268), that oxotia’® is used instead of okéroc.”* It is evident that v.5 is by the

Evangelist.

© Gospel of John 3:19; 6:17; 8:12; 12:35.9 (twice).46. Also 9:4; 11:9ff and 1John 1:5; 2:8.9.11 (three
times)
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The Evangelist was very careful in choosing the present tense ¢alvel, in order to
trace a lineage up to his own time to reach each and every reader of his gospel. The
Light of the Adyog is full, is for human beings of all times, and, the necessity for a
decision reaches our own time and beyond, obviously, through the firsthand

testimony of the first community that brings us their testimony of the Adyoc.

How are we to understand katélafer? There are, typically, two different translations:
“comprehended it not” and “overcame it not”. Why did | choose the first one?
Because with the translation “overcame it not” the connotation existed, at least in
part, of a struggle between Light and darkness. This is reinforced even more when
we see that this classic Johannine antithesis ¢@¢-okorie has a vocabulary very close
to being mythical, as, for example Dodd (1963a:36) footnote 1; although that
connotation does not fit in this context. There is not even a remote possibility of a
probability of fight between ¢@o¢ and okorie. The victory, since forever, belongs only
to the Adyoc. Darkness is dependant, enclosed and subordinated by the Aédyoc.” It is
not possible to dispute a possible image of struggle, because a struggle is perfectly
impossible.” Our understanding of karéiefer reinforces our interpretation of 1:3-4.
From the very beginning the Adyoc was in the world, as Light for human beings but,

the human being did not comprehend Him.

3.2.5 Verses 1:6-8
As Moloney (1998:37) observed, the rhythm present in 1:1-5, disappears
momentarily in 1:6-8. Verses 1.6-8 are, evidently, by the Evangelist who, with the

™ Gospel of John 3:19: afitn & totw 7 kpioc dtL T ddc EAdAvder eic Tov kdopov kol Aydmmooy ol
GvBpwmoL pdAlov to okétog T TO GG MY yop adT@Y Tovmpd o épyo.

2 \tis very interesting that in Genesis 1:1-3 it is clear that from the very beginning God is above and

beyond the acquo chaos.

® Even the existence of Darkness is absolutely different from Light. Darkness is no more than the

absence of Light. God has made all perfect, therefore, evil is a goodness made by God, albeit
distorted. The only creator is God and no one else.
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mention of John the Baptist, states the historical context. The difference between
John and the Adyoc is remarkably shown by the verbs; the Adyog “nv”, John merely
“eyéveto”. This, clearly, highlights the vast differences between the eternal and pre-

existence of the Adyoc and John the Baptist.

Kim (2009b:431), in agreement with Borchert (1996:108-111) and Moloney
(1998:34), states that John 1:6-8 seems to be “somewhat out of place literarily”
because it is a prose section in the middle of a poetic section. John 1:6 brusquely
turns from the eternal Logos to human history: “a man appeared... the reader
encounters a historical person”. There is, doubtless, a clear contrast between the
Logos and John the Baptist. In other words, there is a clear hiatus within the
Prologue. What is, then, the meaning of the hiatus in John 1:1-18? Bruce (1984:35)
correctly argues that through these verses the Evangelist's intent is to call the
readers' attention to how the eternal truths expressed in 1:1-5 are anchored in

human history.

Thus Barrett (2003:239) highlights that with 1:6 the historical stage in the prologue
arrives. The mission of John the Baptist is to bear testimony to the Logos. The first
apologetic statements appear in 1:8. The Adyoc is the Light and John is merely a
lamp, as stated in 5:35.” In addition, 1:6-8 structurally separates the Aoyoc aoepkéc,
present in 1:1-5, from the Aoyoo evoapkog, beginning at 1:9f. Nevertheless, may we

include 1:9 in 1:6-8" or not’®? In other words, is this little pericope 1:6-9 or 1:6-8?

3.2.6 Verse 1:9
Although Brown (1999:201-202.227), Bernard and McNeile (1928:144ff), Gachter
(1936:99-120.402-423), Kasemann (1969:140-142), Becker (1985:79-104) and

™ John 5:35: &kelvoc v 6 Alyvoc 6 kaldpevos kel dalvov, bueic 8¢ A0edfoate dyeilia®fval mpog Cpav &v
0 ¢wtl adToD.

> See, for example, Brown (1966-70:27-28); MacLeod (2003¢:305-320) and Lioy (2005:71-73).

® As affirmed by, for example, Lindars (1995:88-89); Barrett (2003:239-242) and Ellis (1984:23).
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Marvin Pate (2011:48), among other exegetes, who have excluded 1:9 from the
hymn to Logos, | agree completely with O'Day and Hylen (2006:26) when they state
that the 1:9 is not part of 1:6-8. For Schnackenburg (1990b:253-255), 1:9 is part of
the hymn to Logos; 1:9 is the continuation of 1:4 because 1:5 is by the Evangelist.
Nevertheless, 1:9 has its own difficulties. How should we interpret 1:9c? Must we

’ or, maybe, with mavto

connect épydpevor eic tov kbopov with Hy 10 ¢dc 1o danduvdy’
dvepwtor’®? Grammatically both interpretations are perfectly possible. Following
Robinson (1962-63:120-129) and Barrett (2003:241), | am inclined to prefer the
second choice.”® This great exegete has correctly pointed out that the most
important of the parallels within the Fourth Gospel that support that ¢pyouecvor goes
with ¢ac® is 12:46: &y ¢pdc elc tov kbopov EAiAvBe, Tve Tac O TioTebwy el &uk év T

okotlg un peivn. Then, 1:4 and 1:9 form a perfect unit:

Verse 4 Verse 9
* tadtg (of Ay, ° "Hy 1t ¢&¢ T dAndLvév,
kel 7 (wn fv 10 ¢A¢ TV WlpwTwY: 0 dwrifer AT dVBpwTOV,

Epyouevor el Tov Koopov.

This graph shows us four important considerations: épyopevov eic tov koopov from the
hand of the Evangelist who refers here to the Aoyoo evoapkdg; this interpretation
would explain, partly, the difficulty in interpreting who is coming to the world.
Nevertheless, there is another question, is 1:9 referring to the Aoyoo Evowapkoc or
Aoyoc aoapkog? | agree with Schnackenburg (1980:260-262.271-273) when he states

" Burney (1922:33), Bultmann (1971:52-54) and Richardson (1959:41).

8 Brown (1966-70:28), Schnackenburg (1980:271-273), Barrett (2003:241-242), Bruce 1984:35-36).

" The same interpretation is present in other contexts of the Fourth Gospel, for example, 6:14, 11:27,
16:28, 18:31 and 14:26.

8 See 6:14;9:39;11:27 and 16:28.
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that in the hymn to Logos, the stanza composed of 1:4.9a-b, was referring to the
Aoyoo aoapkog; but, with the addition of 1:6-8 it would be hard to not interpret it, here,
as referring to the Aoyoo evoapkdg. Lastly, why the need to add 1:9c? To allude to the
incarnation of the Logos that would be openly annunciated in 1.14. Thus
Schnackenburg (1980:271-273) affirms that the actual position of 1:6-8 ensures that
1:9-13% is interpreted from the standpoint of the Aoyos evoapkic.

3.2.7 Verses 1:10-11

What does ¢v 1¢ koouw v mean? After the addition of 1:6-8, the relationship of 1:4
with 1:9 makes it clear that here there is a reference to the Aoyoo evoapkoc.
Therefore, as Pietrantonio (2000:163) states, the phrase kal 0 kdopog adtOV 00Kk €yvw
is the rejection the Logos experienced after his incarnation. In 1:10-11 there are two
different concepts of world.?? In this entire context, the world is the humankind that,
enigmatically, has rejected the Logos. In 1:10a and 1:10c the concept is negative,
but there is an exception: v.10b, kal 0 koopog 61” abtod éyévero. In 1.10b, unlike its
immediate context, there is a reference to 1:3, highlighting that the world was made
by the Logos.

Verse 10 Verse 11

10 11

P ~ 4 ey H \ »
€V TQ) KOOUw Ty, €lc T 1oL HABev,
Kl 0 KOOWog 6L ahtod éyéveto,

\ < 4 i i » \ ¢ ¥ S S ’
kal O kdopog adtov odk Eyva. kol ol 16toL adtov ol mapéraBov.

Thus, the hymn to Logos is in 1:10-11 with the exception of 1:10b, an addition by the

Evangelist. The verbs c.6évar and ywwokewr are quite significant for the theology of

8 For Painter (1991b:110) this function is performed by 1:6-9. For this exegete 1:9 was not part of the
hymn to Logos but, on the contrary, was added by the hand of the Evangelist. to make particularly
clear that what followed must be interpreted as the work of the Logos ensarkés.

8 See Marvin Pate (2011:49) and Marrow (2002:90-102).
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the Fourth Gospel. The contexts of 7:27; 8:55; 13:7; 14:7 and 21:17, could be
considered as synonyms and, importantly, both these verbs highlight the human
knowledge of the facts as is shown in 7:51; 11:57; 9:20; 18:2. This likely confirms
that kal 0 koouoc 61° adrod éyéveto is by the Evangelist in concordance with 1:3. In 1

Corinthians 1:21 the apostle Paul makes a similar affirmation.®?

It is important to note that without 1:10b the meter of 1:10-11 is better. Pryor
(1990:201-218) explained the relation of kéopog and tsioL in 1:10-11: the Adyoc came
to the world and the world did not know him. In 1:11 the declaration of 1:10 is
specified. Nevertheless, who are o 16we? For some exegetes such as Marvin Pate
(2011:49), Malina and Rohrbaugh (1998:32-33), Brown (1999:202-203) and Barrett
(2003:244-245), it is a reference to Israel; but, for others such as, for example, Bruce
(1983:36-38), Schnackenburg (1980:273-278) and Lightfoot (1956:82-83), it is the
human being in general. At this point, | agree with the proposal of Pryor (1990:201-
218) and, among others, Geyser (1986:13-20), Trost (2010) Dennis (2006) and

Harvey (2001:245-249) who understand T« 6w as a reference to Israel.

3.2.8 Verses 1:12-13

These two verses are a unit and complement the idea of 1:10-11. Verses 1:10-11
speak about the profound tragedy of the rejection of the Adyoc but, in  1:12-13,
another reality is addressed: those who have accepted it. Is 1:12-13 part of the hymn
to Logos? The style indicates that these verses are the work of the Evangelist. We
have these considerations. First, we have that the clear contrast between believers
and nonbelievers is a classic Johannine style: compare 12:37 with 12.42, the same
occurs in 3:31-32 and 3:33; this style, black against white, is also present in John
3:35ff; 5:29; 6:36ff; 6:64ff; 8:23ff; 9:39; 10:13ff, 10.26ff; 12:44ff; 15:18ff;, 17:6ff.14ff.

Then, second, the use of the verb ieuparo to express the acceptance of the believer

8 1 Corinthians 1:2: ¢meldh vap & T codle tod Oeod odk éyvw O kdopog Sub the codlag Tov Bedv,
€080knoer O Bedg Ot Thg pwpleg ToD KNPUYHETOG 0AOKL TOVG TLOTEDOVTHG
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is present in John 10:18 and 17:8. Third, the expression toi¢ miotebovoLy €ic t0 dvopw
avtou is reflected in John 2:23 and 3:18. Fourth, the concept’ ¢éovotar is also in John
5:27 and 10:18; 17:2 and 19:10-11. 5. And fifth, the parallel of tékva 6eov is used in

the same way as in 1John 3:1-2.

3.2.9 Verse 1:14

Consequently, the hymn to Logos is taken up again in 1:14. In this verse the first
person plural, we: kal éBexoapedo thy 60fav altod, S0EaV ¢ MOVOYevodg Tapd TaTPOG
appears for the first time. Here, as Schnackenburg (1980:282-289) states, is the

hand of the Evangelist. The rest of the verse is an integral part of the hymn to Logos.

3.2.10 Verse 1:15

As several exegetes expressed,® 1:15 is one of the biggest interruptions in the
prologue, perhaps with more force than 1:6-8. Verse 1:15 has a close relationship
with 1:8. In 1:30 the testimony of John the Baptist also appears and, in addition to
1:15, the exact moment in which this testimony is communicated is not expressed. |
agree with Boismard (1963:25.58-59) that 1:15 is a duplicate of 1:30 slightly modified

in concordance with1:26:

1:30 1:15 1:26

Twavvng poptupel Tepl adtod | amekpidn adtolc O lwavvng
AY ’ ’ ’
KoL KEKPOYEV AEYQV* AEYQV”

b \ ’ bl 4 ’
eyw Pamtilw €v VOATL® [LECOGC
VLRV €éotnker OV Uuelc olk
oLouTE,

8 As we have seen, this statement was argued by almost all the exegetes who accept the presence
of the hymn to Logos in the prologue.
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o

o0tdg €0tV LmeEp Eyw
elmov:  oOmlow pov  épyetal
aump  O¢  éumpooBév  pou
véyovev,

OTL TPATOC Hou .

2 [SY

00Tog v ov
0 omow  Wovu
EUTPOCBEY ou yéyovev,

0TL TPATOC Mou .

€pYOMeEvoC

eLmov

It is very interesting to see that in 1:15 there is a verb in the present tense, paptupet,

as there is a perfect tense verb, kékpayev; this testimony is shared by John for all the

times. It is clear that 1:15 interrupts the flow of the ideas described in 1:14.16.

Therefore, as Hooker (1970:354-358) we must analyse this verse in its own

immediate context.

3.2.11 Verse 1:16

In 1:16 mAnpwuatoc and yapitoc appear again as occurs in v.14:a.c. Many exegetes,
for example, von Wahlde (2010:1-32); Hengel (2008:265-294); Gordley (2009:781-
802) and Bindemann (1995:330-354) state that the hymn to Logos is present in

1:14.16. What is the relationship between the two?

Verse 14

Versel6

i,

\ < 4 \ b 4 \ 2 / b
Kal 0 A0yoc oapE €YEVETO Kal €ECKNVWOEY €V

Kol €é0eaodpedo Ty 608ar adtoDd,

80ar w¢ povoyevode mapl TatpoC,

TAHPNG XAPLTOG Kol dAnBela.

otL &
TAVTEC

100  TAMpWUeTog adtod  TpeElg

b A \ A 2 \ A
eAofouey Kol YopLY avTL XePLTOG
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Therefore, as we see, the phrase kal é0eaoouedo thy 66Ear ahtod, 86Ear ¢ uovoyeroi
Tapk Tatpdg not only breaks the literary flow of 1:14.16, but also the concepts 86tav
and povoyevoig, are very important for the Johannine theology and clearly denote the
style of the Evangelist. For 6o¢av, see the contexts of the following pericopes: John
2:11; 5:41.44; 7:18; 8:50; 9:24; 10:40; 12:41-43; 17:22-24. For povoyevoic, see the

guoted text in my Textual Criticism.

Hymn to Logos Addition by the Evangelist

1
*Kol 6 Abyoc odpE &yéveto
kol éoknvwoey &v Hulv,

\ bl 7 \ 14 b ~
Kol €Beaooprebo Ty S0Eor ovTOD,
80EaY W¢ Hovoyevolg Tapl TaTpPOg

TANPNG XAPLTOC Kal dAnOeto.

2 Twduvme peptupel Tepl adtod kol kékparyey
Aéywv: obtog Qv Ov €lmov: O OTLow [HOL
EpyOueEvog EUTPOoBEY pou Yéyovey, OTL TPRTOC
Hou M.

16 o ) a 7 N S ’
OTL €K TOU Trk'r]pwu(x‘cog 0UTOV TMELG TTVTEC

bl A \ ’ b} \ ’
€Aofouey Kol YopLY avtl YOPLTOG

3.2.12 Verses 1:17-18

Against de Ausejo (1956:381-427) and Feuillet (1968:196ff), | agree with, among
others: Blank (1966:28-39.112-127), Brown (1967-70:3-37), Bernard and McNeile
(1928:79-104) and Schnackenburg (1980:291-296) who state that vv.17-18 belong to

the Evangelist.
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3.2.13 Summarizing

| agree with the proposal R Schnackenburg (1980:246), the hymn to Logos was:

r
' "By dpy@ fv 6 Adyoc,

kal 6 Adyog fjv Tpdg TOV Bedv,
1° Strophe < |3<oc‘L ’Gebg fv 6 Adyoc.
mavte 5L adtod Eyéveto,
kol xwplg adtod €yéveto obde €v O yéyovey

bl 2 ~ \
* tadtg (of Ay,
\ e \ N \ ~ ~ 3
kel 7 (wn fv 10 ¢A¢ TV WlpuTwY:
9 \ ~ L 14
*Hy 10 $&d¢ 10 aAnbvov,
«Q ’ 4 bA
0 dwrtileL Tt avBpwmov,

2°Strophe. <4

1 &y ¢ kbouw Ay,
. kal 6 kOopog adtdv olk Eyvw.
3%Strophe. < 1 elc ta 1o HABev,

kal ol 1dwoL adtdr o mapélafov

1 Kal 6 Adyoc okpE Eyéveto

Kal EOKNVWoey & fulv,

4% Strophe: £ mANpnc xaprrog kai dAnGelac.

16 %11 &k toD mAMPLETOC adTOD

Nuelc movteg ErdBoper kal XapLw vl xapLtog

According to the understanding outlined above, in the first strophe, the personal,
divine, timeless and eternal relationship of the Adyoc with God is exalted as well as
his personal role with creation. In the second strophe, the relationship of the Adyog
with humankind is underlined. The third strophe expresses lamentation because of
the rejection by humankind to the action of the Adyoc in the world before the
incarnation. In the fourth and last strophe the incarnation of the Adyoc is praised for

its significance for humankind.
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3.3 From a hymn to a Didactic Hymnody

3.3.1 First set of additions by the Evangelist

Therefore, | conclude that the Evangelist took a hymn to Logos and added

comments of his own. It is important to show very clearly where the Evangelist

added these lines in this hymn:

Hymn to Logos

Words of the Evangelist

1 "Ev épxf Av 6 Adyoc,
kal 6 Adyog Ay Tpdg OV Bedv,
kal Bedc fr 6 Adyoc.

3 R
mavte. 6L adtod Eyévero,

\ \ > ~ 2 /4 )\ U (1}
kol xwpic adTod €yéveto obdk €. O
Yéyovey

2 ? ) 3 ~ \ \ ’
OUTOG MV €V wpPXT TPOC ToV Beov.

4 > 5 A A\ A
& ab1® Cwn My,

“Hy 10 ¢p@c T dAndwov,
(A} 14 [ A
0 pwrileL TovTe XvBpwTOY,

kel 1) (wh fir 10 ¢A¢ TV dvbpiTwy:

5 \ \ -~ ) ~ ’ ’
Kol T0 OQO¢ €v Ti) okotly dalvet,
kol M okoTle c0TO 00 KOTEAXPED.

Epyduevor el Tov koopov.

10 ¢y ¢ kbouw fv,

\ < 4 i i »
kal O kdopog adtov odk Eyva.
1 eic T 18w AAGev,
kol ol T8LoL adtov od Tapérafov.

e I3 ) 5 ~ 2 7
Kol 0 KOopog 8L’ avtoD eyeveto,

12 -
booL 8¢ EraPor alTov, Edwker alTOlg EEouoloy TéKV

Beod yevéoBaul, Tolg TLOTELOLOLY €i¢ TO Ovopn ohTod,
oL o0k €€ alpuatwy o006 €k BeANUETOC OapKOG 0DdE €k
BeAnuatog ardpog GAL ék Beod eyevvmdnoav.

14
Kal 6 Adyog oopE &éyéveto
kol éokfvwoey &v Hulv,

\ b ’ \ ’ b ~ ’ e ~
Kol €Beaoopebo Ty 60fav avTOD, 80V W¢ povoyevoig
Topd TatpoC,
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TANPNG  XOpLTOG Kol GAnBelog.

0T € tod TAnpWuetog adTod
NueElg movteg EaPoper kal  xapLy
dvtl yopLtog

8t 6 vépoc S Moboéwe &860m, 7 xdpic kol

- - 18
aAndere. S Inood Xpiotod €yéveto. OOV  00dELG
EWPUKEY TWTOTE: UOVOYerTc Bedc 6 v elg TOV KkOATOV
10D TOTPOC EKELVOC EEMYMonTo.

This graph demonstrates that the Evangelist, before the addition of 1:6-8.15, added
his own comments, not randomly, but rather, with great care to his task. According to
my understanding, and bearing in mind the works of Gese (1977a:152-201), Hengel
(2008:265-294), Lacan (1957:91-110), Fenasse (1962:2-4), Shorter (2008:283-291)
and in particular the proposal of Gordley (2009:781-802) and (2011:1-27.322-335),
the Evangelist transformed a hymn of praise of the Adyoc into another particular
hymnody: a Didactic Hymnody. Verses 1:6-8.15 were added to this Didactic
Hymnody, after the Evangelist changed the Sitz im Leben of this hymn. What is the
difference between a hymn and a Didactic Hymnody? The best complete answer
comes from Gordley (2011:1) that the purpose of a hymn is to praise, to express
gratitude, to give thanks, to request something from God; it is common to see a

combination of these motives. However, in the Didactic Hymnody,® the primary

% It is essential to understand that, according to Gordley (2011:2) “these compositions created a
picture of reality in which a human audience could locate itself and find its identity”. In other words,
the didactic hymns were very useful for the development and strengthening of a sense of communal
identity. Although Gordly (2011:9-11) has expressly affirmed that didactic hymns are not a particular
literary genre, we are able find characteristics of this particular hymnody: although “the task of praise
and of teaching are not mutually exclusive”, Gordly (2011:9). When a poet speaks to the listener
directly we might consider the possibility that this hymn “may be intended to shape the perceptions
and thoughts of that audience”, (ibid) Once again, although instruction might not be the only intention
of the hymn, when the poet makes directs statements about the god/gods who are being praised, the
primary purpose of this kind of hymn is to make assertions about who is being praised with the
expectation that the audience accept these claims. When a hymn is narrating events from the past
(be they recent and/or cosmogonic) which are relevant for the community to whom the poet is
speaking, we must be aware of the instructional functions of the hymn. In other words, the presence
of narrative elements within the hymn should indicate that this hymn has an educational purpose.
Hence, we have here an important lesson: the reason why the Evangelist created his didactic
hymnody is to shape the readers identity as Christians. It, consequently, performs an educational
function within the Johannine community.
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purpose is that of instruction to the reader or the listeners:
“Didactic hymns, prayers, and religious poetry are those compositions which
employ the stylistic and/or formal conventions of praise and prayer, but whose
primary purpose was to convey a lesson, idea or theological truth to a human
audience”. Gordley (2011:5).

However, what was this didactic hymnody like before 1:6-8.15 was added?
Moreover, what was its meaning after these additions? My humble proposal is that

this didactic hymn has six strophes with 7-7-5, 7-7-5 lines, as follows:

Strophes of the Didactic Hymnody Meaning of each addition

The addition of 1:2 was inserted exactly in the middle of
1 Ev épxd Av 6 Adyog,

Ny, s e the first strophe. 1:2 summarizes and synthesizes the
kol 0 AGyog v Tpog TOV Bedv,

koL Bedc fiv 6 Adyog. meaning of this strophe. The relationship is highlighted

2 obtoc T &v Gpyi TpOC TOV Bed. between The Aéyoc, The God the Father®® of eternity and

3 o o o, . .
mdvte 6L abtod éYéVETO. creation in general. This Adyoc has an active role in the

kal xwplg odtod Eyéveto

PR ) divine act of creation being God since ever.
OLOE €V 0 YeEYOVeEV

In 1:4 the fact that from the first day of creation and

, Yy . before, the Adyoc has the mission of being the Life and
& abt® ) fv, ] o . .

o ﬁ th ﬁv 70 $dC TRV &VOp(é‘rTmV' Light of human beings is stated; in 1:5 the fact is stated
kol T0 PAC v oy oKoquc polvet, that the Light of the Adyoc is still shining, in the time of the

Kol T) 0KOTLo oDTO 00 KOTEAXPED.

° "Hy 10 ¢&¢ 10 dAnBLYdY,

(A} !’ ’ 7

0 ¢wtLleL TavTe avlpwTov,

Evangelist and in all the times of future readers. Darkness

did not comprehend it: this is a call of the Evangelist for

épyduevor elc tov kbopov. the reader to be open to the Adyoc. 1:9c: is the permanent
coming of the Light into the World before and after His
incarnation.
10 » -~ .-
&v 19 kéouw v, The addition of 1:10b made a clear contrast between the

e / P} ] ~ 2 7
KoL 0 KOopog 8L’ avtoD eyeveto,
\ e

) . . world which was made by the Aéyoc and the world as the
kol 0 kéopog adtov olk €YVw.

% |n 1:1 the second 8edc without the article 6 could be interpreted in this way. MacLeod (2003a:48-64)
agrees with Foss Westcott (1980:5) who speaks about “economic Trinity”.
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11
eic ta 1o HABev,

\ e

kol ol 18toL adTOv ol Tapérafov.

place in which mankind rejected him. Concretely in 1:11
the Adyoc was coming -1:9c- to Israel, throughout all the

OT times, and He was rejected by them.

12
6ooL 6¢ Erafov adTov,
€Swker adtolc eEovoiow tékva Beod
vevéoBuL, TOlg TLOTELOUOLY €1¢ TO Ovouw
o0toD,
13
ol o0k & aipatwy
b \ bl ’ \
0VOE €K BEANUUTOC COPKOGC
b \ bl ’ J \
0V0E €K BeAnuoTog ardpog
5 ) ~ 2 ’
AL’ €k Beod eyevvmBnoov.

Once again there is a high contrast between who has
rejected and accepted Him. The contrast is also
highlighted by the statement that this acceptance is after
the incarnation -2:23 and 3:18-. The expression ¢ovotav,
as Lindars (1995:91) correctly states, is open to
misunderstanding but this expression is a reference to the
fact that this power comes only from God. In 1:13 how this
power described in 1.12 is received by those who have

accepted Him is emphasised.

1 Kal 6 Abyoc okpE Eyéveto

kel EoKNVwoey & fulv,

kol éBenoopedo Thy 80%av adToD,

d0kay W¢ povoyevodg mapi TaTPoC,
TAHPNG XAPLTOG Kol dAnOela.

16 %11 & tod mANpduaToc adTod felc
mowteg  EAdPopey kel xapLw Gwti

In this strophe how the power described in 1:12-13 could
be received by dooL &¢ €raBorv altov is explained. After the
experience of the rejection in OT times, God has done
something  unexpected, unusual, amazing, and
marvellous: God himself has come to the world of
mankind. Why is there the addition of 1:14b-c? Here, in a

few words, the reason why the second 6eoc in 1:1 did not

XgpLToc: have the article is explained! It was not YHWH who has
come, but the povoyevodg mape matpdc, who have the glory
of having YHWH as His Father.

Why the addition of 1:17-187 In this last strophe, 1:17-18,

17 the statements of 1:14.16, the fifth strophe, are explained

0TL 6 vopog due Mwioéwe €508,
< ’ [ WA \ ~
N xepLe kol 1 aAnBeta St Inood
XpLotod éyéveto.
18 \ se At s ’

Ocov 008€LE €WPUKEY TWTOTE®
LOVOYEVTG Be0C 0 OV €lg TOV KOATOV TOD
TTPOG EKeLVog EENynoato.

and developed. Nonetheless, is there a contrast or a

complementarity between Muwicéwg-vépog and ’Incod
Xprotou-yaple kol aAnfewn? The answer is: both! The
Torah, wisdom of YHWH was a shadow of the coming of
the Adyog; but, at the same time, it is something new. The
revelation of the Adyog is the superlative, ultimate, final
and definitive authoritative revelation of God. Why?
Because the Adyoc is given a non-mediatised- revelation
as happened in OT times; in other words, He is the

\ \ e n H \ ’ \,
HOVOYEVNC Be0c 0 WV €lg TOV KOATOV TOU ToTPOC.
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3.3.2 The second set of additions: 1:6-8.15

3.3.2.1 The central function of 1:6-8

Analysing 1:6-8 in its immediate context we see again that the Evangelist took the
utmost care while performing his task. | agree with Hooker (1970:354-358) that both
references to John the Baptist are, in their contexts, turning points: 1:6-8 is between

1:1-5 and 1:9-13. The immediate context of 1:6-8 can be examined in the next graph:

1:1.5;

*The Logos and God
*The Logos and Creation
*The Logos as Light and Life.

1.6-8. First reference to John the Baptist

1:9-13:

*Light gives light to Mankind
*The world does not accept him
*Those who accepted him = were children of God.

This graph demonstrates that 1:6-8 is the centre of 1:1-13; but, nonetheless, taking
the prologue of the Fourth Gospel as a whole, it is clear that the function of 1:6-8

within this whole is completely different from that of 1:15, as we shall see.
The following graph was drawn by van der Watt (1995:311-332) but with

modifications according to my interpretation of the structural function of 1:6-8 in the

prologue of John:
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Adyoo Aowapkig

Vv. 1-2: The Logos and the God Creator
Vv. 3: The function of the Logos in Creation &’

Vv. 4-5: The Light of the Logos since eternity

Verses 6-8 John the Baptist

V. 9: The Light of the Logos before Jesus
Vv.10-13: Different answers to the Logos

Vv.14-18: The superlative revelation of the Logos

Abyog EBroapkde

Y Y

Qualifications of the Logos Actions of the Logos

3.3.2.2 Structural reason for 1:15
Verse 1.15 has two primary functions: the first verb in 1:15 is paptupel, a verb in

present tense and the perfect verb tense «kékpayer has a present meaning. This

87 Although1:3 highlights the active role of the Logos in creation, this statement is an ontological
statement; that is to say, this active role of the Logos has the function of reinforcing the idea that the
Logos is God’'s Wisdom; what the Logos did, enlightened us about who He is.
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means this testimony is for all times. The testimony of John for the Logos is about
the pre-existence of the Logos. This testimony, therefore, is connected directly with
1:1-2. Verse 1:15 is between 1:14 and 1:16-18. Also, in the context of John 1:14-18,
the evoapkoc part of the prologue, 1:15 has in its immediate context, following Hooker

(1970:354-358), the same function as 1:6-8% as we can see in the following graph:

1:14:
e Theincarnation of the Logos
e The Logos and his Glory
e The Logos full of grace and truth
1:15: Second reference to John the Baptist
1:16-18:

e  Mankind receives of His fullness
. Grace and truth has come through Him

. God was known through Him

What is, then, the function of 1:15 in the whole context of the prologue? The
redactional place of 1:15 in the prologue is shown in the next graph. Verses 1:1-2
and 1:14 have a strong connection due to the direct reference of 6 iéyoc. The
structural centre of 1:14-18 is 1:15 in which John the Baptist speaks about the pre-
existence of 6 Aéyoc. It is very important to notice in 1:14-18 how the Christological title

of 6 1éyoc and povoyeric beoc is linked with the testimony of John the Baptist in 1:15:

% Nevertheless, it must be born in mind that in the general context of the whole prologue the function
of 1:6-8 is different from that of 1.15.
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6 Adyoc (1:1-2)

1:6-8 (John the Baptist)

6 Adyog (1:14)
povoyevoie mapk matpde (1:14)
{ &1L Tp@THG pov Av. (1:15)
povoyeviic Bedc (1:18)

3.3.2.3 Addition of 1:6-8-15

The Evangelist's addition of 1:6-8.15, in conjunction with the introduction of John as
a man sent by God and with the reference to his special testimony about the Logos,
has strengthened the educational purpose of the prologue. In clear concurrence with
the early Christian kerygma®®, the Evangelist sets John, in clear and full consonance
with the prophets of the OT times®, as the precursor of the Messiah. The didactic
hymnody, in this way, is highlighting this historicity: the coming of the Logos is not a
myth, it is anchored in the history of humankind. It is interesting that if, in 1:6-7 the
Evangelist is teaching the readers about the Logos, in 1:8 he is, on the contrary,
teaching about John the Baptist, who is not the Light.®* As we have seen in the

% Meier (2002:35-43), Brown (1967:387-400) and Schwank (1996:39-60).

% Balz and Schneider (1998:184-185).
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Textual Criticism, 1:15 is set to plan ahead for what is said in 1:30. Verse 1:15
comes from 1:30 and not vice versa. Brown (1966-70:15:) highlights that the first
reason for this verse is to contradict the statement of the followers of John the
Baptist that their leader was the Messiah.%

4 The oldest facade

4.1 A little history

Von Harnack (1892:189-231) was one of the first exegetes who stated that the actual
prologue of John was a later addition written for Hellenist readers and, that the
function of this prologue was to give a theological summary, like all introductions, to
prepare the readers for what was about to be read. After von Harnack several
exegetes proposed the hypothesis that the Fourth Gospel had once started with
1:6ff, for example: Hirsch (1936:45), Brown (1967-70:27-28), Wikenhauser (1967:61-
88), Lindars (1995:88), Fortna (1988:15), Culpepper (1998:111-112), Gordley
(2009:781-802) and others. Beyond any doubt, the two most quoted exegetical
works on this matter are Robinson (1962-63:120-129) and Boismard (1963:5-42);
according to the latter, this attractive hypothesis was first noted by Viteau (1922:459-
467).

Ridderbos (1997:17ff) states, on the other hand, that only recently have exegetes
begun to propose that John 1:1-18 was not an integral part of the Fourth Gospel.
However, | believe that this is not the case. Following the outstanding works of
Lépez (1973:135-196), | am able to go back much further from the classic reference
of von Harnack (1892:189-231); for example, Delff (1889:21-23), who states that the

1 Marvin Pate (2011:47-49).

%2 There are structural reasons for the presence of 1:15 here; as Lindars (1995:82) observes, this
verse softens the passage of the prologue with 1:19ff. On the other hand:
“[This verse] It forms almost a liturgical response, a sort of ‘Amen’, and gives a moment to
take a breath, after the intense concentration of meaning in verse 14”. (Lindars 1995:96).
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Fourth Gospel had once begun with 1:6-9.19; Vdlter (1885:24), who proposed that
this gospel once had begun with 1:6-13.19; and lastly, von Harnack (1892:189-231)
and Spitta (1910:25) who state that John 1:6-7.9ac.10c.11.12.14-15 was the
primitive beginning of this gospel. In any case, the hypothesis of the transposition of
verses within the prologue of John can be dated even much earlier. For example,
Ritschl (1875:578) quoted a work of Priesterly (1769:50-58.296-299) which states
that the primitive order was in three parts: John 1:1-4.10, 1:11-13.6-8 and 1:9.14.16-
18.15. John 1:15 was the link with 1:19. When | read Priesterly (1769:50),% | see
that this exegete quoted the exegetical work of someone named "Dr. Doddridge"
who, earlier than he, had highlighted that John 1:15 interrupted the flow of John
1:14.16.%* Summarizing, and this is my main point here, it would appear that John
1:6-8.15 has been interpreted as an interruption within the prologue of John for at

least 250 years!

4.2 A good example by Schnackenburg
4.2.1 Focusing on John 1:7-8
It is very useful to see the exegetical reason why Schnackenburg (1990b:222)

denied this proposal as viable:

“It has, therefore, been suggested that the Gospel originally began with
verses about John the Baptist (vv.6ff), which are continued in 1:19ff and that
the rest of the prologue is a later accretion to the Gospel with another pen.
But 1:6-8 are closely linked to the surrounding verses (testimony of the
“Light”) while the thought and even the style (in many verses) are closely akin

to that of the evangelist.”

9|, unfortunately, was not able to obtain the exegetical works of Doddridge, nor the works quoted by
the scholars abovementioned which they used, in turn, as the ground for their reasoning.

% If | had been able to obtain these works also, | feel that it might have been possible to find more
exegetes who supported this hypothesis even further back in history in or before the XVIII Century.
Therefore, here, with Priesterly's works | have reached my limit at this present point of my research.
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The statement of Schnackenburg is true: 1:7-8 is making a reference to 1:4-5.
Nonetheless, a close look at 1:7-8 shows that 1:7 has two sentences with two v, |
infer that this verse had been edited, with 7:b, added between 1:7a and 1:7c, and
also 1:8 later added. In other words, 1:7b.8 was written and added when the
Evangelist put 1:6ff in its present place. Therefore, | agree strongly with Fortna

(1988:15) when he proposes that 1:7b.8 was not an original part of its first facade:

First facade John had Later addition by the Evangelist

6 ~
"Eyéveto &vBpwmog, dmectoiévog Tapd Beod,

Svope bt Twdvvng:

" obtoc AABev elc papruplov

v peptupnon Tepl tod GpwTog,

[ ’ / s 2 ~
Lot MOVTEG TLOTELOWOLY oL’ avtod.

8 o % > A \ -~ 3 y ’
OUK MV €kelvog 10 K¢, oA’ Lva poptupnon
Tepl oD Ppwtdc.

4.2.2 What happens if...

Boismard (1963:24-27) affirmed that if there is something which supports this
hypothesis that the Fourth Gospel had once started with 1:6ff, it is the fact that in
John 1.6 there is a stereotypical formula present that can be found in the Old
Testament. This stereotypical formula is used when there is a beginning of a story of
a hero and/or an important personage. For example, Judges 13:2 and 1 Samuel 1:1
have the same structure as John 1:6. John 1:6ff would be the beginning of John
1:19ff:
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Jud 13:2 (LXX)

John 1:6

1 Samuel 1:1 (LXX)

amod  ONUOL  oLYYeVeLlng
Ao

\ b4 b ~
Kol ovopo ot Mavwe. ..

\ 3 b \ ® b \
kel Mv avnp el amo Zoapae | “Eyévero &vlpwmog,

00 | dmeotaAuévog mapd Beod,

” S Ay ’
ovopo outw Twavvneg:

awopwrog v €& Appaboly

Yo €€ Bpoug Eppoip kol

dvope adte) Elkave...

What does this mean for our understanding of the redactional history of the prologue

of John? As Boismard states:

“Thus we may ask whether, in the Prologue to the Gospel, the formula in v.6:

‘There was a man sent from God whose name was John...” was not originally

intended to introduce a much longer account of the work of John the Baptist.

For example in our own language we would not expect a story which began:

‘Once upon a time there was man called John...’ to end after four sentences.”
Boismard (1957:25).

Moreover, Robinson (1984:71-72) rightly remarks concerning 1:6ff:

“There is the other break at v.6, with the introduction of the words: ‘There was

a man sent by God, whose name was John...” This is abrupt, if not

incongruous, as an addition, but, as part of an original structure it is entirely

explicable. Indeed, unless we posit some brief introduction to the Gospel,

corresponding to Mark 1:1, Luke 1:1-4 (on the assumption that it was the

original opening) 3:1-2a, it may well have stood as its first verse.”

After this paragraph, Robinson (1984:72) creates the following graph comparing the

parallels of John 1:6 with the other canonical gospels:

John 1:6 Eyéveto avbpwmog, ovope adtq) Twavng:
Mark 1:4 éyéveto Twavvng [0] Bamtilwy
Luke 1:5 ‘Eyéveto . . . . Lepelc TLg OvopatL Zoyoplog
Luke 3:2 éyéveto phiwa Beod éml Twovvmy
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This hypothesis is well supported, when | see that Schnackenburg (1980:598)
guoted other biblical passages that have parallels with John 1:6ff. These passages
are in the context of what YHWH calls prophets such as: Ezekiel 3:10ff; 4:13.28;
5:22; 7:16; 1 Samuel 12:8; 15:1; 16:1; 2 Samuel 12:1; 2 Kings 2:2.4.6; Isaiah 6:8;
Jeremiah 14:14;19:14; Ezekiel 2:4; 13:6; Zechariah 2:13.15; 6:16. Malachi 3:23,
4:4. Why are these texts so important? Because, as Lindars (1995:88) states, the
prophets in the OT have been called and sent by YHWH,® and, moreover, ‘it is the

word from which ‘apostle’ is derived”.

Synthesizing the exegetical works, of Robinson (1962-63:120-129), Brown (1967-
70:27-28), Boismard (1963:5-42) Fortna (1988:15) and Gordley (2009:781-802),
among others, state that the first facade of John was composed of 1:6.7a.c.15:19-34.

The first facade of the Fourth Gospel could be:

6 5 ’ ” 5 ’ \ ~ o 5 A~y ’, 7 =
Eyeveto avBpwmog, ameotaipevoc mope Beod, ovope avtd lwovvng oUTog

% ) ’ 1% ’ ’ 5 5 ~ 15 ’ - \

NABeV €LC popTuploy Lve TOVTEC TLOTELOWOLY L oLTOD Twovvng poptupel mepl

a0TOD Kol KEKpayer A€ywr: obTog MY OV €lTov: O OTLOW WOUL EPYOUEVOC EUTPOCHEV

oL YEYovey, OTL TPMTOG Hov TV.

19 \ e ) \ ¢ ’ ~ 5 ’ 1% 5 \ PRIRY ¢
Kol altn €otiv 7 peptuple tod Twavvov, 6te dméotetdav [mpoc adtov] ol

Toudolor €€ TepoooAluwy Lepelc Kol ...

4.3 Insertions of 1:7 and 1:8

4.3.1 The insertion itself

Following Barreto Betancort (1992:29) and Painter (1993b:139), | think that there is a
clear parallel between 1:6-8 and 1:1-4. First, let us examine the proposal of Barreto
Betancort (1992:29):

% See, for example Jeremiah 7:25 in the LXX version: &’ Aic fuépec EEfABocar ol Tatépec adtdy &k yfc
Alydmtov kel €wg the Muépeg Tadtng kol EEaméoteldo TPOG DUAG TOVTOG TOUG O0VAOUG MOUL TOUG TPOGTTHG
NUéPaC kel dpBpov Kol &TéaTeLA.
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Pl = 6 Adyog Pll = “Twavyng
1:1-2 1:6
. s o s "Eyéveto
Existence Ev apxf nv
. awlpwo
and Beog pemos
_ s e oy , ameoTaALEvog Tapd Beod,
|dentity &v apyf TpoOc TOV Bedy ,
6 Abyoc Twavvng
1:3 1:7
Activity TRVTOL TRVTEC
8L adtod €yéveto TLotebowoLy 8L° adtoD.
1:4 1:8a
Identity . . .
d N Con MV 10 dAC oUK MV €ekelvog T0 GA¢
an e ’ A ~ ’
. 70 PAc. .. paiver”™ LV LopTLPNOT) TEPL TOD GwTOC.
Activity

The proposal of Painter (1993b:139) is quite similar to that of Barreto Betancort:

Gospel of John 1:1-5%

Gospel of John 1:6-8

YEv dpy@ v 6 Adyoc,

6 b bl
Eyéveto &vBpwmog

\ € ’ 3 \ \ ’
Kol 0 AOYog MY mpog Tov Beov,

b ’ \ ~
omeoTaALEVog Top Beod,

kel Bedg v 0 Adyoc.

bR S _ Ay ’
ovope aLT® Twavvng

2 ? ) 3 ~ \ \ ’
OUTOG MV €V wpPXT TPOEC ToV Beov.

7

00to¢ NABeY €eic paptuploy

3

- ¢
movte 81 adtod €yéveto... Lve

TAVTEC TLOTEVOWOLY SL” adTOD

% See John 1:5

9 For Painter, 1:3b does not belong to the hymn to Logos.
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4 > 5 A 5 8 ) 2 A \ ~
eV aLT® Cn My, oUK MV exelvog 0 GAC,

L7 Con qv 10 g TV avlpuTwy: oy , - ,
Kol ) Com 1 70 GO TOV avdpw AL’ v poptupnon mepl Tod PwToG.

Consequently, according to my understanding, the final structure of 1:6-8 was a copy
of the structure of 1:1-5; hence, it is clear that the addition of 1:7b.8 had been one of
the last ones within the prologue of John. This also confirms our understanding of
the first facade of the Fourth Gospel. Another element to consider is that the first
apologetic statement in the prologue is 1:8, the second one is 1:15, and both are

additions by the Evangelist.

4.3.2 Why the insertion of 1:7b.87?

Once again, one of the best answers is given by Boismard (1963:26):
“This may seem a strange idea: does the Light need anyone to bear witness
to it? Is not Light visible of itself? Yes, but because it has come to us in the
lowliness of the incarnation, as if veiled by the humanity which it has
assumed, it was necessary that someone, appointed by God, should bear

witness to it.”

Thus, John 1:6-8 is intended to ensure the interpretation that 1:9ff is a reference to
the Aoyoo Evoapkdg, in clear contrast to 1:1-5. At this point, the necessary question

is: why, even when | agree with Dennison Jr (1993:3-9) about the very close
relationship of the prologue-body of John, do | continue to think that the prologue
once had another facade? Is there a contradiction in this assumption? The best
answer | found comes, this time, from Robinson (1984:71):
“If this conclusion is accepted, then it must follow that the Gospel once began
-as it ended- differently. Its original ending is still there for all to see, at 20:31.
But its original beginning cannot be reconstructed with certainty, because -to
use our previous metaphor- the porch has not merely been added on to the
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front of the house but built into it. To take away the porch now leaves the
masonry disturbed”.

5 After these conclusions

5.1 Am | correct?

If I am right in stating that the Fourth Gospel had once begun with 1:6.7a.c.15.19-34,
then this first facade must have been an extremely carefully thought out and skillful
literary piece. In chapter 8 we will go into depth with the Diachronical analysis of this

hypothetical pericope.

5.2 Next chapters
In addition, this hypothesis will be explored with Rhetorical Analysis in chapter 9, and
with Narrative Criticism in chapters 10 and 11; but, in the following three chapters 5,6

and 7, | will be analysing the actual prologue of John 1:1-18.
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Chapter V

Second approach to John 1:1-18: Rhetorical Analysis

1 Relationship between the first and the second approach

In the previous chapter | analysed the redactional history of the prologue of John. In
this present chapter, | will explore the prologue with Rhetorical Analysis to try and
demonstrate that this beautiful pericope has a clear and defined structure. Hence, if
my assumptions of the previous chapter are correct, they must be clearly established
and confirmed in this section, proving that 1:1-18 is a perfect unit with a clear

structure. | will first briefly analyse the different chiastic proposals for John 1:1-18.

2 One prologue, many proposals
2.1 NW Lund
Lund (1931:42-46) presents a very detailed chiastic structure of the prologue of

John:
Bv_dpxi
.,
0 Aoyog,
Kal 0 A0Yog
A T]V \ \ ’
Tpog Toy Beov,
Kol Beog
nv
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&v dpyf mpog TOV Bedy.

¢!

movte 51 eitod Eyéveto,
kel xwplg adtod €yéveto
o0d¢ €v 0 yéyovev.
& adt® Cwn qy,
kal M Cwf AY 10 GAC TOV arlpiTwy:
Kol TO PAC
& tf) okotig
dolvel,
Kol T) OKOTLo
a0TO 00 KoTEAXPeV.
"Hr 10 ¢d¢ t0 dAndLviv,
0 pwTtier mavta &vBpwmov, épyouevoy
el TOV kdopov.
&V T KOOUW T,
kol O koopog 81 adtod éyéveto

kol O KOopog adTOV olK €yvw.
elg T (8L HABey,
kol ol tdioL
oOTOV
3 ’
0 oL Toperafov.
e \ b4
A oooL &€ eAafov
o0ToV,
b4 3 ~ b ’
edwkey avTolc eEovoLoy
Tékvoe Beod yevéobo,
TOL¢ MLOTEVOLOLY €ig TO Ovope ohTod,

ol ok € aipdtwy
@ 000¢ €K BEAUITOC OOPKOG
008¢ €k BEANUATOC GYEPOG
QAL €k Beod éyevvmOnooy.

NPy sy

Kol 0 A0yog oopE eyeveto

0 Kol EOKNVWOeY &V MUY,
! , U .
A Kol €Beaoopebo Ty 60av aUTOD,

80 w¢ povoyevode mapd Tatpde,
TANENG XUPLTOC Kol GAnGelac.

4 b ~ 4 ) ~ e ~ ’ b ’
OTL €k T0D TANPWUaTOS aUTOD NUELG MAVTEC EAXPOpEV

Kol YopLY GVTL YopLToC:

0TL 0 vouog Lt Mwioéwg €860m, 1 xopLe kel 7 aAnfete Sue Inood Xprotod eyéveto.

Bcdv 0DBELG EWPaKEY TWTOTE
U \ \
A povoyevnc Beog
Con e , - .
0 OV €l¢ TOV KOATOV TOD TTPOG

ékelvog EEnynonrto.
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From this very detailed structure, NW Lund in page 44 makes this simple scheme:

A The eternal Logos with God.

B The relation of the Logos with the cosmos and with the men of the OT.
C The Historical Logos rejected and received by men

D True and false grounds of sonship

C’ The historical Logos dwelling among men and seen by them

B’ The relation of the Logos with the believers in the NT

A’ The eternal Logos “in the bosom of the Father.

The structure presented by Lund (1931:42-46) has two flaws in his proposal: 1:9-10b

is put after 1:5 and 1:6-8.15 are omitted from his chiasmus.

2.2 ME Boismard
Boismard (1957:73-81) proposes the following structure:
A The word with God 1:1.2
B Hisrolein creation 1:3

C Giftto men 1:4-5
D Witness of J-B 1:6-8

E The coming of the Word into the World 1:12-13
F By the Incarnate Word we become children of God 1:12-13
E’ The incarnation 1:14
D’ Witness of J-B 1:15
C' Gifttomen 1:16
B’ Role of re-creation 1:17
A’ The Son in the Father 1:18

How must we interpret this structure? Boismard (1957:80) states:

“The thought leaves God, as so to return to God, after touching the earth.
The word was in God, with God; then he comes towards us men... He seems

to detach himself from God who sends him forth, progressively, as if he
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intends to accustom men, little by little, to his presence. Once he has come

upon earth he communicates to us that divine life which makes us children of

God: that is the centre of the Prologue, the bond of the New Alliance that the

Word has come to tighten between God and men.”

2.3 PF Ellis

Ellis (1984:19-28) proposes the following chiasmus:

A  Through the pre-existing word, all things came to be (1:1-8)
B The true light is rejected by his own (1:9-11)
C To all who believe, power is given to become children of God (1:12-13)

B’ The Word becomes flesh which is accepted by those who behold his glory (1:14)

A’ Through Jesus Christ, grace and truth came to be (1:15-18)

Ellis (1984:27) explains with more details the parallels of his chiasmus:

A
avv 1-8 a vv 15-18
v.1 In the beginning v.15 He was before me
v.1 Was the word v.18 He has made him know
v.1 The Word was with God v.18 In the bosom of the Father
v.1 The Word was God v.18 The only son
v.3 All things made through him v.17 Grace and truth through Jesus Christ
v.4 Life and light v.17 Grace and truth
v.6-8 John... came... to bear witness v.15 John bore witness
B
b vv 9-11 b’ vv 14
v.10 He was in the world v.14a The Word became flesh
v.11 His own people received him not v.14b He dwelt among us... we have
beheld his glory.
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C

V 12c Power to become children of God

The pivot of this structure is, then John 1:12-13.

2.4 P Lamarche

Lamarche (1964:497-537) and (1997:47-65), especially p. 56-57, proposes the
following structure:

a 112 )
b 1:3
A €, 1:4-5
1:6-8 "
. ve ¢ [orGenftiles
/
)
1:10
111 o i Logos aceepls Al weftever el rage *
1:13
P
R
¢ 114
d 1:15
W e 116 % [ordews
b 117
a 118 )

% In the words of Lamarche (1997:60-61):
“Before taking up the theme of incarnation with the Jews, the author first (vv.10-13) describes
the rejection of the Logos/Christ by both Gentiles and Jews, whose rejection keeps them
apart then he portrays the community of the faithful who despite their diverse origins are
united by their faith: whatever their race of their human ancestry, the power they have

received to become children of God shows that from the beginning God has chosen them in
Christ to be his adoptive children”.
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Lamarche (1997:56) explains very clearly how to read this structure:
“In the first section (1-9) we start with the Logos who was with God from the
beginning (1-2) and in and through the history of God'’s plan (3) we come to
the accomplishment of salvation (4-5a). At this point we move progressively
backwards in time: from an allusion to the death and resurrection of Christ
(5b), witness of John the Baptist (6-8), the incarnation in progress (9). The
second section (14-18) is constructed in the same concentric fashion but in

the reverse order.”

According to this hypothesis, the centre of the prologue of John is 1:10-13.

2.5 A Feuillet
Feuillet (1968:160) presented a chiasmus structure very close to Lamarche
(1997:47-65). As we have seen, for Lamarche, the pivot of his structure is 1:10-13. In
Feuillet's proposal there is no such pivot, he divided 1:10-13 into F (= 1:10-11) and F’
(= 1:12-13); therefore F balances F’ or, could be also read in this way, the pivot is
this balance between F and F'.
A 1:1-2 The Logos with God
B 1:3 The cosmic mediation of the Logos
C 1:4-5 The benefits of the Logos
D 1:6-8 The Testimony of John the Baptist
E 1.9 The Logos in the world
F  1:10-11 Incredibility
F' 1:12-13 Faith
E 1:14 The Logos among us
D 1:15 The Testimony of John the Baptist
C 1:16 The fruit of the mystery of the incarnation
B 1:17 The grace and truth of Jesus Christ
A 1:18 The Only Begotten Son sent by the Father
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Conjointly, as can be evidenced, the proposal of Feiullet (1968:160) is close to
Boismard (1957:73-81). For Boismard the centre is F = 1:12-13 and E = 1:12-13 and
E’ =1:14.

2.6 M Vellanickal
Vellanickal (1997:124-126.132-133) proposes, following the work of Boismard
(1957:73-81), modifying Feuillet's proposal:
A 1.1-2: w
B 1:3: &yévero
C 1:4-5: ob «kotérafer
D 1:6-8: poptuprion
E 1:9-10: &pyduevov eic tov kbopov.
F 1:11: A26ev, kol ob ToLoL adtov ob mapéraBov.
F 1:12-13 &apov adtév,
E’ 1:14: oupt eyéveto
D' 1:15: uoprupet
C  1:16: éxdpoper
B’ 1:17: &yévero.
A’ 1:18: ov

2.7 P Borgen
Another chiastic structure without pivot is the proposal of Borgen (1972:115-130)
who plans the following structure:
A 1:1-2
B 1:3
C 1:4-5
C 1:6-9
B’ 1:10-13
A’ 1:14-18

This chiastic structure is developed with more details as is evidenced in the

following:
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w.1-2
v.1’Ev dpyfi Av 6 Adyoc,
kel 0 Adyog v mpog TOV
8edv, kol Bedg MV 6
A0yog. V.2 oltog Av év

Gpyf TPOg TOV Bedv.

w.14-18
v. 14 Kai 6 Adyoc oap éyéveto kal
Eoknrwoey év Huly, kel éBeooduecbo Ty
808y abToD, S0EMY W¢ Lovoyerolg mopi
ToTPOG, TANPNG XAELTOC Kol GAndelng.
"""""" v. 18 Bedv oldelg edpoker
TTOTE" povoyerng Bedg 6 v elg Tov

KOATOV TOD TTPOG €KELVOG EENYNONTO.

w.3
v.3 mwta 6L adtod
&yéveto, Kol ywplg

5~ 2 5oy e e
UTOL €YeEVETO 0OUOE €V 0

w.10-13
v.10 & 1 kbopw MV, kol 6 kdopog 8L
s N s
00ToD €y€éveto, kol 0 KOOWOG OTOV OUK

v.13 ol olk & aipdtwy

yéyover 000 €k BeAMUITOG OopPKOG 0VBE €k
BeAuatog drdpog GAL’ éx Beod
Eyevvnnooy.
w.4-5 w.6-9

V.4 &v it (wh v,
kel 1) (wn qv 10 ddg
TV wlpdmwr: V.5 kal
To dd¢ &v tf okotig

, s by
dalver, kal 1 okotio adTO

ol KaTéAapPev.

V.6 ’Eyéveto &rfpwmog, dmeotaAlévog
mepd Beod, dvope adtd Twdvvne: V.7
obtog AABer elg paptuptar Tve paptuprion
mepl 10D pwtde, va TAVTEC TLOTEVCWOLY
51 adtod. V.8 olk Ny &elvog T0 G,
vngs , ,
AL’ Tve paptupnon mepl tod dwtoc.
v.9 "Hv 10 ¢d¢ 10 aAnBév, 6 dwtieL

Tavte Grlpwmov, épyduevor €ig TOV KooV

I, definitely, agree with van der Watt (1995:322) that he did not accept the
interpretation of Borgen about the phrase épyouevov €ig¢ tov koopov of 1:9 as an

adverbial participle; in other words he states that, the Logos was not the light for the
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humankind only after the incarnation, clearly in opposition to Borgen’s proposal,

shown in 1:4-5 before the mention of John the Baptist in 1:6.%

2.8 RA Culpepper

One of the most quoted works is Culpepper (1981:9-17)'%

, the proposal of his

structure is:
A v.1-2 The word with God
B v.3 What came through the Word
C v.4-5 Whatwas received from the Word
D v.6-8 Johnannounces the Word
E v.9-10 The Word enters the world
Fov.ll The Word and his people
G wv.1l2a The Word is accepted
H v.12b The Word'’s gift to those who accepted him
G wv.l2c The Word is accepted
F v.13 The Word and His people
E v.14 The Word enters the world
D v.15 Johnannounces the Word
C wv.16 What was received from the Word
B v.17 What came through the Word
A v.18 The Word with God

In the history of the interpretation of the prologue of John, Culpepper’s proposal was

eulogized and furiously criticized.***

%] also would agree with Voorwinde (2002:24) when he affirms that:
“While the parallels that Borgen draws with Gen. 1:1-5 are beyond dispute, his solution is, if
anything, too simple. He misses some of the finer literary nuances and subtle inter-
connections within the prologue, and uncovers a balance which—at some points at least—is
more apparent than real. To base the proposed symmetry on merely three phrases is to be
guilty of an oversimplification and, as Culpepper has noted, the two references to John the
Baptist lie in the second half and therefore make for a lopsided structure".

1% This structure is also presented by Culpepper (1998:116)

191 The best quote that | could find, after having read and analysed Culpepper’s proposal, comes from

van der Watt (1995:315) when he affirms that:
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2.9 JG van der Watt
Van der Watt (1995:330), in the last part of his article, presents a very interesting

structure:
] N
1:1-3 The preexistent creator Logos and God
1:4-5 Life & Light in an era between creation and incarnation . Historical
1:6-8 The Testimony of John the Baptist Dselapgmet
1:9-13 Jesus’ incarnation and human reaction
o
\
1:14 Incarnation and grace
. . . Thematic
1:15-16 The Baptist’s testimony and grace > Paraliclistic
1:17 The Mosaic Law (preincarnate period) and grace Rraggess
1:18 God and The Son'’s relationship and revelation P

Van der Watt (1995:331) explains how these two sections of his structure works:

“This chiastic repetition of important themes in the two sections seems to
have a specific purpose. We have argued that the two sections (i.e., 1:1-13
and 1:14-18) are composed differently and should therefore also be
distinguished on a thematic and functional level. The chiasmus, however,
serves to link these two sections and to show that the same important matters
are dealt with in both of them, but from different perspectives. In a subtle way
two perceptions of the same reality are given. Historical events are described

chronologically in the first section (1:1- 13). To establish their true significance

“Theobald is of the opinion that approaches like Culpepper's are too artificial, since they tend
to compare the incomparable and do not pay enough attention to the syntactic cohesion of
the text. Louw maintains that chiastic approaches tend to obscure the "real" focus of the
prologue and therefore lead to misunderstanding. In his view the (historical-critical) "hymnic
model" regards vv.10-11 as the focus, with v.12 as an explanatory addition, while Culpepper's
chiastic approach, for instance, "forces" him to make v.12b the focus. An even more severe
‘attack’ against discovering an ‘elaborate chiastic structure’ in the prologue comes from Miller,
who describes it as the result of ‘vivid imaginations’ /.../ Despite the criticism it draws,
Culpepper's effort remains valuable and actually one of the most convincing within this
approach”.
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these historical events should, however, be judged from the divine
perspective of grace and truth (1:14-18)".

2.10 K Smith
Smith (2005:11) is one of the few exegetes who divides the prologue into two parts:
P1=1:1-13 and P2 =1:14-18:

a’) P1=1:1-13:

1:1a In the beginning was the Word,
1:b and the Word was with God

1c  and the Word was with God

A
B
C
D
E
F
G
G

2 He was in the beginning with God;

3 all things were made through him... anything made that was made.

4 In him was life, and the life was the light of men

5 The light shines in the darkness and the darkness has not overcome it.
6 There was a man sent from God, whose name was John.

7-8 ... to bear witness to the light ...not the light ... witness to the light
9-10 true light... the words (4) was made through him, yet... knew ... not

11la He came to his own home,

11b and his own people received him not.

12 ...all who received... he gave power to become children of God,

13 who were born, not of blood... will... flesh... will... but of God

b°) P2 =1:14-18:
14a And the Word became flesh

m m oo O W >

14b  and dwells among us,

14d  we have beheld his glory as of... only from the Father.

14c  full of grace and truth

15a John bore witness to him,

15b and cried, “This was he of whom | said, ‘He who comes after me
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G 15¢ ranks before me,

G’ 15d for he was before me”
F 16 and from his fullness have we all received, grace upon grace.
E 17a For the law given through Moses;

D’ 17b grace and truth came through Jesus Christ
C’ 18a No one has ever seen God
B’ the only Son, who is in the bosom of the Father,

A he has made him known

The work of Smith is very interesting; in the same way as several exegetes, he
divides the prologue of John into two parts; 1:1-13 and 1:14-18. The centre of these

two structures is G and G’: John the Baptist and his testimony.

2.11 S Voorwinde

Voorwinde (2002:28) proposes the following structure:

1. "Nge Word" (v.1) "The One and Only God (v.18)
2. "withgod" (wv.1-2) "in the bosom of the Centr
3. Creation ¥ New Creation — “race gAd truth" (vv.14-17)
f John (vv. 6-8) The Testimony ofdohn (v.15)

t" (vv.9-10) The Incarn

esponse - positive (vv.12-13)

4. The Testimon
5. The Incarnation - ' fOn - "glory” (v.14) 6. Human

Response - negative (vv.10%

How does this structure work? Voorwinde (2002:28) explains very clearly:

“The artful simplicity of the parabola not only avoids the intricacies of more
complex approaches, it removes the temptation of searching for the
prologue's centre of gravity. Under this arrangement no one element of the
prologue carries more weight than any other. All contribute equally to the unity
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and symmetry of the whole. It would be an exegetical fallacy to assign a
higher significance to any single aspect, as every concept introduced in the
prologue will receive further elaboration in the narratives and discourses that
follow. The parabola does, however, possess a balance that allows us to
explore the message of the prologue in a coherent way and to discover
parallels that have the potential of being mutually interpretive.”

In a classic chiasmus structure, | would translate the Voorwinde’s proposal as

follows:
A “The Word” 11
B “With God” 1:1-2
C  Creation — “Life and light” 1:3-5
D  The Testimony of John 1:6-8
E  The Incarnation — “Light” 1:9-10
F  Human Response — negative 1:10-11
F' Human response - positive 1:12-13
E’ The Incarnation — “glory” 1:14
D’ The Testimony of John 1:15
C’ New Creation — “grace and truth” 1:14-17
B’ “In the bosom of the Father “ 1:18
A’ “The One and Only God” 1:18

2.12 A Kostenberger
Kostenberger (2006:57) suggests this structure:

A The Word’s activity in creation (1:1-5)
B John’s witness concerning the light (1:6-9)
C The incarnation of the Word (1:10-14)
B’ John’s witness concerning the Word’s pre-eminence (1:15)
A’ The final revelation brought by Jesus Christ (1:16-18)
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For this exegete the centre, 1:10-14, 1:11 corresponds with 1:13, and 1:12a with
1:12c. In the centre is 1:12b: &wkev adtoic éovolar tékva Beod yevésbui. The centre of this

structure is exactly the same as Culpepper’s, Boismard’s and others.

2.13 R Kysar
For the analysis of the proposal of Kysar (2007b) it must be kept in mind that when
this exegete presents his structure he states very clearly: “What does the passage

affirm about this Logos? The following is said about the Word:” Kysar (2007b:41).
102

Therefore, we have to analyse his proposal in this light.
Existed from the beginning

Existed with God

Was God

Was the agent of creation

Was life that was light to persons

(Was not John the Baptist)

Was in, but not recognized by, the world
Was rejected by his own

I O Mmoo m >

Was source of power to become children of God
H  Became flesh and dwelt in the world

G Revealed by God

F' Was God’s son

E’ 103

D’ (John the Baptist witnessed to him)

C  Was the means of grace and truth

B  Was superior to Moses

A Made God known as never before

192 The addition of letters in this chiasmus is mine.

1% | the proposal of Kysar there is no E’.
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2.14 H Gese and J Irigion

Gese (1977a:152-201) proposes the following structure, based on his retro-
translation of the prologue of John to Hebrew. It is very important to analyse how this
author understands the relation of 1:6-8 and 1:15 with the rest of the structure. For

this understanding we need to examine this detailed chiastic structure:

A l. la  Ev dpyf v 6 Adyoc, d
1b kol 6 Abyog v Tpog TOV Bedy b
lc kol Bedg Av 6 Adyoc. i
2 obtog v &v dpyf Tpog Tov Bedv. b
Il. 3a mavte OU adtod  éyéveto, d
3b kol xwplg adtod éyéveto obde év.
B l. 3c/da 0 véyover & aldt® {wr Ay, d
4b kel 1) ) qv 0 dA¢ TOV AvbpdTwY: b
5a kel T0 PA¢ év T okotig dalvel, d
5b kel ) okotie adtd 00 KaTédaPev. b
E'I. 6a ’Eyéveto dvbpwroc, 31
6b dmeotaiuévog mapd Beod, 32
6¢C dvopa bt Twdvvng: b
Il. 7a  obltog AABev €ig paptuploy a1
7b {vo paptuprion Tepl T0d dwtdg, 32
7c ‘twoe movtec mLotebowoLly 8L adtod. b

1. 8a olk MV ékelrog T0 GAC, a
8b &AL e paptuprion mepl 10d Ppwtde. b
B Il. 9a "Hyv 10 ¢id¢ 10 AAn0uvdv, a
9b 0 pwtileL mavTe dvBpwTOV,
9c Epydpevor elg tov Koopov. b2
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. 10a &v 16 KOOUW NV,

10b kal O kéopog 81 adtod éyéveto,
10c kel 6 KOopog adTOV OUK Eyraw

Il. 1la el¢ ta Lo HABe,
11b kel ol TdoL adtov ol Tapélafov.

l. 12a &ool 8¢ EraPov adToV,
12b  €dwker adtolc €Eovoiay
12c  tékva Beod yevéobo,
R , sy .
12d toi¢ motetovoLy €ic to Ovopw adtod,

Il. 13a ol olk & aipatwy
13b  o08¢ &k BeAnuatog Oapkog
13c 008¢ €k BeAUaTog Grdpog
13d AL’ & Beod éyevvniBnoov.

l. l4a Kal 6 Adyog o&pé éyévero
14b kol éoknrwoer év Mulv,
1l4c kol €Beaoduede THY 808ay altod,

Il. 14d 86Eav w¢ povoyevodg Tapd TaTpoq,
1l4e wApng xopLtog kol GAndelog.

E® I. 15a ‘Twdvvng peptupel Tepl adtod
15b kol kékpoyer Aéywy:
15¢ oltog Av Ov elmov:

II. 15d 6 4mlow Wov épyduevog

15e éumpocBév pouv yéyovev,

15f  Bru mpdtoc pov M.

lll. 16a 6tL ék tod TAnpuuatog adTod
16b ueic mavteg EraBoper
16¢ Kol YopLY GUTL XOPLTOC:

L 3=

b1
b2

119



F I. 17a ©6tL 6 vopog S Mwioéwg €600, d

17b 1 yopic kal 1 GANPeL b1
17¢ 51 'Incod Xprotod éyéveto. bz
II. 18a Bedv oldelc eWpakey TWTOTE: d
18b  povoyevng Beog b1
18c 6 &v ei¢ tov kOATOV TOD TATPOG bz

18d  ékeivog énynowto.

It is clear, analysing this detailed chiastic structure, that for Gese, 1:6-8 interrupts the
flow of 1:5 and 1:9 and, conjointly, 1:15 disrupts the relationship of 1:14 and 1:16. As
we have found in the last chapter, several exegetes agree with this interpretation. A
simple structure, Gese (1977a:152-201) would be:

A= 1.1-3b (18 tonic syllables)
B= 1:3c-9 (36 tonic syllables

A= 1:10-11 (12 tonic syllables)
C= 1:12-13 (30 tonic syllables)
D= 1:14-16 (12 tonic syllables)
C= 1:17-18 (30 tonic syllables)

Irigoin (1971:501-514), following the works of Gese (1977a:152-201), presents his
own chiastic proposal with a few differences but with a completely different
methodology:

A= 1:1-3b (75 syllables, 20 are tonic)
B= 1:3c-5 (22 syllables, 14 are tonic)

A= 1:16-8 (75 syllables, 20 are tonic)
C= 1.9-13 (138 syllables, 40 are tonic)
D= 1:14 (50 syllables, 14 are tonic)
C= 1:15-18 (139 syllables, 41 are tonic)
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2.15 M Girard
Girard (1983:5-31), in his excellent article, proposes on page 17 this structure for the

prologue:
A1:1-2 The Word ... God
B 1:3-4a Through him all things were made
C 1:4b-5 The Light for Humankind
C’'1:6-9 The Light ... enlightens
B‘1:10-13 The world was made through him
A 1:14-18 And the Word ...

Also, this exegete found three more small structures within the macro-chiasmus
structure:

The first mini-structure is 1:6-9%:

A 1:6-7a ’Eyéveto awbpwmog

B 1.7b v paptupnon mepl o dwTog
C 1:7c Tvo movtec mLotebowoLy S odTod.
B 1.8 o paptupnon mepl tod dpwtdc.
A" 19 aOpwWTOV ... EPYOUEVOV

The second mini-structure is 1:10-13'%°:
A 1:10ab EYEVETO
B 1:10c-11  wadtov o mapérafov.
B’ 1:12a EraBov adTov

A’ 1:12b-13 vevéaBal ... eyevvndnoay.

1% Girard (1983:20)

1% Girard (1983:21)
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The third mini-structure is 1:14-18°¢:

A 1l:14abc  éyéveto ... éBeooopede ... povoyevodg Tapl ToTPOC,
B 1:14d TANPNG XOPLTOG Kol GANOelog
C 115

B’ 1:16-17 TANPWUETOC

A’ 1:18 €OPOKEY ... WOVOYEVT ... TaTPOG

According to Girard (1983:29-31), the ensemble of these three mini-structures in the
macro-chiasmus offers a fresh theology in which there is a perfect continuation

between creation and redemption.

2.16 JW Pryor
Pryor (1992:9-10) presents this structure:
A The Word with God in Eternity 1:1-2
B The Word as source of created life 1:3-5
C The witness of John the Baptist 1:6-8
D Logos incarnate rejected in Israel and the World 1:9-11
E Divine sonship through faith in incarnate Logos 1:12-13
D’ Logos incarnate dwelling within the covenant people 1:14
C’ The witness of John the Baptist 1:15
B’ Incarnate Logos as source of truth and grace 1:16-17
A’ The Son in the Father 1:18

As Pryor (1992:189) states, his proposal is a modification of Boismard's (1957:79-
80). The centre of the structure is 1:12-13:

1% Girard (1983:22)
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“This means that the centre of the chiasm is located in vv.12-13. In these
verses a forceful claim to divine sonship (‘children’ is actually used) is made
for those who, in contrast to natural and national Israel (v.11), have come to
faith in Jesus Christ /.../ Thus, at the very beginning, John makes claims not
only for Jesus but also for his own community: they are the true covenant
people of God and among them was fulfilled all that was foreshadowed in the

experiences of Moses and Israel”. Pryor (1992:10-11).*"

2.17 CH Giblin®
Giblin (1985:100-101) proposes his structure for the prologue of John. Giblin

(1985:95) explains his proposal about the two complementary structures which are

linked by a chiasmus in a concentric organization:

“The concentric structure may help relate and mutually clarify themes like life
and light (B); glory, grace and truth (B')- Corresponding B and B’ sections of
the concentric structure may serve as commentaries on one another (as has
long been argued for sections A and A’ of the Prologue). This is not to say that
their sets of terms are identical. Nevertheless, the correspondence is
suggestive and may stimulate a study of the possible correlations of these
terms in the narrative portion of the Fourth Gospel. Tentatively, one may find
in the Prologue a similarity in the way life—a new creation in the Word (ho
gegonen en auto)—functions cosmologically as a genuine light, a revelatory
illumination, and in the way glory figures as a historical, personal theophany of

the plenitude of divine favor and truth.”

107

Talbert (2005:69-70) presents the same structure proposed by Culpepper (1981:9-17). Once again

Culpepper’s structure is quite the same as Staley's (1986:241-264).

108

In the last chapter | have analysed in detail the proposal of this exegete.
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2.18 G Mlakuzhyil

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

) \_

J \

J/ \

J \L

Ev, oc )SL nv 0 koyog,

KOCL 0 A0YOG OV ﬂpog oV Bedv,
KOLL eeog v o Xoyog

oltog MY €v apyf mpog Tov Bedv.

ﬂayta oL ow‘goune Eyero, -
Kol YwpLle o0TOD €YEVETO OUOE €V

0 yeyovev ev ocum) Cwn nv

KOLL n (wn v 10 cbwg TV ocvep(mm)v
KOCL ‘co Qg ev T, OKO‘CLOL c])ocweL

kel 1) okotle adTO 0 Koc‘cekoc[iev

N ” . , \ -
Kyeveto avbpwmog, ameotaApevog mapo Oeod,
dvopa T Twdvvng:
oltog ABev elg paptuplay
Tva peptupnon mepl o dwtdc,

Tvo. movtec mLotebowoLy &L adtod.
o0k MV ékelrog 10 GA,
> Py , \ ~ ’
aAA’ v peptupnon mepl Tod pwToC.
"Hy 10 ¢&¢ 10 GAndLvdv,
© ’ ’ ”

0 pwtileL mavTe avbpwtov,
€pyOuevor €lg TOV KOOUOV.

&v 1@ KOopw MY,
kel O koopog 81 adtod éyéveto,

Kl 0 KOOPOg ahTOV 00K EYVw.
bl \ 7 ol
€lg T oL MABev,
\ e >\ b ’
kol oL LoLoL avTov oL Toperafor.
4 \ b4 3 ’
oooL &€ €rofov avTOV,
b4 2 ~ 2 ’ ’ ~ ’
€dwkev abtole Eovalar tékva Beod yevéabu,

T0l¢ mLoTebouoLy €ig TO drope adTtod,

ol o0k € alpatwy
s s , )
0VOE €K BEAMUKTOG COPKOG
) o\ 2 4 b \
0V0E €K BeANpatog avdpog
SOOI o .

AL’ €k Beod eyevvmOnoow.

\ 3 7 \ b ’

Kol 0 A0oyog oapg eyeveto
Kol EOKTVWOEV €V MLy,

- ; L o

Kol €Beaoapedo Ty S60Eay oToD,
86Ear o povoyevodg Tapd matpdg,
TANPNG XAPLTOC Kol GAnBeloc.

Twavvng paptupel mepl adto,

Kol KéKpoyey A€ywy:
oi)'cog v Ov elmov
0 6mlow uov €pYOMEVOC €UTPOOBEY pov Yéyovev,
otL Trpw'tog Hov M.
0TL €k T0D TANPWHaTOG ahTOD
el TavTeg EAdPoper
Kol YopLY GUTL YopLTOC:

OtL 0 vouog Lt Mwioéwg €566,

N xapLg kal M aAndele Sux ‘Incod Xpiotod éyéveto.

OedV 0DOELG EWPUKEV TWTOTE
Hovoyerng Bedg 6 Wy €ig TOV kOATOV TOD THTPOG
&kelvog EEnyroato.

Mlakuzhyil (1987:132-133) proposes the following spiral structure of the prologue of

John:
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A* (1:.1-5): The divine, creative, revelatory Word
a (1-2): The divine Word with God
b (3ab): The mediation of the divine Word in creation
c (3c-5): The life-giving, revelatory Word opposed

B* (1:6-8) The Baptist’s mission of testimony to the revelatory Word
C* (1:9-14) The revelatory, regenerative, incarnate Word
¢’ (9-11): The revelatory Word rejected
d (12-13): The mediation of the revelatory Word in regeneration

e (14): The incarnate, revelatory Word contemplated

B** (1.15) The Baptist’s testimony to the divine, incarnate Word
C** (1:16-18) The incarnate, revelatory, divine Word
e’ (16): The incarnate, revelatory Word participated
f (17) The mediation of Jesus Christ in revelation

g (18) The only divine revealer of God

The book of Mlakuzhyil (1987) is a very valuable contribution in which this exegete
presents a chiastic structure of the whole Gospel of John,*®® and the structure | have
guoted is, obviously, the prologue of John. Although, | appreciate the works of G
Mlakuzhyil as a very valuable exegetical work, when | focus on the structure of the
prologue of John, | agree with Endo (2002:195) that this proposal has some

structural problems.**°

19 The presentation of the whole structure of Mlakuzhyil is beyond the limits of this dissertation but,

nevertheless, this book is very useful for whomever would wish to investigate the structure of the
entire Fourth Gospel. His Christocentric literary structure is made up of 21 sequences.

19 Endo (2002:195) states:
“Mlakuzhyil’'s model rightly suggests the theme of vv, 3c-5 (the living revelatory Word) is
developed in the two sections (vv.9-14 and wvv.16-18). It is also noteworthy that two
statements of the witness of John the Baptist (vv.6-8 and v.15) play an important role to
introduce key sections (vv.9-14 and 16-18) /.../ However, it does not seem probable to link
vv.6-8 and v.15 to v.3. Moreover, it seems problematic to think that opening section (vv.1-2)
does not have any correspondences.”
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Mlakuzhyil (2011:329)! proposes the same structure abovementioned but in his
new edition, Mlakuzhyil (2011:118) shows another shorter structure:
A 1:1-5
B 1:6-8
C 1:9-11
D 1:12
C 1:13-14
B 1:15
A 1:16-18

2.19 J Staley
Staley (1986:241-264) proposes the next structure for the prologue of John:

A (vv.1-5)
Ev dpyf fiv 6 Adyoc,
kal O Adyog Ay mpog TOV Bedv,
kol Bedg v O Adyoq.

oltog v &v dpyf mpog tov Bedv.

, S e s
mvte 6L abTod €Y€EveTo,
\ \ 5 ~ 2 ’ o\
Kal XWPLe abToD €YEVETO OLOE €V.
(5} ’
0 Y€yovev
b 9 -~ \ 3
€V avt® (wn Ny,
\ e \ 3 \ -~ -~ > ’
kel 1 Com MY 10 0O¢ TOV avdpwtwy:
\ \ -~ 2 ~ ’ ’
Kol T0 GA¢ €v Ti) okotiy dalvel,

e P ,
Kol T) OKOTLO 0UTO OV KeTEAafeV.

B (vv.6-8)

1 1n this second enlarged edition, Mlakuzhyil (2011), has analysed all the chiastic proposals between

1907 and 2007. This book should be a required reading for all who are interested in the chiastic
structure of the entire Gospel of John. This book is an excellent complement to Theobald (1988:3-
161) in which the Johannine literature of 19" and 20™ centuries is analysed, Malatesta (1967) who
presents a cumulative and classified bibliography on the Gospel of John between 1920 and 1965 and
Rébanos Espinosa and Mufioz Ledn (1990) who also present cumulative and classified bibliography
from 1960-1986, not only about the Fourth Gospel but also about the Johannine Letters and the book
of Revelation.
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Evyéverto &vBpwmog,
, , \ R
omeaTaALEVOC Tope Beod,
” 5 Ay ’
dvopo bt Twdvvng:
ol ol b ’
00t0¢ NABev elg papTuplov
o , .- ,
e paptuphorn mepl tod PwToc,
v movteg motebowoLy §u adtod.
3 3 b ~ \ ~
o0k MV ékelvog T0 dAC,

aAL” Tva peptupnion Tepl T0d GWTOC.

C (vv.9-11)

"Hy 10 ¢&¢ 10 aAndLvdv,

0 pwrilel TaVTO AVOpWTOY,

&pyoOpevor elg Tov Kdouov.

&V 10 KOOUW TV,
o s s s

kal 6 kbopog L” adtod éyéveto,
\ e 14 3 \ 5 b4

Kl 0 KOOROg ahTOv 0VK €EYvw.

elg to U8 AABev,

\ e b \ 9 ’
Kol oL LdLoL avTOV oL Toperafor.

D (vv.12-13)
dooL &e EraPov ooy,
b4 b ~ b ’
€dwkey aLTOLg €€ovoloy
’ ~ ’
tekvo Beod yeveobul,
T0l¢ TLoTelouoLy elg T0 dvopn adtoDd,
) 3 b 3 ’
oL OUK €f alpoTwyY
000¢ €k BeANUUTOC CEPKOG
000¢ €k BeAnuatog vdpog

GAL’ €k BeoD eyevvmOnoov.

C’ (vv.14)
Kal 0 A0yog oopt €yéveto
Kol EOKNVwoey v Mulv,
kol €0cooopuedo Y S6Ear adToD,
80Ear w¢ povoyevodg mapd TeTPOC,

TANPNG XEELTOC Kol dAndelac.

B’ (vv.15)

Twavvng paptupel mepl adtod
\ ’ ’

Kol Kékpoyer Aéywvy:

oltog v Ov elmov:

5> 7 i

0 OTLoW MoV épyOpevog
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EumpooBév pou yéyover,

OTL TPATOC oL f.

A’ (vv.16-18)
0TL &k oD TANPWHaTOS 0hToD
MUElG Tavteg EraPoper
Kol XapLy Gutl XepLTog
0TL 0 vopog L Mwioéwg €566,
N xepLg kel M aAndeta Su ‘Inood Xprotod éyéveto.
Oeor 0deLg €WpaKey TWTOTE"
Hovoyevng Bedg 6 v €ig TOV KOATOV TOD TRTPOC

éxelvog €Enynoato.

112

It is also interesting to analyse how Staley (1986:249) " presents, according to his

analysis, the next thematic symmetrical structure:

A) The relationship of the Logos to: w.1-5

1) God

2) Creation

3) Humankind
(B) The Witness of John (negative) Vv.6-8
(C) The journey of the Light/ Logos (negative) w.9-11
(D) The gift of empowerment (positive) w.12-13
(C’) The journey of the Light (positive) v.14
(B") The Witness of John (positive) v.15
(A") The relationship of the Logos to: vv.16-18

3) Humankind
2) Re-creation
1) God

12 Staley (1986:248) explains to us how his structure works:

If we start with the final strophe of the prologue, we note that, like the opening strophe, the
emphasis is upon the relation of the Logos to God (cf. v 14, where monogenes and the Logos
are equated). The second strophe and second-to-last strophe of the prologue both contain the
similar phrase, di autou egeneto/dia lesou Christou egeneto. The first emphasises the
relationship of the Logos to creation, the other, by mentioning the law and by using the title
"Jesus Christ," emphasises the relationship of the Logos to "re-creation" or redemption. (One
might also note that "grace and truth" are predicated of the Logos in v 14 and are used again
in v 17.) The third strophe in the prologue emphasises the Logos in relation to humankind
("and the life was the light of humankind"). The third to last strophe in the prologue elaborates
this relationship by further defining it ("from his fullness we have all received").
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2.20 MD Hooker
As previously seen, this exegete states that the prologue could be divided into two
main parts, 1:1-13 and 1:14-18. The fact is that, even when Hooker (1970:354-358)
did not write down a specific chiasmus structure in this work, this exegete clearly
expressed: “It will be noted the each main section is built to some degree in chiastic
form” (Hooker, 1970:357). Lépez (1973:183) in his amazing exegetical work, was the
very first exegete to deduce how the structure of Hooker could have been:

A 1:1-13:
[ a The Logos in relation to God (1:1-2)
I < b The Logos, author of the creation (1:3)
¢ The Logos, Life and Light (1:4-5)
10 Breakp()int —_— d The Testimony of John the Baptist (1:6-8)
[ ¢’ The Light of men (1:9)
H < b’ The world, created by him, does not receive Him (1:11-12)
a’ Those receive Him become children of God (1:13)

.
B 1:14-18:

fa ‘We’ see the glory of the Word incarnate

I < b The Monogenes of the Father

. ¢ Full of grace and Truth

20 Bfeakpomt —_ d The testimony of John the Baptist (1:15)
[ ¢’ The pleroma; grace and truth (1:16-17)

H < b’ No one has seen God (1:18a)

~a’ The Monogenes in the bosom of the Father (1:18b)

2.21 M Endo

Endo (2002:195-205)** proposes a general structure for the prologue of John
divided into three strophes: 1:1-5; 1:6-13 1:14-18. Each of these has its own
structure. The first strophe, 1:1-5, has the following structure:

3 The analysis and systematization of Endo (2002:187-195) of the different proposals for the

structure of the prologue of John is excellent.
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DIVINITY IDENTITY:

Pre-existence of the Logos (1a, 2a)
Intimacy of the Logos with God (1b, 2b)
Lordship of the Logos (Creator) (3-4a)

ROLE:
(a) The Logos as LIFE (4a)
(b) The Logos as LIGHT (4b)

SCENE:
The Light shines in Darkness (universe) (5a)
The superiority of Light against the Darkness (5b

The second strophe, 1:6-13, has another structure:

SCENE:

The coming of the witness to Light (6-8)
is contrasted to

the coming of the true Light (9b)

DIVINITY IDENTITY:
Pre-existence of the Logos (10a) and
Lordship of the Logos (as Creator)
are contrasted to
the people’s unfaithful response (10-11)

GIFT: New Creation through the Name of the Son
New birth of the children of God.
Through the revealed name of the Son (12-13)

And the third strophe, 1:14-18, its own structure:

SCENE:
The Logos became flesh and dwelt among people
People saw the glory of the Son (1:14ab)

DIVINITY IDENTITY:
b) Believers’ testimony: the intimate relationship between the Son and the Father
a) Baptist's testimony. The pre-existence of the son

GIFT:

Perfect Revelation of God through the Sonship The Perfect revelation of grace
and truth in the Son,

in contrast with the giving of the Mosaic Law (1:16-17)

The only son of God
who is in the bosom of the Father

Revealed by the Father (18)

These three structures are able to be included in whole tripartite parallel structure, as
follows:
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I. First Stanza (John 1:1-15)

A" DIVINE IDENTITY:
.+ "Pre-existence of the Logos (1a, 2a)
: The Logos as God (1c)
==« Intimacy of the Logos with God (1b, 2b)
: Lordship of the Logos (Creator) (3-4a)

EsEmEEEn Bl ROLE:
(a) The Logos as LIFE (4a)

C' SCENE:
The Light shines in Darkness (universe) (5a)
The superiority of Light against the Darkness (5b)

‘IIII

II. Second Stanza (John 1:6-13) Shift: Logos a-sarkés to Logos en-sarkés
C® SCENE:
The coming of the witness to Light (6-8)
is contrasted to the coming of the true Light (9b)

A% DIVINITY IDENTITY:

Pre-existence of the Logos (10a)

Lordship of the Logos (as Creator) is contrasted to
the people’s unfaithful response (10-11)

- .>BZ GIFT: New Creation through the Name of the Son
New birth of the children of God.
Through the revealed name of the Son (12-13)

lll. Third Stanza (John 1:14-18)

C® SCENE:
The Logos became flesh and dwelt among people
People saw the glory of the Son (1:14ab)

A’ DIVINITY IDENTITY:
b) Believers’ testimony: the intimate relationship between the Son and the Father
a) Baptist's testimony. The pre-existence of the son

B® GIFT: Perfect Revelation of God through the Sonship esssssssnnnnnnnns
The Perfect revelation of grace and truth in the Son,
in contrast with the giving of the Mosaic Law (1:16-17)

-
L]

The only son of God
who is in the bosom of the Father

revealed by the Father (18)

o
[

(b) The Logos as LIGHT (4b) EE NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN EEEEER

131



2.22 M Coloe

Coloe (1997:44) proposed the next structure for the prologue of John:

Introduction (1-2)

Part 1(story)

A (3-5) have seen
B (6-8) have heard
C (9-13) have experienced

Part 2 (testimony)
A’ (14)
B’ (15)
C’ (16-17)

Conclusion (18)

A more detailed structure is Coloe (1997:45-46):

2. He was in the be

Introduction: 1. In the beginning was the Word and the Word

Was with God and what God was, the Word was.

inning with God

Story

Of the Word in creation and coming into history

Testimony

To the Word'’s presence and revelation in history

3. Everything came through him and without him
came nothing

4. In him was life
And the life was the light of men
5. The light shines in the darkness

And the darkness has not overcome it.

14. and the word become flesh and dwelt among us

And we saw His glory
glory as of the only son of the Father The fullness of a
gift which is true

John the Baptist

6. there was a man sent from God
whose name was John.
7. He came as witness
to bear witness to the light, that all

15. John witnessed concerning him
and cried out saying,
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might believe through him.

8. He was not the light but came to bear witness of

the light

“This man was the one of whom
| said -He who comes after me
came before me

for he was before me

Two Responses to the Word

PERIENCED

9. The true light that enlightens
everyone was coming into the world

10. He was in the world and the world was made

through him and the world knew him not.

11. He came to his own and his own did not receive

him.

12. But to those who did receive him he gave them

the power to become children of God.

Those believing is his name

13. Those born not blood, nor the will of the flesh nor

the will of man, but of God

16. From his fullness

we have all received

a gift in place of a gift

17. for the law was given through Moses the true gift
came through Jesus Christ

Conclusion

18. No one has ever seen God;
the only Son who is in the bosom of the Father, that one

has made Him known

The main target of the exegetical work of Coloe (1997:40-55) is to demonstrate the

structural parallels between Genesis 1:1-2:4a with John 1:1-18.** But I, having read

her whole book, agree strongly with Lioy (2005:63) when he states:

“One criticism of Coloe’s bi-partite structure is that it may not adequately

explain other parallelisms appearing in John 1:1-18, a number of which have

already been discussed.

A second issue is that there are other discernible

macro-structures in the prologue which are different from the ones proposed

by Coloe. /.../ Furthermore, it may be possible that Coloe was unduly

influenced by the first Johannine epistle. Put another way, her bi-partite

114

Obviously, this analysis is beyond the limits of this dissertation.
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structure could be taking more of its cues from 1 John 1:1-3 than from a

straightforward analysis of John 1:1-18.”

2.23 MF Lacan, | de la Potterie, FJ Moloney, S Panimolle and H Ridderbos
Several exegetes have proposed a three-waves-structure; for example, Lacan

(1957:97), Moloney (1977:35-39)**°, de la Potterie (1984:358), Panimolle (1973:71-
105) and Ridderbos (1966:180-201).® All have proposed a helix at three levels with

slight differences in each of them. The proposal of Panimolle (1973:96) is:

Wave | Wave ll Wave lll
A (1:1-2) Al (1:6-8) Al' (1:15)
B (1:3) C (1:9-11) D' (1:16
C (1:4-5) D (1:12-13) B (1:17)
A (L:14) A (1:8)

The proposal of | de la Potterie (1984:358) is, somewhat, similar to Panimolle’s:

Wave | Wave |l Wave lll
A (1:1-2) A (1:6-8) A (1:15)
B (1:3-5a) B (1.9
C (1:5b) C (1:10-12) C (1:16)
D (1:13-14) D (1:17-18)

The proposal of Lacan (1957:97) is a little different than that of de la Potterie:

Wave | Wave ll Wave lll
A (1:1-2) A (1:6-8) A (1:15)
B (1:3) B (1:9-11) B (1:16-17)
C (1:4-5) C (1:12-14) C (1:18)

15 Also see Moloney (1993:25-27).

1% For complementary information see Ridderbos (1997:17-59).
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Moloney (1977:38-39) is also in his proposal close to de la Potterie’s and MF

Lacan's:
Wave | Wave ll Wave lll
A (1:1-2) A (1:6-8) A (1:15)
B (1:3-4) B (1.9
C (1.5 C (1:10-13) C (1:16)
D (1:149) D (1:17-18)

Another case is with Ridderbos’s proposal. This exegete also divided the prologue
into three levels as the abovementioned exegetes; nevertheless, the uniqueness of
Ridderbos’s proposal is in his interpretation of 1:14. The division of Ridderbos
(1966:180-201) is: a°) 1:1-5; b°) 1:6-13 and ¢°) 1:14-18.**"

2.24 M Theobald
The works of Theobald (1983) and (1988) are very interesting and instructive.
Theobald (1988:182) proposed a structure in which the prologue of John could be

8 and another which could be divided into three

divided into two main sections™*
sections. Conjointly each of these two sections could be divided into four sub-

sections:

7 Why has Ridderbos made this division of the prologue of John? Because, as Ridderbos (1966:191)

states:

“In summary, it may be established above all that the Prologue of the Fourth Gospel
forms in itself a closed, impressive unit of thought. One is able to speak of an ellipse with two
foci. These two foci are marked by the Logos concept, initially with the opening as the
Word which was in the beginning with God, after that once again in v.14 as the Word which
became flesh and dwelt among us /.../ But both foci also define each other reciprocally, for
they are one. For just as one must return to the beginning of God’s creation in order to
understand and find adequate expression for who He was, who dwelt among us and
whose glory we beheld, so only can He, who was from the Beginning, thus be spoken of,
just because He became flesh and dwelt among us. So the beginning (the alpha)
casts the light upon the ending (the omega)”.

18 For more details see Theobald (1983:197-200), particularly p. 199.
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1° section 1:1-13 1:14-18

2° section 1:1-5 1:6-13 1:14-18

3° section 1:1-2 1:3-5 1:6-8 1:9-13 1:14 1:15 1:16-17 1:18

For Theobald (1988:211-247) these three parts abovementioned have their own

function within the prologue of John:

1° 1:1-5 This section is the introduction to John 1:1-18
2° 1:6-13 John testimony and faith to Jesus
3° 1:14-18 Testimony of the believers in Jesus

If the reader is wondering what this great exegete had in mind when he stated that
1:1-5 is the prologue of the prologue, the best answer is the graph from Theobald
(1983:216):

In the beginning with
God (1:1f)

A

Logos-Christus

1:3 1:4f
The ground of outer divine The Lord of
REALITY PEOPLE
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119 |120

Although for this exegete™ the chiasmic structures are too artificial™", un-natural

and forced, Theobald (1983:31) presents this drawing in which he explains the

structure of the prologue:

A 1:1-2 A 1:18
B 1:3-5 B 1:9-13 D 1:14 D 1:16-17
C=1.15

This other graph by Theobald shows how John 1:6-8 and 1:15 are inserted into the

very the centre of this structure:

1:1-2
1:3-5 1:6-8 1:9-13
1:14 1:15 1:16-17
1:18

19 Theobald 1983:32.

120 About Theobald's evaluation, | agree very much with van der Watt (1995:317) when he states:

“It is interesting that, while Theobald criticizes chiastic structures for being too artificial, he
uses basically the same criteria. He organizes his material somewhat differently, but in the
end presents a structure which in essence resembles chiastic structures. This ‘structure’ then
leads him to his "programmatic theological structure’, where every piece of information falls
into a neatly organized theological statement. The question is whether, according to his own
criteria, this solution is less artificial than those he criticizes, especially in the light of the ‘neat’
theological structure to which his ordering of the material leads".
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Finally, according to Theobald (1983:36-39)'*', the so-called “programmatic

theological structure” is as follows:

God (1:1-2.18)

Logos

(1:6-8) cersnnnnnnmnnnpflannan BaptiSt seeNgesssssannansanns (1:15)

Transition (1:12-13)

Cosmos (1:3-5.9-11) Us (1:14.16-17)

Summarizing, once again, | agree with van der Watt (1995:317) when he states:
“Theobald makes one of the most significant contributions yet to the analysis of the

prologue”.*??

2.25 A Jaubert
Jaubert (1987:19) presents the subsequent structure:
A 1:1-5 Logos with God, creator and Light
B 1.6-8 Appearance of John the Baptist

2L This graph is also present in Theobald (1988:162), with some modifications.

122 5ee footnote 122.
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C 1:9-11 The unknown Logos
D 1:12-13 Believers are infants of God
C 1:14 The contemplated Logos
B 1:.15 The disappearance of John the Baptist
A 1:16-18 The Son of God communicates the wealth of God.

2.26 JL Espinel Marcos
Espinel Marcos (1998:56) proposes the next structure of the prologue of John:
A 1:1-2 The Word of God
B 1:3-4 All was created by Him
C 1.5 He was the Light
C’ 1:6-9 John the Baptist was not the Light, the Word was.
B’ 1:10-13 The world was made by him
A’ 1:14-18 The Word the only Son of God.

Espinel Marcos (1998:57) also presents another chiastic structure:
A 1:1-2 Divinity of the Word
B 1:3-5 The Word: creator and light of the human being
C 1:6-8 Polemic anti-Baptist
D 1:10-13 The Word in the world
D’ 1:14 the incarnation of the Word
C’ 1:15 anti-Baptist polemic

B’ 1:16-17 Mercy and fidelity of Jesus Christ
A’ 1:18 Divinity of the Word

2.27 DG van der Merwe and PY Albalaa
Van der Merwe and Albalaa (2013a) and (2013b) have presented one of the best
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chiastic structures of the prologue of John. They present a more simple structure:

A Logos (Light) was with God 1:1-3
B The Light created and gave light 1:4-5
C Baptist witnessed the Light 1:6-9
D The Light came into the world 1:10-11
E Acceptance of the Light 1:12-13
D’ Incarnation of the Light 1:14
C’ Baptist witnessed the Light 1:15
B’ The Light gives grace and truth 1:16-17
A’ The Light (in bosom explains) God 1:18

These exegetes, as well as van der Watt (1995:329-331), Culpepper (1981:8) and
others, divided the prologue of John into two main parts: the first section, 1:1-11, is
about the historical events; the second section, 1:14-18, establishes the true
meaning of these historical events. Paying attention to the macro-structure, it is easy
to see that this structure is divided into two main parts. In the first part, 1:1-11, the
Speech is in the first person; in 1:14-18, the Speech is in the third person. But,
significantly, in the first part of this article, van der Merwe and Albalaa (2013a)
analyse the Logos before the incarnation: John 1:1-11. In the second part of this
article, van der Merwe and Albalaa (2013b), analyse the Light at and after the
incarnation in John 1:14-18. How do these two parts of the structure work together?:
“The chiasmus serves to link these two sections and to show that the same
important matters are dealt with in both of them, but from different
perspectives. Two perceptions of the same reality are given. In the first
section (vv. 1-11) historical events are described chronologically. To establish
their true significance, these historical events should be seen from the divine
perspective of grace and truth (vv. 14-18)". Van der Merwe and Albalaa
(2013a).

However these great exegetes also present an immensely detailed chiastic structure:
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Addendum 1

A proposed chiastic structure

Themes semantic relations

Al

The

preexisting Logos
{who is the Light)

B

The Light
{who is the Life)
created and shone
in the darkness

The
Baptist witnessed
the Light

D

The Light

came into

the world
and was rejected

The acceptance
of the Light

D’

Incarnation of
the Light
in glory
CI
The Baptist
witnessed the
Light
Bl'
Grace and truth
are given through
the Light
Af

The Light
revealed God

Speech Is in the first person

1.1 "Ev apyf] v 6 Adyog, I
1.2 xai 6 A6YOc NV ... TPOC TOV BV,
1.3 kai Bzoc v 6 Adyog

——
==

i

21 ... oboc v &v dpyf] apdg wov Bedv.

3.1 afvia &' adtol syévero,

)
3.2 xai yopic abrob éyéveto 0idé v, & yéyovey ;
4.1 év adt Lof v, 1
4.2 xai 1) Lo 1iv 10 pddg 1hv avlpanav- I
5.1 xai 10 pdg Ev Ti] oxotig puivel,

5.2 kai 1) oxotia 00td 00 xutéhafev. S

6.1 'Eyéveto GvBpanog, drestakpévog napd feod,

6.2 dvopa abtd 'Tedvwng:

7.1 olrog niev sig papropiay h
7.1.1 va papropijoy nepi tod paTds,
7.1.2 tva advrsg motedswoiy 8’ adtod.

8.1 obx v éxeivog 16 pdg,

et

D e T

8.2 @A’ ..... iva paptoprjoy nept 100 potds. |
I

9.1 "Hv 10 @dg 10 iknlwdv,

—_———— ]

9.1.1 6 pwrila névia dvlpurov,
9.1.1.1 Epydpevov Eig TOV KOOPOV. .+ === =1
10.1 év 1§ xbopg v,
10.2 xai 6 kbopog 6i° abtou Eyévero,

.

10.3 koi 6 kdopog avTov ok EYve.
111 gig it i fhbev, === 4
11.2 xai o idoL adrov o napérafov. —- -

121 ........ 5601 5 Ehaov astdy,
12.1.1 &5okev avtolg £Eovuoiav tékva feod yevéaOm,
12.1.2 0ig motebovoy &ig 10 dvoua abtod,
13.1 of o &€ aipdrov
13.2 ... 00dé &x Belpotog coprdg
13.3 ... o6dé éx Belijparog avipdg
13.4 ...0\° éx Oeoll éyevviinaay.

Speech is in the third person

14.1 Kai 0 ddyog oipE éyévero
14.2 xai éoxiivocey £v v,

'
-

s - e s .

14.3 xoi £Beacdpcba v dolay adtod,

14.3.1 dédav (g povoyevoic nopit TaTpdc,
ahipng ydprrog kal dhnbeiag.

15.1 *lwivvng poptupet nept aitod
15.2 koi kékpayev Aéyav, Obtog v dv stnov,
15.2.1 O dniow pov pydpevog Eunpocbév pov
Yéyovev, ST mipdtdg pov fv.

16.1 61 éx 0d minphpatog aitold Hpeis nivieg
Elafopev kol yapv avii JAPITOG —— -
17.1 6m 6 vipog Suit Mwiiséng £5681, e|
17.2 7y yhiprg wai § éksi0era Sie “Inoob Xprotob éyévero. I

__,...i.___

. I

18.1 fzov ovdeic Ebpokey TdTOTE
18.2 pavoyevijg fedg & v gig TOV kéhrov tol TaTpos
£xgivog EEmyTionto.
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3 A brief systematization

3.1 Towards a general picture

Paying close attention to both graphs abovementioned | can affirm that: there is a
general agreement in the correspondence between 1:1-2 with 1:18. This general
agreement is based on the relationship of A0yoc- ed¢ with povoyernc 6eog- matpog.
Notwithstanding this general agreement between 1:1-2 and 1:18, the works of
Hooker (1970:354-358) emphasise the relationship between 1:14a-b with 1:18a:
“Kal 6 A0Yog O0pE €YEVeTo Kol €oKNrwoey év Muly, kol €Beaoouede Ty 60far abtod” with
“Lovoyerng Bedg 0 Qv elg Tov kOATOV ToD TaTpog ékeilvog éEmynoato.” Likewise, Borgen

(1972:115-130) also draws attention to the relationship between 1:1-2 and 1:14-18.

There is no conformity among the proposals about 1:3. Several exegetes put this
verse in correspondence with 1:17. Other proposals emphasise the unit 1:3-5 with
the unit 1:16-17 due to the fact that both verses speak about yapLv. But, once again,
Borgen (1972:115-130) gives prominence to the relationship between 1:3 with 1:10.

No one can deny that the 61" adtod éyéveto of 1:10b comes from 1:3a.

Some exegetes who read 1:4-5 as a real sub-unit within the prologue, enhance the
relationship of these verses with 1:16 because, according to their understanding,
both contexts are speaking about the relationship of the Logos with humankind.
Once more, Hooker is almost the only one to draw attention to the relationship
between 1:4-5 and 1:9. Exactly the same is highlighted by Borgen (1972:115-130).

The most common agreement among the exegetes is the correspondence between
1:6-8 or 1:6-9 with 1:15. This correspondence is easy to see because both are
speaking about John the Baptist. There are, furthermore, important exegetical works
that emphasise that 1:6-8 and 1:15 have different functions within the prologue. The
second most important agreement is concerning 1:12-13. It is assumed that the pivot
of the entire prologue is here. Where does this assumption come from? Endo
(2002:190) hits the nail on the head when he states that this assumption is based on
the fact that these verses, apparently, have no correspondence. The exact pivot was
found in 1:12c, 1:12-13 or, even, in 1:10-13.
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There is also agreement among the exegetes who find three main waves in the
prologue of John. The only difference is in 1:14 and whether this verse belongs to

the second or the third wave.

3.2 Toward some conclusions
3.2.1 The main problem
Are there perhaps too many proposals? On the one hand, | agree strongly with
Phillips (2006:49) that: “the chiasmus suggested are often clumsy and inexact,
requiring huge leaps of imagination on the part of the reader”. |, quite often, had the
same problem in dealing with some of the scholars' works. On the other hand, | do
not agree with Phillips (2006:49) when he affirms:
“One wonders why, if the author of the Prologue was so set on creating the
kind of complex chiastic structure found by de la Potterie, Giblin, Culpepper

and other eminent Johannine scholars, he did not do a better job.”

| do not think the problem is in the biblical text of John 1:1-18, neither is it in its
author, nor in Rhetorical Methodology rather, the problem is in us, the exegetes. For
example, to use Textual Criticism as a tool to fit the biblical text into our-pre-
designed-structure as some exegetes have done is a huge exegetical

methodological mistake.

3.2.2 Some open questions

There are several direct connections within the prologue of John:
e The word Adyoc appears two times: 1:1-2 and 1:14
e The word ¢d¢ is in the contexts of 1:4-5 and 1:9.

e Exactly the same happens with the word avépwnwr: it appears in 1:4b and
1:9b.
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e 1In 1:10b, kol 6 koopog 6 adtod éyéveto, there is a direct allusion to 1:3a, mavte
517 abtod éyéveto.

e The word povoyevrc emerges in 1:14d and 1:18a

€ b

e The phrase 1 yapi¢ kol 1 aAnfera is in 14e and 17b.

All these clear connections within the prologue disappear the moment | assume that
1:6-8 must be connected with 1:15. | wonder: by adopting as true this direct
relationship between both contexts, are we not forcing the original sense of the
biblical text, imposing our own idea of how the biblical text should have been written?
If this is true, as several exegetes have affirmed, that 1:6-8 and 1:15 have different
functions within the prologue of John, would it be a mistake to try to force them into a

chiastic structure?

These questions abovementioned are accentuated by the fact that, as several
exegetes have noted, 1:16 is the natural continuation of 1:14e, and 1:15 breaks this
connection; plus the fact that, as was mentioned, the phrase 1 yapic kol 1 aAnOeLa
appears in 1:14e and 1:17b. Why, then, does this fact almost never appear reflected
in the exegetes' structure? Once more: If it is true that, as several exegetes have
noted, that 1:6-8 breaks the connection of 1:4-5 and 1:9 and, therefore, there is a
connection between them; once again, why then, is this connection often ignored in

their structures?

| wonder: is it right to assume that simply because 1:12-13 have, apparently, no

correspondence within the prologue that the pivot of the prologue is here?

My last question: is it true that, as several exegetes have affirmed, sometimes even
rather pompously, that there is no need to take into account the redactional history
for the understanding of the structure of the prologue? Is it possible that the opposite

of that assumption would be closer to the truth?
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3.2.3 Following steps
Finally, may | perchance conclude, that this disconnection between the Diachronic
and Synchronic analysis of the prologue of John is one of the most common

methodological mistakes in regards to the Johannine prologue and its structure?
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Chapter VI

Second Approach to John 1:1-18: My Proposal

1. My proposal

1.1 Integration

Both, Diachronic and Synchronic analysis could be integrated into the same
methodology. | will present the proposal of the chiastic structure bearing in mind the
conclusion of the last two chapters in which | analysed the redactional history of the
prologue of John. My intention is that the result of the redactional history of the
prologue of John will be enlightened and confirmed by the Rhetorical analysis and

vice versa.

1.2 Diachronic analysis

According to chapter 4, the prologue of John was a hymn to which some comments
by the Evangelist were added and the whole pericope 1:1-18 was welded to 1:6-8
and 1:15. Subsequently, this composition process will be analysed with Rhetorical

analysis taking into account what was stated in chapter 5.
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2. New proposal
2.1 In the beginning was a hymn to Logos

In the next graph the chiastic structure of the primitive hymn to Logos is presented:

Strophe of the hymn to Logos Meaning of the Chiasmus

A Ev dpxf qv 0 Adyoc,

A B kel 6 Adyog fv mpog TOV Bebv,
A’ kol Beog jv O Adyoq.

A Tavte 81 adtod &yéveto,

B kal ywplg adtod éyéveto

A’ 00de év, O yéyover

Logos before time.

A & adtg (o Ay, The Light after creation
B B kol 1) (wn Av 10 ¢d¢ TOV dwbpldTwy:
A’ "Hv 10 ¢&d¢ 10 GAndLrdv,

B’ 0 ¢wrilel mavto dvdpwmov,

A & 1) koouw T,

B' B kel O KOopog alTOV OVK €yvaw The Light throughout OT times.
A’ elc to T6Loe AABev,
B’ k&l ol {80l altov o0 Tapérafov

A Kal 6 Adyog oapf éyéveto

A' B Kol EOKNVWOoEY &V MUY, The Logos after His incarnation
A’ TANPNG XOPLTOG Kal GANdelog.
A 0TL & ToD TANpWHaTOg KlTOD
B  mueic mavteg éaPouey
A Kol XapLy Gutl xapLtog:

The sequential order of my chiastic structure is: A, A’, B, B’. The basic understanding
of the meaning of each and all chiastic structures is, not only in the mini structure of

each colon but, directly related to how each mini-chiastic-structure of each colon are
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related to each other; of course, in the sequential order that all the chiastic structures

have.

2.2 The 1° and 4° Strophe
2.2.1 The first strophe (A)
2.2.1.1 The two mini chiasmus
The first strophe is divided into two mini-chiasmus, 1:1-2 and 1:3. In the structure of
1:1itis clear that:
A Ev dpxi av 6 Adyoc,

B kol 0 Adyog v mpog Tov Bedv,
A’ kol Bedg v 6 AdyoC.

In (A) The Logos existed since forever and in (A’) God was the Logos. Period. There
is no place for philosophical-speculations: the paradox is absolutely insurmoun-
table!*?® Why, then, is the centre, B necessary? To draw attention to the fact that
there are not two gods, just one; however, this does not mean a complete
identification of the Logos with God as a simple synonym. Thus A’ 6co¢ is without the
article.*®* In order to understand this mini-chiasmus, it is very useful to examine how

the wisdom of YHWH was developed throughout the OT and beyond.**® Murphy

12 This paradox is shown, for example, in the relation of John 1:10 and 14:28 and 1:1 with 1:30. See

Hengel (2008:272-273).

124 Of course, | am aware that in the NT Greek, Hanna (1983:147), for example, states, when a

predicate noun precedes a verb, this noun lacks the definite article. Nonetheless, even though this
Greek rule is true, this 8eoc without article in John 1:1 could perfectly well have the function of
highlighting the difference and similitude between the ontology of 6 8eo¢ and 6 Adyog. At this point, |
agree very much with McGrath (1997:105) when he stated correctly that in Philo the Logos, beyond
any doubt, is identified as just “Bedc” and not as “6 Bed¢” to distinguish the Logos from YHWH, in
exactly the same way as is used in the Gospel of John. Nonetheless, for another interpretation see,
for example, Endo (2002:209) footnote 12. On the other hand, | keep in mind the following works as a
complementation of this interpretation; for the Holy Trinity and the Fourth Gospel see Thompson
(2001) and Késtenberger and Swain (2008). For the relationship between the Gospel of John with
early Christian monotheism in its Jewish context see McGrath (2009:55-70). For the relationship
between the God Father and the Fourth Gospel see Meyer (1996:255-273). And, for the relationship
between Jewish binitarianism and the prologue to John, see Boyarin (2001a:243-284).
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(1998:223) argues: "wisdom carried different meanings for different generations of
Israelites. It is not possible to hold wisdom at specific historical level with a
corresponding meaning.” In Psalms'®, Proverbs'?’, Job'?® and Ecclesiastes'®® we
find the old wisdom of Israel, wisdom here is the essence of all knowledge and
sovereignty of YHWH, who providentially created all things. In all these contexts,

taking the creation account of Genesis 1, presents a personified Wisdom.

Murphy (1998:222-233) and (2003:7-25) rightly states that the author of Sirach 24,
went beyond this early point abovementioned and, literarily depending on Proverbs
8:22-3,1, identifies Lady Wisdom with the Torah.* Wisdom now dwells with the
people of God, Israel, and this Wisdom is materialized in the Torah. The eternal and
pre-existent Torah*®*' now is identified with Lady Wisdom. Exactly the same happens
in the Wisdom of Solomon®*? and the Rabbi traditions. The best example is Genesis
Rabbah 1:1 that states that YHWH took the Torah as His co-worker and as the

125 p deep research of this subject is very interesting, indeed; but it is far beyond the limits of this

dissertation. For some bibliography see, just for example: Sinnott (2005); Murphy (2003:7-25);
Sanchez (2005:19-39); Charlesworth (2003:92-127); Ponizy (2000:27-49); Schafer (2003:26-44);
Schroer (2004:195-202); Scaiola (2003:36-41); Dodson (2008:27-181); Crenshaw (2010); the twelve
articles of Barthlomew and O'Dowd (2011), the twenty-three articles in Day, Gordon and Williamson
(1998) and the outstanding work of Endo (2002).

126 psalm 7:25ff; 33:6; 74:7-9; 107:20; 119:9.38.41.105. See Whybray (1996:36-87).
12" proverbs 8:22-31. See Day, Gordon and Williamson (1998:70)

128 Alter (2010:3-179).

129 Manhardt and Liesen (2009).

130 According to Murphy (2003:21), the explicit identifications are in: 15:1; 17:1; 19:20; 21:11; 24.23;
34:8 and 45:5. The implicit identifications are in: 1.26; 2:15-16; 6:36; 15:15; 19.24; 24:24.32-33; 32:2-
3; 38:34,; 44:4; 51:15.30.

131 For the hypostatization of Wisdom see Charlesworth (1986a:19-41). For the understanding of

when the Torah took the role of Wisdom see the excellent works of Schéafer (2003:26-44). A good
complement for his works is Jeremias (1974:97-106) who also speaks about the silence of YHWH
and the extinction of his spirit after the last OT prophets.

132 See the contexts of 6:22 and 7:26 and also 1:6, 7:7 and 9:17.
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building plan®*® when He created the universe; the Torah or wisdom is the advisor of
YHWH and she -wisdom- also shares the throne of YHWH.'3*

Therefore, Endo (2002:209) is correct when he states that John 1:1, when it
emphasises the close, personal intimate relationship of the 16yo¢ and 6eoc and the
divinity of the Aéyoc as an equal to God, takes into account all these traditions.*®
Thus, the divinity of the A6yoc is not only linked to this divinity as the Son of God but,
at the same time, is engaged with His role/work that the Son of God did/does insofar
as His being of the 1d6yoc. This is a very unigue statement and is the reason for the

second structure of 1:3!

The second structure, in 1:3, has exactly the same pattern:

A vt 81° adtod éyéveto,
B Kol xwplg a0ToD €yéveto
A’ 00de év O yéyover

A and A’ highlights that all the creation was made by the Logos. The centre B’
reinforces in a negative way, that everything, without any exception, has the Logos
as the mediator-creator. Again, Endo (2002:210-216) rightly states that the other
face of the coin is that in John 1:3 we have the echoes of the tradition of 4 Ezra 6:38
and 43:2, and 2 Baruch 54:3 and 56:4. In all these contexts an expansion of Isaiah

45:22-23 and 55:11%° is found. In these contexts of Isaiah the eschatological

1% See Neusner (2001:1-14).

134 See, for example, the excellent works of Bauckham (1998:43-69) who develops the relationship

between the wisdom sharing the Throne of God with the worship the early Christians gave to Jesus
as God. See also Lee (2009:23).

% There are several other critics who agree with this statement, see, for example, Kling (2013:179-

187); Schoneveld (1990:77-94); Epp (1975:128-146); Schoneveld (1991:40-52); Painter (1993a:27-
42); Leuenberger (2008:366-386) and (2011:279-310); Wucherpfennig (2003b:486-494) and
(2003a:211-216); McGrath and Truex (2004:437) and Vahrenhorst (2008:14-36).

1% Also we must keep in mind the contexts of Isaiah 44:24-28; 45:7-8; 46:8-13; 48:12-15; 48:3.
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salvation of YHWH, and his redemption by his utterance can be seen. Therefore, it is
clear that in John 1:3 the Adyoc is the eschatological word by whom YHWH redeems
and saves.'®’ In other words, if YHWH made the universe through this Word, He is
also able to redeem and save it by his eschatological Word: the Logos. Thus John
1:3 is related to 1:1. Exactly the same interpretation about creation and new creation
is present in other NT passages such as, for example, 2 Peter 3:5-7, James 1:18
and 1 Peter 1:23.

2.2.1.2 The meaning of the strophe

What is the difference between 6 68ecd¢ and 6 Adyoc and what does it mean? As
Cullmann (1997:336-349) has brilliantly affirmed, God is able to be conceived
outside of his actions of revelation; on the contrary, the Logos cannot have existed
outside the Revelation. The Logos is God revealing himself. God reveals himself
speaking in his action; hence, all and every action/speech of the Logos, before, after,
or in his incarnation, is revelation from the very-God-Himself. Thus the Logos brings
the Revelation and He is the Revelation; He brings the Good News and He is the
Good News; He brings the Light, the Truth and the Way and He is the Light, the
Truth and the Way. That is the relationship between both structures of this first
strophe. In other words: the first speech of the Logos was on the first day of creation,
in his action, speaking of the selfsame revelation of God when he said: :ﬁﬁxl"n‘:l]
T T BRI

137 Endo (2002:217) states:
“While wisdom (in Prov 8 and in Jewish wisdom tradition) may characterize one aspect of the
Johannine Logos, an eschatological interpretation of the Genesis creation account (through
Isaianic exegesis of the Genesis creation account) may provide the Johannine Logos the
other aspect, i.e the eschatological word. It may be one of the reasons that the prologue
keeps the figure of the divine word (6 Adyog) rather than wisdom. It is not an issue of
gender, but rather a more theological matter”.
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A Ev dpyf v 0 Adyoc,
B  kal 0 Adyog v mpog TOv Bedv,
A’ kol Bedg v 6 AdyoC.

The very revelation of God: the acting of Logos

A mowvte 81 adtod éyéveto,
B Kl xwplg o0Tod Eyéveto
A’ 00 év, O yéyover

2.2.2 The fourth strophe (A’)

2.2.2.1 The two mini chiasmus

The fourth strophe has the same structure as the first one: there are two mini-
chiasmus and the meaning of this strophe is, precisely, in its relationship between

both. The first mini-chiasmus is:
A Kal 0 A0yog obpE éyéveto

\ b 4 b e ~
B Kol €OKNVWOEY €V MUY,

A’ TANPNG XAPLTOC Kol GANBelng.

A states the incarnation of the Logos and A’ highlights the fact that the Logos was
filled with yopitoc kel aindetag. Why this expression? Hanson (1976:90-101), Endo
(2002:224-226), Kim (2009b:433-435), Mowvley (1984:135-137) and several
others®*® have correctly noted that a reference to Exodus 33-34 can be found

here;**° Barrett (2003:250) is very precise when he highlights the union of these two

138 Kim (2009:433) in footnote 39 gives a long list of the exegetes who agree with his point of view.

139 According to Rathnakara Sadananda (2004:202), particularly footnote 139, there are five important

points of convergence between Exodus 33-34 and John 1:14-18. First, the relationship of Jesus with
Moses presupposes the giving of the Torah at Sinai, especially in John 1:17. Second, in Exodus
33:18 and 40:31 Moses asks YHWH "show me your glory" and in John 1:14, the Johannine
community saw the glory of the Logos. Third, the statement of John 1:18 that no-one saw YHWH
implies the statement of Exodus 33:20.23. Fourth, the relationship of the Logos with YHWH in John
1:18 contrasts with Exodus 33:23 in which Moses sees YHWH's back. Fifth, the statement of John
1:14 regarding the fulfilness of the Logos of grace and truth is, clearly an allusion to Exodus 34:6.
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words present in the MT** in Exodus 34:6'** which speaks about ] 2317 of
YHWH. The Aoyoo Evoepkoc and His revelation comes from the fidelity of YHWH to

Himself and from His promises of OT times.

This interpretation of A and A’ is emphasised by the centre B in which the Johannine
Community appears: kal €éoknrwoer év nuiv. Kessler (2013:97-99), Aitken (1999:1-24)
and Pietrantonio (2000:163-164) rightly emphasise that the word ¢oknqvwoer sounds
quite similar to Shekhinah, in clear relationship with the Logos.*** Again, the second

mini chiasmus, v.1:16, has the same structure as the first one abovementioned:

A 0Tl €k 10D TANPWHUETOS ahToD
B Nuelg mavteg EraPouer
A’ Kol YopLY GUTl YopLToc:

Here in A and A’ the importance of the relation of mAnpwuatoc adtod with kal yapiv
avtl yapiroc is stressed. Schnackenburg (1980:290-291) fittingly states’*® that here
the word 7Aépoue is recalling the simple way of speech of the OT*** and its

relationship with kal xapwv avti xapirtogc which enhances the super-abundance of

19 The LXX says: kal mopfrfer klploc mpd Tpoowmou adtod kel ékdieoer kiplog 6 Bede olktippwv kol

ELenuwY LokpOOUUOG Kol TOAVEAEOG Kol GANBLVOG

11 Exodus 33:22 could also be quoted. In this context, Barrett (2003:248-251), opportunely notes, the

glory of YHWH appears.

12 For further reference and some discussions concerning this particular word see, for example:

Spieckermann (2000:305-327); Moltmann (1996:170-184); Janowski (1987:165-193) and Moore

(1922:41-85). What is the reason for this association? the best answer comes from Kessler (2013:99):
“The influence of Shekhinak can also be noticed in the prologue of John’s gospel, which
includes a reference to the ‘dwelling’ or ‘tabernacling’ of the Word. Drawing upon a pun in
Greek where the word for ‘tent’ is similar to the Hebrew for ‘to dwell’, Jesus, the word of God,
is depicted as encamping with the people of the world: ‘and the word become flesh and dwelt
(lit. tabernacled among us)”.

3 For other interpretations see Barrett (2003:252-253).

1% psalms 5:8, 69:14, 106:45 and 51:3; 69:17 and even in 1QS 4:4
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God’s mercy and wealth that the Logos is filled with. This is why, in the centre B,
once again the Johannine Community is speaking, and not by chance! The
Johannine Community speaks in the centre of the first of the mini-chiasmus. This

mercy and wealth of God is received by the believers through the Logos.

2.2.2.2 The meaning of the strophe: a structural relationship
In other words, in the two centres B of these two mini-chiastic-structures, the

Johannine Community is praising God for the amazing fullness of the Logos:

A Kal 0 A0yog obpE éyéveto

B Kol Eokrwoey év ﬁuiv,_

A" minpng xdprroc kel dAnBeloc. The praising of| the Johannine Community
A 0TL €k TOD ﬂknpu’)pamV

B mueic mavteg éraPouey

A’ kol yapLv Grtl yepLTog

These facts highlight, as several exegetes note, that this hymn to the Logos was
written in the Johannine Community and its Sitz im Leben is the worship of this

community.

2.2.3 The relationship in the 1° and 4° strophes

This relationship is quite simple and evident. As Barrett (2003.229) states, following
the outstanding works of Cullmann (1963:249-269), to understand John 1:1 we need
to listen to the echoes from 1:14. This Logos, who was/is beyond space and time is
known in the Historical-Jesus. What is beyond space and time is revealed by Jesus
Christ. The eternal Logos, the eternal Word becomes a historical event in Jesus.
Endo (2002:224-225) states, the Logos is the fulfilment of the eschatological hope

placed in the redemption and salvation of YHWH as is present in several passages
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of the OT.* In other words, the Logos existed always, forever, but, the only way to
know Him is in the historical figure of Jesus. Nevertheless, paying close attention to
this chiastic structure | can deduce that, if in A, the first strophe, highlights the Logos
as the pre-existent-Torah, exactly the same must be highlighted in A’, the fourth
strophe. Furthermore, as we see further in this chapter, the three sets of additions
that this strophe received do nothing other than positively strengthen, reinforce and
underline this interpretation about the Logos as the incarnated Torah in 1:14-18:
A Ev apyi v 6 Adyoc,

B  kal 0 Adyoc fv mpog ToV Bedv,
A’ kal Bedc jv 6 Adyoq.

Logos = God revealing himself

A vt 81° adtod éyéveto,
B kel ywplg adtod éyéveto
A’ 00d¢ év O yéyover

The Eternal Logos is only known in Jesus

A Kal 0 Adyog odpE &yéveto
B Kol éoknvwoer év Hulv,
U A TANPNG XAPLTOG Kol GAnBelog.

Receiving Fullness of God through the Logos

A 61L& ToD TANpWuKTOg dTOD
B NUELG TavTeg EAPoper
A’ Kol YEpLy GrTl apLTog:

2.3 The 2° and 3° strophe
2.3.1 The second strophe (B)

145 Exodus 29:45-46; Joel 3:17; Zechariah 2:10-11; Ezekiel 37:27; Isaiah 25:8 and 49:10
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2.3.1.1 The two parallelisms
In the second strophe there are two parallelisms of members which are related to
each other. These parallelisms are synthetical. In the first parallelism we have that:

A & altg Cwn A,
B kel 1) Cwh) v 10 $Ag TOV AvbpwTwy:

As Schnackenburg (1980:260), Barrett (2003:238) and others have stated, in 1:4
another strophe begins; this context is different from 1:3. In this first parallelism,
unlike in 1:3, the relationship of the Logos with the human being is described.
Lindars (1995:85) rightly states: “the word, like wisdom, performs the function of the
Spirit of the Lord (Gen. 1:2; Wis. 1:6f), and there is probably a reference here to the
second account of the creation of man”. Life is, primarily, the physical fact of giving
birth and, Psalm 104:29, highlights that without this life, the human being and all
creatures die and become dust. But, at the same time this life means, Lindars
(1995:85), “all the positive aspects of social well-being and fellowship with God"**°
and, following Schnackenburg (1980:261-262), the Logos is the one and only
transmitter of all things which makes human beings special compared to all the other

creatures.

The Logos is able to give humans their sense of fullness and a comprehension of
their true meaning; hence, the ultimate reality for the human being is in the Logos.**’
Then, in this context, Brown (1999:198-199) states that life starts from natural life to
eternal life. Thus Life is associated with Light and that is the close relationship
between both members, 1:4a with 1:4b. Therefore, the meaning of this parallelism B
—1:4b— as regards A —1:4a— is that from the very beginning of the world, since
the first day of creation, the Logos has the mission of being the Light for human
beings of all times. Since each and every speech/action of the Logos is and always
has been the revelation of the real and true God, if this Life is the Light for human

beings, it is because this Light is the communication of the revelation of the

146 See Isaiah 38:10-20 and Ezekiel 37:1-14.
7 ioy (2005).
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knowledge of God. The emphasis here is not only on the sovereignty of YHWH who
created all life from nothing —only YHWH is the life giver and keeper— but, at the
same time, on the fact that YHWH is the only one who saves life, only YHWH is

Saviour.

The third strophe has the same structure as the second, with a synthetical

parallelism:

A’ “Hy to ¢d¢ Tt dAndLvéy,
B’ 0 ¢wrifer moivta dvBpwmov

The first part of this parallelism states that the Logos was the real Light, the real Life
against all other pre-supposed lights which pretend to be the real one. Only the
Logos was the real Light for human beings. But, before the insertion of 1:6-8, 1:9 it is
still speaking about the Logos before His incarnation. Schnackenburg (1980:271-
272) rightly states that there is a transferring to the Logos of the function that
Wisdom, and later, the Torah, have as the Light. Hence, in the words of Hengel
(2008:277): “The Logos is ‘true light’ because all true ‘insides’, all responsible action
comes from him. Man is God’s partner because he should be susceptible to the
voice of God’s Logos”. The second member of this parallelism highlights that the
Logos, the real and true Light of human beings shine (this is present tense in Greek!)
on all human beings of all the times, in every era; this means that all humans can

and must be enlightened by this true light if they wish to reach his/her target in Life.

2.3.1.2 The meaning of this strophe
For the deep meaning of this parallelism we need to keep in mind the relationship
between the first and the fourth strophe:

A > A > B

1:1.3 1:16 1:4.9a-b.

From before the beginning, and for all eternity, the Logos is the Light of each and
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every human being, regardless of whether they are aware of this Light or not.**® The
enlightening of the Logos means judgment. The Logos enlightens all human beings
to judge, to enlighten and to highlight who they really are. The Light of the Logos
shines throughout all the OT times, through the Evangelist's time and continues to
shine in our own times. This is a warning for all the readers of all times to be open to

the revelation of the Logos.

2.3.2 The third strophe (B’)
2.3.2.1 The two parallelisms

The first parallelism is similar to those of the second strophe:

A & ¢ koouw 7,
B Kol 0 KOOpOog adTOv 0UK Eyvow

This parallelism is drawing attention to the fact that the Logos, before His
incarnation, and since 'forever’, was in the world. The presence of the Logos was in
the world throughout all OT times, notwithstanding which, the world knew him not.
Once again, in Tobin (1992:353-355), there is a close parallel between the Logos
and Jewish Wisdom. Both were in the world,**® and neither were known by the

world.1*°

The second parallelism is similar to the first one:
A’ elc to T6Loe RABev,
B’  kal ol 180l adtov ol mapérofov

The second parallelism has the same structure as the first one. The Logos since
‘forever' was in the world and He came to His own, to Israel, and they received him
not. As before, there is a close parallel between the Logos and Jewish Wisdom:

both have been not received by their own**, Israel.

8 Therefore, | agree here strongly with Barrett (2003:236-238).

149 Proverbs 8:30-31; Sirach 1:15 and Wisdom 8:1.

%0 sjrach 24:10; Baruch 3:37-4:1

51 proverbs 1:20-30 and Baruch 3:12.
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2.3.2.2 The meaning of this strophe

The relationship between both parallelisms is clear, the biblical text passes from the
general context, ¢ «éouyw, to the particular context, =« i5wx. But for a deeper

understanding of this strophe it is necessary to go through the 1°, 4° and 2° strophe:
A A B B’
1:1.3 1:16 1:4.9a-b. 1:10a.c11

The fourth strophe expresses and indicates what happens when human beings are
enlightened by the Light of the Logos; no one should or could be indifferent to the
Logos. Through this strophe the importance of receiving the revelation of the Logos
is highlighted to the reader. When someone does not receive Him, that person is not

receiving God-Himself:
A & adte (wn v,
B kol 1) (wn AV T0 ¢&¢ TGV dvbpwTwy

Since 'forever' the Logos is the Light

A’ "Hv 10 ¢d¢ t0 dAndLviy,

B’ 0 ¢wrifeL TavTO AVOpLTOV

Beware: to reject the Logos Light is to reject God-Himself

A & 1 kbopw T,

e s sy
B Kal 0 KOOROG oihTOV OUK €YVaw

Those who did not receive the Logos

A’ elc to T6Loe AABev,
B’ kel ol T8ioL adtov od mopéraf

2.4 The chiastic structure of the hymn to Logos
Interestingly enough, from a redactional point of view, the hymn to Logos ended with

the Johannine Community praising the amazing fullness they are receiving from God
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through the Logos. But, if we pay attention to the chiasmus structure, the accent of
the whole hymn is on the warning to all the readers or the listeners to be open to the
Logos who is known in the historical Jesus. These two different points of view are
two faces of the same coin. In the middle of this process, notably, the Christology of
the hymn to Logos, the cosmogonic framework of the beginning, yields way to the

soteriological framework at the end of the hymn:

A Ev dpyxd v 6 A6yoq,
B kol 6 Adyoc fv Tpog TOV Bedv,
A’ kol Bedg By O A6yoq.

Logos = God revealing himself

A mevte 81 abtod €yéveto,
B Kol xwplg adtod éyéveto
A’ ok év, O yéyover

A & abt® (on By,
B kel 1) Com qv 10 GpA¢ TAV dvlpTwy

Since 'forever' the Logos is The Light

A’ "Hv 10 $&¢ 10 dAndLvdv,
B’ 0 dwriler mavta &vBpwmov

The unprecedented action of YHWH through the Logos

A & ¢ kbouw M,
B kol 6 kbopog adTOV olk €yvaw

Those who did not receive the Logos

A’ elc o T8 HAGev,

B’ kol ol 160l altov ol mapéraf
A Kal 6 Adyog otpE éyéveto

B Kol éoknrwoer év Tutv,

A TAPNG XAPLTOG Kel GANnBelog.

Receiving the Fullness of God through the Logos

g - . o
A 0TL €k T0D TANpWUaTog abToD

B fuelg mavteg ErdPoper

A o . .
Kol YOpLY GUTL XEPLTOG
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3 The first additions
3.1 Sets of additions
This hymn to Logos received two sets of additions. The first ones were all the verses
which did not belong to this hymn with the exception of 1:6-8 and 1:15. Both the
references to John the Baptist were the second and last additions into the actual
prologue of John. Once more, using Rhetorical analysis, we are able to see that

each and every addition was made very carefully, forming a new chiastic structure.

3.2 The insertions in the first strophe: 1:2

Ev apxfj v 6 Adyoc,
kel 6 Adyog AV oG TOV Bedv,
kel Bedg Av 6 Abyog.
obtog AV €v dpxfi TPOC TOV BE0V.
movte 51 adtod Eyéveto,
kol ywplg adtod éyéveto
old¢ év 0 yéyovey

B me X e w >
JO= DN~

The insertion of 1:2 was made exactly in the centre of the structure. What is the
reason for this addition? Not only for the purpose of emphasising the truly unique
origin of the Logos and His pre-existence, but, largely, to highlight the contrast
between Jewish Wisdom Speculation and the Logos. Charlesworth (2003:92-133) is

perfectly right: the Logos is not a mere personification®>

as Lady Wisdom most
certainly is. The divinity of the Logos in the prologue is far beyond this Jewish Lady
Wisdom. No one would state that seeing Wisdom is seeing YHWH Himself, but,
beyond any doubt, this is perfectly highlighted by the addition of 1:2, that the Logos
is incarnate; wisdom never was. Wisdom was created, before the creation of the
world but, still, she is a creation; the Logos, unlike her, is unquestionably not a
creation. The Logos since before the beginning was God. That is why 1:2 is most

definitely, not a mere repetition and/or duplicate of 1:1.

152 | agree completely with Charlesworth (2003:107) when he states: “perhaps the Fourth Evangelist is

avoiding a too neat synonym that would make Jesus simply Wisdom”.
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3.3 The insertions in the second strophe: 1:5 and 1:9c

& adt® Cwn [y,

kel 1) (N v 10 dA¢ TOV GrlpwTwy:
\ ~ b ~ !’ !’

Kal TO OOG €V Tf) OKOTIE PUIVEL, - uu—

kel ) okotlo ehTd 00 KeTédaPev. ¢

"Hy 10 ¢Q¢ 10 &AndLvév,

0 pwtifeL mavte &vpwTov,

b 4 2 4

épxouevor elg Tov kéopor. <

>WOXOW>
N30=A NI~

One more time, we observe that this addition was inserted with extreme caution in

order to develop a new chiastic structure. Through the addition of 1:5 the relation of
ddc-okotig is introduced. Barrett (2003:238) is right: Light cannot stop shining, when

the Light stops shining it is not Light anymore. But, at the same time, Schnackenburg
(1980:263-268) is right that with the addition of 1:5 the Evangelist is introducing a
temporal statement into the cosmogonic environment of 1:1-4; unquestionably the
Evangelist is thinking here of the historical Jesus, the Light that the Aoyoo evoapkog
brought, and the rejection that the world and Israel gave Him in return.*®® This
interpretation is reinforced by the fact that the Evangelist himself added 1:9c to
strengthen this understanding; and, therefore, this is the reason for this last addition
in the second strophe. In addition, we can observe that 1:9c was inserted before
1:10, and here refers to 6 kéouoc. In addition it is significant that the new centre of this
structure is 1:5b: a counsel for the readers of his time and all future times, to be open
to the Light of the Aoyoo evoapkdc. Hengel (2008:277-278) rightly affirms that:

“between the enlightenment by the Logos and the reality of human life in the
world there is the deep rift already indicated in v.5 /.../ This rift is the condition

for the necessity of incarnation in v.14".

133 See the conclusion of the first part of the Fourth Gospel, John 12:37-50.
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3.4 The Insertions in the third strophe: 1:10b and 1:12-13

& 10 kéopw Y, Kol O Kéopog oL’ adtod é"{éVG'L‘O, kol O kOopog alTOV 0lK Eyvw. —
el T 16w HABer, kal ol 1dioL adtov ol mapéiafov
174 \ 7 2 14
ocoL &€ ercPorv abTOV,
b4 2 ~ 3 !’ ’ ~ !
€dwker abTolg eEouolay Tekve Beod yeveabul, <
10l TLotebouawy €ig T dvour adtod,
) > 2 e 4 ) e\ 2 / 1 e\ 2 / 2 1
ol o0k € alpdtwy o0t €k BeATOC OoPKOG 000¢ €K BEAUATOC GVOPOC < Cmmmmm—
5 I ~ 2 ,
' aAL ek Beod eyevvmOnoov.
<=

>TOXOW>
NW30= DN

The first thing to be noted is that with the addition of 1:10b into 1:10a and 1:10c we

have a tiny chiasmus:

A & 16 kéouy v,

X kai 6 kbopog 81” abtod éyévero,

A kel 6 Kkbopoc adTov odKk Eyvw.
Therefore, for this addition there must be a reason. Baumbach (1972:121-136)*
and Marrow (2002:90-102) state clearly'® that the concept of kéopoc here is in direct
relationship with mavte of 1:3 (a positive image) and okotie Of 1:5 (a negative image).
This ambiguity present in the prologue is also present throughout the body of this
Gospel. But, what is the reason for the addition of 1:10b? The answer is in A’ in
1:13b-d with the contrast, in 6" adtod éyéveto and Beod éyevvipmonr, between the natural
and spiritual creation. Therefore, the centre of the structure is in 1:12a: &wkev adtoig
¢Eovalar tékva, Beod yevéoBal. Thus, there are direct and complementary relationships
between B and B’ and C and C..

3.5 The additions in the fourth strophe: 1:14c-d and 1:17-1

-

Kal 6 Adyog okpE éyéveto kal éoknrwoev &v fulv,
\ ’ \ 4 }) ~ ’ € ~ \ 4
kol €Becopedo TnY 60Eov avtod, 60Eay w¢ povoyevolg mapd THTPOS,
TANPNG X&PLTOG Kal GAnOeiog.
811 & Tob TANPWUATOC ahToD TUELG TOVTEG EAOBoper
\ ’ 5 \ ’ 14 e /4 \ Ty 4 2 14 e r \ e > 14
— kel ydpLv Tl xdpirog OTL O VOpog O Mwiicewg €600n, N xapLg kol 1 aAnOeio
Su. Inood Xpiotod &yévero.

— 3 1 2 \ [N I3 \ \ [ 2 \ I3 P
B @0V 0VOELG EWPAKEY TWTOTE" HOVOYEVTIS BEOG O WV €LG TOV KOATOV TOD

T TPOG
— A

&elvog Enyrfionto.

—

OXOw>

wW30=e+=0DW03

%% Also, see Baumbach (1967:162-167)

%% Eor another interpretation see Barrett (2003:242-244)
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The direct relationship of the addition of 1:14c-d (B) and 1:18a-b (B’) with povoyevoig
mape Tatpdg  and povoyevtc Beog is significant. Beyond any doubt, this insertion
complements the idea of 1:1-2 and highlights the distinction between 6 Adyo¢ and 6
Becog and, at the same time, 6coc v 6 Ad6yoc. Thus in A and A’ only the Aoyoo Evoapkog
made known to YHWH is highlighted. It is important to perceive the centre of this
structure: étu ék tod TAnpupatog adtod fuelc mavteg EAdPouer. IN other words, after all these
additions or, through all these additions, it is clearly reinforced that the only way to
receive the fullness of God is through the Logos, who is only known in the historical
Jesus. For the relationship between B and B’ Hofius (1989:169-171) states that the
expression 6 v ei¢ tov koAmor tod matpog, Speaks about Jesus in the same way as
the Abot de Rabbi Nathan A 31 when he speaks about the Torah in the light of
Proverbs 8:30.%°° Thus in C' the addition &1L 6 véuoc 51 Mwioéwe €660m, T xdpic Kol
N aAnfere  Sux ‘Inood Xpiotod éyéveto implies that there is a contrast and

complementarity between Mwioéwg-vopoc and ‘Inood XpLotov-xopLg kel GAndeLn.

3.6 Summarizing™’
The hymn to Logos was changed with the first set of additions to another chiastic

structure. This new structure has four parts with seven lines each:

A

'Bv apyf) v 0 A0yog,
\ € 4 > \ \ 4
Kol 0 AOYog My Tpog tov Beov,
kel Beog v 0 AdyoC.
olTo¢ v €V apyf TPoOg Tov Bedv.
Towvte S1” adtod €yéveto,
Kol ywplg adtod €yéveto
b \ e’ e ’
OUOE €V O YeEYOVEV

e X W

%% Therefore, according to Hofius (1989:163-171), Jesus is God and one with the Father since the

beginning of time and forever. | agree entirely with this statement.

7 In the last chapter, through the Historical Critical Methods it can be ascertained that this hymn has

seven strophes with 7-7-5, 7-7-5 but its chiastic structure is four strophes of exactly seven lines. This
fact indicates two faces of the same coin.
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ev Ty (wn v,
\ € \ > \ ~ ~ 5 ’
kKol 1 Cwn MY 10 PA¢ TAOV avbpwTwy:
kel TO GO v Th okotiy palvel,
kel 1 okotlo adTO 00 KaTEAaPev.
"Hyv 10 ¢&¢ 10 dAndLvov,
e ’ ’ b
0 pwtifeL TavTeL AvBpwTov,
Epyouevor eig TOv Koouov.

[ - -
>WOXOW>

A & 1) koopy MY, Kal 0 KOOROG SL7 adTod €YEveTo, Kal O KOOWLOG aDTOV ODK €YVaw
b \ b4 > \ ¢ b4 3 \ 5 ’
| B el T 1ot MABev, kal oL LoLOL aLTOV oV ToperoV
4 \ 7 5 /4
C oooL d¢ €rafor avTov,
b4 3 ~ b ’ ! ~ ’
X €dwKer nUTOLG €EovaLlay Tekve, Beod yeveabuat,
C'  toig motebouoLy €ig TO dvope abtod,
B’ ol ok € aipatwy o0de ék BeANUATOC O0PKOC ODOE €k BeANUATOC AvdpPOg
’ > s 2 ~ 2 ’
A’ aAl’ ek Beod eyevvmBnoav.
\ e /4 \ b ’ \ b ’ b € ~
A Kol 0 A0yog 00pE €YEVETO KoL ECKNVWOEV €V MULY,
\ b ’ \ 4 5 ~ /4 e ~ \ 14
B kol €Beaoopebo Ty 60&ar abTod, 60Eay w¢ povoyevol Tepe THTPOG,
C mAnpNg XaPLTOC Kol GANOeloC.
4 b ~ 4 3 ~ € ~ 4 b 4
X 0TL €k T0D TANPWUKTOG aLTOD TUELG THVTEG EANBOULEV

A L \ ’ b \ ’ N4 € ’ \ se ’ b 4 € 4 \ €
C’ kol yopLv avti xepLtog: OTL O VOpog 6L Mwioewg €600, N xopLc kel 1
aAndere. 1t Inood XpLotod éyéveto.
1 \ b \ 4 ’ \ \ e N bl \ ’ ~ \
B’ 0Ocov olLdelg ewpakey TWOTOTE LOVOYEVTIC BEOC O WV €LG TOV KOATOV TOD TOTPOG
A’ ékelvog EEnynoaro.

As | mentioned above, with these additions to the hymn to Logos, this hymn became
a Didactic Hymnody and, according to this specific form, the main lesson of this
hymnody is for the Johannine Community to be open to the Logos since, after His
incarnation the ultimate revelation of YHWH is, irrevocably, in the Logos. It is
impossible to reject the Logos without rejecting YHWH Himself at the same time.
And this is precisely the identity of the Johannine Community, they are: doo. &¢
EraPor adtov, €dwker adTole €ovolar tékve Beod yeréobul, TOlg MLOTEVOLOLY €lg TO Ovouw
avtod and &AL’ ék Beod éyevvmOnoav. But, there were another two sets of additions: 1:6-
8 and 1:15. It is important to analyse exactly where and how these additions have

changed this Didactic Hymnody.
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4 The structure of John 1:1-18

4.1 The insertion of 1:6-8 and 1.15

The addition of 1:6-8 was made in the second strophe, (B):
v abt® Cwn f,

kel 1 Com AV 10 GOC TV avlpiTwr:

Kl TO GpA¢ €V T okotie dalvel,

Kol ) okoTio ahTO 00 KoTéAaPev.

< Addition of 1:6-8

Bl <0Oo>

"Hy 10 ¢id¢ t0 dAndLvdv,

(5} ’ !’ b4

0 dwtlleL movTo vOpwTOV,
Epyduevor el Tov koopov.

> w0

And 1:15 in the fourth one, A’

Kol 6 A0yoc oipE EYEVETo Kol €0KNVWOEY €V MUlv,

kel €Beaoapedo Ty 60Ear adtod, S6Ear w¢ povoyevodc mapd TatpoC,
TANPNG XEPLTOG Kol GANDelog.

0TL &k ToD TAnpWuatog adTod MUELG TovTeg EAdPOUEV

B <0 >

< Addition of 1:13

Kol xdpLy avtl ydpitogr OTL 6 VOpog S Mwioéwg &860m, f xdpic kol T dAnPew Su ‘Tnood Xpuotod éyévero.
Ocov 008ELG €WPUKEY TWTOTE" Hovoyernc Bede 6 GV el Tov kéAToV T0D TUTPOG
ékelvog EEnynoato.

> ®Q

Notably, the two additions have been interwoven in the same place within both
strophes, between X and C'. This would indicate that these additions were not added
to this structure by chance but, on the contrary, were placed with extreme care.
Consequently, the questions here are: How have these two additions affected the
structure of the prologue? What do these changes mean? Why solder together this

Didactic Hymnody if, as has been previously substantiated, this hymn had a very
polished chiastic structure?

4.2 The structure of the prologue of John

Here is my understanding of the chiastic structure of the prologue of John:
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UJJ>><UJJ’:vJ> > X I >r > X T > W>XW>

>wWXw>

>WWOXOW>

Bv apyf v 0 Aodyog,

kel 0 Adyog fv Tpog Tov Oedv,
kel Bedg v 6 AdyoC.

obtog MV év apyd

TPOg TOV Bedv.

ToVTo
8L abtod €yéveto
Kol

\ 5 ~ b ’ 3 \ V4
YwpLg adTod €yéveto ovde v
0 Yéyovev

bl b ~ \ >
eV aLT® Cwn M,

\ € \ > \ ~
Kol 1 Cwn MY 10 GAC
TRV WwhpwWTwY*

\ \ ~ b ~ ’ ’
Kol T0 GAO¢ €v Th) okoTly dolvel,
Kol 1) oKoTLe ohTO 00 KaTéAaBev.

y ’ ” ) ’ \ ~ b4 5 Ay ’ ) 3
Eyeveto avBpwmog ameotaipevog mepa Beod, ovope ovt® Twavvng: oltog MABev

HOPTUP Lo

v paptupnon mepl tod dwtdg,

Tvo mavtec mLotevowoLy SL” odTod.
o0k MV €kelvog 10 PR,

3 Y ’ \ A ’
AL’ o poptupnon mepl tod dwroc.

"Hy 10 ¢&¢ 10 dAndLrov,
© ’

0 dwrtLleL

Tt ardpwmov,
EpyOuevoy

€lg TOV KOopOV.

€V Q) KOOUL® MV, Kl 0 kKOopog 6L adtod €yéveto, Kl 0 KOOROG aTOV OUK €YVW.

elg ta 1o MABev, kal ol 1dLoL adtov od mapéiafov.

oooL &¢ €raPov adToOV

b4 3 ~ b ’ ’ ~ ’
€0wKeY aUTOLG €EovoLay Tekva Beod yeveabul,

TOL¢ MLOTEVOVOLY €l¢ TO Ovopa adTod,

ol 00K €€ alpdtor o00E €k BeANUTOC OoPKOG 0DOE €K BEANUATOC GvdpPOg

QAL €k Beod EéyevvnBnoay.
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A Kol 6 Mdyoc oopE éyéveto kol €okNrwoer év MUy kol €0eaoouedo Thy d0Eay altoD,
B 86far w¢ povoyevode mapk Tatpog,
C mAnpng xepitog kol aAndelog.

A' X Twovvng peptupel mepl adtod kol kékpayer A€ywy, Obtog fv ov elmov, ‘O omlow pou
EpYOUEVOC  EUTPOCBEY oL YéYove, OTL TPATOC oL Tv.
C 61 éx 10D TAnpuwpatog abTod NUElG mavTeg EAAPOMEY Kol XAPLY GVTL XUPLTOG OTL O
vopog 8L Mwioéwg €800, 1 yople kol 1 aAndeta Sue ‘Inood Xpiotod &yéveto.
B 8cov 0lbelg eWpaker mWTOTE" pOVOYerT)C Be0C O WV €l¢ TOV KOATOV TOD TaTPOg
A &e€lvog Enynoaro.

4.3 Analysis of the structure of the prologue

4.3.1 Additions of 1:6-8 and 1:15.

The main difference between 1:6-8 and 1:15 is that 1:6-8 divided the second strophe
of the Didactic Hymnody into two new chiastic structures, C and C’. On the contrary
1:15 re-structured the fourth strophe but did not change it. The reason why 1:6-8
divided the strophe in which it is inserted into two parts is because 1:6-8, unlike 1:15,
is a whole and complete colon. It is the pivot centre of X. On the other hand, the
additions of C and C’ have induced the division of the first strophe into two new

sections A and B. A more simple structure is:
A 1:1-2
B 1:3
C 1:4-5
X 1:6-8
C 1.9
B 1:10-13
A 1:14-18

4.3.2 The first two colons: A and A’

4.3.2.1 John 1:1

The two parallels of colon A are different from the first strophe of the Didactic
Hymnody. Now, the pivot of this structure is 6eo¢ without the article which highlights

the unigueness of the Logos and His divinity, unlike all the traditions of Wisdom
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and/or the pre-existent Torah, 6ecoc v 0 Adyoc. There is never a repetition in a
chiastic structure, although one colon reproduces exactly the same phrases. The
complementation is only possible in the difference. The difference between 1:1 and
1.2 is in its intensity: 1:2 is reinforcing the statement of 1:1. The Logos is the
divinatory God and, at the same time, different from YHWH, the God Father. Logos
is not a direct synonym of YHWH.

’

B kal 0 Adyoc Ay mpog TOV Oedv,

A By dpxp fv 0 Adyoc, The unique reltionship of the Liogos with God

X al 6edc fw 6 Aéyoc.  Logos:distinet from YHWH hutnotindependent

A oltog v év apxi , .
B mpdc tov Oedv. Revelaion of God Him Sel: Logos and God

4.3.2.2 John 1:14-18
For the understanding of the structure of 1:14-18 we can observe that, very often,
the colons are divided, in turn, into mini-chiasmus:

a Kol 0 Adyog otpE éyéveto

a X Kol €0KMYwoey €v muiy
a kol €Beaoopuedo Ty S6Eav altod,

b a 8otav
W¢ HOVoYevoig

a Tapl TaTPoC,

x

c TANPNG YOPLTOC Kol GAnBelog.

169



Twavvng paptupel mepl adtod |,
KoL KEKPOLYEV AEYWV
Odltog v Ov elmov,

‘0 Omlow WoL  EPYOUEVOC  EUTPOOBEY oL YEYOVED,

T o9 X oOoTw

OTL TPATOGC Mou .

a 0tL ék ToD TANPWHETOG hToD MUELS TavTe EAnPouey
KoL YapLY GUTL XapLTOoC:

0TL 0 vouog S Mwicéwg €600,

M X0PLG Kol 1 aAnOeLa

8L 'Inood Xprotod éyéveto.

d
QO T X T

\ b \ e ’ ’
g @ Beov OLOELC EWPUKEY TWTOTE
b X povoyevng 0eog
€ N bl \ 4 ~ \
a 0 WV €lg TOV KOATOV TOD THTPOG

|
a Ekelvog €Enynoato.

h,**® the community is able to

A highlights that the paradox of the Logos become fles
see His glory, camping among them. The centre here is the fact that the Logos
dwells among His flock, as YHWH dwells in Moses’ tabernacle. In a’ the idea is
established that only through this Logos can the definitive and ultimate knowledge of
YHWH be obtained. In b and b’, that the Logos is able to share the ultimate
revelation of YHWH because of His truly unique relationship with YHWH, his Father.

No one has seen YHWH, only the Logos is able to give direct knowledge about God.

On the other hand, in ¢ and ¢’ the ultimate revelation given by the Logos is
elucidated. Through the Logos and his fullness of 7 xapic kal 1 aAnber His revelation
overshadows all the other revelations of the past, even the revelation of the Torah

given by Moses. Why? Because this Torah given by Moses is a shadow of the

1% gSee 1° John 4:2 and 2° John 7.
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coming of the Logos: He is the eternal-pre-existent-divine-Torah. Both excel and
complement each other. The pivot or the centre of 1:14-18 is 1:15. When we

examine this centre, we find that this verse was given a clear structure:

f
A a Twdvrng paptupel mepl adtod, About the Messenger

b kol kékpoyer Aéywv

A<x xoomrmem Who the Logos s

AI a' ‘0 omiow pov €EPYOUEVog EUTPOCBEY oL YéYovey,

D" 1 mposts pov v About the Message

In the parallel A, the two sentences are in present tense or have a present meaning.
Therefore, everything stated here is for the readers of all times. In a, we can see that
John has the role of being witness; in b, with the verb kéxpayev, the role of John as a
prophet like OT prophets is highlighted. This means John the Baptist is an authentic
messenger, he is a messenger certified and validated by God Himself.
Nevertheless, the parallel A’ is not referring to the messenger but about the content
of the message. The messenger must be certified by YHWH Himself because the
message that John must speak of is a real paradox. In a’ the Logos was born after
John but, nonetheless, the Logos is before him. The reason is explained by b’: the
Logos is before John because the Logos is pre-existent; he is before everybody and
everything. The pivot of the centre is Oitoc v ov elmov. Why does the reader need the
role of John? Because John is pointing to the Logos incarnate. The eternal Logos is
clothed by this embodiment.**® This is why 1:15 was added as the centre of this

structure.

%9 If John himself had this knowledge it was because of the good will of YHWH. This is highlighted

very clearly in 1:31 and 33 when he affirms kdy® odk fdewv adtov!
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4.3.3 Colons: B and B’
After the addition of 1:6-8.15, the second part of the first strophe of the Didactic

Hymnody shaped a new colon with its own chiastic structure. This structure is the

colon B:
A Tovto I o
B &L altod éyéveto naposmve Way
B < X kol < Conjunction
B ywplc adtod éyéveto odde év
A B yéyovev [na negative way

The relationship between A and A’ is clear, the fact that everything was indeed made
by the Logos is emphasised both in a positive way and in a negative way. The kot is
the conjunction of both colons which are two side of the same coin. The Logos here
is not merely described as the instrumental cause of the universe but, as
Schnackenburg (1980:258-260) states, mavta 6u” abtod éyéveto is not because of his
service but because of his collaboration. Towards the end, this chiastic structure
emphasises and eulogizes the grandeur and magnanimity of the Logos. In other
words, the being of the Logos is known by his actions: what he does speaks about
who he is. On the other hand, B’ has the same chiastic structure as the third strophe

of the Didactic Hymnody.

4.3.4 Colons: C and C’
Colons C and C’ have exactly the same centre: the action of the Logos is in and for
all human beings. In colon C both parallels are highlighting that the enlightening of

the Logos is for all human beings. The light of the Logos, without any distinction,
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displays what is really inside the human being. On the other hand, C’ underlines and
emphasises that this Logos, who is the Real Light for the human being, entered into
the world for all human beings. Once again, the reason for His coming is the human

being.

4.3.5 The centre of the prologue, 1.6-8
According to my understanding, this pericope, acting as the pivot of the prologue,
has a clear chiastic structure:

a 'Eyéveto avbpwmog dmeotaipuévog mapk Heod,

A X Ovopa abte Twavvng:

a' obrog MABev eic paptuplov [napositive way

B v paptupnon mepl tod dwtog,
X e mdvteg motebowory 81 atbrod. g Thereason forJohin to give witness
A’ o0k NV €Kelvog T0 PR,

b Inanegative way

B’ oL’ Tva paptupnon Tepl tod GwToC.

In the first parallel the fact that John's mission is to bear witness of the Logos, is
reinforced in a positive way. The second parallel is clearly showing, in a negative
way, that John is not the Light but the one who bears witness of the Light. The pivot
of the centre draws attention to the reason for John's mission: Tve movtec mLotedowoLy
o1 avtod. There are three aspects to be highlighted about this pivot: the Logos is
called ¢wtoc and here the concept ¢wtoc is of a person; it is important to pay
attention to where 1:6-8 was placed: between the statement about the Light of 1:4-5

and 1:9. The target of the mission of John the Baptist is very wide, to all human

173



beings, without any distinction!*®® Therefore, for a deeper understanding of the pivot

of 1:6-8, it is inevitably necessary to study the Isaiahan imagery of light, primarily as

it refers to the Servant of YHWH: !

WM *1‘:& mha- "m M-
‘;x mouN 1:'7 TINY 0°37 OMBY

™ Isa. Text LXX
0%2 RS oY peab éyw kUpLog O Bedc €kadeon o€ €v
A dLkatoolvy Kal Kpatnow THg YeELpog
Tidd" T s E e [ ’, o ’ ’
]@D&' T?%t‘? The P;-Y»Tm _ 00V Kol €VLoY00w O€ Kol €0WKO, O€ €lg

P82 IR MM AN 42:6 dLuOMKMY Yévoug €l pRg €OV
WWONT IR v m*w% =NE kel elméy poL Wéya ool éotw Tod
- KANOfval oe TS wov tod otfonl To
T:zi'n,;:;; ?{;ﬁ?ﬂ:x;ij[:?;] CIJUT)]L&Q Tokwp Kol E‘qv 6Loc0ﬂo?)(‘xv -cofg)
( ) 3 496 IopanA émotpéfal L8oL TéBelkd o€ €ig
5 pivmn ‘m RN : , . LA 2B -
T oLaBnkny yevoug €lc pA¢ €BvdY Tod
elval o€ elc owtnplay éwg éoyatov Thg
s
I OBy -11&5 ﬂmgwm NZn qkoVoaTé |ov o’u,<01')ooc'ce koc('zg HOUL Kerl
‘PN ‘T'ﬂn "D WINT ’5& *mx%w - ol Paolielc mpoc pe évwtlonode OTL
RN . : vopoc Tap’ éuod Efeieloetal Kol 1)
By 5& it KpLoLg pov el GpAg eBvdY

D5W11‘D nilaani=Rt 'mn Rzn Kal Topeboovtal €0um TOAAX Kol
wxrz > TNMIRD '1:5:1 PO ¢poboly Sedte kal avofoper elc to
2:3-5 0pog kuplov Kol €l¢ TOV olkov TOD

Bcod TokwP kol Grayyerel mulv Ty

189 Endo (2002:219-220) rightly states:

“After the description of creation, the Johannine prologue refers to the coming of John the
Baptist, and makes a contrast between true light and the witness to the light (vv.6-8).
Verse 9 states the primordial light (v.5) was coming into the world. The figure of John the

Baptist (John 1:6-8) may remind the readers of Isaianic prophecy®

which opens the

meaning of fw/j (vv.4b-5) toward the Isaianic use of the light imagery, thought it is not
necessarily clear in the first stanza (John 1:1-5) /.../ In Isaiah the Servant of YHWH is
already associated with the image of Light.”
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Once again, this subject is very interesting but a deep analysis of these Deutero-Isaiah texts are

beyond the limits of this dissertation. For this graph | took in consideration, for example, Wells
(2009:197-216); Sheppard (1996:257-281); Kuntz (1997:121-141); Story (2009:100-110); Cortese
(2008:9-29); Terblanche (2008:482-497) and Croatto (1994), (1989) and (2001).

174




1&bm 3 060v adTod kol Topevoouede év adTh

e &k yip Zwwv Eedeloetal VOPOC Kol
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Having systematised these Isaiah contexts, there are the following points to
consider: It is clear that in the Isaiah tradition the Light of YHWH is a symbol of the
salvation of YHWH. YHWH is the life giver and keeper, the One who saves and
redeems. YHWH is the God of all peoples, for all nations; He is not exclusive to
Israel. Therefore, the salvation of YHWH is not only for Israel but, once again, for all
nations. As Cortese (2008:9-29) states, for Deutero-lsaiah the Messiah and not
Cyrus is the true mediator. What is more, | agree strongly with Clements (1996:57-
69) that one of central themes of the book of Isaiah is that Israel must be a light for

the nations. Incidentally, the central texts for Isaiah are, 9:2; 42:6 and 60:1-3!
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Kaiser (2012) argues that it is a common misunderstanding to think that the
command to share the gospel to the non-Jewish-people began with the Great
commission of Matthew 28:18-20. On the contrary, the mission of the apostle Paul
was rooted in the OT texts, particularly those of the prophet Isaiah. Therefore, as
Howell (2002:205-210) states, it is clear that for Isaiah tradition, the Light of YHWH
was to extend to all the earth and, as Bird (2006a:122-131) states, Jesus, Paul and
the early church -and not the Second Temple Judaism- appropriated the concept of
light of nations from Isaiah, putting this into practice for their missional concept. Of
course, we must also include the Johannine Community into this wider concept of
mission because it is clear why 1:6-8 is the pivot for the prologue of John. The
witness and the salvation proclaimed by John the Baptist is for all people on earth
and for all times; the light of the Logos is for each and every human being because
ol o0k €€ aluatwr o0de €k BeANUUTOC OopKOg 0LGE €k BeAnuatog Grdpog but, on
the contrary, &AL’ ék 0eod éyevvnBnoav. The Johannine Community interprets its
wide missional concepts as a fulfilment of the Deutero-lsaiah prophecies within

them.

5 Partial conclusion: the chiastic structure of John 1:1-18

5.1 The manifest chiastic structure of the prologue

The elliptical reading is the way we should read the chiastic structure of the
prologue. Thus read, the manner in which the meaning is developed, guides the
reader clearly to the core of the structure. The elliptical movement of our chiastic

structure is as follows:
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5.2 The immanent meaning of the chiastic structure®®

The immanent meaning of John 1:1-18 could be explained in the following points:
John 1:6-8 divides the prologue into two main parts, 1:1-5 and 1:9-18. The first part,
1:1-5, concentrates on the affirmations about who the Logos is and who He is not. In
the second part, 1:9-18, we have the focus on the actions of this Logos. This does
not mean that in the first part there are no actions of the Logos. Instead, these
actions of the Logos have been written in order to emphasise the ontology of the

Logos; for example, the actions of the Logos in John 1:3 about the etiology of the

182 What does immanent meaning mean? The understanding of the elliptical movement of a chiastic

structure implies moving one step forward from a sum of the contents of each part and/or the
relationship of each colon with the others. A step forward is, according to my understanding, not only
merely to synthesize and systematize the data of the structure but, essentially, to reach the deepest
level of its meaning. Through the manifest structure we are able to understand the immanent and
deep significance of a particular biblical text; that is to say, the manifest structure of a chiastic
structure is not a merely creative adornment with which a biblical text enhances its beauty in order to
captivate the attention of the reader neither is it there for the reader to be in awe of the
resourcefulness and the creativity of the writer(s). Rather, the different elements and colons in the
immanent level of a particular chiastic structure are mental and cultural diagrams of an author or
writer which are integrated within the fundamental plan of her/his writing. Thus, when the elliptical
movement of a chiastic structure that a biblical text has is analysed, it is possible to reach a deep
level of understanding of the meaning of a biblical text.
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whole creation is narrated to highlight who the Logos really is. At the same time,
there are statements about who the Logos is in the second part, 1:9-18, but these
statements emphasise the very unique actions of the Logos, through and after His

incarnation.

The qualifications of the Logos, 1:1-5 and the actions of the Logos, 1:9-18, are both
the revelation of YHWH himself. In the first part, 1:1-5, is a 'differentiation' speech,
because it highlights not only who the Logos is, but, requires the reader to leave
behind his/her pre-concepts: the learning of faith is a process of learning and
unlearning. It is a learning process because the reader needs to be trained by the
Johannine Community in order to understand the uniqueness of the Johannine
experience about the Logos. But, it is an unlearning process because it requires the
readers to change their concepts and cosmovision in order to be synchronized with
the Johannine Community. Conversely, the second part, 1:9-18, is a unification
speech, because if the reader has read the first part of the prologue, he/she will
understand the uniqueness of the ontology of the Logos. Only then will she/he
comprehend the value and the exceptional nature of the action of the Logos in His

coming into the world.

The second part, 1:9-18 lays the groundwork and is the reason for all the statements
in the first part, 1:1-5. In other words, the first hand experience of the Johannine
Community (Kal 6 A0yoc oapE €yéveto kol €oknrwoery év muiv and OtL ék  tod
TANpWHatog adtod Muele Tavteg eAaBouer) is the cause for the development of the first
part, 1:1-5. It is crucial to know who the Logos really is, it is the reason for His
coming into our world. The qualifications of the Logos help the reader to understand
the absolute lack of parallels of the experience of the Johannine Community: Jesus
is the Logos become flesh, and this particular flesh becomes the very tabernacle of
YHWH among His people, the believers. Hence, the use of the title Logos is used so
that the readers, who know the ontology of the Logos, believe in Jesus the Christ.
Thus only in the last part of the prologue, will the reader know the real name of this

peculiar Logos, 'Incod Xpiotod, because, before knowing his name as a person
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-Inood- and as his function -Xpiotod- the readers must understand and believe who
the Logos is. In other words, in order to understand what Jesus as the Messiah
means, it is necessary to know and believe his peculiar relationship with YHWH. And
then understand the peculiar relationship of the Logos with humankind, an
eschatological and soteriological relationship. Eschatological, because the Logos
brings the “most updated news” about the soteriological history of salvation of
YHWH. Consequently, it is clear that the Johannine Community is the True Israel'®®
which has among them, the new tabernacle with the real presence of YHWH, the

incarnated Logos.

The true centre of the chiastic structure is in 1:6-8, because John the Baptist is the
hermeneutical speech about the Light. John the Baptist is the messenger from
YHWH.!®* In the testimony of John the Baptist, the Johannine Community is
appropriating the Deutero-lsaiahan light prophecy imagery: salvation. This is the
most “updated” testimony of Deutero-Isaiah prophecies; however, it is as the real
Israel that the Johannine Community sees the fulfilment of the Deutero-Isaiah
prophecies within their community and the function of the testimony born by John the

Baptist.

This appropriation of the Deutero-lsaiahan prophecy for the Johannine Community
speaks about the open concept of mission that this community has, which is key for

the understanding of the theological project of John 1:1-18.

183 | do not agree with Harvey (2001:245-250) and his interpretation of the True Israel concept and

the Fourth Gospel. In the next chapters | will be analysing these concepts in the Gospel of John.

1% 1t is helpful to bear in mind that, as Jasper (2004:7) states, the word hermeneutic comes from the

Greek myth of Hermes the messenger of the gods.
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Thematic-Macro-Division

Vv.

Meaning

Chiasm

Systematic-Macro-Division

QUALIFICATIONS

OF THE

LOGOS

1:1-2

Adyos = God
but
Adyos # YHWH

and
Adyoc = Wisdom

but
Abyog # Creature

1:3

Adyoc = mediator of YHWH
but
Adyoc # pro-Gnosticism

1:4-5

Adyoc = The Eternal Light

Adyo¢ # Darkness

DIFFERENTIATION

SPEECH

Qualifications and

Actions of John B.

1:6-8

JB = Sent by God for witness
JB # The Light

JB = Isaiahan lights

JB = Hermeneutic
Speech about the
Light

ACTIONS

OF THE

LOGOS

1:9

Aoyor =The true Light

Aoyov = The coming Light

1:10-
13

Adyog = Mediator of Creation

Adyo¢ = Mediator of the new
Creation

1:14-
18

Aéyo¢ = incarnated
Adyo¢ = Eternal-Torah

Adyoc = ultimate revelation
from YHWH

UNIFICATION

SPEECH
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6 The theological project'® of John 1:1-18%

In the theological project of John 1:1-18 there are, clearly, two different levels of
reading. The first level is the lower level, for the readers who do not have any
training in Jewish traditions. These kind of readers need to know exactly who the
Logos is and who He is not. Thus A: who the Logos is, helps to understand A’: the
actions of the Logos; and, logically, occurs in B to B’, C to C’, and the elliptical

reading allow us to understand the pivot Centre X.

On one level, the upper level, we find the readers who are well trained in the Jewish
tradition of the Second Temple period. This group does not have the advantage of
the reader of the lower level. The people of this upper group are, due to their
knowledge, more in danger of being scandalized because of the paradoxes
expressed by the faith of the Johannine Community. And, again the key for them
here is to accept the special relationship of the Logos with YHWH who is nothing
else but the historical Jesus. This process is an “updating” of the faith in YHWH

given by the Real Israel, the community of John.

The main intent of the Johannine Community is to be an open community where
people are trained in order to know who the Logos really is, and, conjointly, to help

people through their testimony to not become scandalized about the Logos incarnate

%5 Why a Theological Project? A chiastic structure is just another exegetical tool for our better

understanding of a particular biblical text. The chiastic structure is not a target in itself but, a literary
device that, while conveying a meaning, is able to transmit and communicate something to someone.
Otherwise these kind of analysis would be completely meaningless! With this method we are able to
understand what the theological project of John 1:1-18 is. | understand by “theological project” the
theological proposal that the biblical text is suggesting. This proposal would be not only the meaning
of the biblical text but also mainly what kind of actions and beliefs the biblical text is highlighting for
the development of this program. Accordingly, | think, it is not enough to explain to the reader why we
think a certain structure works better than others or to give details about how the chiastic structure
works; it is necessary, besides, to explain the theological project that we detect through our chiastic
structure analysed. That is the meaning of this section: to understand, through the chiastic structure
analysis, what kind of theological lines the chiastic structure is enhancing

% 1n this section | am of course not thinking of Hermeneutical Analysis which is another issue,

although they are of course related.
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in the unique being of Jesus. Hence the prologue has a very broad theological
missional project. The proposal of the Johannine Community is an open invitation for

the reader to be part of this community.

The prologue of John is the key to understand the whole Gospel of John. Throughout
these eighteen verses the community is trying to draw the attention of the readers, to
encourage them to continue their reading of this marvellous gospel. John 1:1-18 is a
magnificent and brilliant opening, through which the Johannine Community is trying
to interact with all the readers, because for all of them, the Johannine invitation to be
part of their community is given. That is why the prologue is where it is and is what it

is!

7 Everything has NOT already been said!

7.1 Untied questions

The prologue of John begins speaking about the Logos. This word could be
understood differently depending on the reader's tradition or interpretation. The
concept of Logos of Greek philosophers was different from that of people from
Jewish traditions; the OT is different from Philo and from Qumran. Mandeism
tradition differs from others in its interpretation of the Logos, etc. So, how does the
prologue of John deal with all these different traditions and interpretations about the
Logos? After all, according to this chapter, the invitation of the Johannine Community

is open to all readers.

7.2 Narrative Criticism

All these questions and others will be analysed in the next chapter. In chapter 7, I will
examine the prologue of John through Narrative Criticism and we shall ascertain
whether all the statements of this chapter can be confirmed through this very useful

methodology.
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Chapter VII

Third approach to John 1:1-18: Narrative criticism

1 Another approach

1.1 Avoiding critical dogmatisms

This chapter is positively the turning point of the first part of this dissertation and,
here once again, integration is the methodological key. The integration between
different biblical methodologies can be likened to the relationship between spouses:
although sometimes couples get along quite well, albeit, there are times when the
relationships are unhelpful, aggressive and even caustic. Thus Noble (1993:130-
148) correctly states that, sometimes, the relationship between Diachronic analysis
and Narrative Criticism is supportive and complementary, but on occasions, it is

antagonistic and even uselessly destructive.®’

187 See, for example, Becker (1986:1-78) who writes of the conflict between the Historical Critical

methods and the new literary criticism. See also Reumann (1992:55-86) Fantin (2010:5-72); and
Adam (2004:24-38). It is also valuable to read Asthon (2007a:1-18) who defines himself as an
unrepentant advocate of Historical Criticism. See also Moore (1989), Maier (2001) and Le Roux
(1994). One of the most quoted critics against the Historical Critical Methods and the Diachronic
analysis is Kysar (2005) and (2007a:75-102). In Kysar (2008:137-146) this exegete highlights, with a
postmodern perspective, the necessity of dehistorizing the Gospel of John. | agree with the evaluation
of the Kysar's works made by Reinhartz (2008:55-76) and her position on the Historical Critical
Methods as well as Ashton (2007b:11-22). See also the articles of Anderson, Just and Thatcher
(2007) and (2009).
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Usually, in the history of biblical methodologies, when a new method arrives, it
highlights its exclusiveness against other methodologies. Moloney (1992b:24) is
right: new methodological exclusiveness creates new conservatisms. Always. | am
convinced that integration should be the methodological key, within certain limits,
there are positive'® and negative'® examples. The work of Broadhead (2008:9-24)
is an excellent exegetical work. He states on this issue, that one of the main
weaknesses of the American Narrative Criticism is its lack of success in the

necessary relationship with Diachronic analysis.*"

1.2 What kind of integration?

As Stibbe (1992:5-13), de Boer (1992:35-48), Motyer (1997a:27-44), and Broadhead
(2008:9-24) state very clearly, an integration between Narrative Criticism and the
Historical Critical Methods is possible, because both methods are complementary.
But it is not quite that simple. The problem here is how this integration between both
analyses should be understood. | agree strongly with Motyer (1997a:33) when he
highlights that in the study of the Gospel of John the question of how important the

integration of the historical Critical Methods and Narrative Criticism is crucial:

1% One of the best commentaries of all the bibliography on the prologue of John is Philips (2006) who

has integrated Literary Theory, Rhetoric and Sociolinguistic Analysis with Narrative Criticism. It is also
very interesting how this author has applied the anti-language theory to John 1:1-18.

%9 For example, | am not so sure if, as Stibbe (1992:30-49) has affirmed, the Greimas approach

—see Grupo de Entrevernes (1979) and (1982)— is a good methodology to be integrated to Narrative
Criticism. Even after having studied semiotic analysis and its methodology for years in the past, |
agree strongly with Bennema (2008:390-395) when he states, following the outstanding works of
Chatman (1980:108-116), Rimmon-Kenan (1983:34-36) Moore (1989:15), that:
"If the focus is on actions and plot, an actantial analysis may be beneficial but for a study of
characters Greimas’s approach is too reductionistic. To demote, for example, all the
Johannine characters to merely six actants will not capture the complexity and variety of the
cast of the Fourth Gospel. Seymour Chatman challenges this Aristotelian or structuralist
approach to character, arguing that plot and character are equally important. Similarly,
Rimmon-Kenan suggests that character and plot are interdependent /.../ The notion of all
character in ancient Greek literature as flat, static and one-dimensional, which many scholars
have derived from Aristotle’s thought, seems to be a caricature".

% The example and the conclusion that Broadhead (2008:15) gives for the Gospel of Mathew is

excellent for the study of the Fourth Gospel.
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"l believe, for my appeal to narrative critics not to abandon finally a historical
approach to the Fourth Gospel. The 'you' of 20.31 rise up together and
condemn the generations of readers who have violated their rights—for
instance, by reading a violent anti-Judaism in John, or more generally by
pursuing a style of reader-oriented criticism that systematically sidelines the
historical rootedness of this text. These are expropriations that need to heed
Lewis's call to 'Surrender. Look. Listen. Receive. Get yourself out of the way'."
Motyer (1997a:44).

The integration between Narrative Criticism and the historical Critical Methods is not

an option, it is a crucial necessity, otherwise:
"The narrative criticism which arose among American scholars in the latter
part of the twentieth century provides an important point of entry into the
worlds of the gospels. Practiced in isolation from other Synchronic
approaches and from careful historical analysis, however, this approach
may distort both the world of the text and the worlds in which the text
participates. Such isolated interpretation risks becoming itself self-referential.
A narrow focus on narrativity sometimes leads not to a second naiveté, but
simply to naiveté." Broadhead (2008:24).

1.3 Preliminary clarifications

1.3.1 Two methods, one approach

| agree with de Boer (1992:39-40), against Powell (1990:95),*"* that: "Narrative
criticism, like historical criticism, is a text-centered approach which holds that the text
sets parameters on interpretation”. The difference between both methods is that

Narrative Criticism deals with the author and reader exclusively within the biblical

L For more details see de Boer (1992:39-42). | agree that Powell (1990:95) is wrong when he

highlights that Narrative Criticism evaluates its interpretations of biblical text focusing on the intention
of the text and, on the contrary, Diachronic analysis, focuses its interpretation on the intention of the
author: no, the truth is that both methods are biblical text centered. On the one hand, it is true that
Powell (1990) is an outstanding book on Narrative Criticism, nonetheless, as de Boer (1992:39.42)
states, this book "contains numerous misconceptions about historical criticism".
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text but Diachronic analysis deals with the real author and real first readers. In other
words, the uniqueness of Narrative Criticism is that it highlights the world that all

biblical texts have and the importance of analysing this world.*"?

1.3.2 Biblical text as a mere fiction?

One of the most debated issues in biblical studies has been and still is whether it is
right to apply Narrative Criticism to the Bible because, after all, biblical texts are non-
fictional texts.>”® The answer here is to maintain a good balance. On the one hand,
as several critics have affirmed with strong evidence, it is wrong or incorrect when
some exegetes analyse the biblical texts from the standpoint of Narrative Criticism

taking- too much!- for granted, and as a natural and evident pre-concept,'’ that the

2 For more general details about the benefits of Narrative Criticism see, for example, Kingsbury

(1988:442-460), Powel (1990:85-101) and Resseguie (2005:38-40). The work of Hays (2008:193-211)
is also useful in which he states that Narrative Criticism taken by itself cannot resolve the problem of
canonical unity, instead, it is proposed that "Scripture is rightly understood in light of Church's rules of
faith as a coherent dramatic narrative" (p.201). The question here is the necessity or not of having a
canon within the biblical canon, question which is beyond the limits of this dissertation. In any case, a
different question is the coherency or not that a particular biblical text has; | agree completely with de
Boer (1992:44) when he states, following the excellent exegetical works of Moore (1989:52-53):
"Coherence of unity, no more than incoherence or fragmentation, cannot be a methodolo-
gical presupposition that stands beyond critical testing in the public arena and empirical
validation from the text itself, whatever method is used".

% For a constructive criticism concerning Narrative Criticism see, for example, Ashton (1994:141-

165). Also see Osborne (2010:202-212), (2006:212-216) and (2005.673-688); Conway (2008:77-91).

For example, | agree completely with the follow statement:
"We must work with the literary as well as the historical dimensions of biblical narrative, and
we must seek both historical and theological truth. They are intertwined in historical narrative
and cannot be separated into isolated compartments. Both the raw facts and the assessment
of those facts are essential in interpreting the stories in Scripture. /.../ The attempt to bifurcate
history and theology and to see a dichotomy between the facts and the story line is
unfortunate and wrong. Modern historiography differs little from ancient procedures. "Modern
historians, like their precursors, in fact depend on testimony, interpret the past, and possess
just as much faith as their precursors, whether religious or not," and ancient historians 'were
no less concerned than their modern counterparts with differentiating historical truth from
falsehood.' In short, we can trust the historical instincts of the biblical writers and must assess
their works positively and constructively." Osborne (2005:688).

" For example, | agree strongly with the criticism that Stibbe (1992:11) makes of the classic book

Culpepper (1987) when he states:
"Even though Culpepper may not be using the word fiction to connote invention and
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books of the Bible should be taken merely as a fiction as if they were fiction
novels.'”®> However, it is also correct to draw attention to the fact that each and every
biblical text has its own world.*™ It is very useful to understand how the biblical text
narrates what it is communicating, comprehending how a biblical text unfolds its
message to the reader.'”” In others words, yes, | agree with Narrative Criticism
Methodology but, within certain clear boundaries. What boundaries? At this point, |
am following Bennema (2009a:375-421), Burnett (2000:106-112) and Merenlahti and
Hakola (1999:13-48) who, briefly, state that we can apply Narrative Criticism to
modern and ancient literature, fictional and non-fictional literature "as long as we

take the necessary precautions”. What are these necessary precautions? Once

falsehood, the general approach of his book does tend to obscure the value of the gospel as
narrative history and as community narrative. As far as historicity is concerned the reason for
this lies in his dependence of Frank Kermode's 1979 narrative analysis of Mark, which began
the trend of regarding the gospels as fictional novels".

" The understanding of the biblical text as a mere piece of fiction is a change of mammoth

proportions! Although the analysis of this subject is beyond the limits of this dissertation, | would like
to state my standpoint on this issue. | do not agree at all with this point of view. Decades ago, | was
studying in a Latin American theological Seminary in which there was a cliché: "It does not matter if
the biblical text is historical or not, what really matters is the Kerygma". | could quote a long list of
biblical bibliography supporting this kind of hermeneutical analysis. However, according to my own
point of view, the interpretation of the biblical text as a mere fiction would be breaking the spine of
Christian faith. In this statement | am thinking, mainly, of Jeremias (1983:199-215), Charlesworth
(1990h:18-32), Pikaza (1976), Ledn-Dufour (1982) and others. What | mean is that the real problem
here is what our concept of Revelation is and what its relationship with kerygma and didache is. In
other words, the risen Jesus Christ is the only one, no more or less, who gives authority to the
Sunday preaching in churches. This clarification has a direct impact on the analysis of the Gospel of
John and on this dissertation: see, just for example, Charlesworth (2010:3-46).

7% | am thinking, for example, of Conway (2008:77-91). Also Stibbe (2008:149-165).

Y7 am trying not to be a reductionist. | am aware that, as Perkins (1989:300) states: "narrative is not

simply the vehicle by which a message passes from author to reader". Although | agree with the

statement, | cannot agree with the statements of Perkins on the Historical Critical methods, exactly for

the same reason | disagree with Powell (1990:5) because, as de Boer (1992:42) clearly states:
"It is unfortunate that, as de Jonge suggests, some interpreters mistakenly identify source-
andredaction-critical exercises with the totality of the exegetical task. That is a false
assumption and, when repeated by narrative critics or by others who eschew probing the
origins of the Gospel and the history of its community, a misleading caricature. The
caricature often entails the familiar complaint that historical criticism regards the text merely
as a 'window' on a world that lies 'behind' the text. Powell claims (wrongly, | think) that, for
historical critics, the 'interpretive key... lies in background information' and 'not within the text
itself".
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again | agree with Bennema (2009a:399-402) that support and quote Merenlahti and

Hakola (1999:43-48), against Resseguie (2005:32.39)*"%:
"Because a non-fictional narrative claims to refer to events and circumstances
of the 'real’ world, it is natural that the readers try to fill any gaps the narrative
may have, making use of all available information about the events and
circumstances in concern. What readers of non-fictional narrative think of a
character depends not only on what the narrator reveals but also on what else
the readers may know about the person who is portrayed as a character in the
narrative... The natural way to read a Gospel would be to make connections
between character groups of the story and the 'real' groups which those
characters intend to portray... An 'intrinsic’, text-centered approach does not

seem to match properly the nature of the Gospels as non-fictional narratives".

Thus Bennema (2008:401) speaks about a historical Narrative Criticism*®:
"This is an important new direction in narrative criticism. Too often, narrative
critics restrict themselves to the text of the gospel and narrative world it
evokes, thereby effectively reading the gospel as a fictional narrative that has
no contact with reality. Instead, we need a form of historical narrative criticism,
taking a text-centered approach but examining aspects of the world outside or

'nehind’ the text if the text invites us to do so."

Therefore, according to my point of view, when Narrative Criticism is being applied to

the canonical gospel the fact that the Gospels are non-fictional narratives must be

8 For more details see the excellent statement Bennema (2008:401) footnote 105:

"Although J.L. Resseguie presents a more ‘mature’ form of narrative criticism, stating that the
narrative critic should be familiar with the cultural, linguistic, social and historical assumptions
of the audience envisioned by the implied author, he nevertheless contends that this
information must be obtained from the text itself rather than from outside the text (Narrative
Criticism of the New Testament: An Introduction [Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2005], pp.
32, 39)".

19| bear in mind also Bennema (2014a) who elaborates a theory of Characters in New Testament

Studies in which he expands the idea from his excellent quoted article of 2008, | am thinking
particularly of p.61-110. | am also thinking of Bennema (2014b) who focuses on the characterization
in the Fourth Gospel of Jesus as a revealer and another twenty three other characterizations from
people who had an encounter with Jesus.
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taken into account. Complementation with the Historical Critical methods is an

essential key for maintaining a good balance.

1.4 Complementation is the key

The first mode of approaching the prologue of John examining its redactional history
was developed in chapters 3 and 4. In our second mode of approach, chapters 5 and
6, | explored the prologue of John through Rhetorical Analysis to identify its chiasmic
structure; the first mode of approach has confirmed and complemented the second

one.

Now, | shall analyse the prologue of John with Narrative Criticism in the attempt to
understand how these eighteen verses of the prologue disclose their message. In
Narrative Criticism, the emphasis is on understanding the reader within this particular
cosmovision, and how he/she becomes involved in the world of John 1:1-18. In
analysing how the reader becomes involved in the prologue of John, the emphasis is

not on the reader, but on the author as we shall find in this chapter.

Through Narrative Criticism | hope to be able to confirm the first two modes of
approach with my third one, expanding my analysis with this methodology. That is

our second key in this chapter.

1.5 Beginning at the end

The last open question of the previous chapter was: since the word 16yog conveys a
multitude of meanings according to its various backgrounds, how does the prologue
of John employ all these different meanings in order to transmit its message?
Therefore, what could Narrative Criticism contribute to the further analysis of this

issue?
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2 Why Aéyog?

2.1 The correct question

Every investigation is in search of an answer. In other words, in all investigations the
key is to have a good unresolved problem. What is my initial question in this
chapter? In spite of all the previous statements in this dissertation, | still have
guestions about the word Adéyoc and its meaning for the understanding of the whole
prologue. In the last chapter we saw that a well trained reader would have no trouble
recognizing the allusions to the traditions of Wisdom, Sophia and the Eternal Torah

in the Old Testament and beyond. Yet there is still an unanswered question, why?

Even when the prologue has clear references, primarily, to Genesis 1, but also to
Proverbs 8, 4 Ezra 6, Baruch 54, Wisdom 8, Sirach 24, Deutero-Isaiah 45 and 55,
and so on and so forth, one finds oneself wondering why all the Scriptures are only
indirectly alluded to. There is not one direct reference to any of the parallels that the
prologue of John has with other biblical and non biblical texts. As Phillips (2006:148)
excellently observes:

"The question is not so much whether the first two words of the Prologue

definitely point to Genesis 1:1, but rather if they do, why did the author not

make it more obvious?"

Why is this question important?'®® Because when the reader begins reading the
prologue of John, he/she does not have any direct reference or quote of any biblical
text and/or Jewish tradition that would help her/him to understand which particular
meaning of the word Aoyo¢ the implied author had in mind. Consequently, if it is true,
as Phillips (2006:13) states, that "the more explicit the intertextuality becomes, the
more definite the horizon becomes"” then, the logical conclusion is that the beginning
of the prologue of John is openly unclear. This fact is so "clear" that it is impossible

that this beginning could have been made by chance.

'8 For more details see Phillips (2006:1-15)
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It would seem that, for the implied author, ambiguity, as a royal queen in an
absolutist monarchy, rules the beginning of the prologue of John! But, is this
phenomenon present only in the beginning? After all, without going further, in John
1:14 this word appears again. The meaning of the word Aéyoc becomes more
significant if we take into account that this ambiguity is completely unusual in the
other canonical gospels.*®! Thus, the question here is why was ambiguity placed in

such a way at the beginning of the prologue? There must be a very good reason!

2.2 The word Adyoc and the prologue
2.2.1 Background of .ioyos
2.2.1.1 The general meaning of .idyos
Phillips (2006:144) correctly argues that the non-technical-readers, without having
any direct biblical quotations about the possible inter or intra textuality of the
prologue with other biblical texts, have no option but to take the most general
meaning of 10yoc, that is to say: its non-specific and non-technical meaning. This is a
very significant statement and should be born in mind when we interpret the implied
reader of the prologue of John and how this implied reader would have understood
the word Adyoc:
"When we discuss intertextuality and the way in which the reading strategy of
the gospel works, we need to be careful not to expect John's readers to read
the text in the light of later theological developments, unless we really think

that the Johannine Community was full of twenty-first-century bible scholars.

81 Some examples. The Synoptic Gospels took for granted that the reader knew the OT and its

traditions very well. The best example is the Gospel of Mark: already in 1:1-2 it has its first quote from
the OT: ’Apyn 10D ebayyeriov 'Inood Xpiotod [viod Beod]. Kabwg yéypamtal é&v 1@ Hoaly ¢ mpodritn: idov
GTOOTéAAW TOV &YYEAGY oL TPO TPOOWTOL OO, O¢ Kotaokeudoel Ty 060v cov The gospel of Mathew
expected not only for the reader to know the MT but also the Jewish tradition; see the first verse of
this Gospel: Bifrog yevéoewg "Inood Xprotod viod Acuid viod 'Appedu. The first four verses of the Gospel
of Luke were written not in Greek Koiné but in Classic Greek, which means that this Gospel must be
interpreted within this framework. For more information see Moloney (1992b:20-33) and Hooker
(2009).

193



Any interpretation of .idros in the prologue must allow normal first-century

readers of Koiné to understand its use". Phillips (2006:79).

If we look for the meaning in dictionaries we find that, according to Tobin (1992:348),
Ritt (1998a:70), Fries (1979:250-259), i6yo¢ depending on the context could mean:

"to count or recount”, "computation”, "reckoning”, "accounts”, "measure”, "esteem”,

"ratio", "proportion”, "explanation”, "argument”,

theory", "law or rule", "hypothesis",
"formula or definition”; "the value put in a person or/and thing", "the rational principle
of the universe", "the process of humanity reasoning"; "word", "discourse",
"predication”, "meaning”, "eloquence" and "to speak or to talk". A good explanation
of 10yo¢c comes, not from exegetical critics but from a great systematic theologian,
Tillich (1968:8):
"The Logos is the principle according to which all natural things move, the
creative divine power, which makes anything what it is. And it is the creative
power of movement of all things. secondly, Logos means the moral law /.../
the law which is innate in every human being when he accepts himself as a
personality, with the dignity and greatness of a person. Third, Logos also

means man's ability to recognize reality; we could call it 'theoretical reason'.

2.2.1.2 What it is about
Following are different backgrounds/traditions from which the readers would feel
some connections with the word 16yoc : Greek Philosophy®, MT*%3 LXX*®* beyond

OT traditions'®, Gnosticism®®, Philo*®’, Qumran®®®, Stoicism and Hermeticism*®,

182 vollenweider (2009:377-399); Duncan (1979:121-130) and Gericke (2000:93-116).
183 Schnackenburg (1980:149-152) and Barrett (2003:57-61).

8 Harris (1917:1-7), but mainly his statements of page 5. Evans (1993:86-94).

1% see all the bibliography which was quoted in the last chapter.
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Mandaeism'®°, and of course, the NT itself. The bibliography concerning the i6yoc
and all the backgrounds is vast and endless! However, | will not be looking for the
parallels that the term Adyoc has within the particular context of the prologue of John
with all these traditions as analysed by the Historical Critical Methods. Rather | will
be analysing these parallels abovementioned from the perspective of Narrative
Criticism. This focus changes everything! Why? With Narrative Criticism
methodology, the question is: what kind of implied reader is the implied author trying
to relate to and in which ways is the word 1oyo¢ used by the implied author in order

to reach this target?

3 Adyoc and the implied author

3.1 A necessary clarification

Interestingly, though the bibliography on the prologue of John is vast, there are very
few exegetical works that analyse the meaning of the word Aoyo¢ in the prologue of
John with the methodology of Narrative Criticism.*®* Thus, in this part of my

investigation, | followed Phillips (2006:73-141) almost entirely. The exegetical work

1% See for example: Denzey (2001:20-44); Vidal Manzanares (2008) and Markschies (2003). | follow
closely Hill (2004) and Yamauchi (1979:129-141), (1981), (1983), (1984:22-27). | agree completely
with Yamauchi (1978:168) when he states:
"Why has so obvious an answer to the question of how Jewish elements came to be
used in an anti-Jewish way been missed? It is primarily because scholars such as Pearson
have had a mental block. They are so convinced that Gnosticism is a pre-Christian
phenomenon that they have been searching in the wrong century — the first rather than the
second."

187 Waetjen (2001:265-286); Tobin (1990:252-269) and Evans (1993:100-114).

18 Charlesworth (1990a:106-136) and Mburu (2010:38-43)

189 See, for example, the detailed analysis of Dodd (1978a:30-68).

19 Evans (1993:33-35) and all the bibliography quoted.

% The other one is Staley (1988:50-71).
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of Phillips (2006) is unique. This exegete, instead of looking for a direct
intertextuality, searches for the cultural intertextuality that the prologue of John has

with all other backgrounds.

3.2 Phillips' hypothesis

3.2.1 The preliminary analysis

According to this exegete, the use of 16yo¢ has the following characteristics:

In the Synoptic Gospel ioyoc means "the message communicated”; there is no
uniform use of this lexeme. This word has exactly the same meaning in the body of
the Gospel of John. In the rest of the NT books this word means "the proclamation of
the Gospel". Although, in the entire NT, the meaning of i6yo¢ that most resembles
the meaning in the prologue is in Revelation 19:13'%? it is clear that the use of the
word Aoyoc in the prologue is different from the rest of the NT books. Though some
scholars presume that the meaning might be the same as in Revelation (Phillips
2006:80-89).

As Charlesworth (1990a:107-136) stated, the Odes of Solomon have some

parallels®®

the source for its meaning (Phillips 2006:89-90).

with the prologue but these parallels are because the prologue of John is

From Greek Philosophy, Heraclitus used i6yoc with several meanings. The meaning
resemblance to ioyo¢ in John 1:1-18 is the polysemous use of this word. (Phillips
2006:90-94).

Stoics have a common ground and language with the prologue when they say that

the 1oyoc is the creator of all things. But this similitude is only superficial because the

192 Revelations 19:13: "kl TepiBefAnuévoc udtiov Pefoppévov aipatt, kel kékAntar o Svope adtod 6

Adyog ToD Be0d."

19 Odes 7 (B1); 12:2; 16 (B2); 32:2 and 41 (B3).
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Stoics would clearly not accept that the 10yo¢ was only with God and that this 16yo¢
became flesh. (Phillips 2006:94-98).

For the Hermetic Corpus, the word Aoyoc vies with two faculties of the human mind:
vod¢ and yvaolr. The hermeneutic use of this word has three common characteristics
with the prologue: in both texts the word idyo¢ is part of their theological and
philosophical reflection; the prologue could be a direct reaction against the Hermetic
concept of Adyoc. But it is more likely that what both texts have in common is that
both are commentaries on Genesis 1:1. (Phillips 2006:98-101).

Regarding Gnosticism, in the Tripartite Tractate the concept of Ai6yoc is not the same
as the prologue use of this word. The Tripartite Tractate clearly has parallels with
the prologue but, importantly, it depends on John 1:1-18 and its use of idyoc¢ is not
from a different tradition. Phillips (2006:102-103) states:
"The use of .dyos in this tractate is clearly not in line with its use in the
prologue. In fact, since the tractate was probably compiled in the mid-third
century as a revision of the Valentinian system, itself based on an exegesis
of the Johannine Prologue, it seems almost certain that the tractate reflects

an intertextual use of the Fourth Gospel rather than an independent context."

Exactly the same occurs with the Gospel of Truth, (Phillips (2006:103). The
Trimorphic Protennoia is a different issue. As Phillips (2006:104) highlighted, the
Trimorphic Protennoia clearly has parallels with the prologue.*®* The problem is not
these parallel themselves, there are certainly resemblances, but rather, in how we
understand this relationship. Phillips (2006:104) argues that the Trimorphic
Protennoia use of the word Adyoc rather highlights the unusual meaning that the
word is given in the Prologue. | agree once again with Phillips (2006:105) that,

although the vocabulary of Trimorphic Protennoia and the prologue have similarities,

9 1t is very interesting to analyse the parallels as presented by Denzey (2001:25).

197



it is clear that in John 1:14, the lexeme is the same but the meanings are completely

different.®®

It is true that the concept of i1oyoc of Philo has some parallels with the prologue,
particularly when we read two of his books: "De Migratione Abrahami* and "De
Confusione Linguarum" clearly, both, Philo and John 1:1-18, share the concept of
tékvee Oeod, the first born Adyoc and the relationship of the Adyoc with apyn. In "De
Migratione Abrahami 5-6" Philo highlights the role of 10yo¢ as the house of the mind;
but, significantly, this i6yo¢ could be many things. For example, in "De Fuga et
Inventione 101" Aoyoc¢ is the image of God and in "De Somniis 11.45" Adyoc is the
channel, the instrumented thought with which God communicates with His creation
and, moreover, ioyoc is the paradigm, the shape and the order of creation. In Philo,
in clear contrast with the prologue, Ad6yoc is a mere concept. Though clearly, in the
prologue Aoyoc is a person. And then Philo would never accept the incarnation of the
Aoyoc. Thus for Philo Aoyoc is merely the tool of God to create the universe, clearly a
different use from that of the prologue (Phillips 2006:107-114).

Undoubtedly, following the articles of Tobin (1992:348-356), Klappert (1999:255-266)
and Procksch (1964-76:91-100), in the Hebrew Old Testament ioyoc means the
same as appears for example in Amos 3:1 7177 727. In the Masoretic Text Aoyoc
is, like the word YHWH, eternal, creative, healing, redemptive, sustaining and
prophetic as Ames (1997:912-915) states. On the other hand, it is very interesting
that in LXX the meaning of i6yoc does not always have the meaning of 717 937.

In LXX M2 could be translated, depending on the context as: pfjua kiploc as can be

195 Phillips (2006:105) states:

“In the prologue .dyos 'entabernacles' among humanity, the emphasis is not on human
dwelling at all. The lexeme is the same; the meanings are poles apart. So, Peter Borgen is
wrong to assume 'that the same vocabulary and world of thought as in the Johannine
prologue are found in Tripartite Tractate'. Though the same lexemes are used, the semantic
domains that they relate to are quite different and so the world of thought they convey is
radically changed. It would appear that the lexeme is being used to de-Christianize
both the semantic domain of o«727; as well as the meaning of the incarnation of the Logos
in the prologue".
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found in 1 Samuel 15:1; ¢wwn klproc as appears in Genesis 3:8. Also 727 could be
translated as 1oyo¢ as appears in Genesis 34:18. In other contexts like Genesis 4:23
Adyoc does not mean 27 but YNIMAR. Here i6yoc means: utterance or speech.
The prologue of John’s idyo¢ has the ambiguity that it has in LXX. Thus, for
example, in the NT Adyoc represents as we have seen before, the message
preached about Jesus. LXX is a clear intertextual context for the meaning Adéyoc in
John 1:1-18.

Wisdom and the Adyoc. Wisdom is translated as 12 or co¢lie. It is interesting that,
according to Phillips (2006:119), "the intertextuality is focused on the ideas
surrounding cgogia rather the lexeme itself /.../ The intertextuality will not be direct
and instantaneous but rather indirect and conceptual”. But it is obvious that there are

intertextual resonances between Wisdom and the prologue.

The main problems with the Torah Speculation in the use of the word Adyo¢ are the
fact that they were written in Hebrew and not in Greek; and, if the tradition post-dates
the prologue, this would imply that this tradition may not have been present in Jewish
circles at the time that the prologue was written. This means that "it is probable that
the influence from Torah speculation could only provide a background to the

Prologue's use of 1oyo¢ rather than a direct intertextual link", Phillips (2006:128).

Due to the fact that in John 1:17 the Torah is specifically quoted, the Torah provides
another element of the background and not a specific intertextual allusion. The use
of the targumim of the Aramaic term X922 and the use of ioyo¢ in the prologue of
John, even when the tradition of XM provides a parallel tradition with John 1:1-
18, the fact is that this parallel is because both contexts used the same background

- the Hebrew Bible. However, the developments of these concepts are dissimilar.

Dead Sea Scroll: 1QS 11:11 provides the only parallel with the prologue of John, in

1:3. There is no intertextuality connection between the two. The contexts in both
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writings are very different and, furthermore, the complete absence of X1 in

1QS 11:11 would seem to reinforce this statement.

3.2.2 The use of .idroc

Phillips (2006:138-141) reaches the following conclusions that are crucial for my
understanding of the prologue of John. Beyond any doubt, the use of the word Aoyo¢
within the prologue is startlingly different from its use in the rest of the NT books,
including the body of the Gospel of John. From this we can infer that the author of
the prologue might have had a different agenda than that of simply writing to the

Johannine Community.

The word 10yoc is not used to allude to a particular parallel of any biblical text or
tradition but, on the contrary, the prologue uses this word because Aioyoc it is an
ambiguous amalgam of different meanings. The word Aéyo¢ could allude to each and
every intertextual meaning of all the traditions, written within the vast Greek-Roman-
world of the first century AD. The word Aoyo¢ was chosen because it was a universal
concept. Thus, by using the word Aoyo¢ the implied author throws the front door wide
open for all readers.
"Logos could be, for various readers, 'the first principle', 'the Word of God',
'the church's traditional teaching', 'divine reason', 'the second God', 'the
emanation from Pleroma’, 'Wisdom', 'Torah', ‘the Memra of God'. The issue is
not which of these the prologue is drawing upon, but that it is drawing upon
them at all. The author of the Prologue could be making a claim that .Zoyo¢ is

a universal concept and so refers to them all.” Phillips (2006:139).

These conclusions, therefore, confirm my statement of the last chapter. "the
prologue has a very broad missional project". Thus the word Adyoc, being an
ambiguous word with an enormous potential used by religions and philosophies, is

the most perfect term for the beginning of the brilliant prologue of John. Now the

19 gee, for example the context of Jeremiah 18:11
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guestion is: how did the plot of the prologue guide the implied reader from the

universal concept of 1oyo¢ to the historical Jesus?

4 The plot of the prologue of John®®”

4.1 Narrator and point of view

The narrator in the Prologue is an omniscient narrator. The narrator in the prologue
of John is indeed original as well as is the use of the word Aoyoc. The voice of the
narrator in the prologue of John is one of the keepers and guardians of the traditions

of the Johannine Community.

This is very important in order to understand that the point of view this prologue has
is the understanding of the Johannine Community itself. Consequently, the implied
reader when he/she accepts this point of view is accepting the value and the
cosmovision of this community. Therefore, the voice of the narrator was someone
who was trained to train others in the Johannine Community's traditions and

understanding.

4.2 The first block: John 1:1-5

4.2.1 Understanding the first block of the prologue

4.2.1.1 John 1:1-2, ontology of God

Although almost all the exegetes correctly understand that the beginning of the
prologue is alluding to Genesis 1:1, there is no direct quotation that guides the
reader, therefore, the non-specialist-reader must take the most general
understanding of 'Ev d&py7. The narrator leaves open the comprehension of these

words. Nevertheless, it is possible that all readers of all backgrounds would grasp

97 1t is important to highlight very emphatically that the development of the matrixes Aéyoc-8edc-{wn-

dd¢ and Adyog-8evc-(wn-pdc-Inoodg have been created, coined and analysed by Phillips (2006:143-
220). However, the matrix Adyoc-cipE-uovoyevnc-Tnoode developed in this chapter is my-own-proposal.
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that they are in a cosmogonical context. But in the beginning A 6 ioyoc. So, how

does the reader understand the word Adyoc?

Although Lindars (1995:85) states that there is no need to go further than the biblical
tradition in order to comprehend what this word means and for Kostenberger
(2009:338) Aoyoc is used not only according to OT tradition but also to contextualize
the Fourth Gospel for the Hellenistic audience, the question is, what happens with
the readers that have no knowledge at all of OT tradition? All readers from all the
backgrounds have no indication of what the implied author has in mind. The
prologue must have presented a puzzle to many readers across many different
backgrounds. Therefore, the opening of the prologue is unlocked in order to be
understood by all the different cultural milieus; MacLeod (2003a:56):

"John's prologue, then, is an introduction designed to arrest the attention of

his readers, whether they were Palestinian or Hellenist, Greek or Roman.

Noting the familiar word Ad6yoc, the readers would think of a principle or divine

power, or both, according to their background".

The second strophe states: kal 6 Adyoc v Tpog tov 6eov. Even though the readers
are not sure how to understand ioyoc, they are now able to relate this Adyoc with
God. But, the uncertainty continues. Schnackenburg (1980:254) highlights that in kat
Beoc v 0 Adyoc the narrator affirms that this Adyoc is a person, the same, and at the
same time, different from God. How is this possible? How can the Aéyoc be united
with God but, at the same time, separated? All the readers, whether they be
specialists in Jewish tradition or not, would find this text very difficult. They must

continue the reading of the prologue and maybe, the narrator will offer some clarity.

Tovey (2002:141) is right: in the statement oitoc nv év dpyh mpoc tov Beov, the
demonstrative pronoun obro¢ functions as a literary finger, "we might even call it 'the

Johannine index finger™. Why? Because through this word the implied author is

focusing on the metaphor 6 Aoyoc. This is a very good path which the implied author
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uses to highlight the importance which the relationship 16yoc-6e0c has and, thus,

through the narrator's voice the origin of 1oyoc.

4.2.1.2 John 1:3: a cosmological statement

If the reader had been hoping that 1:3 would provide some clarity of assertion, they
certainly will be disappointed -whether they are specialists in Jewish tradition or not.
The verse 1:3 is very clear in its statement: mavta 81 adtod €yéveto, kal ywplg adTod
€yéveto obde €év 0 yéyovev. By affirming, 6u” «ltod, and denying, xwplg «ltod, it is
highlighting the role that 16yo¢ had/has in creation. All readers are confirmed in their
knowledge that this is a cosmogonical context. In other words, the implied author is
describing the Adyoc by stating what the Adyog is not - without diminishing the
ambiguity of the text. Schnackenburg (1980:254) rightly indicates: here a dividing
line is drawn in which not only the tradition about Hellenistic-Jewish-speculation of
wisdom is excluded, but also the doctrine of Philo about 16yoc and chiefly the Gnostic

tradition.

The same can be said for stoicism and Greek philosophy. The Greek Old Testament
has some echoes with this statement but not so the Hebrew Bible. At any rate, it is
clear that the assertions concerning this 16yoc exceeds the limits of the OT. Once
again, the implied reader, through the voice of the narrator, destabilizes the
background concepts that the reader has in mind when she/he begins to read this

prologue.

Once again, Schnackenburg (1980:260) is correct when he underlines that 1:3
completely discards each and every idea and misconception of Aéyoc as being: any
kind of demiurge; a mere intermediate being between God and world; all and every
intent by the reader to understand this particular context as a mythological one and,
also, a shrunken concept of 16yoc as a mere philosophical and/or theological idea.

Again the implied author emphasises beyond any doubt that the metaphor of the
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A0yoc is a person identical and also different from God. But now the question is no

longer what is the 16yog but, rather, Who is this A6yoc?

4.2.1.3 Some clarification: the metaphors of 1:4-5

John 1:4 gives an answer to the reader about who this Adyoc is: év adt® (wn qv. Now
the reader knows something more about the Aoyoc: life is in him. The reader knows
that due to the relationship Adyoc-6eoc, this light is not a common light, because of the
being of the metaphor-person-God. Now the matrix is 10yo¢-6coc-Cwn. The readers,
having left behind some previous concepts, are informed, Link (1999:798-808), that
the Adyoc is full of wn: this (wn in clear difference with the term Bioc, appeals to the
vital-natural meaning of life that has an everlasting fountain in God. Although the
readers still do not comprehend who is this Adyoc-6coc-Cwr), they are confronted with
this other statement: kal 1 (on Av 10 ¢O¢ TV avdpwTwr. Now the matrix is Adyoc-8eog-

Cwn plus dag.

This means that the metaphor is 16yoc-8edc-(wm-poc. But, what does ¢o¢ add to the
matrix Adyoc-6eoc-(wn? Ritt (1998b:2024) rightly highlights, ¢&¢ is one of the most
diffused essential terms of the phenomenology of religion intimately linked with most
of the archetypes of what every human being feels for God. Phillips (2006:169),
speaking of the meaning of A6yog-8eoc-Cwm-pig, underlines that here the implied
author is making a connection with the readers. This is very important, after the
destabilizing process which took place in 1:3. The Adyoc is also the Light for all
persons who are reading this text. Thus the narrator has changed, he is no longer
describing Ad6yoc but is now narrating; and, even when the incarnation of the 16yog still
does not appear in the narrator's speeches, the journey of the Adéyoc will have its

climaxin 1:14.

There are some confrontations in John 1:5. If John 1:4 had made a link with the
readers, now the life of the reader is confronted with the reality of this A6yoc. The light
of this A6yoc-8eoc-Com-¢pag is still shining, in the time of the readers: kol t0 ¢d¢ év T

okotly daiver. The readers, though they still do not know who this Adyoc is, now know
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one thing: the opportunity is still open for their lives to be interwoven with idyoc. In
the last sentence of this block, the implied author plants a warning for all the readers,
the narrator states: kal 1 okotio a0t0 o0 katéraPev. Either the reader is with the Light
or is with the Darkness. The experienced reader, even if he/she has understood the

meaning of the text'®®

might still hope for the biblical text to confirm this
interpretation. But, what happens with the non-specialist-readers? They must leave
their own understanding about the A6yoc behind. Now they know that this i6yog is
A0y0¢-8e0c-Cwm-pig; but they are still wondering: who the Adyoc is. How can | be
enlightened by this Light? All readers, specialist and non-specialist-readers, must
continue the reading process in order to find out where the biblical text is guiding
them. All readers, at this point, are waiting for the implied author, through the

narrator's voice, to teach them how to unravel the meaning of this plot.

4.2.1.4 John 1:1-5

The reading process of John 1:1-5 is like a funnel, wide at the beginning but,
gradually narrowing; the bottleneck is very clear. The readers are not victims in the
implied reader's hands as Staley (1988) states. Rather, all the non-specialist-readers
must leave their dictionaries and understand the prologue of John on its own terms.
All the readers know Koiné Greek but they must learn the meaning of the vocabulary
of the Johannine Community! This is what Phillips (2006:57-71) precisely highlights

as a process of learning the anti-language of the Johannine Community.*%°

19 See what was said about 1:5 in the last chapter.

199 Interestingly Philips (2006:61-64) indicates, following the outstanding works of Petersen (1993)

and Malina (1985:1-23) and (1994:167-182).
"Antilaguages are for the benefit of those in the know -the use of overlexicalization is often at
the expense of those who do not understand quite well what is being said /.../ The issue is not
so much overlexicalization or relexicalization, but rather 'resemanticization' that is the
alteration of the semantic domain or cognitive categories of key lexemes used in a text. In
other words, when John wishes to redefine what the reader understands as ¢ Adyoc he does
so not by creating a neologism or phonetic alteration (perhaps ¢ ydiog) but by placing the
lexeme in contexts which alter or refocus it semantic domain or by creating a list of identified
lexemes which merge into one matrix persona and so form a kind of hybrid semantic
domain."
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Greek philosophy Stoicism Hermeticism Gnosticism

Different backgrounds
and logos

Resemanticization I

Essenes

LXX l Wisdom Eternal-Torah

}John 1:1-3

John 1:4-5

v

" '"
The text onits  § Non specialist-readers: "Leave your dictionary aside!

own terms
Specialist-readers: "Wait for a confirmation of your understanding,

4.3 The second block 1:6-8

4.3.1 John 1:6

‘Eyéveto &vBpwmog, ameotaiuévog mape 0eod, dvoue «dt® Twavvne. The specialist-
readers would understand without difficulty that the implied author is using a classic
formula used as much in the MT as the LXX to introduce a hero or an important
character. The non-specialist-readers would not understand what this formula meant

in either of the OT versions, but, all the readers would understand that the
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cosmogonical context ended in 1:5. The implied author, through the narrator's voice,
is speaking to both kinds of readers. Again, Phillips (2006:175) with crystalline clarity
avows: to the non-specialist-readers the author is encouraging them to use and
"accept Jewish scripture as the guiding conceptual framework within which to
interpret what follows". But, to the specialist-readers, the members of the Johannine

Community, are ensured in their background:

4 Non-Specialist-Readers === An evangelist agenda.

Jomn 15 (T as the amework

Specialist-Readers === Reinforce the Community's faith.

4.3.2 John 1:7-8

The text states: oltog HABer el paptuplav tve paptupnon Tepl tod Gwtdg, v TowTeg
TLoTebowoLy 8L adTod. oUk MY €kelvog 0 GA¢, GAL Tva paptupnon Tepl tod ¢pwtoc. Once
again otrog, "the Johannine index finger" appears. Tovey (2002:142) states that in
1:8a is the second index finger and its function is to distinguish clearly the 16yoc-6eoc-
Cwn-dod¢ from John. The implied author is implying that Adyoc-6eoc-Con-dpd¢ is a
person, another human character, different from John; otherwise, the effort of the
implied author to differentiate them would be completely worthless and irrelevant. In
other words, the John character is subordinate to the i6yoc character. The role of
John is to testify of the Aéyoc and, as Bennema (2014c:63) emphasises, "Hence,
testimony is instrumental in people coming to believe, and John functions as a
paradigmatic witness who is divinely authorized to testify so that people might

believe in Jesus".

Nonetheless, the fact is that here, in John 1:6-8, as occurred in John 1:1-5, there still
is no direct quote from any biblical text or tradition from or about the OT or beyond.
There is still a stubborn ambiguity.

"The role of the reader is to be compliant, to sit at the feet of the author and
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learn, to allow the author himself to resolve what the reader cannot
understand. This is the case for non-experienced readers as well as who are
its role as the light. They now know that John is not the light and may expect
gradually coming to know more and more about the true identity of ioyoc and

more information to come about who really is the light". Phillips (2006:179).%%°

4.4 The third block 1:9-18

4.4.1 John 1:9

After all the statements of John 1.6-8, the author begins a change of plot. As we
shall see, the plot in John 1:9-18 is the reverse of John 1:1-5. It is as if John 1:9-18

were a mirror reflection of John 1:1-5.

The narrator states: "Hv 10 ¢p®d¢ 10 aAndLrov, 0 ¢wtilel mavte Grbpwmov, EpYOUEVor €ig
tov koopov. The readers understand the echoes of 1:4-5 but they must continue the
reading process. It is clear for all of them that the block 1:6-8 finished. The implied
author is indicating that if this Adyoc in verse 1:4 underscores the matrix Adyoc-6eoc-
Cwn-¢pa¢, now John 1:9 is disambiguating some questions that the readers had in 1:4-
5. How can | be enlightened by this 16yoc-8edc-Cwm-¢pac? Here, in 1:9, attention is
drawn to the fact that this 16yoc comes to the world. The verb is ¢pyouevov: a participle
present middle: the initiative starts in this Adyoc-8eoc-(wn-dpd¢ and in this sentence,
there are four words in accusative: épyoucvov ei¢ tov kéouov. In others words, 6 koopog
is the place in which this A6yoc-8edc-(wn-po¢ acts and enlightens. Furthermore,
épyouevor highlights that all the readers have a real opportunity to interweave their
own life with this Adyoc. What is more, this Kéopog does not have a negative

connotation!?®* How could this be if the biblical text is emphasising that this kéopoc is

2% Then, the Narrative Criticism methodology of John 1:6-8 would confirm why, as | have stated in the

last chapter, it is the center of the chiastic structure of the prologue.

21 gee, for more details, Phillips (2006:179-185)
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the place of the enlightenment of the A6yoc? How is it possible to enter in relationship

with this A6yoc? The answer is clear, this A6yoc is in 6 koopoc!

4.4.2 John 1:10
Phillips (2006:185-187) accurately states that in John 1:10, év 1§ kéouw Mv, kel O

kOopog 617 adtod €yéveto, kal 0 KOopog alTOv olk €yvw, is disambiguating verse 1:3:

John 1:3-5 q John 1:10
’ o ’ 202 5 4
Tovte [ 0 yéyovey q 0 KOOWOG
1) 0KOTL a0TO 0V KoTéAaPer q KOOOC DTOV 00K €Y.

The author is encouraging the non-specialist-readers to rearrange the framework
that they had begun to put together when they first read 1:1-5. They have to re-read
the first block of the prologue but with the point of view of the author in mind. In
contrast, the specialist-readers, who have understood the echoes of Genesis 1, are
confirmed in their guesses and assumptions. Thus the sentence is kdoopog adtov ok
¢yvw. The verb is ywkwoko, understanding ywkwoko as a clearly different meaning
from that of oiéa! This knowledge is not something that human beings are born
naturally with, rather, it comes through the perception of the senses.?®® All the
readers will understand that after 1:9 the context is different from that of 1:6-8 and
1:1-5.

4.4.3 John 1:11-12

292 The addition of & yéyovev is mine. For Phillips (2006) & yévovev is the beginning of 1:4.

203 That is the reason of the "we" in 1:14 and 1:16.
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In verses 1:11-12 the desemantization of 1:10 continues. It is interesting to examine

how the following verbs are used:***

Verse Verb Meaning®®®
15 KetaAaufarw To overtake, to apprehend
. b4
111 ﬂ“pa’lauﬁmj W To receive, to take, to hear, to learn, to

associate oneself with

. b4
1:12 Aeppavw To grasp, receive, appropriate, to experience,
to collect.

In any case, for our understanding of verses 1:11-12 we must take into account what
Hanna (1983:148-149) states about the relation of rapaiauférew and Aeupdrew and
their meanings in this particular context:
"In New Testament Greek, the preposition in a compound verb may be
omitted without weakening the sense, when the verb is repeated; élafor

carries on the notion introduced by 7apéiaforin v. 11."

If in the verse 1:10 the readers were wondering how to reach this learning process,
verse 1:11 states that ol 1601 adtor od mapérafor and 1:12, as the other face of the
same coin, insists that 6oov &¢ €lofov adtov. The author, Phillips (2006:187-188), is
guiding the readers in their comprehension, not only in their understanding! The
appropriation of salvation is not found in any other way but through the acceptance

of the Adyoc. It is not merely an identification of the reader with the Ad6yoc.

294 see Phillips (2006:191).

2% According Biblieworks 6.0 and other dictionaries.
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The readers receive in 1:12a important information: there is a group who already
accepted this Adéyo¢: the Johannine Community. They know all about this process
because éwkev altolg €Eovolav Tékva Beod yevéoBai. Conjointly, the salvation is by
faith in this 10yoc: tolc miotedovowr ei¢ to dvoupe adtod. We have to pay attention:
ovopa abtov this Adyog-8eoc-Com-pi¢ is not only a person, but a person with a name.

Who is this A6yoc? What is His name?

4.4.4 John 1:13

Note the statement of this verse: ol olk € alpatwy oVk €k OeANUETOC OOPKOS 0VdE €K
BeAnuatog avdpog GAL’ €k Beod éyevvmdnoav. If the ambiguity was notable in 1:1-5, in
1:9-12 we find the beginning of a process of clarification. Suddenly and without any
notice, in 1:13 there is no place for ambiguity! This is obviously underlined by the

D)

three negations: oik... oUk... o0dk.

The non-specialist-readers, according to Phillips (2006:194), would find this text to
be very strange, a different language. The specialist-readers, from 1:9 to 1:13, are
confirmed in their assumptions. This process of disambiguation is clearly
accentuated in 1:14-18, the assumptions of the specialist-readers become gradually
more confirmed, and the allusions to the OT and its traditions will thus become

clearer.

4.4.5 John 1:14-18

4.4.5.1 A general view

What kind of information is 1:14-18 adding to the whole meaning of the prologue's
plot? For Phillips (2006:194-220) the matrix Adyog-8eoc-(wn-pc¢ of 1:1-5 becomes
A0y0¢-8e0¢-Cwn-pid¢-Tnoode, in 1:17; principally page 218. At this point, | depart from
this great exegetic. Instead of the matrix 16yoc-8edc-om-pac-"Tnoode, | think that in
1:14-18 the matrix Adyoc-6eoc-Cwn-dd¢ is disambiguated with another new matrix:

A0yoc-oupE-poroyerng-Tnoodc. When analysing the prologue's plot as a whole, we will
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see that both these matrixes are complementary and enhance the clear structure of

the plot, confirming all the previous assertions.

4.4.5.2 John 1:14

The word 16yoc appears in 1:14 once again. The readers remember what was said in
1:1-5 about Adyoc-8edc-(wn-podc. Throughout 1:9-13 the author prepared the soil for
the clarification of what was said in 1:1-5. Now, verse 1:14a states: Kal 6 Adyoc oopé
Eyéveto kol €oknrwoer év muiv. The matrix Adyoc-8coc-(wn-pid¢ becomes more clear.
The new matrix begins to unfold. It is for now Adyoc-oapé. The non-specialist-readers
are learning the anti-language of the Johannine Community. But the matrix Adyoc-
oapt begins to make a strong link with all the readers: this Ad6yoc has become a

human being just like the readers.

In the matrix Adyoc-oipE something is added: kol éBexoauebo thy 60far abTod, 08y W
wovoyevodg mapd Tatpog, TANPNMG xopLtoc kel aAndelag. Phillips (2006:201-202), this
community has not only seen this ioyoc-opé for a period of time, but they have also
observed and studied the glory of this Adyoc-oapé. The implied author is sharing this
information with the reader. The disambiguation continues, the matrix is Adyog-odpé-
uovoyevne. The readers are more and more informed about the relationship of Adyoc-
Bcog of 1:1-2. If 1:4 states that ev adt® Cwn v, kel 1 (wn AV 0 GG TOV WopWTWY,
now it states minpng xaprtoc kel aAnBeiac. The indirect reference to the OT becomes
clearer. The non-specialist-readers, though unable to entirely understand the
meaning of this expression are invited to be open and to study the Jewish bible and
traditions even if they are merely allusions to the OT tradition. Thus, for example, the
implied reader harmonized®® &ingeio with the concept of my and, the policemy of
50fa in the LXX.

2% see Philips (2006:207).
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4.4.5.3 John 1:15

John appears on scene once again. If 1:6-8 speaks about the qualifications of John
as a witness here,1:15, is a quote of his testimony. The narrator's voice is trying to
influence the readers to trust in John and in his testimony. The implied reader
explains in more depth the relationship of this Adyoc-oapé-uorvoyerne. Consequently,
1:1-2 becomes more and more understandable. The non-specialist-readers are still
not sure who this person is but they are able to grasp a deeper understanding
because in 1:6-8, the implied author is using the resource of repetition as a way to
reinforce the point of view of the narrator. The reader must trust in John and his

testimony which is alluding to 1:1-2.

4.4.5.4 John 1:16

The implied author uses repetition in order to add force to the influence on the
readers. Once again he speaks about the fullness of this Adyog-odpé-uovoyerne. This
A0yo¢ is an interminable fountain of grace. That is the meaning of kel yapwv dvti
xapitoc. As before, it increasingly highlights the framework of the Jewish Bible and its
traditions. All the readers, capturing the echoes of 1:14, know that the members of
the Johannine Community have received this xapwv avti yapitoc. If the reader wishes
to receive this flow of grace, they must accept the invitation of the Johannine

Community.

4.4.5.5 John 1:17

The allusions to the OT tradition reach their culmination at this point! Here it states
that 6tL 6 vopoc 6L Mwicéwe €800n. These two characters, Moses and Torah, are
added, the implied author uses the repetition resource again with 1 yapic kal 1
aAndere. but, the context is very important for the plot of the prologue. The implied
author has given the personal name of this Adyoc: ‘Inood Xprotod. Now the new matrix
is completely unfolded and resemanticized: Adyog-oapE-uovoyerne-Incode. The
guestion of the non-specialist reader is: Who is He? Where can | find him? What is

expected, what can | do; where, when? The reader, to understand 6 A6yoc must link
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him with the historical human being Jesus. The implied author is making a close
relationship between "Mwioéwg-vopoc" and "Incod Xpiotod-n yopLe kol 1 aAndela”.
Schnackenburg (1980:292) underlines the use of the verbs: the Torah has given
(€5667) but Grace and Truth comes (¢yéveto).?®” Here in 1:17, the implied author is
underlining that this A6yoc-oapE-uoroyerne-Tnooidg is complementing and going beyond
the Torah. The specialist-readers understand all these implications. The non-
specialist-readers do not. They would be wondering: What is the Torah? Who is
Moses? When have all these things happened? etc. There is just one verse left
before the prologue is finished and the non-specialist-readers probably have more
guestions than answers. Why has the plot of the prologue of John been written in

this way?

4.4.5.6 John 1:18

The end of the prologue states: Ocov o0delg €Wpaker TWTOTE: Povoyevng Bedg 6 WY €lg
TOV KOATOV TOD TaTpOg ékelvog €Emynoato. Once again, another repetition; in 1:14,
wovoyevodg Tap Tatpdg, NOW the Christological title is povoyevrc 6eoc but, this repetition
has an addition: 6 &v ei¢ tov koATor tod Tatpoc. The implied author has used this
phrase as a synonym for the relation of Adyoc-6eoc narrated in John 1:1-2 where the

matrix of Adyoc-0eoc-Cwn-dbd¢ begun.

The specialist-readers are ready to start the reading of the body of this Gospel and

to find what it unfolds. What happens with the non-specialist-reader? With the phrase

27| agree with Wheaton (2015:23-24):

"Thus, whereas the Mosaic revelation was declarative and prophetic, grace and truth “were
created” or “happened” through Jesus Christ. The point at which the difference between Sinai
and Jesus is most pronounced is not the mode of revelation (a spoken word versus a
human life lived, tablets of stone versus human flesh). The most important difference is in the
very nature or kind of revelation: prophecy versus fulfiiment, hope versus realization /.../
Whereas Sinai represents for John the partial revelation of divine glory, the incarnation-unto-
sacrificial-death of Jesus represents at one and the same time the fullest revelation of God'’s
glory and the realization of salvation for the world"
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0 v ei¢ tov koAmov tod matpog and its link with 1:1-2, the implied readers are being
encouraged to read all the prologue again but, this time, on its own terms, on the
terms of the Johannine Community, accepting, possibly, the Johannine anti-
language, accepting the point of view of the narrator's voice or, what is the same, the
point of view of this community which has a wide and open evangelical and
missional agenda. But both, specialist and non-specialist-readers receive a warning:
éketvog EEnynoato, only this Adyoc has known God, The God, the real One God known.
Why? Because of the relation of both matrixes: A6yog-6eo¢-wn-dpd¢ and Adyoc-oapé-
povoyerhc-Tnoode.?®® The implied author, not by chance!, in the last word of the last
verse of the prologue left the last clue: é&nynoato. This is an aorist verb that gives
evidence to all readers that, at a certain point in the past, something happened:

r0yoc-oapé-uovoyernc-Inoodc. Why is this so important? Because: 1dyoc-8eoc-Com-dpdc!

John 1:9-13
Confirmation of the
Jewish-background
John 1:14-18
John 1:9-18

+

Reading the Fourth | Non specialist-readers; "Read the Prologue agaim, but now on its own terms.”
Gospel on its own

s Specialist-readers: "You're ready to enter the body of John,"

298 phijllips (2006:220) highlights:
"Every thing that Jesus says or does, everything that anyone says about him or to him, needs
to be weighed in the light of this knowledge that the author has given to his audience in this
Prologue. The readers, unlike the characters in the drama, have no excuse. Of course, the
hope of the author is that many of those readers have joined him on his lofty perch, joined the
Johannine community of faith already and are waiting in anticipation of what they are to learn
about Jesus in the story which is about to unfold.”
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5 The plot of John 1:1-18

5.1 Narrative Criticism

This analysis confirms that John 1:9-18 is the background of John 1:1-5; and the
centre, the pivot of both these parts, 1:6-8. The reader is not alone, God is not
arbitrary, and neither is the implied author. God has sent a witness. The first one
guoted by the plot is John and he has come iva Tavteg motebowoly 81 abtod. John is
the first but, in the end, he is just another witness of the Johannine Community. By
means of these three blocks the implied author guides the reader from the ambiguity
of Adyoc to a disambiguation. From A4yoc to Jesus. Once the readers have related
this Adyoc with the historical Jesus, the readers are able to begin to unfold the body
of this Gospel. This is the function of this word. Thus there is no need to use Adyoc in

the body of the Fourth Gospel as it appears in its prologue.

The first block, 1:1-5, has a "Historical Cosmology" framework. Cosmology, because
the beginning of the prologue states the beginning of the whole reality; but -and it is
indispensable to underscore this- it is clear that the implied author makes an effort to
ensure that this framework is historical and that the prologue must not be understood
as a mythological narrative. The implied author has used the mythical scaffolding
that cosmologies usually have but -as constantly occurs in the Fourth Gospel- the
prologue of John overtakes this framework. Thus, this cosmology is a historical

cosmology and not a mythical one.

The counterpart of block 1:1-5 is 1:9-18 in which we have a "Historical Eschatology";
historical because of Jesus, eschatology because this person has given the last and
ultimate revelation of YHWH. The centre, the pivot is 1:6-8. The function of Narrative
Criticism is not only to confirm my statements of the last chapter. The question is: if
1:1-5 and 1:9-18 are complementary blocks: how are they complementary? Could it
be that cosmology is complementary with eschatology in the plot of John 1:1-18?
This is the next target of this investigation. Now, | would like to present, very briefly,

the plot of John 1:1-18 as a whole and well structured pericope. See the next graph:
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6. Cosmology and eschatology

6.1 John 1:1-5, historical cosmology®®®

What is the most important question-answer in anthropological studies?? It is the
reason, the sense, the meaning of human beings in this world. In the history of
humanity, the human being has never been able to define him/herself alone. The
phenomenology of religion highlights that each and every human being is only able
to understand his/her own life in her/his relationship with God and the world. That is

exactly what the implied author of the prologue developed in 1:1-5. See the next

diagram:
“Beog
John 1:1-2
Implied Cosmogony P Implied
Author John 1:3 Reader

John 1:4-5

The background is Genesis 1.?** YHWH created the world first, before the creation
of the human being. The creation of the human being by YHWH is a teleological
creation: human beings are the reason for this world. Thus, always, anthropology is
within the horizon of cosmology. Hence, the world is not merely a thing, a noun, an
object. After the creation of human beings, this world becomes an intentioned world.
Thus, as Croatto (1972:247-257) correctly states in the first chapter of Genesis, the

relationship between the Theo-vision, the cosmo-vision and the anthropo-vision is

299 Croatto (1972:247-257) and (2002). Eliade (1991).
219 orda (1998:165-200); Lavenda and Schultz (2011) and Cruz (1994).

21 Bowker (1990:7-23); Halpern (2009); Pollard (1958:147-153); Pancaro (1970:114-129) and Walton
(2011) and (2006).
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highlighted: YHWH created the world but YHWH is outside of the world because this
world is the sphere of the human being. In other words, cosmogony always
culminates in anthropogeny. This anthropogeny emphasises the teleology of this
cosmology: put into a historical context by YHWH, it is the human being who must
find a reason, a purpose, an objective, an intention for this world in which she/he is
in! That is why the matrix Adyoc-6eoc-(wn-bd¢ is inserted in this cosmological block
with this cosmogonical background. All human beings, from each and every
background, are only able to comprehend him/her self in relationship to this Adyoc-
Becoc. The life of each and every human being must be a teleological life, otherwise,
their life will be darkness. This teleology of all human beings is something to be
found. It is something that human beings are not born with. The Adyoc is (wn-pog for
all human beings. The teleological meaning of human life is in this Ad6yoc. Thus, far
from being an eternal-return-myth, this cosmology is historical. In other words, John

1:1 begins in meta-history, but this meta-history is not ahistorical or archetypical.

6.1.1 The beginning, in God

When God put human beings into the world, He made them free. All human beings
are free to choose the answer they give God and the world. However, human beings
have chosen darkness instead of Light. That is why God must send John as a
witness. Human beings are not able to do this alone. They need God and His
revelation. The implied reader is informed by the implied author that she/he has a

path. This path begins with the testimony of another human being, John.

Byévero
&vopwrog

9 ) AT )
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Author ngp‘L 100 ¢(1)T(SQ. Reader
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6.1.2 John 1:9-18 historical eschatology

When human beings become beings, they begin to do so in a historical context. The
cosmology of 1:1-5 is a historical one. The matrix of block 1:14-18 is Adyog-oapE-
uovoyevnc-Inoodg. But, this eschatological revelation is soteriological. In the last
analysis, the cosmology of 1:1-5, fades in 1:9-18, when soteriology takes place. It is,
primarily in 1:9-13 when the cosmological framework cedes its place for the
Eschatological framework. The last cosmogonical statement in the prologue is 1:10.

Thus the matrix Aoyoc-oapé-povoyernc-Tnoodg begins to unravel in 1:14.

Implied » ' Implied
Author Reader

What is the reason for 1:9-13? Human beings "naturally” choose darkness instead of
Light and, it is again emphasised, that knowledge of the Real God is not something
that human beings are born with. Thus human beings need the Revelation of YHWH,;
and that is why 1:13 clearly stresses that the initiative is only in God, not in the
human being. That is the reason for what is described in 1:14-18, the reason for the
embodiment of the 6 Adyoc. After the cosmogonical statement of 1:10-11, in 1:12-13,
it states clearly where the readers must be focused in order to find the correct
answers; they must be part of those who toi¢ miotebovoy €i¢ t0 Gvope adtod. They

would be or will be the "we" of 1:14-18!

6.1.3 Deep relationship of both matrixes
Why is it that the block of 1:9-18 is the perfect mirror image of 1:1-5? The answer is

quite simple. As Croatto (1972:252) indicates, in biblical conception, eschatology is
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the inverted pole of cosmology. Eschatology is the pleroma of cosmology. Thus
anything that is worth something and that endures throughout the history of
humanity, anything that comes from anthropogony, receives its highest meaning in
eschatology. It is completely impossible for any human being to give 0 kdopog an
intentional question-answer without at the same time giving, simultaneously, a
question-answer to 0 Be0c.?*? The reverse of the statement that an intentional
guestion to 0 kdoopoc implies always an intentional question to 6 6eoc is also true.
Even when a human being is immanentist or transcendentalist, deist or theist,
agnostic or pantheist, whatsoever he/she is, when she/he gives an intentional
guestion-answer to o0 6eoc, conjointly, he/she is giving a question-answer to 6
kéopoc.”® The relationship between God, the World and human beings is an
intrinsically close one. Croatto rightly observes that, in this sense, eschatology is
always, without exception, an epiphany of YHWH. Thus, the matrix A6yoc-8edg-{wn-
o receives its highest level in the matrix Adyog-oapE-uoroyevnc-"Inoodg. The reason
for 1:1-5 is in 1:9-18. Here is the deepest meaning of the prologue of John! This is
why all the readers are invited to be part of the Johannine Community; after all, in
the second part of the prologue, it is all about the Christo-soteriology mission of this
A0yoc who, once, became a historical human being: Jesus. What, then, is the

meaning of 1:14-18? Human beings are put in the world by YHWH; but are not able

#2The example par excellence is when the atheist philosophers and their followers, the atheistic-

theologians or, what is more often -or may | say more hypocrite?- the "criptic-atheic-theologicans", of
the last century refused to say "God" as a being beyond any metaphorical expression, what did they
say instead? They said, de Rougemont (1954:105-106), "nation”, "race" or "class". In other words,
these hyper-critical-thinkers were teetotalars of all theism but drunk of inmeneteism, they, clearly,
were doing nothing but sublimating their thirst of transcendence; that is to say, the thirst of
transcendence that can only be quenched in God. They did the only thing they could do: replace
theology with philanthropy. In any case, sometimes, and often more than sometimes, this supposed
philanthropy, was the mother of some totalitarianisms. As always, the human being hears this old
voice that once stated in Genesis 3.5: "7} 2w pT D“T5&D anMM 02" mpEN 13?3?3 n:%:x
or3 "D oy v o,

23 Although, this topic would be beyond the limits of this dissertation, |1 would like to give two

examples, which are antagonist and illustrative. In mysticism, human beings must reject 6 kéopog in
order to have a high spirituality; this means that the higher the relationship with 6 6eoc is, the higher,
the denunciation 6 kéopoc will be. We can say, in this faith conception 6 8eoc # 6 kdopoc. Exactly the
opposite occurs in pantheism, pan-in-theism, in which 6 6ed¢ = 6 kdopocg.
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to go to God's world. What did YHWH do instead? Something unthinkable,
unimaginable, inconceivable for any human being, 6 A6yo¢ came into this world as
flesh for salvation. Christian faith is all about this: the historical eucatastrophe®** of
this 10yog, as Tolkien (1990:156) states:
“The birth of Christ is the eucatastrophe of Man's history. The Resurrection is
the eucatastrophe of the story of the Incarnation. This story begins and ends
in joy. It has pre-eminently the ‘inner consistency of reality.” There is no tale
ever told that men would rather find was true, and none which so many

skeptical men have accepted as true on its own merits.”

Historical Cosmology:
A0Y0¢-0e0¢-C M -p&¢
(1:1-5)

Implied - 116-8: Trusting in the Johannine Testimony ) Implied
Author Reader

Historical Eschatology:
A0Y0¢-00pE-ovoyernc-"Tnoode
(1:9-18)

7 John 1:1-18

7.1 How are they different?

24| have chosen my vocabulary here very carefully. | am following particularly the outstanding article

of Tolkien (1990:109-161). | am also thinking of Drouot (2007:102.176-177), Carpenter (1977:143-
152); Lewis (1955) and (1952), and as a complementation to Lewis, see Brown (2013). Ortlund
(2014:81) quoted a letter from Tolkien in which he explained that eucatastrophe is: "the sudden happy
turn in a story which pierces you with a joy that brings tears". For a deeper understanding of this
important concept see, for example, Flieger (2002:21-32).
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Story Order (Plot) Chronological order?'®

1. Reflection about the 1idéyoc. before his | 1. The Johannine Community meet Jesus. They
incarnation. Jewish tradition OT and beyond. | begin to believe in him as 'Tnood + Xpiotod
Meta-history of the 1dyoc. as the development
of Adyo¢ = povoyevng Beoc. (1:1-5).

2. The mission of John (1:6-8) 2. The Johannine Community understands that
' T only Jesus Christ made known the ultimate
revelation of YHWH (1:18).

3. Different answer to Adyoc. (1:9-13). 3. The Johannine Communi'fy ur‘lderstands and
meditates on Jesus as povoyevng Beog.

4. Meditation about Moses, the Torah and Jesus
4. Jesus (=idyoc evoupkoc) (1:14a). Christ. (1:17).

5. Meditation about the function of John in light of
the OT (1:6-8).

5. First Testimony of "We" (1:14b-e). . o .
6. Reflection about Jesus before his incarnation,
as the Adyoc. Jewish tradition OT and beyond.

6. Testimony of John (1:15).
7. The "We" as a testimony, understanding A6yog
= povoyevng Oeog (1:14a-e.16).

7. Second Testimony of "We" (1:16).
8. The testimony of John (1:15).

8. Meditation about Moses, the Torah and
Jesus Christ. (1:17). 9. The Johannine Community developed its open

missional agenda.
9. Only the 16yo¢c makes God known (1:18).

218 that even at the very beginning of the Johannine Christology,

| personally believe
the pre-existence of Jesus had always been there, though in embryonic form. In
John 1:1-5 we have one of the highest levels of the theology of the concept of pre-
existence of the 1d6yog; not only in the Fourth Gospel but in the entire NT. But,
everything stated here about the 1éyoc, was already present in povoyevnc 6coc, even
when the Johannine Community had begun to understand and believe that the

historical Jesus was: ’Incod + Xpiotod. With this in mind | say that 1:9-18 is the

2> This is just one more interpretation about how the chronological order of the prologue of John

could be. | realize that there could perfectly well be another way to comprehend this order.

21| agree completely with Hengel (2004) that Christology has always been high.
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reason for 1:1-5. Nevertheless, in order to understand why John 1:1-18 was written
in this way, we must explore why there are only indirect allusions to the OT

traditions.

7.2 An evangelical agenda

The prologue has an evangelical agenda. The implied reader, through the voice of
the narrator, is guiding the reader to accept the invitation to enter the Johannine
Community. The missional strategy of the prologue of John is marvellous: even
before the reader has ever seen or touched the OT, whether it be the MT or the LXX,
she/he has accepted it as the framework of the understanding of the prologue of
John. Moreover, she/he has accepted the OT as the Word of God, the writing in
which the only real God, YHWH, is revealed. Yet the OT and all Jewish traditions
throughout the whole prologue have been only alluded to. Thus, the clever strategy

underlying the prologue of John and its plot is very clear!

8 Towards some conclusions

The Rhetorical Analysis, chapters 5 and 6, have confirmed all the statements of the
Historical Critical Methods, chapters 3 and 4. Interestingly, the Narrative Criticism,
developed in this chapter, has confirmed the results of both methodologies. Through
this useful methodology of integration, we will be able to delve further into our
exegetical analysis. Integration, as a complementary methodology, is also useful,
conjointly, in guiding us to avoid conservatisms that, with no-exception, imply
favouring one methodology to the detriment of others. Narrative Criticism is not being
used merely as an exegetical methodology to confirm other ones, but to deepen our
understanding of John 1:1-18. Narrative Criticism has shown us that the plot of John
1:1-18 was developed at two levels; one, for the specialist in the OT tradition and
beyond, and, the other, for the inexperienced reader who might have a wide range of
different backgrounds. And, what is more, Narrative Criticism Analysis has

demonstrated that all the symbols in John 1:1-18 are not arbitrary nor ambiguous;
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quite the reverse, all the symbols in the sequential reading of the prologue of John
are integral parts of this process of ambiguation, disambiguation and
resemanticization; hence, the control of the meaning of all the symbols which are in
the prologue of John is in the real author's hand, not in the reader's as is illustrated in

the next graphic:
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Finally, it is beyond any doubt that, Narrative Criticism has helped us to see that in
John 1:1-18, we can read the writing of one of the best and most qualified biblical

authors of the entire NT.
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Chapter Vi

First approach to John 1:6-7a.c.15.19-34: Diachronic Analysis

1. Introduction

1.1 Second section

The methodology in this chapter, the second part of this dissertation begins with the
analysis of the first fagcade that the Gospel of John once had. This analysis will be

developed in this chapter and will be continued in the following three chapters.

1.2 The main subjects in this chapter

This present chapter will be divided into three main sections. In the first section
Diachronic Analysis will be developed with the Historical Critical Methods to examine
the redactional history underlying this pericope, paying special attention to what was
stated in chapters 3 and 4. In the second section of this chapter the question of the
exact location of where John baptizes, according to John 1:28, will be considered. In
the third and last section a very controversial and important question will be
analysed: how and why must the term oL ’Tovdxior be translated? These three
sections will have important data for what follows not only in the next chapters, but

also retrospectively for the previous chapter 3-7.
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1.3 The methodological importance of this chapter
In this fundamental chapter | will lay the groundwork for the analysis of the main

issue of this dissertation, the change in the intended reader.

2 Textual Criticism of John 1:6-8.15.19-34

2.1 Introduction

First we will examine the former fagade of the Gospel of John with Diachronic
Analysis in the same way as was done with the prologue, in the attempt to have the
closest version to the original scripture. Naturally, it will not be necessary to repeat

the critical analysis of verses 1:6-7a.c.15.

2.2 John 1:19-28

2.2.1 John 1:19

The first observations are that: in B W and P instead of Indvvou have Iwdvov; IT°
replaces tod for ob and f* directly omits such particle; P replaces dnéotetrar for
améoterer: P PR C3 L WS 063 ' omits mpo¢ adtov after the word améoterrav. 1424
inserts mpoc adtov after ol Tovdaiol. It is true that P®® and P’ are very powerful
arguments for the readings they support. Both GNT and NTG support the reading:
"Kal altn €otiv 1 paptupie tod Twavvouv, Ote améoteldoav Tpog adtov ol Tovdaiot...".
For Brown (1967-70:43) the words mpoc abtov are, probably, a scribal clarification be-
cause this sentence does not appear in either Bodmer papyri: P® and P”>; | agree

with him and | accept this proposal of change.

On the other hand, | do not accept the proposal of P™ of gnéotelrer, because, even
though P” is a papyrus with heavy weight of evidence, this is the only reading with
this proposal. All the rest of the sources agree to read anéoteldav. | also do not
accept the change of Iwavvouv for Iwavou: in all the context of 1:6.15.26.28.32.35;
3:22.24.27; 4:1 and 10:40-41 Iwavouv never appears. In addition, there are the

following proposals of change. 124 transfers ol "Tovdaiol before iepeic, having finally
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the phrase shape: 4te dméoteliar & ‘lepocorlpwr ol Toudaior iepeic; WP and ©
changes ol Tovsaiot for ol “Tovééor or, as 118 proposes, for ot Tovsei. 1071 replaces
Tepocorbpwy for ‘Epocortpwv; A II ¥ 2 157 579 0 al lat sy" insert mpoc abdtov
between the words Aevitac and tve; B P® P x w WP © propose Acveitac instead of
Aevitag, as is the proposal of, among others, ATl ¥ f** 157 579 118 1071 1424 C M
KLUA A 2 33 28 f1. 124 goes further and recommends kal Aevitac mpde adtdv Tpde
adtov {ve. The Word épwtioway is replaced by épwtioovow in P™ L WP D 33 but,
N 063 pc proposed instead ¢mepwtiowor. P replaces b tic €l; for ¢ €i; and,
finally, G proposes XU ti ¢l and 565 affirms “Ot. ob €. Again, | do not accept any

of these changes, the best support is the proposed text by GNT and NTG.

| follow the reading of ot TovéaioL € ‘Tepooorluwv iepelc kel Aevitag v because,
clearly, the sources with most weight of evidence support it such as, P” P® B and x.
The last part of this verse is another case. Here | follow the reading Tva épwtiowoLy
adtév: ob tic €l; supported by P®® and B. The problem here is that other good
sources such as, for example, P®®* and P"® have another proposal of reading. At any
rate, the reading of P® has the support of B which, beyond doubt, among all the

uncials has clearly the undisputed preference, at least for all the gospels.

2.2.2 John 1:20

In this verse we have three different proposals: 579 replaces the triptic kol
WHOAOYNOEY Kol 0DK HPYNONTo, Kol wuoloynoer for opoddynoev; &*NC omit the second kol
@uordynoev and C? L W* f! 33 pc propose instead ouoiéynoev; C° M K LU QL f*2
2 28 157 565 700 1071 1424 omit ¢&yw. | follow the text proposed because all the

best and strongest sources support it.

2.2.3John 1:21
*

Following are the suggestions for verse 21: X replaces kal fpwtnoar adtov for kel
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C . , s
emnpdtmoor maiw. X WP it syP add maAww after of adtév. The changes of the rest of

the verse is presented in the following diagram:

Source Proposed Reading
B 20 olv Ti; HAlag, €l kal Aéyer, OOk elpl. O mpodrtng €l o?;
poe Tic olv ob; HAlac €l; ..... Aéyel, OOk elul. “O mpodming €l ov;
P W Tt odv ov; "HAlog €l; kol Aéyer, olk elpl. “O mpodnng €l ov;
N Ti odv "HAlog el; Aéyer, OOk elpl. Hpodrng el ob;
x° Ti odv "HAlog el; Aéyer, OOk elpl. “O Ipodrng €l ov;
C 33u TL obv o0; 'HAlag €l; kol Aéyel, Odk eipl. ‘O mpodrng el ov;
L Ti olv "HAloc ei; kol Aéyer, Ok elpl. “O mpodnng €l ov;
S Tt obv "HAlog €l ov; ‘0O mpodniTng €l ov;
weP TL odv "HAlog €l; kol Aéyer, Ok eipl. Ti odv; ‘O mpodritng €l ov;
Q Tt obv; "HAlag €l ov; kal Aéyer, Odk eipl. TL odv; ‘O mpodntng €l ov;
Y Tt obv ov; 'HAlag €l; kal Aéyer, Odk eipl. TL odv; ‘O mpodntng €l ov;
69 Tt olv; 'HAleg €l ov; kel &mecpidn, OO  Ipodnitng el ov;
565 Ti odv; ’'Hiloc €l ovu;
1071 v tic odv €l; HAlog €l; kol Aéyer, Ok eipl. ‘O mpodpntng €l ov;
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w TL odv; "HAlog €l; kol Aéyer, Ok eipl. ‘O mpodntng €l ov;

AC MKMUDLPf Tt olv; 'Hileg €l ob; kel Aéyel, Ovk elpl. ‘O mpodnTng €l ov;
2 28 157 579 700 1424

After analysing these proposals, | have decided to follow the text proposed,
supported by P® (zic) P™ C" ¥ 33, among others. Exactly the same occurs with the
last phrase of this verse, kal &mekpién ol, in which f* and 118 omit ke1®*” and 69

replace amexkpmidn for Aéyer and ob for Ovk eipi. The best support is in GNT and NTG.

2.2.4 John 1:22-23

In verse 22, | find that: E* 157 M N f*° 118 69 10718 AC°M KL© A IT ¥ 2 33
28 565 579 700 1424 t replaces einav for elmov; P°®°, P’® and E* add U before tic ei.
f! deletes adt@; M replaces anékpiowv for Gudkpiow; 1071 inserts eire Auiv before Tva.
N AC°M KLO® ATI ¥ 233 28565579 700 1424 t replaces fuac for fuw. | do not
accept any of these proposals because, once again, the heaviest weight of evidence
supports the reading of GNT and NTG. There is an exception, | accept the proposal
of P®*° and P"® which add U before tic el because of its strong evidence. On the
other hand, the quote from the prophet Isaiah in verse 23 has no variant to be
highlighted.?'

2.2.5 John 1:24-25
In verse 24 | see that: NWSP X  ACCPAMKMUA A TT 122 3328 157 565 579
700 1071 1424 t add ol before dmeotarpévol®™® and N W replace dupioaiov for

"N has a gap, where possibly kol &ekpién appeared.

%8 These changes are: f' add ¢ ¢ before épn. 69 deletes &yo. 2 deletes & 1. 124 replaces
evivate for “Etowudonte. The biggest change is proposed by W which replaces 06ivate ty 65ov

kuptov for edbiac moieite tig tpiBouvg alTob.

Z9\W and N replace dapioniwy for dapioéwr. P® has a large void in this v.
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®aproéwv. On the other hand, focusing on verse 25, there are several proposals of
change: X, among other sources, omits kal fpctnoar adtov. X A 124 A CCM K M N
O AIlYf f2157 565579 700 1071 1424 t replace einav for elmov. 28 replaces
etmoav adt@ for elmov adrtov. A replaces el for eic. 124 omits the article before ypiotoc. |
do not follow any of these changes in John 1:24-25. Why? Because it is easy to see

that all with the strongest evidence support the reading of GNT and NTG.

2.2.6 John 1:26

Verse 26 has the following change proposals: L U 33 Y 579 replace amekptén for
amekpivato; B and W replace Twavvng for Twavng; po6c p7>* p75¢ £1 and 124 omit the
word Aéywv; 2124 and et add pév before éyo; N A © 565 1424 and 1071 add duac
before of puntifw; X add o before toatL; G L 3 N A © 565 1424 1071 A C° MK
M N WS A II ¥ 118 2 33 28 157 579 and 700 add &¢ before tuév; N 1071 P™
replace ¢otnkev for elothiker but B L 083 G and ! have otrker. | do not follow any of
these changes. The proposed text is supported, among others by, P®® A C WP @ ¥
063 2 M. Anyway, there is one question | think | need to explain: why do | prefer
P®" instead of P">* P> and P®*°? Because, as in 1:19, the proposed text follows the
name of John as it appears in all other contexts and, at the same time, the
replacement of ¢otnker for elotriker only appears in P 1071 and X. All the others

sources support our chosen reading.

2.2.7 John 1:27

Verse 27 has a number of change proposals: 26 A CCMKMN S WP UA A TI 118
13 157 565 7900 1424 add, at the beginning of this verse aitéc ¢otwv, before &
omiow; G and Y, proposes instead olto¢ eotiv. S follows its own path proposing the
reading aitéc éotw Ov elmov. B X', among other variants, omits the article before
omiow and N’ directly omits 6 émiow. The support of the proposed text is very strong:
P P> C'LNWS" Q 0830113 f' 331241 al a sy°“.
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The second set of changes in this verse is: GS A CCMKMN W UA A TI 118
f13 157 565 7900 1424 before ¢pyduevoc add 8¢ Eurpocbéy pov yéyover™. On the
other hand © only adds £umpoo6ér pov yéyorver. The biggest addition®* is in 28 which
proposes ¢ éumpoobév pov yéyover otL mpdtoc pov fr. | do not follow any of these
changes. The proposed text again, has a very heavy weight of evidence: P°> P*® P” B

C LN W°®Y 0630830113 33 f and others.

The third set of changes are: f* omits o0 before otk eipl. P®® P> X C L 33565
1071 1346 omits the word &yn?%%; P%® P®C P’ replace the word &oc for ikavoc.
These three sources, nevertheless, have their own weight, the majority of the
readings have &tloc and not ikavog. These changes might be due to the influence of
the Synoptic Gospels??®. On the other hand P®®" P°® delete the word tov but, at the
same time, add after vmoénuatoc the word «dtod. | do not accept these changes
because P’ has, indisputability, a stronger weight than P®" P Another two
changes are: 579 omits tod vmodnuetog, after luavta and there is a huge addition in N
when it adds, following Mathew 3:11, éxelvog Uuac Bamtioer év mredpatt aylw Kol Tupl.
Once more, this proposal has a weak weight of evidence and | do not accept it. The

better reading supports the text proposed by the GNT and NTG.

2.2.8 John 1:28
Verse 28 has its own complications: P adds utr after tadte év; P?® X'R®H have an
inversion, they put ¢v &yéveto™* before the geographical place where John performs

his activities. At this point | follow the text proposed by GNT and NTG supported by

220 Maybe due to the influence of John 1:30.

2L N presents 8¢ éump peL &y dfioc tra Abow abrod tov udvte Tob dToshuatoc.

222 p%C B N W*° ¥ 083 0113 support this reading.

223 5ee Mathew 3:11; Mark 1:7 and Luke 3:16. In these three contexts ikardc and not &0t appear.

224 A and N replace the word &yéveto for &yévovto
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P% PR B C WP, There are other changes in this verse: f* 69° add 7p&rov before
Bamtilwy but 1071 and 1346 add ro mparov; C also adds 1o mpodrtor but after the
word BartiCwyr. Possibly all these additions have been made to concord with John
3:23%%% R* y R® add the word 7orarod; before émou B and W replace Twdvvne for
Twavng. There is an omission of the article before Twovvng as is proposed by L 6 ¥
063 0113 f* 3. | do not accept any of these proposals because they are not
supported by the readings with the heaviest weight of evidence. The main question
here, however, is where, in what geographical place, was John performing his
activities? For the majority of the exegetes, Schnackenburg (1980:321-322); Brown
(1967-70:44-45); Barrett (2003:263-264) and others, it is obvious that the problem is
related to whether the word Bnfavig in 1:28 is the most original one, and has a
simple solution because the majority of the sources have Bnfavig. But, in this
particular case this fact is not enough to opt for this particular reading; see the
following table by Palmer (2009):%2°

Date Witnesses - Reading
1/111 qe6 1 - BnOavig
111 PS5 P75 copbo Origen (253/254) 1 - BnBaviq
1 copsamss Origen (253/254) 2 - BnBaPapd
/v Syrs© 2 - BnBapopd
v ®* B it? Eusebius Ambrosiaster 1-BnBavia
I\ Eusebius 2 - BnOafapd
v A c* itbeff? syrP Epiphanius Chrysostom Augustine 1-BnBavig
\ arm geo Epiphanius Chrysostom 2 - BnBaPap
\% Tvid (the last letter is not readable) (2) BnBoaPap_
V-VII? e 2 - BnBaPopd
VI N | 1-BnBavig
VI/VII itd syrpalmss 1-Bnbavig
VI/VII | o83 syrpalmss | 2-Bnbupapg
VIl pse jraunr! gyrh 1 - BnBavia
VIII ELitha o 1 - BnBavia
IX A*FHM @ Q 063 0211 892 itf 1 - BnOavig

X G 565 slav (1) BiBavig
X K133 2 - BnBaPapd
IX u (2) BiBopapd
IX A R (2) BnBePapd
X/X | wriaza 1~ Bdavig
X S 1 - BnBavig
X X g e i — 1 - BnPavia
X T 0141 1079 £770 2 - BnBopopa
XI 28124 700 1006 1195 1216 1243 1 - BnOavia
X1 €773 2 - BnBapaPa
X1/X11 2 1 - Bn@avia
Xil 157 1010 1241 1344 1365 | 1-BnBavia
X11 1071 | (1) Bibavia
XII 1180 1230 1505 2 - BnOapapa
X1 828 B (2) BnBePapa
X [tesst (2) Bdapd
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Croatto (1983:35)% is right when he states that "on the other side of the Jordan" is a
translation from the original.?*® | agree completely with Croatto (1983:35). This is
probably the reason why Bethany appears in the majority of the manuscripts and
why this simple fact is not enough to decide the original name of the place where
John baptizes. Therefore, | accept the original name of the place where John

baptizes as Bnfapafe.

2.2.9 John 1:29

This verse has few proposals of changes: 565 adds ¢ before ématpiov; C° EC F G H
PA 2 2 1071 add 6 ‘Twdvvic before Biémer; WS omits mpde adtov. M omits 15 WS
replace v apeptiov for tag apeptiag. Due to the weak evidence of these sources, |
have decided to follow GNT and NTG.

2.2.10 John 1:30

In verse 30 we have that: 1071 has an inversion, proposing ob eimov éyo: G 21071
R*C*AM KLMNPUA®ATY 223328157 565 579 063 700 0101 1424
replace bmep for mepr. 2 adds v and WP adds iuir 6tu before omiow. Again |

follow the proposed text because it has the strongest evidence.

2" The original language of this quote is in Spanish. The translation is mine.

28 Croatto (1983:35) very cleary states:

"The majority of the manuscripts read 'in Bethany”, generally accepted reading by the
critics for this motive, that it is not enough if there is indication that explain its appearing.
Bethabara means 'house/ford on the other side'. It is understood that the point of reference is
the Jordan river. It is not difficult to deduce then that the following phrase 'on the other side of
the Jordan', is the translation of the name Bethabara from the original text, or its explanation
within the original text. On the other hand this geographical mention has a particular
theological meaning, as can be seen in this essay, when we refer to 10:40. The reading 'in
Bethany' of v.28 could have seeped in here because of 1:11 where ‘Bethany’ (of Jerusalem,
see 11:18) is mentioned after the indication of the trip of Jesus to 'the other side of the
Jordan', where John the Baptist had been baptizing (10:40)." (Original is in Spanish.
Traslation is from mine).
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2.2.11 John 1:31

Here we have that: 579 replaces #sew for ¥éwwv. C proposes the following
inversion: todto é&yw fA6ov. 28 and 157 omitéyew. AM K N A 565 063 M U 2 28 157
M 700 add & between the words év ¥6atL. W® replaces pamti{wv for panti¢iv. Due to

the weakness of evidence of these sources | do not accept any of these changes.

2.2.12 John 1:32
In this verse we see that; C° G 29 124 88 M U f** add the article before Twdvvne; B L
W replaces Twavvng for Twavng. R follows it own path when it proposes 10 mvedue g

13 propose to medpa

TepLotepdy katofoivor & tod odpavod; P f1 K II A 063 0101 f*
katePoivor woel mepLotephy &k odpavod PP Y KM P U A A IT 228 157 700 1071 1424
t replaces ¢ for ¢oer; WP and X r replace &uewver for pévov and 1424 proposes®®
¢pyopevov. Here | follow the reading which concurs with P’ which, in turn, reads Kel
epaptopnoer Twavvng A€ywy 0Tl TeBéapol TO TVedUe KaTaBalror W TepLoTepay €€ oVpavod

kel éuewver ém adtév. P’ has a heavy weight of evidence.

2.2.13 John 1:33

In this verse we have nine different proposals of change: X replaces kayw for kal éyw;
579 omits all the phrases kayw ok Hdewv adtov and replaces BamtiCew for Bantiwy;
P R ! adds t® before Usati; 565 omits kal pévov. WS replaces aidtév for adtd. A
and 1424 replace oito¢ for adtév. L and N add to before mveduati. 33 and 579

d 230

ropose év mreluatL oyl instead of év td mreduott @ ayiw. C* sa ad KoL TLpL
M YLG M e p

229 Maybe due to the influence of the Gospel of Mathew 3:16 that states: Bantiobeic 6¢ 6 Inoodg €0BUC

b ’ b \ ~ U \ b A} I 4 b -~ 3 ) ’ \ 3 \ ~ ~ ~ -~
ovefn amo tod LonTogT Kol LooL MYewyOnoov [nUTG] oL ovpavol, kol €ldev [to] Tmvedue [toD] Beod kotafailvov
woel mepLotepaw [kal] épyduevov ém adtov:

20 Maybe they were influnced by Mathew 3:11: 'Eyo pev tuac partiCo &v B8att el petdvoiar, 6 ¢

omilow pou épyopevog Loyupdtepdg Lol éotiy, ob ok eipl Lkawodg T DTOdMuaT Pootdonl” adTOC LRAG Pamtioel
&V mreluatl aylw kol Toupl:
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after mvedpaty aylw. Not one of these proposals is accepted because the reading with

stronger evidence agrees with the GNT and NTG.

2.2.14 John 1:34

Firstly, in this verse we have three proposals of change: as regards the phrase kayw
chpoke tnepe PP M K P WS @ TI 33 28 replace &dpaxe for &pake; G and 124
proposes ¢opake avtov. 124 replaces ottoc for adroc. | follow the proposed text

because, once again, the better reading agrees with the GNT and the NTG.

It is completely another issue when | analyse the proposal of X" P*"@ b e ff? sy>° that
proposes to replace oitdg éotr 6 vidg tod Beod for oltog €otv 6 éxAektdg tod Beod.
Would this change influence the Synoptic Gospels? | think not,?** due to the fact that
this Christological title appears in different contexts of the Fourth Gospel.?** Which of
these two variants is the original? Is it possible that the Christological title 6 viog tod
Becou was changed to 0 ékiektog Tod 6eod? | think the reverse is more possible; Why?
Because, according to Cullmann (1997:351-390), the Church never would have
changed such an important title for NT Christology. On the other hand, Flink
(2005:87-111) and Miller (1985:440-443), argue that the title 6 viog tod 6eov could
have been influenced by the baptismal context of the Synoptic parallels.?** One thing
is certain, that the majority of the manuscripts read 6 vio¢ tod 6eov instead of oitog
€0ty O ékhektoc toD Oeod. | agree with Brown (1967-70:57) that it is difficult to think

that the title "The son of God" could be changed by the scribes.?** The argument of

21 Mathew 3:17 states: odtéc &otiv 6 vide Hov 0 ayamnTog, €v @ evdoknuo. Mark 1:11: ob €l 6 vidg pov O

Gyamnrog, év ool eddoknao and Luke 3:22 ov el 6 uidg pouv 6 dyaTdg, év ool €bdOkmow.

232 Mathew 4:3.6; 16:16; 23:26. Mark 3:11 and Luke 4:3.9; 22:70

233 Mathew 3:17; Mark 1:11 and, a little different, Luke 3:22.

34 Brown (1967-70:57) correctly states:

"God's Chosen One. This reading is found in the original hand of Codex Sinaiticus, OL, OS,
and some Fathers, and may have support in Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 208 (3rd century). The
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Brown is strong enough to not follow the proposed text of GNT nor NTG but, instead,
to accept the Christological title oitog éotwv 0 éxiextdg tod 6eod as the most close to

the original.

3 My translation of the pericope 1:6-7ac.15.19-34
"6. There was a man, sent from God, whose name was John. 7 He came to
give testimony, so that all might believe through Him. 15. John gives
testimony of him and has proclaimed of him saying: “This was he of whom |
said: ‘He who comes after me, ranks in front of me, because he was before

me-.

19. This is the testimony of John, when the Judeans®* sent to him priests and
Levites from Jerusalem to ask him: "Who are you?". 20 He confessed, and

did not deny, but confessed: "I am not the Messiah?3°".

"21 And they asked him: "What then, are you Elijah?". And he said: "No." "Are
you the Prophet?" And he answered: "No". 22. They asked him: "Well then,

for us to give an answer to whom has sent us, what do you say about

vast majority of the Greek witnesses read "the Son of God,” as do commentators like
Bernard, Braun, Bultmann, etc. On the basis of theological tendency, however, it is difficult
to imagine that Christian scribes would change "the Son of God" to "God's chosen one," while
a change in the opposite direction would be quite plausible. Harmonization with the Synoptic
accounts of the baptism ("You are [This is] my beloved Son") would also explain the
introduction of "the Son of God" into John; the same phenomenon occurs in vi 69. Despite the
weaker textual evidence, therefore, it seems best -with Lagrange, Barrett, Boismard, and
others- to accept 'God's Chosen One' as the original."

2% The final "polish” of this translation was done after | had finished this present chapter completely,

once the exegesis of this biblical text had been finished. Therefore, the reason why | have translated
Vloudai/oi as "Judeans" instead of "Jews" will be discussed in the third part of this chapter.

2% several English Bible versions translate the phrase &y otk elul 6 ypiotéc as "l am not the Christ".

| do not agree with these translations. Instead, | believe it would be better to translate ypiotéc as
Messiah because: first, in this context this title does not refer to Jesus who had not appeared yet
here. But, on the contrary, the testimony of John is for ol ‘Tovbxio. who were still expecting Him.
Furthermore, the term Christ in the NT is a reference to the risen Jesus and the paschal mystery.
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yourself?" 23. "l [am] the voice who cries in the desert: 'make straight the way
of the Lord' as Isaiah the prophet said.” 24. And now, they were sent by the
Pharisees. 25 and they asked him. Why then are you baptizing if you are not
the Messiah, nor Elijah and nor the Prophet? John answered them: "I baptize
in water; but among you is He whom has become present who you do not
know, 27 even when he comes after me, | am not worthy to untie the strap of
the sandal of him". 28 This took place in Bethabara on the other side of the

Jordan, where John baptizes."

"29. The next day [John] sees Jesus coming toward him and says: "Behold
the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world. 30 This is about whom
| said: 'after me comes a man who was placed before me, because he was
first before me. 31 Neither did | know him, but for him to be known by Israel, is
the reason why | came baptizing with water". John testified saying: "l have
seen The Spirit coming down like a dove from heaven and abide upon him.
33. Nor did I know him, but he who has sent me to baptize with water told me:
"Over whom you see the Spirit come down and abide upon him, this is he who
baptizes with the Holy Spirit. 34 And | have seen and bear witness that this is

the Chosen One."

4.John 1:19-34
4.1 The first glance

Once again, there is no unanimity among the exegetes about the redactional history

of John 1:19-34. But, all these disagreements are within the boundary markers that

the biblical text itself clearly indicates. In the context of John 1, these markers have

the same function as the milestones on the roads. These markers are the expression

"Tq émadprov”.

Schnackenburg (1980:323), Bultmann (1971:84) and Barrett (2003:264.284-285)

agree that this expression demarks very clearly the entire context of 1:19-51. The
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fact is that Tf émadprov appears in 1:29%%, 1:35%% and 1:43%*°. Several exegetes
again such as, for example, Moloney (1998:48-65); Riesner (1987:45-48) and
Croatto (1983:38), affirm that from 1:19 to 2:11 there is a whole week, the first
week;?* but, as always occurs, this interpretation has not been accepted by every
exegete. See, for example, Robinson (1985:162-168) and Ridderbos (1991:102-
104).

Concretely, the expression T ématprov in 1:29 divides the pericope 1:19-34 into two
main units, 1:19-28 and 1:29-34. In 1:35 another pericope begins and in 1:43 the last
pericope of this chapter begins. In 2:1 another expression appears: "Kal tf Muépe T

tpity". In 1:19 the first day starts, which is implied in the word 6re of this verse.

4.2 Units and subunits

The pericope of John 1:19-34 could be divided into two main parts; the first part,
1:19-28, is the testimony of John to the authorities of Jerusalem; the second part,
1:29-34, is the testimony of John to an indefinite audience since the Pharisees are
no longer present in 1:29ff. The first unit, 1:19-28, clearly is geographically
demarcated: Jerusalem in 1:19 and Bethabara in 1:28. The focus here is not, as
could have been supposed perhaps, on Jerusalem, but on Bethabara. John 1:19-28
could be divided into two more subunits: 1:19-23 and 1:24-28. In turn, 1:19-23 is

composed of two mini-units: 1:19-22 where John received five questions from

27 John 1:29: TH émadplov Brémel tov “Inoody épxduevor Tpdc altor Kal Aéyel: 18 & quvde tod Oeod O

olpwr Ty opoptier Tod KooUou.
238 - - . -
John 1:35: T§ émadprov maAy elotrikel 0 Todvvng kol ék TV padntdr adtod 8o
239 - - .
John 1:43: T} émalplov MOéANoey €eAbely eic v TeAldelov kol ebploker diAiimmov. kol Aéyel
a0t O Inoode dkoAovBel pot.

49 First day:1:19-28; second day: 1:29-34; third: 1:35-39; fourth: 1:40-42; fifth: 1:43-51; the sixth day
is without biblical reference and, finally, the seventh is in 2:1-11. For the relationship of 1:19-51 with
John 2-12 see Kim (2008:323-337).

240



Jerusalem's priests and Levites. 1:23 is the conclusion and the second part of this

mini-unit in which John defines himself in a positive way quoting the prophet Isaiah.

The second mini-unit, 1:24-28, is composed of three parts: 1:24 where it is clarified
that the delegation from Jerusalem was specifically of Pharisees; 1:25-27,
concentrating on the baptism of John where it focalizes on the testimony of John and
the testimony of the ignorance of the Pharisees about someone who has become
present. The last subunit is 1:28 which establishes where John baptizes. The second
unit, 1:29-34 has three subunits: 1:29-30 where John testifies about Jesus, this is the
first time that Jesus appears in the whole Gospel of John; 1:31-33, where John
narrates the pneumophany of Jesus. The last subunit is 1:34, where John states the

result of this pneumophany, he now knows who Jesus really is:

1:19-22
1:19:-23 { s

1:19-28 1:24
(2428 { 12527
John 1:19-34 128

1:29-30

1:29-34 4 1313

1:34

4.3 Differences in John 1:19-34

According to the comments of for example, Lindars (1995:100-112); Barrett
(2003:256-268); Brown (1999:245-285); Bultmann (1971:84); Schnackenburg
(1980:309-343), and others, it is easy to systematize the following items that this
pericope supposedly has. In 1:22.26.27.32.33, there are, unmistakably, parallels
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1?4 but on the contrary, other verses have materials

with the Synoptic Gospe
peculiar to the Gospel of John. Hence, it is possible to think that we have in 1:19-34
two different traditions. Could it be, that the function of 1:24 is to unite both these
traditions? Thus, several exegetes state that in 1:24 there is a stitch in the biblical
text. There is a lack of continuity in 1:19, we can see the testimony of John here but
the whole scene is divided into two days. It would seem that the continuation of 1:21
is in 1:25 and not 1:22. Possibly, this hypothesis supports the idea that 1:31 followed
1:26. There are duplicates: two kinds of emissaries, 1:19 and 1:24; the sentence 6
apvog tod Beod appears in 1:29 and 1:36. The same thing happens with the sentence
kayw ovk fiéewy avtov in 1:32 and 1:33. The Holy Spirit is in 1:32 and 1:33. There are
two doublets: 1:19-23 in 1:24-27 and 1:29-31 in 1:32-34. The verse 1:30 repeats
1:15 or, perhaps, 1:15 is a duplicate of 1:30? There is no simple way to interpret this
data. We will now take a brief look at the different hypotheses concerning the
redactional history of John 1:19-24.

5 History underlying the first facade
5.1 R Bultmann
Bultmann (1971:85) proposed that there was an original text to which an editor

added a later interpolation. See the next table:

Original Text Later Interpolation

19 Kol abltn €otiv 1 paptupie tod Twdarvov, Ote
dméoteLdar mpog abtov ol Tovdalol & Tepocorlpwy
lepelc kal Aevitag Tva épwtnowoly adtév: ob Tig
€l;

20 kol  wuoAdynoer kel oDk Mprnoato, Kol
WHOAOYNOEY 8TL €y OUK elpl O ypLoToC.

41 This is easy to see in any Synopsis of the four gospels. See, for example, Aland (1975:12-17).
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21 kol fpWdtnoar adtov: ti obv; ob "HAlag €l; kol
AMyer ovk elul. 6 mpodnMng €l ol; kol dmekplOn:
”
od.

22 clmav obv abt®’ tic €l; Tva dmokpioww dduev
tolg méudoowy Mudg ti Aéyelg mepl oequtod; 23
on eyw dwrn Podrtoc Ev Th Epnuy: €dBlvate T
S ’ \ 3 5 “ < ’
0d0ov kuplou, kabwg elmer "Hoolag 0 mpodnne. 24
Kol dmeotaiuévol foav ék 1oV PapLoeionv.

25 kol MpWdtnoay altov kol elmav adt®: Tl odv
’ 2 A 5 ot \ 5\ oy ’ 5 e\t

Bomtilelc €L oL ovk €L 0 xpLotog oude 'HAlog o0d€ 0
4 .

TpopnTNg;

26 dmekpidn adtoic 6 Twavvng Aéywy:

uéoog DUAV €oTnker OV Duelg oDk oldurte,

26 &yw PamtiCw év HduTL

27 0 OTlow pou épyouevog, ob odk eipl [Eyw] &ELog
va Mow adtod Tov Ludvte tod LTOdMUATOC.

31 kayw odk fidewv aldtov, GAL Tva davepwdi 16
TopemA 81 TodTo RABOV EYw

31 &v VéartL
’
Bamtilwv.
32 Kol éuaptipnoer Todvimg Aéywy 6tL TeBéapal
10 mredun kotaPaivor ¢ Teplotepar €€ olpavod
Kol épewer ém’ adtov.
33 Kal 33 kayw ovk fHdewv adtov,

0 Téuag pe Pantilelv

) ~ 7 3 3 1y & n ” \ ~
€kelvog poL  elmer: edp’ ov qv Ldng To mveduw
kateBolvor kol pévov ém’ abtdv, o0tdg éoTLy

&v voatL

’

e ’ b ’ 3
0 Pamtilwy €V MYeVUOTL OyLw.

34 Kkdyw €dpoke kel pepoptipnke 0Tl 00TOC €0TLY
0 vioc tod Heod.
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28 todto év Bnbavig éyéveto mépav tod Topdavov,
1% 3 ¢y ’ ’ ) /
omou v 6 Twavvng PemtiCwyv. 29 TH émadprov
BAémeL Tov 'Inoodv épyduevov Tpodg adTov kel Aéyel:
16e 0 auvog tod Beod O alpwr Ty apaptier Ttod
kdopou. 30 00té¢ €oTLy UTep oL éyw elmov: Omlow
HOU €pyeTalL Grmp OC éUmpocBév pou yéyovey, OtL
TPATAG Wov .

This interpretation without the later addition holds that the main function of John the
Baptist would have been only to testify of Jesus, the Prophet. This is the first case
where, according to Bultmann (1971:84-97), it is evident that the present form of the
Fourth Gospel was edited by an ecclesial redaction in the attempt to harmonize it
with the Synoptic account. | agree with Bultmann that in John 1:19-34 there are
duplicates, cuts, doublets, etc; but | do not find any evidence for Bultmann's
hypothesis that these characteristics of the text are because there was an original
text to which another text was added. In other words, | agree with the exegetical
analysis of Bultmann but it is difficult to concur with his hypothesis. | think that,
before assuming that there are different stratums added by different hands, we must

try to understand the text itself in its present form.

5.2 H Sahlin
According to this exegete, Sahlin (1960:67-69), the original text of John 1:6-9 was as

follows:

n > ’ ” 5 ’ \ ~ oy Iy H ’ e , \ ~

6 ’Eyéveto avbpwmog, ameotaiuevoc mupk Beod. 7 ovtog MABer €lg paptuplav Lve WapTupnorn Tepl Tod
I , , s oo R oo, f / , y

dwtog, va mavteg mLoTELOWOLY L7 abtod. 9 "Hv 10 ¢d¢ T0 aAnbivov, o ¢wtilel mavie avbpwmov,

&pyouevor eilg tov KOoUov.

A reader, of early times, possibly because of Mark 1:4, interpreted "oxpé €yéveto” as
a reference to John the Baptist. Therefore, John 1:7 is a reference to John the
Baptist. The reason for the insertion of 1:8 was to be a transition between 1:7 and

1:9. The original text of John 1:19ff was as is shown:
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19 Kai abtn éotiv i paptupte tod Twavvov, te améoteldav [mpog adtov] ol Tovdalor & Tepocodlpwy
tepeilc kal Aevitag Tve épwthowoly adtov: ob tic €l; 20b kol wuoldynoer dtL éyw olk elul O ypLoTog.
21c 6 mpodnTng €l ov; kal dmekpidn ol. 22 elmoawv odv adt®): Tig €l; v dmokpLowy dduer tolg méuaoLy
R . - P NP PR S o ) .
NUAG TL A€yelg mepl oeavtod; 23 €dn éyw dwvn Podvtog €v T €épnuw: evBlvate Ty 060V KupLov, KAOWG
% 5 ~ ¢ ’, v ’ 5> 1 ’ e} Ay ’ > e ’ \ 5
elmev "Hootac 6 mpodritne. 21a kol Apdtnoey adtév: ti odv; ob "Hileg €l 20a kol dpordynoev kol odk
242 > - 3 >
Apvioato, 25 kel Apdtnoay adtov kel elmar adt@: Tt odv Pamtifelg € ob odk €l 6 YpLotog ovde O
, PSS g , ) v 3w f e Ay a e o
mpodntng; 26 amekplbn wlTolg 0 Twavvng A€ywyr: €yw Pamtilw €v VOKTL' WECOG VU@V €0TNKEV OV LUELG
olk otdurte.

According to Sahlin (1960:69), this original text grew into its present form, largely as
result of two haplographies: "kal wpoioynoev™ in 1:21 and "'ti odv;" present in 1.21
and 1:23. | agree with Sahlin regarding the fact that John 1:6ff once was the
introduction of John 1:19ff but, as with Bultmann, | believe, before thinking of
different strata, we must analyse whether the "redactional problems" are, instead,

the particular style of the Evangelist.

5.3 BMF van lersel?*®
Van lersel (1962:253-254), after presenting the reconstructions of Sahlin and

Bultmann, presents his hypothesis, as follows:

19a Kal abltn éotiv 7 peptuplee tod Twovvou, 19b Gte dméoteldav mpoc adtor ol Toudeiol &
‘Tepocodluwr lepelg kel Aevitag Tva épwthowoly adtov: ob tig €i; 24 Kal dmeotaipévor foay &k TV
daplooiwr. 25a kol fpdtnoay adtov kol elmov oadtd: 19¢ oL tic el; 20 kol WuoAdynoer kal olk
Apvnoato, kol WHoAdynoer 8tL éyw olk eilpl 6 yxpLotds. 21 kel Hpdtnoav adtév: Tl olv; ob "HAlag el;
\ ’ b 2 ’ € 4 ol 4 \ b ’ ” ol N b ~ ’ N ’ b \
Kol A€yeLs o0k elpl. 0 mpodntng €l oU; kol dmekpln: ob. 22a elmoav obv adt® 25b ti obv Bamtilelc €l oL
3 5ot \ 5o\ oy ’ S ’ 3 ’ 5 A ¢y ’ ’ PR ’ )
olk €l 0 ypLotog ovde "HAlug o0de 0 Tpopntng; 26a amekplbn altolc 0 Twavvng Aeywy: éyw Pamtilw év
o LDy 6 sy sy s r aaas e SRR
UduTL" LECOG DUAY €0Ttnker Ov Uuelg ok oldate. 31 kayw ovk fdelv avtov, &AL’ v dovepwdy t@ Topani
S0 tobto HABov eyw év VdatL Pamtilwr. 33b Kal 0 mépfog pe Pamtifewv, 33C ékelvdg poi elmer: &’ ov
av 1éng 10 mredua ketafalvov kal pévov ém albtdv, 33e oltog éotiv. 34 KAy EWpake Kol pepepTipmKe
OTL 00T6¢ €oTLr O LLOg ToD BeoD. 28 tabta év Bnbavig éyéveto mépav tod Topdavov, dmov fv 6 Twdarvng
’ ~ b 4 ’ € 4 € > ’ \ b ~ ~ b ~ 4 A\ b ’
Bamtilwr. 35 TH émavpiov maiwy elotnkel 0 Twavvng kol €k TV padntdv adtod 6Vo, 36 kal eufrelog
Ay ~ ~ ’ ” [ \ ~ ~ ¢ o \ 3 ’ ~ ’
76 Inood mepLmatodrTL Aéyer: 18 6 duvoc Tod Beod. 29¢2 6 alpwy Ty duaptier tod koopou. 37ff.

421t must be highlighted that in 1:25 the phrase of the second negation is deleted: o0s¢ "Halec.

3 yan lersel (1962:245-267).
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If we wondered why the editor added the other verses, the answer, according to van
lersel, is that the editor had two targets in mind: to harmonize with the text of the
Synoptic Gospels and to have a new structure for this pericope. The intention of the
last redactors was not to correct but to complete! As before, | think that the present

form of John 1.19ff could be understood in another way.

5.4 RT Fortna
Fortna (1988:15-34) states that in John 1:19-34 there was a Pre-Johannine Source
which was modified by the addition of the material of the Johannine redaction. The

original text was as follows:

6 ’Eyéveto dvBpwmog, dmeotaiuévog mepd Beod, Groun adtd Twdvvng 7 oltog MABer eig paptuploy {vo
TVTEC TLOTEVOWOLY SL” adToD.

19 Kol abtn éotiv 1) paptupie 100 Twdvvou, 8te lepelg kal Aevitag épwtmowoly adtév: ob tig el; 20
e ’ 1% PR ) 3 e ’ v ’ 5> 1 ’ 2 Ny ’ ) \ ’
KoL WIOAOYNOEY OTL €Yw OUK €lpl 0 ypLotog. 21 kol Mpwtnoav adtov: ti odv; oL "HAlog €l kol Aeyel:
ok elpl. 6 mpodntne €l o0; kal dmekpiBn: ob. 22 elmav obv aldt®: Ti¢ €l; Tl Aéyelg mepl oeavtod; 23

’” Y \ ~ ) A LA \ € e\ ’ \ % 5 “ ¢ ’

€N’ €yw dwrn Podrtog €v TR €pnuw’ €vBlvate TN 080V kuplov, kabwe elmer 'Hooleg 0 mpopmTng. 26
&yw Pontilw v VduTL Pécog LUAY €otnker 27 0 OTLow WOL épyouerog, ol olk elpl [Eyw] &Elog Tve Alow
adtod Tov ipavte tod bmodnuatoc. [[33d obtdg éotiv 6 PamtiCwy év mreduatt ayiw.]]

29 Twavvng PBAémeL tov Ingodv épydpevor Tpodg adTov kol Aéyel: 18 O aurog tod Beod v dpavepwdf ¢
TopemA 61 tobto RABov &yw Bamtifwr. 31bc kdyw Tva davepwdf ¢ Topami S TodTo NABOV &yw év
Uty BamtiCwy. 32 eyw tebéopntl O Tredpa katofalror ¢ TepLoTepiy €€ ovpavod €m abtov. 34 Kayw
epoke kol pedaptopnke 6tL 00Tog €0ty 6 LG ToD Beod.

Therefore, according to Fortna’s interpretation, Fortna (1988:15-34), the Johannine

redaction transformed this source into the canonical form now present in our Bibles:

Original Text Later Interpolation

Addition of John 1:1-5

6 'Eyéveto &vbpwmog, dmeotaipévoc Tapd  Oeod,
dvope. a0t Twdvvng: 7 obtog AABev elg paptuplov,

192 ’ / 5 5 ~ ~ > ~
Ve TovTeg MOTEVoWOLY L7 avToD. v paptupnon mepl tod pwtdg 8 olk MV ékelvog
10 GAG, AL Tva paptupnon Tepl Tod GWTOC.
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Addition of John 1:9-18

19 Kol oabtn éotwv 1) peptupie tod Twdvvov, Gte | ol Touvdalol & Tepoooilpwv
., . , NS . , o

fxﬂeor’akav [Tr’polr; ocu‘rovl] LSp€LQ Kol Aeultog Lo ik Apiiowto, kel GLoAdynoey
€PWTNOWOLY AVTOV" OV TG €L;

20 kol WuoAdynoey
N . s g
KoL OTL €yw OUK €Ll 0 xpLotog. 21 kol Mpwtnoov
adtov: Tl odv; oL 'HAlog €l; kol Aéyer ok eipl. 6
’ ol 4 \ b ’ ” o o
TpodNTNG €L OV; koL amekplBn: ob. 22 elmowv odv
) -~ ’ ol ’ ’ \ ~ b4 b \
ol tic €l; ti Aéyerc mepl gecvtod; 23 €dm Eyw
¢wrn Podvtog év TH EpNUw’ €bBlvate TNV 060V
kuplov, kabag elmev "Hoalog 6 mpodriTne. . . o, L .
vo amokpLoy dGuer tolg mepfaoiy muac 24 Kol
ameotaApévor foay €k TRV Dapioaiwv. 25 kol
ApWtnoar adtov kol eimoy adt®: Tl odv Pamtifelg
] A 5 % ¢ \ 5 ¢\ 5 ’ 5 e\ ¢
€L oL oLk €L 0 yxpLotoc oLde ’HAlug ovde ©
4 b ’ ) ~
mpodnTNg; 26 amekpldn avTolc
) oo
< , s , S M€O0C VpWVY
0 Twavvng Aeywr: eyw Pamtilw €v LOUTL
€otnker Ov Upeic ok oldurte,
27 6 omiow pov épyduevog, o0 ok elpl [Eyw] &ELog
v Mow adtod tov tudvta tod tmodiuatog.

28 todto &v Bnbaviq éyéveto mépar tod Topdavov,
BrémeL OV ‘Inoody Epyduevor mpdg adtov kol Aéyel: | Omou v 6 Twdvvne Bamtilwv. 29 TR émalpiov
16 O auvog tod Beod O alpwy

v apeptioy tod kéopov. 30 oltdg éotiy Lmep oD
&yw elmov: Omlow pou €pyetal Gump O¢ EUTPOCOEV
Hov yéyover, 0tL mP@ATd wov fr. 31 kayw olk
&AL tva pavepwdf @ Topami S todto HABOV EYW | A5 Otd
CAr pwdn ¢ fdew adtov,
ev VoutL Pamtilwy.
32 Kol éuaptipnoer Twavvng Aéywr OTL TeBéapal
10 mredun kotaPaivor ¢ Teplotepar €€ olpavod
N s s s N .y
Kol élelver €m o0TOv. 33 KAYw Oo0K NdeLV alTOv,
sras , 1 A
AL’ 0 meplog pe PamTtilely eV VdaTL €KELVOC KoL
eimev: &’ Ov Qv 1ong 10 Tredun katePoivov kol
uévov ém’ adtov,

o 7 b € ’ b / 3 ’

oltog €otwv O Pamti{wv év Treluatt aylw. 34
KEYW €WpoKe Kol pepaptipnke 0Tl o0Tog €0ty 6
vlog tod Beod.

5.5 | Dunderberg
For Dunderberg (1994) the primordial text of our pericope is 1:19,21c-23.28-31.35-
40.44-50. This exegete does not find any evidence that the primitive text had any

influence from the Synoptic Gospels. This influence would be present in the set of
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additions of 1:20-21ab.24-27.32-34.41-43, for example when we compare John 1:33

with Mark 1:11, this parallel would indicate a direct Markan influence:

John 1:33 Mark 1:11

Kayw obk fidewr adtdv, AL O méplag pe Pantilewr | kal ¢wrn éyéveto ék TOV olpav@dy: oL €l 0 vidg
&v VdatL ékelvdg pou elmev: &b’ Ov dv 1dnc TO | pov 6 dyatmtde, év ool €DBOKNow.

mredua kataPeivor kol pévov ém’ adtov, oltog 0Ty
0 Bamti{wy v Trelpatt aylw.

This is not the case, for example, in the relation between John 1:30 and Mark 1:7:

John 1:30 Mark 1:7

ouroq &otwv Umep 0D eyw elmov: omiow pou epxerou Kal €KT]pU00€V Aeymv epxewL 0 loyupdrepdc Hov
dvnp O¢ éumpoaBéy pov yéyovey, 8Tl TPATOC HovL fv. | Omlow pov, oD olk elpl ikowdg kOYag Adowt TOV
ipavte t@v brodnuatwy ahtod.

5.6 HC Waetjen

The Fourth Gospel has two editions for Waetjen (2005). The first edition, written in
Alexandria, was John 1-20. In the second edition, placed in Ephesus, chapter 21 and
some changes to chapter 1 were added.

Focusing on chapter 1, this exegete divided it into the next parts: Day one: John's
self witness, 1:19-28; Day two: John's witness to Jesus, 1:29-34; Day three: the
eclipse of John, 1:35-42; John's diminution, 3:23-30; Epilogue, John 3:31-36. It is

interesting that John 1:43-51 is not present in his analysis.?**

24 \Waetjen (2005:110-111) states:
"It would appear, therefore, that 3:31-36 is a later scribal interpolation intended, perhaps, to
finalize John's witness as to why Jesus is superior and therefore must increase in stature
/...I Such a necessity might have arisen in an Ephesians context in which John's significance
and stature continued to compete with that of Jesus. The testimony of Act 19:1-7 indicates
that John's influence extended into other areas of the eastern Mediterranean world outside of
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5.7 J Ashton®*
Ashton (2007b:187) states: "I do not know how the signs source continued, but there

are good reasons for thinking that this is how it began."”

Primitive Signs Source Later addition

6 o s ” . , \ -
Kyeveto avbpwmog, ameotaApevoc mapo Beod,
~ 7 = >
dvope. a0t Twdvvng © obtog AABer €ig paptuplov
voe  mavtec motedowoLy 6L adTod. apTLPNON Tepl ToD Pwtdc, Tro
o popTLPNOT) TEP )

19 N T ; o o
Kal [altn €otiv M paptuple tod Twavvou, Ote]

. - ,
dméoteLdar [mpoc adtov] ol lepeic kal Aevitac Tve | Tovdatol €€ TepocoAiuuwy
EpwtNowoLy adTév: oL TLG €1;

0 v / v / o o o FR ¢ , I
KoL MPYNoeTo, Kol WUOAOYNOEV OTL €YW OUK €Ll WHOAOYNOEV KoL OVLK
0 YPLOTOG.

o s ; a 7t S
Kol Mpwtnoay ovtor: Tl ovv; oL 'HAleg el; kal

Ayer obk elpl. 0 mpodrtng €l ol; kol dmekpidn:

”

ov.

elmov obv adt®: tig €l; Tva dmékpLoy SQuey
Tolg méujeoly MuAg TL Aéyelg Tepl oeutod;
bn eyw dwrn Podrtog Ev Th Epnuy: €dBlvate T
[ ’ \ % 5 “ ¢ / 24
odov kuplov, kabwg eimev 'Hootleg 0 mpodnne. = ol
ameotaApévor foav ek TV DopLonlwy.

Kal Mpwtnoar adtOV Kol elmoy odt@* T ol

’ ) ) 5 I \ 5 o\ y ’ > e\t
Bamtilelc €L oL ouK €L 0 xpLotog oLde "HAlog oLde 0

’ . 26 ) ’ 5 _ A [ ’ ’
TpodriTNG; dmekpiOn avtolc 6 Twavvng Aéywy:
&yo Bantilw év VoatL Péoog LPAV éotnker OV Duelg
o0K OLOuTE,
27 ¢« 5 v 5 ’ ® 5 5N N4y
0 OTlow pou épyduevog, ob olk elul [éyw] &Eiog
o ) s ey Y 29 e
Ly AVow avtod Tov Lovte tod LTOONUETOC. TH
énodpLov PAémer tov ‘Incodv épydueror mpog adTov
kel Aéyer 18e 6 duvog tod Beod O alpwr TV

- 30 ® ®

opopTloy Tod KOGUov. 00TO¢ €oTLY UTEp 00 &yw
elmov: OTlow Wou €pyeTal GUTP O¢ EUTPOCBEV pov
yéyovev, OtL TPATOG KoL Y.

31

K&yw olk Hdewr altov, aAl’ Tve davepwdf 1@ | éye év VdatL

Alexandria and Palestine and continued to be effective in propagating his Messiahship and
therefore his superiority over Jesus. Perhaps 3:31-36 was interpolated by the Ephesians
editor."
25 Ashton (1991:199-204.284-291) and (2008:136-140.187-194) It is interesting and must be high-
lighted that both bibliographical references are the first and second editions of the same book; but,
due to the fact that in his second edition, Ashton made a complete restructuration of his book, I
always keep in mind both editions as almost different books.
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TopanA 8L Todto AABov Pattilwy.

325, v ) o , o , \

Kol epaptipnoev IToovvng Aeyor oTL Tebeopol TO
medpe KatePalvor ¢ TepLoTepay €€ obpavod Kol
Y v\ s ot gaay
€UELVEY €T LTOV. KOYw OUK TMOELY aLTOV, AL’ O
mépiog pe Bamtifey év UdutL ékelvdg poL elmer: &g’
ov av 1éng to mredua ketofoulvov kol pévov ém
oOToV,

4 = 7 ) ¢ ’ ) , ¢ 7
KGY® €WpaKe Kol pepapTtipnke 6Tl oDTOE €0TLY O | OUTOG €0TLY O Pamti{wy €V MYelpatL oyly.
ekhextdc. viog Tod Beod.

8 _ f oy ) o ,
tadte ev Bnovig eyeveto mepav tod Topdavov,
omov v 0 Twdvvng Bamtiwy.

5.8 ME Boismard?*°

Boismard and Lamouille (1977:453-466), offer a unique hypothesis, the result of
thirty years of work. It is impossible here to explain his hypothesis in depth.?*’
However, the hypothesis of Boismard, related to our pericope, could be divided and
systematised into the following considerations summarised outstandingly by

Neirynck (1979:3-2).

"248 \which

The very first version of the Fourth Gospel was the so called "Document C
was written within Palestine, around 50 AC. The author of this was John, the son of
Zebedee or Lazarus. In this Document C, the pericope 2:1-11 had an introduction, in
pre-canonical times. This introduction was John 3:22-30. The importance of this
pericope is that John 3:22-30.2:1-11, at one time, was the beginning of this gospel.
In this introduction -3:22-30- that 2:1-11 once had, there was a very primitive

tradition about John the Baptist. With this perspective, John 3:24 and 3:26 are

4% Boismard (1963:5-42); Boismard and Benoit (1965) and (1972); Boismard and Lamouille (1993)
and (1977).

47 One of the best analysis of Boismard's hypothesis is made by Neirynck (1979). Also see Moody

Smith (1992:141-147).

% |n this hypothesis the "Document A" is the Primordial Gospel of Mathew; "Document B" is the

Primordial Gospel of Mark.
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redactionals. This fact is deduced by the parallel that this tradition has with Mark 1:4-
7. What was Boismard's reason for his proposal that 3:22-30 was the introduction of
2:1-11? (Boismard, 1963:38). There are, according to this hypothesis, three main
parallels between both texts: they are in a marriage context; the theme «abapLouoc

appears, and, the theme of ¢éiattobober is placed in relation to éiaoow of 2:10.

The Evangelist, a person different from Document C, around 60-65 AC, took the
Document C and made some additions from Document A, the Primordial Gospel of
Mathew. This new Document is called "John II-A" and replaced the opening pericope
of the Document C with another one. In this state of the redaction of the Gospel of
John, some traditions from the Synoptic Gospels were added. The author of "John II-
A" in Asia Minor, at the end of the first century, due to the change of context of the
Johannine Community in which they were living, made some changes in this text
producing "John 1I-B". The final version of the three Synoptic Gospels, "Document
Q", Johannine logia, Paul and Qumran were some of the sources of this document.
A redactor, not the Evangelist, at the beginning of the second century decided that
all these introductions must be incorporated into the last version, the canonical one,
and edited them together as it is read in our Greek NT. This redactor put 3:20-33 in
its present place according to the order placed in Acts 1:8. This version is called
"John-lII" which has influence from 1John. Here we have the redactional history of
John1:19-34; Neirynck (1979:11-14):%*°

6 ’Eyéveto dvBpwrog, dmeotaiuévog mapk Beod, Svope aldtd Twdvvng 7 oltog AABev ei¢ paptuplar {va

poptupnion mepl Tod GwTog, v movtee TLoTelowoly &7 adtod. 8 olk v ékelvog T0 PR, 4AL Ty

peptupnon Tepl 00 dpwtdg. 19 Kol abltn éotiv 1) peptupie tod Twdvvou, bte gméoteliar Tpdg adtOV oL
~ 250 5, ’ 3 -~ \ ’ ¢ ) ’ 5 1 ) ’ 5, v ’ \

;

TovdaloL ™" €€ TepoooAUUwY Lepels kol A€ULTHG Yo €pWTNOWOLY adToVv: oL Tig €l; 20 kal wWUoAoynoev kol

ok MpYrNoaTo, Kol WuoAdynoer 8t éyw olk elul O xpLotdg. 21 kol Mpwtnoar adtév: i oby; ob "Hileg

€l; kol Aéyer obk elul. 6 mpodntng €l o¥; kal dmekpidn: ol

"John-1I-A" "John-1I-B"

249 Brown (1999:280-282) also made a good summary of Boismard's proposal.

20 1n " John-II-A" Pharisees appear instead of Jews.
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25 kol MpWdtnoay altov kol elmav adt®: Tl odv
’ 2 A 5 ot \ 5\ oy ’ 5 e\t

Bomtilelg €L oL ovk €L 0 xpLotog oude 'HAlog o0de 0O
4 .

TpopnTNg;

26a dmekpidn adtoic 6 Twovvng Aéywy:

26b péoog LuGY éotnker Ov Luelg olk oldate,

31 kdyw odk Hdeww adtov, dAL va davepwdf 16
y \ \ ~ > 3 N [ ’
Topani 6uee Todto NABoV €yw év Lot Pamtilwy.

32 Kal éuaptipnoer Twdavvng Aéywy OtL Tebéouol
10 mebun katefalvov W¢ mepLotepar € odpavod
Kol éueLver €m adtov.

28 rtabta év Bnavig éyéveto mépav tod Topddvov,
omov v 0 Twdvvng Bamtiwy.

35 TH émadpLov maiv elotrikel 0 Twavvng kel €k
TV pedntdv adtod 0o 36 kol Eupréfog ¢ 'Incod
TepLmatodvTL Aéyel 1de 6 duvog tod Beod.

22 clmav obv abt®’ tic €l; Tva dmokpiow d@uev
Tol¢ Yoy Muag T Aéyelg mepl oexvtod;

23 n &yw dwrn Bodvtog év TH €pruw: €0BlVaTe
Y 660V Kkuplov, kabwg elmer Hootog 6 TpodnTng.

30b 4mlow pov épyetal dvmp O¢ EUTPOCBéV  povu
yéyovev, 8tL TPGTOC HOL Y.

33  kdyw odk fdewr adtov, AL O TéRPac pe
Bamtilewr év VoatL éxelvdg pou eimer: &’ Ov Qv

ionc to mredua ketofaivor kal pévov €m abtov, ob
16¢ oty 6 Pamtilwy &v mreluatt aylw.

34 kdyw €wdpoke kol pepaptipnke 8tl obtdg éoTLy
0 viog tod Beod.

28 toadte év Bnbavig éyéveto mépav tod Topdarov,
omov v 0 Twavvng Pamtidwy.

29 TH émadplov BAémer tov Inoodv épyduevov
TPOG adTOV Kol Aéyels 18€ O aurog tod Beod 6
oalpwr T apaptiov tod kdopouv.

€ b4 \ 3 ’ ~ ’
29c 0 alpwv Ty apeptiay T0D KOOUOU.
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A very good graph which summarizes Boismard's hypothesis very well is presented

by Neirynck (1979:9).%! | have a great respect for Boismard's work, however, |

agree

with Moody Smith (1992:147)?% that the close relationship of the Synoptic Gospels

with the redactional process of the Gospel of John is inadequate.

5.9 FE Williams®>?®

Williams (1967:317) states that John 1:19-28 is a kind of dramatization of Luke 3:15ff
and Luke 3:15ff: would provide a framework which John 1 19-28 has filled in."?** On
the other hand, Williams (1967:319) underlines the parallel between John 1:26 of

John with Luke 3:16 as follows:

251
252

This table is also presented, afterwards, in Moody Smith (1992:143):
This exegete correctly states:

"Nevertheless the culmination of the consensus in Boismard contained within it the seeds of
its own dissolution, as Frans Neirynck clearly saw. While on Boismard's terms, the basis of
John's account is independent of the Synoptics, the present form of the Gospel is not. Not
only the final redactor knows the Synoptics, but such knowledge must be attributed to the
evangelist himself at the stage of his final revision of his work. Once such knowledge of the
Synoptics, which now must be described as more than peripheral, is conceded, how can one
be sure it is temporally secondary in the process of composition rather than basic? By what
right does one assign priority to hypothetical sources when a significant relationship to still
extant documents must be granted? As we shall see, Neirynck was quick to seize upon what
we have described as the ambivalence in Bosimard's work and to urge upon him a
reconsideration of the point at which the Synoptics became a factor in the composition of the
Fourth Gospel."

23 Wwilliams (1967:311-319).

254

This exegete highlights that:

"C. H. Dodd has noticed the resemblance between John 1:19-28 and Luke 3:15 f., and
proposes to credit both to an independent, synoptic source.7 We suggest that it is at least
as likely that the former passage grew out of the latter. It is easy to understand how the early
Christian imagination would seek to fill out the bare bones of "While the people were
expectant, and all held debate about John in their hearts whether he might be the Christ"
(Luke 3 15) with a dramatic representation of what was said. The fact that the Lukan
passage ends with a personal disclaimer of messiahship, on John's part, and his prediction of
One to come, would make it natural to turn this short narrative into a dialogue between John
and representatives of the people. Thus Luke 3 15 f. would provide a framework which John 1
19-28 has filled in."
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John 1:26 Luke 3:16

, / e ) , / , N <y
amekpibn avtolc o Twavvng Aeywv: amekpivato Aeywy maow o lwovvne
&yo pamtilw &v BoaTL: Eyo pev VoatL Bamtifw Lpag

, oy S y oo (o S T AN
€GO DUQOV €0TNKEY OV LUELG OUK OLOuTE, €pxetaL O O LOYUPOTEPOC [OL, OL OUK €lpl Lkavog Adowol

TOV pavTe TOV Omodnuetwy abtod adtog UuaG Pamtioel
& mveluatt oylw kol Tupl:

5.10 Senén Vidal

Vidal (1997) and (2013) affirms that John 1:19-34 has a long redactional history as
well as the Gospel in which it is present. According to this proposal, the Gospel of
John has three different editions: Ei, E; and Es In the beginning, before E;, there
were three different kinds of traditions: independent traditions, called T;?*° collections
of signs, CS; and the story of Jesus' passion, RP. Part of these independent
traditions was the pericope composed of 1:19b.23.25a.26-28.29b.32b-33. This first
stage was set between 30-70 AD. The reasons for these traditions were etiological:

to legitimize the Johannine groups against the John the Baptist groups.

The second stage was the first edition E;, set between 70-80 AD; at this level our
pericope was composed of 1:19-30b.31-34. The Johannine Community had been
strongly affected by the expulsion from the synagogue. The literary configuration of
E:1 was similar to that of the Gospel of Mark. The third stage was the second edition,
the so-called E,, dated from 80 AD to the end of the first century. Here our text was
transformed by the addition of: 1:1-18 and 1:30c. It was here, in the transformation of
E: to E,, when this community evolved into a sectarian and dualistic community. It is
interesting that our pericope in E3 had not been subjected to any post-edition and at

this stage this pericope was exactly as our canonical one.

% The independent traditions regarding John the Baptist were three: a°) Proclamation of John,

1:19b.23.25a.26-28.29b-32b-33; b°) First disciples, 1:37-38.39-40-41-42.44.45-49; c°) Baptism of
Jesus and John who baptizes. 3:23.25.26.27.29-30.
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In E3 there was a huge division in this community, one part had united to the "Great
Church"®® and the other part of this community became a heretic outsider group.
Therefore, Ez was written while the Johannine Community was part of The Church.
Regardless, the history of the Fourth Gospel continued. Our canonical text of the
Gospel of John had been written using E3 as its base text which was transformed
and changed into this final edition. The canonical gospel is a post-E3 edition. The
reasons for this last change were not theological; on the contrary, in the beginning of
the second century a simple mix-up or misplacement, of the order of some pages of

the original Johannine codex occurred.

5.11 UC von Wahlde

Von Wahlde (1989) and (2010), and also Senén Vidal, state that there were three
different editions of the Fourth Gospel; also called E1, E; and E3, But, before E3 and
after E,, the three Letters of John were written. E; was written between 55-65 AD.
The author of E; was someone who had a high level of knowledge of Palestine and
was living in Judea. Taken as a whole, the orientation of this first stratum was not to
strengthen the belief of the believers nor to give them clarity, instead, this first
edition’s target was to call the unbelievers to believe in Jesus. In this state our
pericope was 1:19b-c.22b.23-24.27.28. E, was written in 60-65 AD, and its author,
as part of the Johannine Community, had suffered the expulsion from the
synagogue. The understanding by the author of E; is the conviction that the Holy
Spirit was the source, the fountain of supply, for the deeper understanding of the
Johannine faith. Von Wahlde states that there is no evidence where E; was born. In

this second stratum, our pericope was 1:19a.20-22a.25-26.29a.31-32a.34.

The next step is the Johannine Letters. After the expulsion from the synagogue, the
Johannine Community had to go through another crisis, an internal crisis because of

their understanding of their tradition. The division of this community was a fact before

%% These are the exact words of this exegete.
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1John. The elder, the beloved disciple, was the author of the three letters. These
letters were written between 65-70 AD. The beloved disciple passed away around
80-90 AD. Finally, in Ephesus and around 90-95 AD, Ez was written. The reason for
this third and last edition enshrines the understanding of the Johannine traditions of
1 John. The addition to our pericope was 1:29b-30.32b-33. In the next graph we

have a synopsis of von Wahlde's hypothesis:

Hypothesis of UC von Wahlde about the Redactional History of John 1:19-34

1° Stratum (E1) 2°Stratum (E2) 3°Stratum (E3)

192 Kel by éotiv 1) papruple tob Todwwoy,

19b-¢ Gre aneozeuhaw [apog alrdv] ot Touuior &
Tepoooktwy iepeig kol Aevitag e épatnooLy
altd ob Ti¢ €l 0 kel egoiomoey kel olk fpwmonto, kel
poAoymoey 071 &y ofk elpt 0 yprotde. 21 Kad
fpwmoay ebeor <0 olv; ob "Hilug f; xal deyar:
obk elpt. 0 mpodnmg €l ol kel dnexpiby ol
Na daw oly alng:

0b =i ) e dndkprow SGuev Tolg Téubeoly
Ly F ot i\ - ¥ fon A
Mg 1t Aevew Tepl oeavtol; 23 edn eyw duim
fodwroc & ) ey elblre Ty oSov
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5.12 R Schnackenburg, S Sabugal and RE Brown

5.12.1 R Schnackenburg

Schnackenburg (1980:309-343), particularly p. 312, states that the pericope 1:19-51
is clearly articulated although it is impossible to read the first part of the text smoothly
or unfalteringly; principally in 1:26ff and 1:31-33. Nevertheless, for Schnackenburg
all the different amendments that are based on the classification of the sources
and/or latter redaction(s) must be confronted with the fact that this gospel has a
strong sense of unity. Therefore, according to Schnackenburg (1980:312-313), we
have to acknowledge that this pericope was written by the Evangelist, in a rather

complicated way but, apart from that, it is stylistically homogenous.

5.12.2 S Sabugal

The hypothesis of Sabugal (1972:155-162) is similar to that of Schnackenburg. This
exegete argues that the hypotheses of for example, Bultmann, Sahlin, lersel, Fortna,
Dunderberg, Ashton, Boismard and others, about the redactional history of 1:19-34
have the same main problem: all these hypotheses fail to explain the sense of unity
of this pericope and, how, each and every verse of this pericope reflects Johannine
characteristics. According to Sabugal (1972:157), the repetitions present in John
1:19-34 as well as the differences with the other canonical gospels are due to the
different historical circumstances of Judaism and not due to a post-evangelist

ecclesial redactor.

Sabugal (1972:162-167) states that the title used by the historical John in John 1:20
is the regio-prophet of Ebeb-YHWH who comes to purify Israel. In a pre-redactional
stage for the Johannine Community the phrase e06ivate Ty 660v kuptou is alluding to
the exalted and risen Jesus, the object of Johannine faith and kerygma. This risen
Lord provides the eschatological gift of the Holy Spirit in the Christian Baptism. Thus,
Sabugal (1972:183) observes, the testimony of John, as well as 1 John, reflects the
historical situation of Judaism contemporary to the Evangelist. In the Johannine
redaction, the anti-Baptist reaction played an important role in the redaction process
of John 1:19-34, Sabugal (1972:193). The graphic presented by Sabugal (1972:164)
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regarding the relationship of the Ebed-YHWH with the four canonical gospels is very

illustrative:
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5.12.3 RE Brown
Brown (1999:278-285) and (2005) proposes that the Redactional history of the

Fourth Gospel was written in five stages, as follows. In the first stage there was a
body of traditional materials about the acts and sayings of Jesus. In the second
stage this corpus was transformed and developed according to the Johannine point
of view; this second stage is essential for the formation of the material which will be

added into this gospel. In the third stage we have the first early edition of the Fourth
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Gospel; in this stage there was a principal master who was its composer. With the
fourth stage we have the second edition of this gospel; the writer was the Evangelist.
In the fifth and last stage, we have the canonical version, written by someone other
than the Evangelist. It is very interesting for our analysis to examine how Brown
(1999:40-48) states that 1:19-34 was written by the Evangelist who could have
drawn from two different traditions to write this pericope. The redactional hands were
responsible for John 1:1-18 in which 1:6-7.(8) was removed from its place and

placed in the present canonical position.

5.2 Towards the preliminary conclusions

After this analysis, according to my understanding: As Wikenhauser and Schmid
(1978:487-488) clearly state, there have been several exegetes that have highlighted
the sense of unity that the Fourth Gospel has. For example, Weiss (1912); Stange
(1915); Schweizer (1965); Bromboszcz (1927); Ruckstuhl (1951) and Streeter
(2008:363-392). Of all these exegetes it must be highlighted that Schweizer
(1939:87-109) and Ruckstuhl (1951) especially underline that we must reject all the
theories and hypotheses which claim to distinguish, in a general manner, different
kinds of sources underlying the Gospel of John. See also the outstanding works of
Poythress (1984b:350-369) and (1984a:312-340).*" | agree completely with
Anderson (2010:27) who states that, clearly, Poythress's works have confirmed
Schweizer's general conclusions. But, what is the reason for this analysis? The
reason is that all these conclusions should be born in mind when we consider
Brown's point of view and our posterior evaluation. According to Brown's hypothesis,
John 1:19-34 was written by the Evangelist. Just like Boismard's hypothesis! Where
is this statement guiding us? Focusing only on the redactional history of John 1.19-

34 and looking no further,?*® | could state that it is a false preconception to say that

%7 poythress (1985:329-336) is an exegete who applied the same methodology but with the book of

Revelation.
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there is an antagonism in which, | must either, on the one extreme, choose a long
redactional history of John 1:19-34 or, on the other extreme, accept that this

pericope has a good sense of unity.

The entire pericope of John 1:19-34, according to my understanding and following
Schnackenburg (1980:312-313), was composed by the Evangelist. This statement
does not mean that the Evangelist did not use two different traditions. There must be
another way to understand the supposed duplicates, cuts, stitches or sutures and the
apparent disorder of this pericope if, as my hypothesis states, this pericope was
once the introduction of the whole Fourth Gospel. Chapter 3 states that it is likely
that John 1:15 comes from 1:30. | think that, probably, 1:30 was already in the
source(s) that the Evangelist took to write this pericope and, that when the

Evangelist wrote the introduction 1:6.7ac.15, he took 1:30 as a base for 1:15.

Could it be, perhaps, that John 1:19-34 has a perfect chiastic structure? Thus, these
themes in the pericope would not be duplicates but, rather, these themes are
brought up each time with a different perspective, a complementary perspective, as
complementary as the waves of the sea! It is clearly a characteristic of the Gospel of
John to bring up the same themes repeatedly, and from different perspectives. Then,
importantly, could it be a mistake or a misunderstanding of the biblical text of the
gospel of John to assume too quickly that duplicates always entail redundancies?®>°
Again, could it be, perhaps, that the supposed lack of coherency in this pericope

could be explained with the fact that John 1:19-34 was not written with the logic of

8 1t should be kept in mind that a general hypothesis about the redactional history of the Fourth

Gospel is very far beyond the limits of this dissertation. | make this statement because it would be
incorrect if the reader would take what | said as the point of view of the entire Gospel of John.

%9 See Pietrantonio (1982:49-50) and exegetical works quoted. Also see Robinson (1985:1-35) and

Schnackenburg (1980:73-78). That is to say, | agree wholly with Lindars (2010:17):

"If the Gospel exhibits irreconcilable contradictions of fact or ideas, this may be evidence of
more than one hand. Fortna (The Gospel of Signs) lists is a footnote the following elements
which have been claimed to show ideological inconsistency in different parts of the Gospel:
the Beloved Disciple; Jesus' sonship”, pre-existence, and heavenly origin; 'works' versus
'sign’; messianism, ways of citing the O.T.; eschatology; and the nature of faith (p.16, n.1).
Most of these can safety be set aside as the product of an over-subtle criticism discovering
distinctions where none exits".
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the XX or XXI century, and, consequently, the supposed incoherence remarked by
some exegetes could be entirely explicable when we focus on the canonical form of
the text and then, ask ourselves how this biblical text unravels its meaning? Here, at

this point, the Diachronic analysis reaches its own limits.

6 Where did John baptize according to 1:28?

6.1 R Riesner

6.1.1 Analysis of R Riesner

In his outstanding works Riesner (1987:29-63), (1992a:703-705) and (2002), follows
Pixner (2010:166-179), (1991:166-170.180-207) and (1997:19-31.64-66), before
presenting his own proposal, divided all the attempts of solutions as follows. In the
first point, this exegete presents three obsolete suggestions: Schwartz (1908c:497-
560)%°° noted that the name Bethany was an interpolation from someone not familiar
with this place and Hirsch (1936:4) affirmed that this place is a corruption of the text.
Both these interpretations were made before the discovery of P® and P". Krieger
(1954:121-123) stated that this was a theological fiction.

After this study, Riesner analyses if the place where John baptizes was Bethany
near Jerusalem, a proposal of Parker (1955:257-261) and, before him, of Paulus
(1828:31). These exegetes made an inadmissible translation of 1:28 as "These
things took place in Bethany, which is across the point of the Jordan where John had
been baptizing". There is no place for doubt that textual Criticism is against this
hypothesis. Another possibility that Riesner analysed is Bethany opposite Jericho.
The Wadi el-Charrar has an incontestable and very old tradition; that is what the
place of 1:28 commonly is referred here as. The first and only ancient identification
of Bethabara is undoubtedly provided by the Madaba mosaic map. Another place

opposite to Jericho is the hill called Tel el-Medesh, also called Khirbet et-Tawil,

280 Also see Schwartz (1907:342-372); (1908a:115-148) and (1908b:149-188).
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eleven kilometres north of Wadi el-Charrar. Here is where, according to Federlin
(1908), the hill of Elijah is.

Another point states that the location was Bet Nimrah, where the Wadi Shu'eb flows
into the Jordan valley. This proposal was given by Grove quoted by Cheyne
(1899:548). According to Grove the name of this place is Baibaveppa quoted in the
LXX in Joshua 13:37. Some exegetes such as Bernard and McNeile (1928:42) and
Bruce (1984:51.66) support this proposal.

The fifth point is the proposal of Betonium as the place of John 1.28. This hypothesis
was held by Delitzsch (1876:602), Zahn (1907:265-294) and (1899:561) and Furrer
(1902:257-265). The sixth point is Makhadhet 'Abarah Ford, a place further north
than its traditional place and five kilometers northeast of Beth Shean. This proposal
is suggested by Conder (1875:72-74). Although today, it rarely has acceptance,
Erbes (1928:71-106), observed that this hypothesis once had a unanimous

acceptance.

The seventh point states that the reference of John 1:28 is located near Bethsaida.
This place is between the Lakes Huleh and Gennesaret in the region of the Bridge of
the Daughters of Jacob, proposed by Basnage (1706:244). Caspari (1869:79-81), for
his part, proposed the hill of ruins called et-Tel, on the east bank of the Jordan river.
He, according to Riesner, wrongly disputed the identification of et-Tel with
Bethsaida-Julias. Dockx (1984:12-20) also chose near Bethsaida. The last and
eighth proposal examined by Riesner is Batanaea. Conder (1877:184-186) is the
exegete who proposed it. The same proposal was held by Eckhardt (1961:168-171).

6.1.2 Proposal of R Riesner

First of all this great exegete underlines the need for the place of John 1:28 to be in
the north, instead of the classic statement of the south. Why? According to this
hypothesis, when we compare John 11:4 with 11:11, the most natural way to

understand this passage is that when the messengers arrived to where Jesus was,
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Lazarus was still alive. Therefore, it was on the fourth day that Lazarus had laid in
the tomb when Jesus arrived. This means that both places were separated by a
walking distance of three or four days; which means, that this separation was, of
around, 150 Km. Therefore, it is impossible that the place where Jesus was, could
have been Wadi el-Charrar, in the south. Exactly the same conclusion is reached
when we analyse the time-plan of John 1-2: it is impossible to reach Cana city from
Wadi el-Charrar in just one day of journey and, furthermore, each and every person
guoted in John 1, with the exception of the delegation from Jerusalem had Galilean

names.

This place was not the Peraea of Herod Antipas in the political sense. This is clear
when we analyse the regions quoted in Mathew 4:25 and Mark 3:7-8, taking into
account the parallel of Luke 6:17. Obviously, Samaria and/or Idumaea are not the
places which fit in John 1:28. Once again, exactly the same is found in Matthew
4:13-16: it is perfectly possible that the Evangelist meant the northeastern land of the
Jordan. In another set of biblical references from Matthew 19:1, Mark 10:1 and John
10:40-4, Trépav Tou 'lopdavol means the region of Batanaea.?®* This is exactly what
Riesner (1987:53-58) develops his hypothesis about the place referenced in John
1:28:
"Now in John 1, the chapter we have been investigating, we find not only a
possible reminiscence of the confession of Peter in 1:42 (see Section IV.3)
but also the words of Jesus in 1:51: Truly, truly, | say to you, you will see
heaven opened, and the angels of God ascending and descending upon the
Son of Man/ Here then we have a strong connection with the vision of

Jacob,149 and also with the traditions of Enoch and Levi mentioned above.

1 The conclusion of Riesner (1987:53) is clear:

"An examination of the statements in the Gospels leads us to the conclusion that mépav Tou
'lopdavou nowhere necessarily means the Peraea of Antipas, which extended to the south of
the Decapolis, from Amathous to Machaerus. The evidence indicates rather the northern
Trans-Jordan, and the reference in Matthew 19:1 to Joshua 19:34 (MT) could indicate the
region of Bashan-Batanaea, for in both the Septuagint (Nu 32:32f.; Dt 3:8; 4:47) and
Josephus (Ant. VIII.37) Bashan is designated explicitly as mépav tou 'lopdavou. Thus the
suggestion that BnBavia mépav tou 'lopdavou in John 1:28 means the region of Batanaea
becomes even more worthy of consideration."
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That can be additional evidence for our thesis that for the Fourth Evangelist

the events portrayed in John 1 took place in the north." Riesner (1987:58).

6.1.3 Some theological consequences

Riesner (1987:58-68) also developed the theological consequences of this
hypothesis. This topographical place is a real place although of course, this does not
mean that it does not have conjointly a symbolical meaning. The south of Damascus,
which John 1:28 is referring to, was of great significance to the history of both

Judaism and the church.

Wengst (1981)%? and (1984), also, attempted to demonstrate that the Gospel of
John emerged in Gaulanitis or in Batanaea at the time of Herod Agripa II. Finally,
there is a close relationship between topography and theology in the Fourth Gospel:
"If in John 1:28 Batanaea is meant, then all four classical regions of the
Jewish motherland -Galilee, Judaea, Samaria, and the land east of the
Jordan- have a specially emphasised place in the Fourth Gospel. And so with
the help of topography also the Evangelist makes it clear that the sending of

Jesus is for the whole of Israel.” Riesner (1987:63).

6.2 BF Byron

Byron (1998:36-54) and (2002:506-510), stated that when John states mépav tod
Topdavov, across the Jordan must not be understood from east to west but, on the
contrary, from west to east. This perspective is, according to Byron, the perspective
of the Pentateuch before Israel entered into its land; Bethany, accordingly, is the

land given by YHWH to Abraham and to the Israelites.

%2 schnackenburg (1989:178) agrees with this hypothesis.
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6.3 M Ohler

The main conclusion in the works of Ohler (1999:461-476) is, p.472, "Jesus regarded

John as the immediate precursor of the kingdom of heaven. And by saying that John

was more than a prophet, Jesus probably indicated that he saw John as the

eschatological Elijah." It is interesting that Ohler (1999:472) states:
"Finally, consider the location of the baptism in John. John 1:28 says that the
baptism took place in "Bethany beyond the Jordan." Since this detail has no
connection within any part of Johns Gospel, it probably hands down historical
material. There is an ongoing debate on the location of this Bethany, but in
my opinion the most probable place is still the one at the ford of the Jordan.
This place is also known by the pilgrim of Bordeaux as the place where Elijah
went up to heaven. It is possible that John wanted to signal his role as the
returned Elijah with the choice of this location. There, where Elijah went up,

John had to perform his mission."

6.4 SG Brown?®®®

Brown (2002:509) states very clearly that:
"Consideration of the various indications of movement that appear in LGM
1:1,13 and 2:1 and within the larger context of the Markan central section and
the day-long sequence of LGM 1:13-Mark 11:11 leads to the conclusion that
Bethany in LGM 1:1 was most likely a location in Peraea close to one (or
both) of the fords of the Jordan across from Jericho. This conclusion
accords with the recent claim of Jordanian archaeologists to have discovered
Bethany beyond the Jordan at the head of the Wadi Kharrar (Tell el-Kharrar),
a site opposite (and just over 1 km south of) Jericho, 7.3 km north of the Dead
Sea and 1.5 km east of the river. It is between the two fords across from

Jericho, a little closer to the Makhadat Hajla ford."

53 Brown (2002:497-516)

265



6.5 JM Hutton

The exegetical works of Hutton (2008:305-328) and (2014:149-177) are, together
with Riesner (1987:29-63), one of the best analysis | have found. This exegete
chooses Bethabara as the real name for the place in John 1:28.%°* Hutton (2008:
309-310) presents two graphs in which he shows two developments. The first one is

a traditional development from the original name Bethabara:

Ty na
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| | 1
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50.21; etc.; see n. 16) 6.40.204; Onom. 58.18;
etc.)

Fig. 1 - Evolutionary Model #1: Textual and Traditional development from an original
locale named Bethabara.

The second one is the development from the original location named Beth-Araba:

%4 Hutton (2008:310-311) states:

"In short, reading Bn6avig in John 1,28 as a historically accurate piece of information is
problematic on a number of levels. First, the verse itself seems to be an addition by the
gospel writer that rearranges the account received from his source, the Signs Source. If the
gospel writer did indeed write Bn6aviah originally, it can under no circumstances be used as a
historical datum without careful scrutiny. Second, there is some slim reconstructable
textual support for the preservation of a tradition concerning the existence of a settlement
located on or near the Jordan, and possibly named n12 212w for a related interpretive tradition
preserved in Mark 1,2-3, which was then picked up by Origen. Therefore, while the priority
of the reading Bn6aBapd in John 1,28 may remain doubtful, it has at least been salvaged as a
remote possibility. On the other hand, the reading Bn6avia, which may have arisen
under literary pressure from the symbolic movement of Jesus to Bethany in John 11, should
be problematized to a greater extent than it typically was. Whether the writer of the
Fourth Gospel wrote BnBaBapd or not, only a location somewhere in the southern part of
the Jordan River valley can have been intended."
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}'Zicg_é?e; m?gz?:—grfﬁel #2: Textual and Traditional development from an original
Hutton states a third point in which he tries to prove wrong Riesner's proposal that
the place where John baptized was in the north instead of the south. The reasons he
gives are: in regards to the interpretation of John 11, Lazarus could have been dead
before Jesus departed on the journey, and the journey could have been only two
days of journey to Bethany near Jerusalem. Riesner did not take into account the
extra time needed for hiking uphill and downhill, on the Johannine Journeys. The last
and the most destructive point against Riesner's reconstructed time-line is, according
to Hutton, the textual history of the gospel of John due to the dependence on an
earlier Signs Source. But, where does JM Hutton localize the place quoted in John
1:28? In a location in the southwest side of Jericho, a place with the toponym
"Galgala”, in the west of "H ‘En el-Garabe". This name seems to preserve the biblical

name of "Beth ha-Arabah".

6.6 R Khouri; M Waheeb, F Bala'awi and Y Al-Shawabkeh; M Waheeb, R
AlGhazawi and A Mahmound
Khouri (2005:34-43) and (2008:3-12)%° states that there are new archaeological

%5 Also see the excellent article of el-Khouri (2008:71-87).
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evidences about the place where John baptized due to and after the Jordan-Israel
peace treaty of 1994. This place today is called the Baptism Archaeological Park
which runs along 1,5 mile-long wadi, the Wadi el-Kharrar. In this place there is a
multi-church complex. The work of Waheeb, Bala'awi and Al-shawabkeh (2011:177-
198) is a perfect complement to Khouri's exposition. Exactly the same can be seen in
the work of Waheeb, AlGhazawi and Mahmound (2013:123-131).

6.7 DS Earl

Earl (2009:279-294) complements the works of Riesner (1987:29-63) because for
him the place in John 1:28 is also Batanaea but with a different perspective from
them. Earl states that wépav t0d ‘Topdavouv, which appears in John 1:28, 10:40 and
3:26, symbolically represent the inverted way, east to west, to find life with YHWH.
This inverted way is against the Jewish assumption about the Temple of Jerusalem
and their land, hence if we must cross the Jordan river in the inverse way, from east
to west, with our back to Jerusalem and its temple, this would mean that YHWH's life
now could be found in Jesus which is "the place” where YHWH dwells. He is the true
temple: Bethany = Batanaea = Bashan. This location, according to Earl, makes
perfect sense with the eschatological themes which are associated symbolically with
Bashan in Jeremiah 50:19; Micah 7:14-15 and in the MT of Psalm 86:23 and 1QS. It
is significant that, North (2013:130-131) states that there are also other exegetes
who agree with this hypothesis such as Brownlee (1990:166-194), Carson
(1991:146-147) and Kdstenberger (2004:65-66).

6.8 M Piccirillo

Piccirillo (2006:433-443), chiefly on page 439, states four main conclusions which
summarize the result of his analysis: Bethany is, unquestionably, the name of the
place of John 1:28; Bethany has no symbolic motivation: not of Joshua who crossed

the Jordan nor of Elijah. The only reason why John 1:28 states Bethany is, therefore,
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a historical tradition. The phrase "Bethany beyond the Jordan enables the Evangelist
to create a narrative unity in the synkrisis between John and Jesus". Bethany
beyond the Jordan creates problems for exegetes and geographers, thus there is still

room for further research.

6.9 UC von Wahlde

Von Wahlde (2006:528-533.583-584) argues that there are chiefly two proposals

about the location of John 1:28 is. One is in the south, in the Wadi el-Kharrar; the

other is in the north, in Batanaea:
"As for Bethany Beyond the Jordan, the problem is that arguments made for
identifying this Bethany with the site in the Wadi-el-Kharrar do not take into
account the Johannine information /.../ Given the consistent accuracy of the
other Johannine references, the failure to take this information into account in
identifying the location of Bethany is a drawback. In my opinion, the fact that
not all the Johannine information agrees with the proposed southern location
detracts significantly from the confidence that can be given this identification
/... My own view is that while there is evidence for a northern location, it is
impossible to be certain of either site". Von Wahlde (2006:583-584).

6.10 My position on John 1:28

| can systematize my position into the following considerations: It is impossible to be
completely sure where this location was. | cannot make statements beyond
"perhaps" or "maybe". Therefore, | think that the place referred to in John 1:28 could
possibly be on the northwest side of the Jordan instead of the southeast and/or
southwest. | would agree with Riesner (1987:29-63) and (1992a:703-705) that,
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perhaps, this place was Batanaea.?®® Nevertheless, | do not agree with this exegete
about the location's name, rather, | agree on this particular point with Hutton
(2008:305-328) and (2014:149-177), who states that the name of this place was
Bethabara. Hence, according to my understanding, the Evangelist was
geographically and topographically highlighting that Jesus came for the widest

meaning of the territory of Israel as a whole.

7 Translation of ol ’Ioudaiol? 2%’

7.1 Origin of the problem

Among the specialists in the Gospel of John there are several assumptions and pre-
concepts. One of these assumptions is what is called the “Johannine Anachronism”.
Klink 111 (2008:99-118) affirms correctly that this idea dominated the studies of the

Fourth Gospel for almost forty years. What popularized this concept was the

%% | do not agree with Hutton (2008:305-328) when he states, that the most destructive item for

Riesner's hypothesis is the Signs Source. Even when perhaps, all this matter is beyond the limits of
this dissertation, | need to highlight this question: how important is the hypothesis of the Signs Source
-because, obviously, it is no more than a hypothesis- for the understanding of the Fourth Gospel? Is it
as essential as some exegetes have stressed repeatedly? According my understanding, the so-called
Signs Source is not essential for the understanding of the Gospel of John. That is to say, | am able to
comprehend and understand the Fourth Gospel perfectly without the assistance of this hypothesis.
The fact is that there are many exegetes who do not agree with the existence of this source and who
are, perfectly, able to unfold the meaning of this gospel. See the following bibliographical reference: |
agree, in spite of the -understandable- criticism of Fortna (1996:748-750) and Segovia (1996b:780-781),
with the excellent work of van Belle (1994), mainly pages 370-379. Van Belle shares a long list of
exegetes who are in opposition to the hypothesis of the Signs Sources, see van Belle (1994:294-357);
but there are other several alternative hypothesis as well, see van Belle (1994:251-293). At the same
time, It must be highlighted, | agree with Dodd (1978a) and (1978b) about the complete independence
of the Gospel of John concerning the traditions of the Synoptic Gospels. Thus, for example, | do not
agree with Williams (1967:317). Also see Hamid-Khani (2000:20-32) and the enormous amount of
bibliography quoted. Summarizing, | would like to highlight that here the main problem is not the
hypothesis of the Signs Source, but the degree of confidence -or may | say pedantry?- that some
exegetes give to their statements. That is to say, | would have been more ready to accept Hutton's
hypothesis if | had read or found in it some more words like, "it might be", "maybe” or "perhaps".

%7 For a general view of this subject see: von Wahlde (1982:33-60), (1984:575-584), (1999:359-379),
(2000:30-55) and (2001:549-570); Moloney (2002a:16-36); O'Neill (1996:58-74); de Jonge (1993:341-
355) and (2001:121-140); Dowell (1990:19-37); Leibig (1983:209-234); Culpepper (1987:273-288),
(1992:21-43) and (2001:61-82); Pippin (1996:81-97); Scott (2009:83-101); Lieu (2008:168-182); Fuller
(1977:31-37); Motyer (1997b); Cook (1987:259-271); Shetty Cronin (2015); Kierspel (2006); and the
thirteen articles in Bieringer, Pollefeyt and Vandecasteele-Vanneuville (2001).
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exegetical work of Louis Martyn (1979).%®® Louis Martyn affirmed that, although in
John 9:22, the term &moouvvaywyog, the expulsion of the synagogue is described in
Jesus’ time; the fact was that this event occurred several decades after Jesus, in the
Evangelist’s time, when Gamaliel 1l reworded the Birkat ha-Minim. Still today, this
idea is the dominant reading of the Fourth Gospel as we can see in Marcus
(2009:523-551). Klink 1ll is not alone in his criticism. See, for example, Stemberger
(1977:14-21) and (2012:75-88); Schéafer (1975:45-64); Kimelman (1981:226-244);
Horbury (1982:19-61); Katz (1984:43-76); Wilson (1995:64-94); Motyer (1997b:92-
94) and Boyarin (2001b:427-461), correctly argue that: it is impossible to harmonize
the reconstruction of JL Martyn with the whole text of John. There is a lack of
evidence that the main cause of the eradication of the Christians from the
synagogues were the Birkat ha-Minim. Klink 111 (2008:103), citing the outstanding

works of R Kimelman,?®°

states:

"A statement by Kimelman is more to the point: 'One of the results of ... this
volume was a highlighting of the lack of evidence for any formative impact of
Christianity on any major element of tannaitic Judaism, including the
development of rabbinic law, the formation of the Mishnah, the structuring of
the liturgy, the closing of the canon, and the major propositions of rabbinic
theology. This itself is sufficient to question the thesis that  birkat ha-minim
was primarily directed against Christianity. We must be careful of
anachronistically overestimating the impact of Christianity on Judaism in the

first two centuries'.

%% Bennema (2009c¢:240) is right when he states the relationship of the exegete with Bultmann:

"Undoubtedly Rudolf Bultmann's commentary 'The Gospel of John' and James Louis Martyn's
'History and Theology in the Fourth Gospel' have had most influence on Johannine studies
(including our subject) in the Twentieth Century. Bultmann saw oi 'loudaior as theological
symbols, representing the unbelieving world in general in its hostility towards Jesus.
Martyn's contribution was to give o 'loudaiol flesh, i.e. a historical context, by identifying
them as the Pharisaic Rabbis of Yavneh. As D. Moody Smith puts it, 'Whereas Bultmann's
John hung in the air and its Jews were ciphers for unbelief, Martyn gave the Gospel a
home and identified its Jews as real people.' Therefore, while Bultmann defined the 'sense’ of
ol 'loudaiol, Martyn focused on its 'referent'.”

269 Kimelman (1981:226-244)
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The Jewish-Christian conflict reflected in the Fourth Gospel were intra-Jewish-

disputes. Klink Il (2008:108) following the works of Kimelman (1981:239) and

Boyarin (2001b:427-461) states:
"The problem with the term dmoouvaywyog is that we have no literary
evidence for its potential sense. Recent study has furthered our
understanding of Jewish conflicts, even conflict between differing Jewish
groups. The historical criticisms mentioned above tend to emphasise one
important point: The Jewish-Christian conflicts in the first century reveal
complex tensions that appear to have been intra-Jewish in nature. It was a

familial conflict."”

The gospel of John attempts to link the turmoil experienced by the reader with the
experiences of Jesus. Thus | agree with this exegete: we must re-think the
Johannine Anachronism and | agree completely with the outstanding work of
Kimelman (1981:226-244) when he affirms that, not only is there a complete lack of
evidence that Birkat ha-Minim was a Jewish attitude against Christians, but there is
abundant evidence that Christians were accepted in synagogues. Klink Il
(2008:109:110.), following the excellent works of Wilken (1971:25-38) states:
"The evidence from the second to fifth century, therefore, 'makes it apparent
that Christian and Jews continued to have contact with each other well into
the fifth century," and that both Christians and Jews devoted a good part of
their exegetical, theological, and ‘ecclesial' endeavors to dealing with their
continued shared existence. This is a difference in kind from Martyn's thesis
which posits two distinct and unrelated entities in conflict during the first

Century, Judaism and Christianity".

I, analysing the above cite, wonder, if this were not the case then why would the
council of Elvira 306 AD leave this impression? Why, then, in the canons of Laodicea
in the fourth century, Canon 29, does it alert the Christians to not Judaize? Mason
(2007:457-512) complements this argument when he highlights the fact that in the
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Greco-Roman-World there were no categories of “Judaism”, nor “religion”, until at
least the third/fourth century. The term ol ’Touvbetor was understood as an ethnic
group comparable to other ethnic groups. Boyarin (2009:7-36) and (2001b:427-461)
clearly states that the division between Judaism and Christianity as two separate

religions occurred in the third century:%”°

"It is specifically the intra-Jewish, familial turmoil that allows John to portray
itself as both Jewish and anti-Jewish simultaneously. Historically, the Fourth
Gospel portrays familial turmoil rooted in a long history of inter-Jewish
tension involving heresy and group identity. John reflects its own identity-
forming portrayal of the conflict between what later became Judaism and the
early Christian movement. As a Gospel, John attempts to link the turmoil
experienced by the readers with the experiences of Jesus himself. This does
not take away from the fact that real 'expulsions' of whatever kind were taking
place behind the Johannine narrative, as witnessed elsewhere in the early
Christian movement, for this was part and parcel of what Jesus himself
experienced— and what those who had threatened Judaism proper had faced
for generations.” Klink Il (2008:117).

%1 will only research the relationship between Judaism and Christianity within the first century. For

the relationship in the second century and beyond, see Williams (2009:37-55). However, | agree

completely with Klink 111 (2008:117) when he underlines that:
"It seems necessary, therefore, to rethink the historical reconstruction normally applied to
drroouvdywyog in the Johannine narrative, or projected onto the circumstances surrounding
John. This rethinking in no way tries to remove Jewish-Christian tension and conflict from the
realm of the Gospel, it only wants to locate it in a trajectory that is 'already' rooted in the
Johannine Jesus, one of many qualified minim in the late first century. It is also necessary; it
seems, to give the narrative its voice back, for its explicit development of Jesus is intimately
tied, not just loosely affiliated, to the current experiences of the readers. Although John is
certainly formed by his situation, he also seems to be arguing for a future formation linked to
Jesus himself—even shared experiences between Jesus and the Johannine readers. Such a
clear Jewish-Christian or intra-Jewish tension over identity is as pertinent in the later first
century as it was during Jesus' own ministry."

Furthermore, in his conclusion on the same page, Klink Il highlights correctly that:
"Historically, the Fourth Gospel portrays familial turmoil rooted in a long history of inter-Jewish
tension involving heresy and group identity. John reflects its own identity-forming portrayal of
the conflict between what later became Judaism and the early Christian movement. As a
Gospel, John attempts to link the turmoil experienced by the readers with the experiences of
Jesus himself."
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Bennema (2009c¢:239-263) and (2014a:87-100) states four important contributions
for this research: He refuted Martyn’s anachronism because the term ol ’Toudaiol
“was a distinct religious group in Jesus' time.” He states that ol Tovéeior was a group
which was composed of chief priests rather than of Pharisee leaders. Also that in the
Fourth Gospel there is a change in Jesus’ opponents: from Pharisees -in the middle
of his ministry, to the chief priests —at the end of his ministry. That the term ot
Tovbaior has an outsider’s perspective -even in the case of a Jewish person being
part of ol ’‘ToudaloL. But the term ’Iopami implies an insider's or participator’'s
perspective. The relationship between the various groups is shown in the following

diagram from Bennema (2009c:260):

chief priests
and
high priest

o1 Toudaion as

‘the authorities’
. the Torah- and
00 Samhedein temple- loyalists
found especially,

but not
exclusively, in
Judaea/Jerusalem

Pharisces and other
influential laity
(perhaps o1 TouSaiot
in John 11)

The analysis of Pietrantonio (1980a:11-19), (1985hb:27-41) and (2004) is an excellent
addition to Bennema's work. Pietrantonio points out the following important
considerations: In NT times there was no unanimity about what it meant to belong to
Israel; the Fourth Gospel is trying to answer the question: what happens when a Jew
recognizes Jesus as the Messiah, does he remain a Jew or not??’* The gospel of
John, with the exception of John 1:1-18 and 21:1-25 is the most Hebraic of all the NT

" Bowker (1965:398-408) and Pancaro (1975a:396-405) and (1970:114-129).
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books with the exception of Hebrews.?”? In other words, the background of the
controversies in the Fourth Gospel is within the limits of Judaism. The terms ‘Topani
and "Topaniitnc do not involve the gentiles and it is important to be aware of the fact
that in John 11:50-52 the term ¢dvoc refers to the Jewish nation whereas Awoc
denotes the entire ’Iopani. Moreover, the term ’Iopani —which is always positive
unlike ot Tovéetoi-- is larger than Judea. Among other meanings the term “Touvduiw
had two different connotations: one was a geographic connotation, the second was a
religious one. Among Gentiles and Jews of the Diaspora the connotation of Topani
was the secondary meaning, a religious connotation, but in the Fourth Gospel the
first connotation of Tovdaia is the geographic one. What does all this imply? That the
Gospel of John, unlike almost all the books of the NT, was written within
Palestine.?”®* When Palestinian Jewish people had to express the religious meaning
of Tovdalw, they used ’Iopani. This is clear when we compare the use of the term of
the Fourth Gospel: Iopani with, for example, Romans 11. The Apostle Paul is
speaking from and for the Diaspora, unlike the Gospel of John. On the other hand,
when we focus on John 15:18-16:4a, the centre of this pericope is persecution, but

what kind of persecution? If the parallels of this text with the Synoptic Gospels®’* ar

e
taken into account, for Pietrantonio (1980:11-19) it would be extremely difficult for
someone to try to seriously prove that the four receiving communities of the four
canonical gospels had separately invented all these sayings in four different places
and different times; therefore, all these sayings have a Sitz im Leben in Jesus
himself. All the facts abovementioned were before 70 AD.?”® Hence, to what person,

be that person Greek or Roman, could all these matters be interesting? And,

2’2 Reed (2003:709-726).
"3 Robinson (1976:254-311).

2™ According to Pietrantonio (1980:14) these parallels are: John 15:18 = Matthew 10:22; Mark 13:13
and Luke 21:17. John 15:20 = Matthew 10:23-24.23:34 and Luke 21:12. John 15:21 = Matthew 10:22,
Mark 13:13 and Luke 21:17. John 15:26 = Mathew 10:20, Mark 13:11 and Lk12:12. John 15:27=
Matthew 10:18; Mark 13:9 and Luke 21:12-13. John 16:1 = Matthew 24:10 and John 16:2 = Matthew
10:17; 24:9 (10:21), Mark 13:9, 13:12, Luke 21:12, (6:22) 21:16.

"> see also the following exegetes who support this hypothesis: Bowker (1965:398-408); Cullmann
(1975); Vidal Manzanares (1995:69-75); Robinson (1976:254-311) and (1985).
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furthermore, if the Gospel of John had been written in Ephesus or in Alexandria at
the end of the first century: what could the reasons have been for the high level of
topographical, geographical, chronological and contextual precision of Palestine in
Jesus' time to readers who were not familiar with this context? Thus Dodd (1978a),
although he dated the final version of the Fourth Gospel around 90-100 AD*"®,
admitted that the context of this gospel is Palestine before 70 AD and not later nor in

another place!?”’

What is more, he, in my opinion, correctly, affirms that The Fourth
Gospel, as a whole literary work, would be hard-pressed to be understood and is
hardly conceivable in another context but before the destruction of the Second

Temple and, even better, before the rebellion of 66 AD.?"®

7.2 Analysing ot ’Iovéator in the Fourth Gospel

Taking into account all the above, | will present the following systematisations. The
term ot ‘Tovéaior in the Gospel of John is obviously more important than in the
Synoptic Gospels. This is easy to see in any Concordance of the Greek NT. In the

Gospel of John ol “ToudaloL appears 69 times.?"

How and why can | translate ol ‘Tovdaior? Malina and Rohrbaugh (1998:43-55)
explain John 1:19 in their social-science commentary of the Fourth Gospel when

they state:

7% At this point, | agree with Vidal Manzanares (1995:72-74) when he explains that, even though

Dodd dated the Fourth Gospel at the end of the first century because for him John 4:53 was a
reference to the gentile mission, and the testimony of John is similar to Act 18:24-19:7, both extremes
underlined by Dodd, even if they were correct, do not make the date of this gospel to be after 70 AD
due to the fact that the mission to the gentiles as well as the news of Act 18-19, are dated before 66
AD.

*" Dodd (1963a:311-312)

"8 Dodd (1963a:332-334.412-422)

2’9 In Matthew this phrase appears 5 times; in Mark 6 times, in Luke 4. In the Fourth Gospel it appears

in: 1:19; 2:6.13.18.20; 3:1.25; 4:9.22; 5:1.10.15.16.18; 6:4.41.52. 7:1.2.11.13.15.35;
8:22.31.48.52.57; 9:18.22 (two times); 10:19.24.31.33; 11:8.19.31.33.36.45.54.55; 12:9.11; 13:33;
18:12.14.20.31.33 36.38.39; 19:3.7.12.14.19.20.21 (three times).31.38.40.42 and 20:19.
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"Both here and in all of the sixty-nine other instances in John where the term
Judeans (Greek loudaioi) appears there is nothing of the modern connota-
tions of 'Jew' or 'Jewishness'. Here it is simply inappropriate to project
those modern meanings backward into the period when John was written
rather, Judean meant situated geographically and forming a territory taking its
name from its inhabitants Judea /.../ In sum, when the terms Judea or Judean
are used in the Gospel of John, they should be understood as referring to the
persons living in a territory located in the Southern Western part of the Roman
province of Syria-Palestine. Thus John notes correctly that Judeans send
Priest and Levites from Jerusalem (1:19)."®®° Malina and Rohrbaugh
(1998:44-45).

My open questions: therefore, concerning the 69 times in which oL ’Tovéaiot

appears, would be to translate all of them as "the Judeans". Although, it must be

highlighted, | have three exceptions that must be analysed individually: John 4:9,
4:22 and 18:20.%%! How to understand, then, the term ol ®apioeiot in John 1:19-347? |
agree with Brodie (1993:151) when he analyses John 1:24-28, the scene after 1:19-

23:

"Then comes the second scene and, as if to explain the lack of response from
the questioners, there is a further detail about then -they were ‘from the
Pharisees' /.../ The reference to the Pharisees is sufficiently ambiguous that,
while it can indeed refer to the senders, it may also be read, grammatically at

least, as referring to those who were sent. Thus the reference to the

280
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I think the frank statement of Moloney (1998:9-10): is very illuminating:

"Inflammatory rejection of the Jewish people has marked much of the history of European
Christianity and, because of this, of European culture as a whole. The Christian involvement
in -or at best non-opposition to- the holocaust, and a large part of European history and
culture including the European theological tradition are but indications of the immeasurable
damage that has resulted from the misreading of one of Christianity's found text /.../ Jewish
people as such are not represented by the term 'Jews' and the Fourth Gospel must not be
read as if there were".

The analysis of these three biblical texts is beyond the limits of this dissertation.
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Pharisees need not to be seen as the result of the same kind of secondary
‘editing’ when taken with the questioners motivation and their unresposive-
ness it forms the clinching element in a subtly drawn picture of deafness. The
witness cried out, but, despite all their energy and resistance, the Pharisees

related questioners are not listening".

It is not correct to assume, as a direct relationship, ot ’Tovdeior as a synonym of o
koopog. Understanding this last term as the space of the rejection, of Jesus, the true
Messiah.?®? Both terms, throughout the Fourth Gospel not only have negative but
also, in different contexts, positive connotations. See for example, John 4:22 and
3:16.

The Gospel of John was never anti-Jew or anti-Semitic,?® rather, this gospel could
have anti-Judean connotations.?®* Thus, according to my understanding, the
confrontations in the Fourth Gospel were intra-Judaism confrontations within

Palestine around 66 AD.

8 Conclusion

Therefore, according to my understanding, the whole pericope of John 1:19-34 was
written by the Evangelist. This does not mean that it has not used two -or more-
different traditions. Various exegetes have written about the many incongruities, cuts
and duplicates that the gospel of John has. One thing is certain: something strange
happened to this pericope. That is why all of these exegetes, with different
methodologies and interpretations, have tried to explain what could have happened

to John 1:19-34. Hence, the exegetical analysis takes into account the redactional

82 For further information see, for example, Kierspel (2006).

83 For bibliographical reference, articles and chapters on anti-Semitism in John see Shetty Cronin

(2015:154-173).

%4 Here | am thinking, for example, of Smiga (1992) and Geyser (1986:13-20).
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history in order to understand this pericope. Here, the Diachronic analysis reaches

its limits.

| ask, merely as a hypothesis to be demonstrated in the following chapter, could it be
that John 1:19-34 lost its introduction? What would happen if | analysed this pericope

taking into account the introduction that was once its beginning?

According to my understanding, the geographical location where John baptizes in

John 1:28 was Bethabara which belonged to Batanaea.

Lastly, with three exceptions | understand the best translation of ot ’ToudaloL to be

"Judeans" instead of "Jews".

9 About the three next chapters

Even when | find that, for several decades some exegetes have been drawing
attention to the fact that, the Gospel of John had another facade, | have not found
that any of these exegetes have analysed how this facade unravels its meaning as a
biblical text. That is what | will be analysing in the next three chapters and, through
Rhetorical Analysis in chapter 9, and through Narrative Criticism in chapters 10 and
11, we shall be giving new light to all these old questions, and, each and every
element and data analysed here, will have its right place in the puzzle that John

1:19-34 certainly is.
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Chapter IX

Second approach to John 1:6-7a.c.15.19-34: Rhetorical Analysis

1 Starting premise in this chapter®®

It is clear that, as always, all the writers including our canonical ones, use oral and/or
written sources. However, the crux of discussion in this dissertation is that something
strange happened to this pericope. My main target, throughout Rhetorical Analysis,
is to find out what happened and what the consequences of this possible event are.
In other words, through Rhetorical Analysis | will be examining the plausibility, the
verisimilitude of all the hypotheses that state that the Fourth Gospel once had

another fagade.

28 | will start by taking into account all the open questions from the last chapter. The main target in

this chapter is to investigate how the pericope 1:6-7a.c.15.19-34 is structured. If | find that this
pericope had a very polished chiasmic structure and, therefore, each and every element which
constitutes the biblical text had its own place in this structure, | would then be able to prove that this
pericope has a perfect sense of unity and, would thus be able to reject the idea that John 1:19-34 was
written in a patchwork manner, made of different traditions, strata. Even if it could be supposed that
there were different traditions, strata, we must consider that the Evangelist would have had a more
active participation in the final version of this pericope and, consequently, that the several problems
and difficulties that various exegetes have posed throughout the Diachronical Analysis concerning this
biblical text, could be analysed from another perspective using other methodological approaches.
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My second main target will be, if the likelihood of the first target can be proven with
some degree of probability, to show how this structure would function as the first

prologue of the Gospel of John.

My third target shall be to analyse the exegetical and theological consequences for

the understanding of the whole Gospel of John.

2 A meaningful structure in John 1:19-34?%°

2.1 Implausibility

There are several proposals about the chiastic structure of this biblical text. We must
first analyse all these proposals paying special attention to whether the elements of
the biblical texts are integrated well into the different chiasmic structures proposed
by the exegetes. | will divide the exegetical works into two main points: first,
structures of John 1:19-34; second, structures within John 1:19-34. After the analysis

of these divisions we shall have a better understanding of this pericope.

2.2 Structures of John 1:19-34

2.2.1 K Smith

Smith (2005:11-12) has divided the structure of John 1:19-34 into two parts: JB1,
1:19-28:; and JB2, 1:29-34; JB1, this exegete,?®” has the following structure:

a 19-20 ... this is the testimony of John... "I am not the Christ"
b 21a And they asked him, "what then? Are you Elijah?"
¢ 21b He said, "I am not"

d 21c "are you the prophet?"

8 If there is something notorious it is the fact that |, after searching and looking for exegetical works,

books or articles, about the chiasmic structure of John 1:19-34 for several years, my bibliographical
harvest at this point is rather poor when | compare it with the number of books and articles on the
structure of the prologue of John.

%7 The highlighting in the structure belongs to Smith.
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e 21d And he answered, "No"
f 22a ... "who are you? Let us have an answer for those who sent us.

g 22b What do you say about yourself?"

g' 23 He said, "l am... one crying in the wilderness..., as Isaiah said."
f' 24 now they been sent from the Pharisees.
e' 25 "... why... baptizing if... neither... Christ, nor Elijah, nor... prophet?"
d' 26a John answered them, "l baptize with water;
c' 26b but among you stands one whom you do not know,
b' 27... he who comes after me... whose sandal... not worthy to untie"

a' 28 This took place in Bethany... where John baptizes

It is interesting that the centre of the whole structure is the question of John and his
answer quoting the prophet Isaiah. Theologically this is very important. On the other
hand, the parallel of f and f' is clear. The other colons do not have a clear
relationship. For example, the close relationship between 1:21 and 1.25 does not

appear. The second structure JB2, John 1:29-34 is as follows:

a 29a The next day he saw Jesus coming toward him,
b 29b ... "Behold... Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world!
c 30a ...he... whom I said, "After me comes a man who ranks before me
d 30b for he was before me"
e 3lal myself did not know him;
f 31c [but] that he might be revealed to Israel”
g 31b but for this | came baptizing with water,
g' 32a... John bore witness, "l saw the Spirit descend as a dove from heaven
f' 32b and it remained on him
e' 33a | myself did not know him;
d' 33b but he who sent me to baptize with water
c' 33c said to me, "he on whom you see the Spirit descend and remain,
b 33d this is he who baptizes with the Holy Spirit,

a' 34.. | have seen and... borne witness that this is the Son of God
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Although these are very interesting structures, all the clear parallels of John 1:19-28
and 1:29-34 have the same main problems: the colons do not have clear
relationship. It would be more useful if this exegete had tried to discover a unique

structure to the whole pericope of John 1:19-34.

2.2.2 JS Croatto®®®
Croatto (1983:33-46) has presented one of the best proposals for the chiasmic
structure of John 1:19-34. The summarized version of this proposal in which only the

terms or the words which theologically structure this pericope appears as follow:

a Testimony /| am not the Messiah (1:19-20)
b Baptizes (1:25)
c | Baptize (1:26)
d With water (1:26)
e (He) was present (1.26)
f 1do not know (1:26)
g behind me/ | am not worthy (1:27)
“Behold, the Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world" (1:29)
g' Behind me/ before me/ first than me (1:30)
f I do not know him (1:31)
e Manifesting to Israel (1:31)
d With water (1:31)
c Baptizing (1:31)
b This is who Baptizes with the Holy Spirit (1:33)
a Testimony / this is the son of God (1:34)

A more detailed exposition of Croatto's proposal is presented in the next drawing,

though the structure of this exegete is more complex than | am presenting here:

8 This exegete has written this article in Spanish. In this dissertation | have chosen to translate his

structures into the NT Greek.
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284



Although Croatto's structure is one of the best proposals | have found, this proposal
has not taken into account the clear parallels which are within John 1:29-24 and, at
the same time, in John 1:19-28. Before presenting his structure of the whole
pericope 1:19-34, Croatto (1983:39.41) presents two structures. One is a structure
found in John 1:32-33:

3.« sy , s
A “kdyw odk el adtdy,
~ ~ ~ N 32
B aar o davepwdf t¢ Topand Sk todto BAGov éyedy & BdatL Pamtilwv. Kol &uaptipnoev
Twavvng Aéywv
1% ’ \ ~ ~ < \ ) 5 ~ o P 5 7
C 11 tebéopat to mredua katafaivov ¢ TepLotepw €€ obpavod kal éuelver ém’ aldtov.
1 33 ) \ 5 4 > 1
A K&yw olk fdewv altov,
1 ~ ol ~ ~
B' aal 6 méuag pe PamtiCery &v V8ot Ekelvde pou elmev: &b’ Ov dv 1ong to mrebua katafoivor kol
pévov ém’ adtoy, obTog €0ty O Pantilwy év mreluatl oylw.

The second structure is found in John 1:26-31;

A 26 ’ 5 Aty ’ ’ 5 N ’
amekplbn avtolc o Twavvng Aeywr: eyw Pamtilw

B & st

C uéooc bucv €otnrer

© e -~ 9 E4
OV UUELG OUK oLOOLTE,

m O

- )y A s v oy N S S A Iy
0 OTLOW HOU EPYOLEVOC, 0L OUK €lpl [eyw] &€Log v AVow ovTod tov Lovte Tod LTOOMUKTOG.
28 ~ 5 I ’ PR ’ 1% 2ty ’ ’ 29 ~
tadto ev Bnbavig eyeveto mepav tod Topdavov, omou v o Twavvng Pamntilwy. TH
énodpLov BAémel tov ‘Incody épyduevor mpog adTOV kol A€yel:
b4 e b \ ~ ~ e b4 \ 3 ’ ~ ’
F  16e 6 dpvoc tod Beod 6 alpwy thy dueptiav Tod kdopov.
El 30 1 TRY TR E sy ” IR o ’ ’ o
0UTOC €O0TLY UTEP O €Yw €LTOV® OTLOW HOU €PXETHL (VNP OC €UTPOOBEV UOUL YEYOVeV, OTL
TPATAG Kov .

D' * «éyod obk e adtéy,

C'  al va davepwdi t¢ Topand i todto HABOY &y
B' & %éatt

A" Bartilwy.

2.2.3 CH Talbert
Talbert (1992:80-81) developed two parallel structured chiasmus, divided into the
first and second day within John 1:19-34. The first day, John 1:19-27, is built with

two sub-units, 1:19-23 and 1:24-27, that are related by a parallel as follows:
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Unit One (vv 19-23):
1. Jews set... from Jerusalem to ask him... (v.19).
2. I 'am not the Christ, nor Elijah, nor the prophet.
3. He said | am... (v.23)

Unit Two (vv.24-27):
1. They had been sent from the Pharisees... they asked him... (vv.24-25).
2. If you are neither the Christ, nor Elijah nor the prophet (v.25b).
3. John answered them "I baptize with water; but... he who come after
me... (v.26-27).

On the other hand, the second day, John 1:29-34, is also divided into two units but

related with an inverted parallel:

Unit One (vv.29-32):
1. Two confessions of John:
(a) Behold the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world (v.24).
(b) This is the one who comes after me who ranks before me (v.30).

2. "l myself did not know him":
"For this | come baptizing with water" (v.31).
"l saw the spirit descend and remain on him (v.32)

Unit Two (vv.33-34):
2. "l myself did not know Him".
"He who sent me to baptize with water".
"He on whom you see the spirit descend and remain (v.33).

1. Two confessions of John:
(@) I have seen him who baptizes with the Holy Spirit.
(b) This is the Son of God.

As a conclusion, it is important to emphasise what CH Talbert (1992:81) states:
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"Day Two (vv.29-34) is linked to Day One (vwv.19-27) not only by seven or
eight day schemes but also by linked phrases: 'The one who comes after
me' v.26//v.30; 'l baptize v.26/vv31.33".

The division and the structuring of this exegete is very useful although John 1:29-34

could be divided into a clearer structure as we will observe in the next proposal.

2.2.4 J Mateos and J Barreto
Mateos and Barreto (1981:101) proposed a very reliable chiasmic structure of John
1:29-34 as follows:

A 1:29: Affirmation about Jesus
B 1:30: Quote from the past
C 1:31: Confession of ignorance
D 1:32:Vision of the Holy Spirit
C 1:33a: Confession of ignorance
B 1.33b: Quote from the past
A 1:34 Affirmation about Jesus

This proposal is the best structure | have found regarding John 1:29-34. It is clear if
we carefully analyse it that the parallels alluded to are undoubtedly present in this
biblical text. Furthermore, a structure of John 1:19-34 must respect the parallels

highlighted in Mateos and Barreto's proposal.

2.3 Conclusions

Following are my conclusions:

Why should | search for a chiasmic structure that encompasses both pericopes,
John 1:19-28 and 1:29-347? Because, both pericopes are linked by parallels. Also, as
the exegetical works of Croatto (1983:33-46) clearly indicate, both of these pericopes

are perfectly linked together through a rational and logical chiasmic structure.
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Moreover, the statement of John in 1:26 about his baptism with water presupposes,
that there is another kind of Baptism but, that this other kind of baptism, the Baptism
with 