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H15 JouN 19,

Ruben Zimmermapy,

narrative reading of the Gospel of John, the ¢

hin d soadion i s
Wltzl:lplied) author anq the (1mPlled) reader may be hi ghliugr;:s:(g‘ between
the \! communication 1s the enigmatic and ambiguous qualtyof I:; aspect

Buage.

ter 6 of Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel, Alan ¢

Izvcelrl:rforms of this so-called “silent communication”utist?rgee; izc(;rd -
iea der. The rea(.iel’ shogld become aware of many overtones of the :::2
anguage> by which one is led to ano.ther level of understanding, Culpepper
explicitly explored three fc')rms of this reader-oriented dialogue—misunder-
qandings (1983, 152-65), irony (165-80), and symbolism (180-98)—pyt lg0
noted that these three devnc.es have only an exemplary character and stand for
many more forms of implicit communication.

All these textual styles function, according to Culpepper, in the same way
25 an “implicit commentary” for the reader.

What seems clear and simple on the surface is never so simple for the
perceptive reader because of the opacity and complexity of the gospel's sub-
surface signals. Various textual features, principally the misunderstandings,
irony, and symbolism, constantly lead the reader to view the story from a
higher vantage point and share the judgements which the “whispering
wizard” conveys by means of various nods, winks, and gestures. It is the
discovery of subsurface signals which had previously escaped the reader’s
notice that allows the gospel to be read again and again with pleasure and
profit. (Culpepper 1983, 151)

Since the publication of Anatomy, the investigation of the enigmatic or
figurative character of the language of John has gone further. Following vari-
ous examinations of individual instances (see Schwankl 1995; van der Watt
1992; 1994; 1998; 2000; Busse 1997; 2002), first attempts are now being made
10 systematize the “imagery in the Gospel of John’ (see Zimmermann 2006).
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n to the lnetah:\(r)ol& Admittedly, }:he unders:inndlngs and g,
. : holarship are as diverse 54 (,
continues 0 ithin Johannine SCNO - Eflory,
the term symbol Wllcept ‘t the symbol in the manyl different academ;, dis.
to reflect on the ¢! ¢ offers the following, Very elementary deﬁ"“iOn of
ciplines.' Larry ’ﬁ’"éospel of John: “A symbol stands for somep;,

the

7 » : : I €r
“symbolism” in e than, what it immediately is and also parti;

t mo 4
than, or at leas

g Pates i, thay
- » (1997, 14; see Wheelwrlght 1982, 6). On the othe
for which it stands _( i oortant Symbolism in the Fourth Gospel, |;
Craig Koester, 1n his lTPm in the Gospel of John to three areas; “4 symbo|
manifestation of.stbo is erson that is understood to have transcendeny : is
an image, an 3‘1:;‘:::,’132 2t‘e}:ms, symbols span the chasm between why i 'fmn;
niﬁcance. In Lot is ‘from below’ without collapsing the distinction” (2003, 4.,
above’ and l‘:;il? the aspect of participation or representation to the foy and
z)'egl:l:)efr:he “sagcramental character” of“the Iohannine symbo!s,2 vai-)’ee N
dpi)fferentiates the various positions into metapho.rlcal sy@bollsT:( Narratiye
symbolism,” “double meaning,’ “misundenstax:d“mg and. irony, SfICramen.
tal symbolism,” “representational symbolism,” “thematic symbolism” and
“scriptural symbolism” (2001, 5—21).”Dorothy Lee understands the Johan-
nine narratives as “symbolic narratives” that, for the reader, fulfi]] 3 pragmatic
function (Lee 1995, 24, 231; 2002). For the most part, these studies exam-
ine individual symbols such as “water” (Jones 1997; Ng 2001) or the “temple’
(Rahner 1998; Coloe 2001; Kerr 2002).

In this essay I would like to go a step further down the path and, in addi-
tion, offer several fundamental remarks on the perception and analysis of

symbols in the Gospel of John. For purposes of application, I will take a closer

o[”
In addilio

r hand,
Mits he

L. An instructive introduction to the concept of “
Oeser 1971-2007, 10:710-23. On the concept of symb
overviews in Jones 1997, 14-28; Ng 2001, 5-43.

2. In this case, however, various problems must be discussed. First, was John the
Evangelist familiar with he sacraments of “baptism” and “Eucharist,” and is he refe:i-
ring to them in his use of “water” and “bread” or “wine”? Such knowledge is affirmed,

for example, by Schnackenburg (1985, 83-86) and Frey (2000a), while Kysar (1975, 108)
and Berger (1997, 208-17)

challenge in particular John's familiarity with the Euchansl;
Second, which (implicit) understanding of the sacraments does the Fourth Gospel ‘bclmy(.l
For example, is the washing of feet (John 13) to be understood as a sacrament? I\'“.e"“an)
(1993) assumes here a “postbaptismalen Initiationsritus” (postbaptismal rite b inl“al'lj[‘";
Or does the entire Gospel have o “sacramental character” (see Kysar 1975, 25% i L‘*.'
1977; Paschal 1981)? For an initial orientation to the issues, see Brown 1962; Moo
1982; for a reflection ‘

. -9; Jones
on the Intersections with symbolism, see Koester 2003, it
1997,26-28; Ng 2001, 1416,

symbol” can be found in Meier-
ol in Johannine research, see the
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1uch—"eglec“’d symbolic domain in the Fourth Gospel, th
®h the “Barden

g S
YMBOLISM IN JOHN

ive 1an uage 15 il:araf:tenzed by a surplus of sensatio
Figura“sur |us de sens- This means that a linguistic expres

4, L of text OF linguistically speaking, a semanteme
5 _represents something else. While the word “ ,;S)S{m bol carrying
peani® 1 in this way as a generic term that covers allyﬁ u0 i
emp O?l’n the Fourth Gospel, I consider it useful at least to digstir: uuv'ehh[? o
» and “symbol.” Since the development of the interacgti(:s hetween
Richards, it has been recognized that a metaphor can :etv €0ry.of
ip only OP€ word or lexeme but always includes a framework of teexrte():eset
qichards 1936, 89-101, 115-37; Blaclf 1954; 1977; Weinrich 1976, 295-316)
within this text fram?work a semantnc tension is created between two parts:
-4 o-called “jmpertinent predication” or “calculated absurdity” of the state-
pent ShOWS the reader that she has left the literal meaning and should now
search for @ figurative meaning (see Zimmermann 2000; 2003, 10-18). The
erm “symbol,” however, is used to describe a different phenomenon of figu-
metaphor, the surplus of meaning of the symbolic

ative language. Unlike the
iage is not created through the interaction of two domains of meaning on

ihe level of text. The symbol appears in the text as a single item (e.g., “water,
‘light, or the “cross”), and that for which it stands or what it indicates must
befilled in or “thrown in” (thus, etymologically, the Greek sym-ballein) by the
recipient, as Culpepper pointed out (1983, 182-83).

A motif, an action, or a person in a narrative can thus be understood
ssasymbol only by the reader. In cases where the actions and people in the

Gospel of John obtain symbolic meaning through narrative elements, I prefer
. see Zimmermann

o speak of “narrative Bildlichkeit” (“parrative imagery’;

2042, 197-217). However, in the analysis of symbolism, the thematic sym-
bolism of linguistic convention is at the forefront. This symbolism cannot
teally be taken out of its literary surroundings (e.g. the narrative and speeches
ofthe Fourth Gospel) but can be dealt with separately in a heuristic sensé:

N 0r, as Ricoeur
S10n—a motif or

3; R“lc(;cardti: ey SRy oJsinns ... WO die Sprach
efines “symbol” as “Region des DopptCh nicht damit begnﬁgl’.

Verschi

iedenen 3 Sk

denen Grades produziert, in denen der Sinn s )
der nur inund M

ichnen

. ) SOI'ldcrn ine onn Si b .Chnel» .

Ticht cinen anderen Sinn bezel : ition of §
Prcci::ilu erreichen ist” (1988, 19, also 29). Ricoeur mal.(es o gegzlslslior:r asy
for ) distinguishing it from the “to0 broad” definition of E.

ﬂrm
and tha &
dthe “too narrow” one of Plato (as an analogy):
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gument here,

oint is important (o my ar I will disciny ..
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Because this P
more precisely b

In a success
codes in a text fro
author and thus can

' ceeding. %
efore proceeding
ful communication, the reader already kngys the Rl
m the linguistic conventions held in commop w“h()h(
understand the symbolism. However, problen. the
Sm

z ; «“symbolic” passages of the text, [ .
arise in the mterpretat;)m;'(c)fcozventionSPOf otiscnty com;h: Particy,,
case at hand, the symboti ] I ilable i Tt of the

d addressee of the Fourth Gospel are only available iy, , limiteq ,,
i day readers. How, then, can a modern reader knoy if a b
to Prese:rt-mz)tlif should be given a symbolic meaning or not? fo, ef::OIn.
:;2‘(:]“({ the geographical detail that ]ol?n was baptizil?g at Aenon (Johy, 325
be understood symbolically? Is the miracle of the wine (2:1-11) , symbolic
occurrence? Is the “bread of life” (John 6) a symbol for the eucharistjc breag?
Are even some characters, such as Jesus mother (2:1-1‘ 1; 6:42; 192537,
depicted symbolically? Many more ?xamples could be given. The variety of
interpretations of these texts and topics seems to demox?strate that it js nearly
impossible to come to a consensus as to whether certain passages should pe
considered “symbolic” or not. In order not to leave the discovery of symbols
completely to the arbitrary assessment of exegetes, interpretation should work
toward greater methodical clarity in the description of symbols.

As a methodological stimulus toward symbolic analysis, I would like to
suggest that the identification of symbols should follow two criteria. If it is
correct that symbols are only defined by way of the conventions of a linguistic
community, then a text must be connected back to this symbolic tradition
in order to be understood in its deeper meaning. Whether a symbolic tradi-
tion really forms the background of a particular text, however, can only be
recognized through evidence from the text itself. Thus, I consider the differ-
entiation of two criteria to be helpful: (1) conventional plausibility; (2) textual
plausibility. Both criteria will be briefly defined here.

With regard to the criterion of conventional plausibility, if a motif such
as “light,” “shepherd,” and the like holds a great deal of religious meaning
within a linguistic community due to a Bildfeldtradition (traditional seman-
tic field) that can be substantiated by means of older and contemporary
texts, then there exists a high level of plausibility that the motif is being used
S)fmbolically, in line with conventional usage (see Weinrich 1976, 276f?0;
Zlm'mer mann 2004b, 97-99). Here we may speak of evidence for plausibility
outside the text. The criterion of textual plausibility would hold that the ¥
in which an author identifies a motif within a text as a symbol will be _m_a.d ;
clt.:ar'by cluesin the text. Thus I would speak here of evidence for P]auslblpﬁ[y
i‘:’]’t:ehm t.he text. The symbolism of a text can be identified from the Spedvf

raction between social-traditional convention and the actual textual €

a
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order t0 identify a certain portion of th text ag
e ]l; the following rule: as the evidence frop (

lna)’.“Pp-ncrease& the need for tfxtual e.Vidence decreases. and vj
entio” e, because the term ' grapevine” was understood symlﬁe l\fersa,
fof e);y udaism, one may plausibly assume that the motif was take0 'Cal!y
: egospel of John (15:1—,8) as a symbol on the basis of this commonnlip %
the o, even if the te.xt itself d0e§ ngt show any clear allusjon to bibﬁn,
ent (see Zumstein 2006a).* Similarly, John 6 links he “bread” 1o llchal
e
nderstanding (see

h symbOliC." One
€ Perspective of con-

jtion . :
;:-:,‘liical iradition of manna, appealing to conventional
|

i and van Belle '2006). .
0f course, there 1s, also jcl conventional symbolic tradition in motifs such
. “garden” or “lamb,” but in an agricultural society not every example of
ihese lexemes must be symbohcally loaded. "Iherefore, clues in the text are
requifed in order t.o clarlf}' whetller the” term is being used symbolically. In
inis way, 2 symbolic meaning for “lamb” can be demonstrated through clear
extual signals (such as the quotation from the Passover lamb tradition in
John 19:36), which, regardless of which traditional parallels are being con-

idered, is not disputed in the research on John. On the other hand, symbolic

references to the “garden” in John 19 and 20, taking up the tradition of the

garden of paradise (see Elsen-Novak and Novak 2005), or to the “fishing” in

John 21, taking up the early Christian fish symbolism (see Culpepper 2006a),

are generally not perceived. Even if the act of clearly defining the symbolic

content of a Johannine text stands in opposition to the recipient-oriented

understanding of the symbol, it is necessary within exegetical research to

identify plausibilities.

A further differentiation on the level of the content of the text helps to
clarify the perception of symbols in the Gospel of John. To simplify, we can
distinguish two relevant domains of symbolism in the Gospel of John. First,
there are basic symbols of human life, such as light, water, and birth, which
“ere prominent throughout the ancient world. Borrowing from Jungss termi-
nology, one could call these “archetypal symbols” Second, there are specific

n Buch noch einen

4, “Wil’ k ich
Boian e i alttestamentliche R
weder ein Zitat aus einem Passage aufweisen

Very,

e . : %
‘llmsls Oder eine unbestreitbare Andeutung auf eine bestimmte Fas: i
T eem 2006a, 154). Zumstein considers it probable, however, that lhlS Pto Old Testa-
i sy:]‘;Ci~in the sense of (in Genette’s terminology) “hyper textuality
0

; ic traditions.

9%
tlong Another approach is taken by Paul N. Anderson, who defi

of symbol: IR d theolo
olizating® N 2 orical an
Merggy, i 7ation” and examines them in terms ofbiY mplicit, correlat

i""OCcn[ O(I)':l:c;\;i?al;i)four levels of symbolilﬂliom explicit, 1

nes different "gra'da-
gical function:
ive, and
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adition, such as temple, grapevipe, S
Cave
n

rom the Jewish tr e
i lled “religious symbols.
These might be €2

| use of both types of symbols demonstrates 3 P

The actua 2 pal ¢
Jcteristic of symbolic language. Wh'Ch can be defined by the terp lra}lm
and innovatio. This characteristic applies not only to Johannipe S)’ml; ulm

0 Ic

imagery but also to imagery in. general: the ]ohannine images are linkeg

existing Bildfeldtraditionen, while at the same time they renew, sharpen, an:
go beyond these traditional images. ]ohannme. symbols provide especig)

clear indications of the way figurative speech (Bildrede) depends on e y
(note the bread speech of John 6 or the “shepherds” discourse in Jop,, ;8?
In many cases in the Fourth Gospel, symbolic traditions have beep Sy
and revised by being applied to Jesus. This “Christologizing of symbols’ ke
place when, for example, the deeper meaning of Jewish temple Celebramm:
is transferred to Jesus or is surpassed by him, as in the promise of water S
the Sukkot celebration (John 7:37; see Zimmermann 2004a, 149-53). Harg
Attridge calls this way of overdetermining the significance of recognized sy
bols and reinterpreting an image from different symbolic angles the *Cubis
Principle in Johannine Imagery” (2006). Of special importance is the manner
in which symbols that were traditionally reserved for God are employed for
Jesus, such as “walking on water” (John 6:16-21) or the claim to be “owner of

the flock” (10:1-18).5

symbols f

GARDEN SYMBOLISM

I would now like to look at a specific domain of the symbolic language of the
Fourth Evangelist that is usually neglected but that at the same time brings to
light the problems of symbolic communication: garden symbolism (see also
Zimmermann 2004a, 154-63).

Gardens are often spoken of in the final chapters of the Gospel of John.
After his farewell speeches, Jesus goes to a garden across the Kidron (John
18:1: &m0V fiv KijT0G, &ig OV elofAOev avTog Kai of pabnta abtod), where he
will not only be arrested but also will identify himself with three &yw €ipt s
ings (18:5, 6, 8).” Not until after the crucifixion does the garden motif appedf

'nﬁC”
6. In the symbol tradition, the title “shepherd” was granted only t© YHWH:rlmann

as the “owner of his flock”” See here Hunziker-Rodewald 2001, 15 ef passit
2004b, 110-16.

7.18:5: Aéyel avroig Eyw el
18:6: elmev avroig £y eipu
18:8:  anexpidn Inoovg: elnov Lyiv H11 éyw el
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mb is located in a garden near the i, e
ive of the resurrection in the Goepel of;u;lﬁ“
Ohn

Jthe efn. Mary (Magdalene; 20:1) is crying in frong of the
i gar angels sitting in the tomb. She tells them thy she b I,Omb Wwhen ghe
st 0 ot stolen. Without waiting for a reactiop v . l;Ves that Jesys
hodY aSnd sees Jesus, whom at first she does not reco n’m them, she tyrpg
gouni: ardener: EKEVN dokodoa 6116 knmovpéc éongv ;;f) l:l;l rather takes
2 e’[{me rext segment 20:11-17is, in any case, a passage tha.t is)co li
veral aspects,9 so that the confusion with the gardener is ge mPllcated
n sen fo consideration in exegetical discussion, Because of thge Tm 'ly -
ive Mary sees in the unknown person the gardener belon (i’;at:on I:)f
arden (Dietzfelbinger 2001, 331).1° Th'fs simple explanation for ti?e ngle:nlo:
“fihe gardener may at first seem Plausxble within the narrative world of the
ourth Gospel. However, thg guestnon remains, on the level of the Evangelist’s
conscious narrative composition of the resurrection scene, whether the men.
tion of the garden really can be understood only as a historical or novelistic
detail. It is striking that the Synoptic reports of the passion and resurrection,
which show, in the location of the tomb, a relatively close parallel to John,
do not mention anything about a garden."' Could, then, the garden and the

on (19:4]) s
also occyrg i,

8. John 19:41: fv 8¢ év 1@ TOMYW OOV E0TaVPWBN KATOG, Kai &V T¢ Ky pvnpEiov
xawov &v & 0b8émw ovSELG v TeBeipévog (“Now at the place where he had been crucified
there was a garden, and in the garden a new tomb, not yet used for burial”).

9. The judgement of Dietzfelbinger is typical: “es handelt sich um einen in mehr-
facher Hinsicht komplizierten Text” (2001, 333). The following should be mentioned as
concrete problems: the differentiation, suggested in 20:17, in the process of glorification
between “resurrection” and “ascension to the Father”; the fact that Mary “turns around”
Wice (20:14, 16); the prohibition to touch the resurrected one (in contrast to John 20:27;
see Matt 28:9; Luke 24:39). See the analysis in Ruschmann 2002, 64-95. j

10. See without any discussion Wengst 2001, 283-84. Ruschmann asserts that “Das
x:’;t"" des Girtners kann nur damit erklart werden, dass sich nach joh U.ber?leferugfr:l::

»in welches Joseph von Arimathéia und Nikodemus Jesus legten, in einem

befand (19.41)" (2002, 88). b lhe
mmhl lksec Mark 15:46 (tomb cut out of the rock); Matt 27:60 (in h: O‘Z)IZI:‘?: ::tr:ch no
0 : i :

Joseph of Arimathaea); Luke 23:53 (in a tomb cut out of the ¥ (Matthew)

one had b : ; ifferent syntax
o choice e lad before). John thus shares —althiug) s a(‘;ielifet:gnw isiusvoc)—wi(h

of words (Luke: év pvipatt Aakevt@ ob ovk AV 00 ; s
5 y in
4 :::Cw the “new tomb” (“v:pgt,lv xaivov) and with Luke the relative EIT:?;Z el Mat
6: ¢ haq b.cen laid before” (¢v ¢ ovdémw 0VSELS v 1eQEpEVOC): Mla;c x;)piov 5%
(‘Vom '\ncm"’"s the so-called “Garden of Gethsemane". (épxov;arminus technicus for
. ~gard:9%"°v‘)' but the Greek word used here, ywplow 8 o for a field of piece 0
lang s " in the biblical tradition, but rather a general desngnanof;. 65 A
"¢ 1 Chr 27:27; 2 Mace 12:21; Acts 1:18-19; 434 5% 82673
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have been consciously added by Johp I 6rie

garden symbolism for his report on the : I to
.2 Following this, one could reason that, because ]().hn had an i
tion? 1fusion with the gardener, the mention of the gar

inging in the cor '
E:::Lg;fportant to him previously (19:41; see 18:1). Symbols under

this sense are alread
and interpreted by pa

scene with the gardener

make use of the (Jewish) eSurre,.

lercsl 'm
den had

2 L 3 S[O()d in
y shaped by linguistic convention and can be recognizeq

rticipants in the communication who Participae ;,
the same current of tradition. In order to .venfy whethc?r the mentiop, of the
garden and gardener in John 19 is pursuing a symbolnc‘ meaning, it is B
necessary to outline the symbolic tradition of the garden in order to ascertaiy

Ll »
its “conventional plausibility.
SymBOLIC TRADITION OF THE GARDEN

In Greek, three terms are used for “garden.” Kijmog is the most commop
word for an unspecified garden; €pxog (literally, “the enclosure”) ig used
for a enclosed garden; a word borrowed from ancient Iranian, Tapadeigoc
describes a large, park-like garden in the Persian style (see Schneider 1972:
8:1048-50; Bremmer 1999, 17-19; Jeremias 1964-76, 5:765-73). In Eccl 2:5,
however, the terms kfjmog and mapadeioog are used synonymously.'2 Both
terms are also used in Canticles (mapadeioog here as a metaphor for the lover;
Cant 4:13). Looking at John 19, it should be noted that the garden was a cus-
tomary burial site (2 Kgs 20:2; Neh 3:16; 2 Chr 33:20; Josephus, A.]. 10.46).
Within John’s symbolic tradition, then, it is necessary to differentiate two
fundamental areas: (1) the garden as a symbol of love (Canticles); (2) God’s
garden of paradise. In view of the interests of the present study, I will limit my
remarks to the second of these.!?
5 GVe\i:tgx_nat}i ];;vlsel:l :radi'tion, “Eden,” the garden of paradise as described
i t ral importance. God planted it himself (Gen 2:8:
EQuTELOEY KUPIQC 6 Beog napadewoov) and, as the gardener, cultivated it
g)ﬁz.ir}ftehzukt{:;rl;vall;s;]d Ps(;Ple in it and toc')l.< walks in it (2:15). In other
“Godegardes (b it s ater ]evinsh tradition, one finds the expression
Pade100g 1o Beod; Gen 13:10 Lxx; Ezek 28:10; 31:8) and

e e e )

S ; X
E:Zn(:i:ei::;n(zdl\gacc 12:7). The Christian history and linguistic convention may hHV‘L:
i e yljohn, who designated the piece of land in Gethsemane as a “garden
fimog) across the Kidron Valley (see John 18:1)
12. Eccl 2:5: €noinod poy Ky .

KapTOD (“I made myself 0V¢ Kai napadeioovc kai ¢@UTevOa Ev abToiC EMOV“T“'“’
P prdenyand parks and planted all kinds of fruit trees in them ).

13. See Jeremias 1964-7 |
06 s i ; . . epp also Morris an
Sawyer 1992; Luttikhuizen (1999). el o
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S Lord” (mapadeloog kupiov; Lxx Isa 51.3; Ps

[h » « » S, SO'. l4:3
e © icitly described as a “gardener” (Num 24.¢; 4 Mace 1:29) ), and

judaism, based on the sa.credness of the garden of Eden (

n eaf 19'4), the garden of paradise was used a5 4 symbol of the? #
yl% e a’nc.tum of the temple (Jubilees; Qumran),is According to the Iee?vlpl}?
i esentrance into the .garden (Gen 2:15') is particular ly connectedI:
palak? t;fO ¢birth. Both Jubilees and the Qumran texts deq| with the impurj 0
the m‘(’) an after the birth of a boy or girl (T, Levi 12); this state of im:))w,":y
. :nected to a period of waiting before she may again enter the sanctyar 4
2 C?is, the temple.l7 It was once assumed that the imagery of the correlatioﬁ

[hfaﬁde“ and the temple even found expression in Jewish iconography, for
?n ihe Herodian temple the walls were decorated with motifs of paradise,

yost of the texts that conpect 'Ec?en with the temple, however, dea] with a
fture temple.' Reflected in this is the early Jewish anticipation, above and
beyond the temple, of the return of the garden at the end of time, Before
xnd around the time of the exile, the hope for historical times of blessing
yas repeatedly enhanced with motifs from the paradise narratives.'® Ezekiel
compares, expressis verbis, the anticipated apocalypse with the paradise of
the beginning (Ezek 36:35) and takes up the motif of the torrents of paradise
inhis vision of the new (eschatological) temple (Ezek 47). Definitive for the
eschatological paradise are the removal of the death penalty and the giving

14. “For this (garden of Eden) is holy in all the land” (Jub. 3:12); see also Teez Sanb
%25 T. Levi 18:6-10. See Ego 1997, 211-15.

,15' Thus in Jub. 3:27, Adam is described as the self-sacrificing priest. On Jub. 3, see
‘;;;l;cmarly van Ruiten 1999a; on the Qumran texts, see Tigchelaar 1999; Garcia Martinez
of Ede() ; e relationship between Eden and the temple, van Ruiten says lha'l the “Garden
tion fn 1S not seen as identical with the temple ... [but] as a sort of symbolic representa-

otone by the other” (1999a, 76).

16. Jub, 3:8-14 interprets Gen 2:15 in such a way that man and woman were created

Outside the = S SR
1999a, 75 garden and then find entrance into the garden or “sanctuary.” See van R

12. <
she enlerS f}? ©8» 4Q265; also Jub. 3:10, 13: “She shall not touch anything sacred, nor shall
|

o : :
. i 2ary until the days for a male or female are completed” (trans. Bergfe
h of a girl is two weeks (for

7 Ccordin & g 2 .
ab € 10 Jubil the birt
0y o ees, the waiting period after o eation (see Baumgarten

l994€Garyc'(;ne) because Eve was created in the second week 0
artinez 1999; van Ruiten 1999a, 77)
; : i ; 4Q265
[rag.7_2 I:\fs 1 g.n_ 24-27; T. Levi 18:6; T. Dan 5:12; Apoc. Mos. 29:1-6; 4Q174111;4Q
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essiah typology, which originated in early ]e;'so
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Adam-Jesus typology (1 Cor 15:22, 45, Rom

open the 8
the saints
The idea that
reflected in the Adam-M

nd rabbinical
Zf the New Testament as an
5:12—21).

Jesus THE GARDENER AND THE GARDEN IN THE GOSPEL OF JOHN
E

The Greek symbolic term napdésl.ooc, customary in Iewi.sh tradit.iOn, is found
in the Johannine Literature only in Rev 2:7 and otherwise only in two other
places in the New Testament (Luke 23:4.?»; 2 Cor '12:4). At the same time, Johp
consistently uses the word kijog, consistent w1th_the fact that the frequent
reference in ancient Christian writing to the stories of paradise is not tied
to the term mapddetoog (see Jeremias 1964-76, 5:766). Viewed within this
general framework, two aspects of the “garden” terminology in John 20 are
particularly striking.

First, it is striking that John—if one assumes a familiarity with the Synop-
tic passion tradition (as with Lang 1999; Frey 2003)—consciously introduces
the motif of the garden and then centers it in the narrative of the revelation to
Mary. Within the horizon of the otherwise subtle composition of the Fourth
Gospel, it seems improbable that this is simply a novelistic detail or a mere
reminiscence of historical information. Certainly the nonrecognition of the
resurrected one is a repeated motif in narratives of resurrection appearances,
which one sees also in John 21:4.22 However, in the Gospel of John, the motif
of nonrecognition frequently introduces a step-by-step process of recogni-
tion (see John 4; 6), in which images and symbols can become decisive keys.

ofdelzi(;.l-‘ ‘:E:fzzr:g ;‘/z\nd the ‘f‘urnace of hell will be revealed and opposite it the parad.ise
unspoiled ;md t w};' h3‘124= and that a paradise shall be revealed, whose fruit remains
have lived in ich are abundance and healing, but we shall not enter it, because W€
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22. See Luke 24:13-3
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ross-references from the garden scene to the s

e been consciously intended by the Evangeligy, 1,
1d like to demonstrate the possible—and certainly bojd._ .
hat could be drawn without the symbolic exegesis la)’in\lm.eS
Even though concrete allusions to garden S)'midz-“m
n 20, we can recognize throughout the Gospe| VaOI'Ism
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of connection that
to internal necessity.

remain meager in Joh
references 10 the narra
2-3. ned several times that the narrative structyre aitd
vidual features of the Gospel of John (e.g., the programmatic begj,

the counting of days) can be understood as conscious allusion;
to the creation narrative (see Trudinger 1972; Carmichael 1980; 1996; Frey
1998, 192-96). Furthermore, there is no doubt about the importance of the
temple metaphor in the Gospel of John, in which Jesus is characterized as
the new eschatological temple (see 7Zimmermann 2004a, 355-71; more exten-
sively, Rahner 1998; Kerr 2002). In 2:19-22 the appearance of the new temple
is expressly connected with Jesus’ resurrected body. Because the anticipation
of the eschatological temple was, in early Judaism, explicitly connected to
garden symbolism (see above), one can conclude that the Evangelist in John
20 has created a conscious connection between the garden symbolism and
temple metaphor. From 2:21, it becomes clear that Christ is the new escha-
tological temple, and this understanding must inform the scene of the first

meeting with the resurrected one in the garden (John 20).
In view of this connection, the question noted above may be restated:

Why is Mary not permitted to touch the sanctum of this bodily temple? A
certain tradition of exegesis on the paradise garden (Jub. 3; 4Q265) could
be linked here to the metaphor of birth, which is decisive for John (see van
der Watt 2000, 166-67). In Gen 3:16 the pain of birth is identified as a pun-
ishment for women—a motif that without doubt has been taken up in John
16:21.% The analogy in 16:21, however, promises joy after the labor of birth as
soon as the child is born, which, in the context of the farewell speech, refers
Eio a reunion with Jesus after he departs (see Frey 2000b, 215- 18). Exactly this
zg.Pli;rtﬁe, bt.hehascendance to the Father, is still to come, according 0 ]‘_’h”
Pa'ins. e birth from above (John 3:3) has been completed, but the afterbirth
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2
ives his disciples the Holy Spirit ‘in ]91111 20:22 can be regarded o,

one g 1 to the giving of the breath of life, just as the creator gave life ¢ an
zfllusw'rson an 217 LXX: gvegoanoev) before setting him in the gardo the
tlastnP; Further, the motifs of “path” and, above all, “door” from ]0hne|l:)_0r
l1:0 eco'uld allude to the opening of the gaftes of Pafadise.tha[, according tj4l
Fzra8:52and T. Levi 18:10-11, charac.tenzes the end of time and even age
of the Messiah (see above).?® Acc?rdlllg to b. Sanh. 5?b and L.A.E. 4, meq),
were prepared for Adam if‘l paradise by angels, evoc‘:atlve of the secret Meals
of Jesus in John 4:32-34 (‘T have food.to eat of Wh.lch you know nothing
Further, even if the serpent mentioned in ]ohrll 3:14 is a direct reference the
tradition of Moses (see Frey 1994), a C(?nnectlo_n to the serpent in Gen 3:1-8,
10 should be considered as well, especially against the backdrop of the many
references to Gen 2-3 and the frequent accumulation of motifs in John, As
it is, the serpent who promises knowledge without being able to fulfill this

romise in Gen 3 is also the “glorified serpent,” Jesus, who, according to John,

truly brought knowledge (John 17:7-8).

CONCLUSION

ndamental observations arising from the use of garden
symbolism in John are in order. Certainly, it cannot be denied that allusions
to the creation narrative and thus especially to the garden of paradise can
be found in the Gospel of John. However, how compelling and illuminative
are these allusions? The problems that the language of symbolism lay before
exegetes who aim at clarity and compelling derivations are not only character-
istic, but in fact the very strength, of this form of theological discourse. That
which is expressed symbolically cannot simply be accepted without question
or passively received. The discovery of the meaning of the symbolic requires
the active involvement of the reader from the beginning. It is only through
symbolic communication between John or the text of the Gospel and a reader
that meaning can be discovered through subtle and implicit clues.

In this way, a reader can notice, especially if one is familiar with th
bolic code of the tradition of Israel, that Jesus is shown in the Gospel of
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