Hearing the Old Testament
in the New Testament

Edited by
Stanley E. Porter

WiLLiaM B. EERDMANS PUBLISHING COMPANY
GRAND RAPIDS, MiCcHIGAN / CAMBRIDGE, U.K.



«They Saw His Glory and Spoke of pjy,
The Gospel of John and the Old Testantr;t

PaurL MILLER

Early Christian Exegesis

esurrection of Jesus and the writing of the Gospels, the earl

Christians busied themselves with a complex process of interp;eting as)-l
milating, and adapting the primitive traditions of Jesus that had l';een
passed on t0 them. Through preaching, teaching, and prophesying,
hrough liturgy and catechesis, the church both encountered the living
Christ and answered the question “Who is Jesus?” at deepening levels of

petween the T

comprehension.
Exegesis of Scripture was an indispensable tool in this “Christology

in the making.” Biblical study and christological reflection were dynami-
ally related and mutually enriching. Faith in the risen Christ guided their
approach to the Scriptures, and their interpretations of Scripture in-
formed their understanding of Jesus. I want to explore this interrelation-
ship between Scripture and Christology as it pertains to the Gospel of
John. I am a historian and theologian by training and a pastor and
preacher by trade, and I will approach the task at hand as such. This is ap-
Propriate, however, because the Fourth Gospel, like most of the New Testa-
ment, does not differentiate sharply among exegesis, theology; and pasto-
ral concerns. John interpreted Scripture (exegesis) SO he could b.etter
1:;°}Cllalm Jesus the Way, the Truth, and the Life (theology ); but he,d;d Zo
o ¢ face of determined opposition and COYI'IPetmg‘trll1 hat it means

erent today? Christians must wrestle practlca11Y with W
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PAUL MILLER

God’s Word made flesh in g ryg;
x Ca

_This raises vexing is'sues, and yet it a cajp : i) :

de. 1 will be arguing that Christ wag Iohaf !

al principle in wh?se light the Sffiptures of ISraen] 5o

trued. Because this approach raises such Problep, o loj,
{ i : s,

Jow an exploration of Johm’s treatment of Scripture with sop, reﬂwm_fQL

on what it al means today:

Christological Function Determines Form

john's use of Scripture was guided by his Chrlftology, We can seetis
we examine seemingly technical, non-theological matters such as hjg b &
tion of biblical texts. Whether drawing on passages common to & Nfc
Testament tradition, like Isa 6:9-10 (John 12:40) or Ps 22 (19:24), or higl:j:
unusual texts like Zech 12:10 (19:37); Christology was the determining fy.
tor. The apparently straightforward question of how John made uge 0;
Sripture in his presentation of Jesus the Megsiah conceals a world of cop.
plexities. Issues of translation, tradition, and intertextuality lead directly
deeper christological and theological concerns.
For example, we might start with the seventeen or so instances in
which John quotes Scripture explicitly and ask, When John quotes the i
ble, which “Bible” does he quote? John uses those texts and versions that
gerve his christological purposes. He quotes often from the Greek, butat
least once from the Hebrew against the Greek (19:37), indicating his famil-
{jarity with the Hebrew text and his facility in its use.' There is evidence

© )\ that John knew the Aramaic Targums.* However, in several cases his quo-

1, John 19137 quoting Zech 12110, See C, K, Barretty The Gospel according 10 St John An
ftraduction with Commentary and Notes on the Greek Text (and eda Philadelphia: Westmin:
stor, 1071) 20,

3, Vor example, Raymond Brown notes that the MT of Deut 18:19 Say¥ that God will
(ake vengeance on the one who does not listen to the prophet, while Targums Neofiti [and
Peetido- Jonathan say that the word (memra) itwelf will take vengeance. Thix iy reflected it
folin 14 “that very word which 1spoke will condemn B i the last day™ ( The Goypel &

cording to John | v..’-\\ AV 20, 20A1 Garden Clty, NY! Doubleday, w,.'nvl 11492), See o
ogiie (Sheffieldr Sheffield Academic Preas, 1993) 158 Martin M Namatt

(l::;mun aind Tostaments Faraphrases of the Hebrew Hibler A Light on the New ot
o beedand bl University Press, 1972) 14299 ‘ :
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oot from all known versions; an i
NS . 1

"0[1-12 ocited @ reference so obscure thazn at least gyy,, i
. < : ns

dl7}iept ysy trying © figure out exactly gﬁnerat'(’ns of ances (5.,

oW estament exegetes, function detew at he js U()S‘Ch()lars W

pe text was tool for illuminat; IMines fypr. . | 5 AS Wi
Minatin Min Jops N
g Some as Ohnls Use «

' ture- '
p icked the version that best sup pect of se of
POrted hls pul_ Christolo
pos BY,

ohn
a]’]dI - adapted the wording if i
LA ; S yould bring gy h'e, Frequenty
cleale' .. phenomenon of t ' point mor
This PP° 16 extual variance is c}, g
; ice, with whi Cha
eget pract:}Clee eail Chl?h .]Ohn Was certainly famriE
- ace '.(hat f y Christian exegetes inherited ar. Itis now a oy
geripture study. Early rabbinic scholarship and adapted fopms f
a 0

jowish " e Scri i
. »the gcriptures to make them relevant to the cmpted i
oncerns of :
the first

o e rabbis did this i :
centur’ 13 is in often ingenious wa
dop od ew}sh approaches, especially the method bYS. The early chyrch
which refers t the practice of commentin roadly referred to 4
t meanings latent within the text. Close sgni? Scripture in order
0 mafly places wh.ere authors quote an Old %‘)fthe New Testa-
1 follow it with an exposition according to a pattern efStamef‘t text and
e gis.3 For example, John 6 has been read asan e Xtend::nd' in rabbinic
82 “He gave them bread from heaven to eat.” But while g;:d-m's i
Jews shared @ general desire to make Scripture meaningful to nsnans_ and
ion, they had fundamentally different aims. The rabbis wai;i1 edw v
poth the narrative (haggadic) and legal (halakic) traditions of th: T()troa}:l :;
identity and practice 1.2 rapidly changing context. Chris-

shape Jewish
tians wanted to show that Scripture anticipated Jesus, and they used bibli-

al interpretation in their controversy with the synagogue to demonstrate
that their claims on behalf of Jesus were supported by the very Word of

God.

tianity: New Testament Es- W AV ;
cthin Seripture: The ]

tament Citations in the Gospel of

Cteristic of Jewish

t0 pring o

n Early Chris

and Hermeneutic i
Bruce G. Schuchard, Seripture

the Explicit Old Tes

3. E. Earle Ellis, Prophecy
says (Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1978) 148;
Interrelationship of Form and Function in
John (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992) XVi.

4. Ellis, Prophecy and Hermeneutic, 15 referring to the seminal article 01 “Midrash”
by Renée Bloch in Supplément au dictionnaire de la Bible (ed. by L. pirot, A- Robert., and
Henri Cazelles; Paris: Librairie Letouzey €t Ané, 1957); it Mo
(San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1989) vil, 141-42-

5. Ellis, Prophecy and Hermeneutic, 155-59-
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PAUL MILLER

The Dead Sea Scrolls show the prevalencg in the
eculiar form of midrash known as pesher, which “rece
f’he Hebrew word used in tbe explanatory formula,
(pesher) is. »6 Pesher exegesi.s is ﬁrs_»t and forem'ost eSCh,atologiCal?ereta‘ion
assumes that the text contains a hlddfan meanmg'tha.t IS Uncoyey, gy
events occurring in the time of t'he mt7erpreter, mdlcating that th:!-ﬂy'“\
preter is living at the climaxlof hlstory.. The purpose of Pesher ‘nfeh
to find concealed eschatological mysteries beneath the‘: surface of thee;-l; i'a
cal word. Throughout the New Testament we find evidence of PCSherl i
exegesis as the early church sought to fiemonstrate that the progh”
meaning of Scripture was fulfilled in the life, death, afnd TeSurrectioy of Iec
sus.® Christ was a mystery hidden for long ages but in the fullneg, e
made known to the world.® John does not tend to follo.w the peshe, s,
nique formally by explicitly spelling out t%lat the proper “?terpretation .
given text is such-and-such, but he certainly moves .Vv.lthll'l the same dor
ceptual orbit of promise and fulfillment as the practitioners of peshe; G
gesis.'® The quotations in the latter part of the Gospel, 19:28-29, for ¢
ple, are intended to show that Christ’s Passion was not the failure of Gog
Word, as it seemed, but its fulfillment.

Another feature of Johannine exegesis is his distinctive use of formy.

rst ceng

‘iVes its h;y of thl(

N

ho'

lae to introduce his Scripture quotations. Introductory formulae did not
originate with John but were widespread in the Old Testament, Qumran,
Philo, and among the rabbis.!* Matthew and John, alone among the four
Gospels, use standardized formulae to introduce scriptural quotations,
However, even this technique, whose repetitiveness might suggest a lack of
imagination, is a subtle theological tool in John’s hand. We can illustre.xte
this by noting that John’s introductory formulae change at a certain point
in his narrative. Structurally, the Gospel of John falls into two main sec-
tions — chapters 2 to 12, and chapters 13 to 20 — with a Prologue (chapter

6. Ellis, Prophecy and Hermeneutic, 160.

7. Richard N. Longenecker, Biblical Exegesis in the Apostolic Period (2nd ed; Gl
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999) 139.

8. Ellis, Prophecy and Hermeneutic, 160.
9. This understanding of Scripture is stated clearly in Rom 16:25-26. e
10. John Painter, “The Quotation of Scripture and Unbelief in John 12:36b-43

- 1d:
Gospels and the Scriptures of Israel (ed. Craig A. Evans and W. Richard Stegner; Sheffe
Sheffield Academic Press, 1994) 430.

1. Ellis, Prophecy and Hermeneutic, 148.
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Jogue (chapter 21) added." The firgt ge.;
: CP‘ inistry when the Word made ﬂesh
1)‘ pubhc' this timea ]esus performed Signs ta

D U”ngreveal er of God, the light come inq

(;n 2-13) dea
hiﬁe::)e'd N Galilee an-
v ast : the d ted 1o his ¢ s
STt confronted the world with a chojce i% arkness, anq m:)Ue
) re

t
T LRl 1 et
of ect it- I these chapters, biblical quotationer 10 recejye that

of . : » «

hghl: :Jhretwords “It és gr;ien,t h.as the. Scripture says” orss are int'roduced

ordin to E. £ is, this particular formy], Omething i
l,r," A i eschatologlcal ... summation or elah Was employeq 1, « ;
Lrodu’c’e a : ply “that the revelational ‘Word ofoéatl?n of the O} Tesltn‘
e Oresent within the current interpretation »MOd character of Scria.
e plrnistry in which his claim to be the light of thDUring the period (P;f
lesllse Jand rested, Scripture itself functions as a k;‘:io;l? was being ag.
Z;’e‘: Jtothe appearance .of tlﬁe Word.!s It is a proleptic an nZLS:C Pointing
(atis come that carries the stamp of divine authority, After c}zn i
oweveD when Jesus has been completely abandoned by the worldp;erdl.z’
I’reParin to g0 0 - i the formula changes to “in order to fulﬁ?l ”::
s 3720, eSS 81X ifies the Father, and the Father glorifesJes.
o embraces y his mission of love and is lifted up on the cross ]oh;‘fs
iling US that, once th§ chain of events leading to the cruciﬁxjon'is & i1s
qotion, the role of Scripture changes. Scripture does not only point to ]:
qus but 18 fulfilled in two SENSEs: first, its meaning is fully disclosed in
Christ; and secondly, it is completed, superseded, and even replaced by the
fiving words of Jesus.'” The true meaning of Scripture cannot be found
yithin the text itself, but only in its fulfillment in Jesus and in the sending
of the Spirit. Through the rather workaday editorial device of the intro-
ductory formula, then, John deepens and expands his christological vision.

s “The Book of Signs”and “The Book of
dge: Cambridge University Press,
d “The Book of Glory” ( The Gos-

12.C. H. Dodd calls the two principal section

the Passion” (Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel [Cambri
f Signs” an

1963]). Raymond Brown calls them “The Book 0

pel according to John).

13. 1:23; 2:17; 6:31; 6:45; 7:38; 7:42; 10:343 12:14-15.

14. Ellis, Prophecy and Hermeneutic, 148. :
15. The relation of Scripture to signs in the Fourth Gospel will be taken up in more
detail below.
16.12:8;:.........:. ;
38; 13:18; 15:25; 17:12; 19:245 19:28; 19:36 - The Od Testament in

ripture in John,” i

(ed. Steve Moyise; Sheffield: Sheffield Ac-

i 17. Judith Lieu, “Narrative Analysis and S¢
de wa Testament: Essays in Honour of J. L. North
4emic Press, 2000) 158.
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PAUL MILLER

Barnabas Lindars has compared Matthew’s ang John's & who‘e be
quotations. He argues that Matthew.took stock textg from the_()f fﬁrma\ g W
and applied them in a merely “pictorial” manner without exploi:' adir‘“n
full theological potential. Matthew, he says, might quote 5 “ iln the, . GoS P
the basis of a common catchword, for example, or a merely seman"} Y on ‘Ohﬂd i the
nance. For example, he uses Isa 7:14 (“Behold, a virgin shal] o ic reg e e
bear a son,” Matt 1:23) mainly because the word “virgin” mustrates‘{s ang K ?o\’\“’ i
count of Jesus’ conception and birth without adding anything fls ac. ‘Ovon, e
christological substance.’® John, Lindars argues, deals with SCriptug, trye a:ephefd’
more sophisticated level. For instance, in 19:33-36, John tells yg it th: 2 d
diers came to break Jesus’ legs to hasten his demise but found hip, - :fé.
dead. This was in order to fulfill Exod 12:46: “Not one of his bones shally
broken.” This is not an arbitrary proof text, but a significant COntributi(:\
to John’s Christology. The original verse from Exodus refers to the Pagq. These ¢
over lamb. When John brings the verse into proximity with hjg Passion HoweY
narrative, it exerts a powerful centrifugal pull, drawing a whole constelly. ander
tion of biblical imagery to itself, declaring that Christ is the true Passoye, methe
lamb without blemish, with all that that association implies. Whethe, Like

Lindars is being entirely fair to Matthew or not, he is certainly right abgy auth
John. As this example demonstrates, each of t_herlfelatiyelyusrpgn}}gmbg of out
explicit quotations in the Fourth Gospel is a tiny window opening onto the dist

vast panorama of the biblical story. John is such a skilled exegete that he
can use a mere fragment of biblical texts as a kind of exegetical magnet, at-
tracting whole clusters of other texts and themes to it.

However, John’s use of Scripture goes well beyond explicit quota-
tions. Compared to Matthew, for instance, John quotes Scripture relatively
infrequently. However, none of the other evangelists has assimilated the
overall sweep of the biblical story as completely as John. C. K. Barrett
noted this over fifty years ago. No other New Testament book, Barrett ar-

gues, exceeds John in its thorough incorporation of the Bible from start to
finish:

the evangelist had a wide knowledge of the Old Testament but . . . he

used it, not in the primitive Christian manner of citing proof texts butas
a whole. . .., For him, the OT was itself a comprehensive unity, not 2
mere quarry from which isolated fragments might be hewn. . . . The

18. Barnabas Lindars, New Testament Apologetic (London: SCM, 1961) 259-65.
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of the OT formed a background,  f;
) ﬂmework
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On whl(h

who e evel
[hf neé v I
. .rmeated by the gre

« GosPE ation h;
Ioh“s.Gthe Serl tures, fact that we could miss if we CUOn hiso
A ; relatiVeIY small number of explicit quotatjop, onfine oy

i<

0 ¢ 8. Je

o ;n fiscloses the true aiu;ld full meaning of such biblic;]i lsus, accordip
ol ﬁe Exodus: the ].ew1s feasts, the Jacob traditjop m

3[ion,t and divine wisdom.? , the

5hePherd,

Y nar.
I atten.

Otifs a Cre-
motlf Of the

b
John’s Hermeneutics

o servations outline the basic contours of John's use of Scrj
CI1
foweveh ye can PUrSU® the matter even deeper by inquiring into ]Pt;:r?.
hermeneutlcal presuppositions. Technical questi 0 n;
ons o

underlyiﬂg X ;
Jead US tO John’s understanding of the nature of Scripture itself

eth0 : i
. Testament Writers, John believed that Scripture had divi
Vine

Like au New
 However, I would argue that the manner in which John spelled

uthority- £ ’ :
uthis pamcular understanding of the relation of Scripture to Christ is

fistinctive:

«The Old Testament in the Fourth Gospel,” JTS 38 (1947) 168.
E. C. Hoskyns, “Genesis i_iii and St. John’s Gospel,” JTS 21 (1920)
yo18; Calum M. Carmichael, The Story of Creation: Its Origin and Its Interpretation in Philo
ad The Fourth Gospel (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1996). On the Exodus, see
Wayne A. Meeks, The Prophet-King: Moses Traditions and Johannine Christology (Leiden:
Bl 1967); Peder Borgen, Bread from Heaven (Leiden: Brill, 1965); T. F. Glasson, Moses in the
Fourth Gospel (London: SCM, 1963); Jacob . Enz, “The Book of Exodus as a Literary Type

forthe Gospel of John,” JBL 76 (1957) 208-15. On the Jewish feasts, sce Gale A. Yee, Jewish
Feats and the Gospel of John (Wilmington, Del.: Michael Glazier, 1989)- On the ]a?ob tradi-
iin see llen B, Aitken, “At the Well of Living Water: Jacob Traditions in John 47 in The In-

tepretation of Scripture in Early Judaism and Christianity (ed: Craig A. Evans; Sheffield:
Steffeld Academic Press, 2000) 342-52. On the shepherd mo es Beutler 21

tif, see Johann ety
I;Obm T.Fortna, eds., The Shepherd Discourse of John 10 (Cambridge:‘Cambl’ld2;e Uf“."mlt)'
fess,1991). On divine wisdom, see Sharon H- Ringe, Wisdom’ Friends

i ) : . When

]Chrlstology in the Fourth Gospel (Louisville, KY: Westmmster/]oyn Knox, 1931935 -

;"ked at from the perspective of broad themes, John’s use of gttt & re;'etI;e Old Testa-
uch that of Matthew but of the Apostle paul (see E- Earle Ellis °

paul’s Use
m ’
it [Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1957] 11)-

19.C.K Barrett,
20.0n creation, s€€
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] want to start wi inati

LY art w:th three fasc1-natmg and unusug]
an initial clue to John's understanding of Scri Verseg ¢ 1t ha
1pture: hi\t / oY )

g“lQ W C,‘\(C% o ‘he K
5:46: “If you believed Moses, you would beliey oh” DS of ¢
about me” . Raswe . € me, fo he 2 e\aﬁoﬂS‘
8:56: “Your father Abraham rejoiced to see my day; h Wroy, {he ‘Oses fait}

lad? s o dasaliges b 0P s ©
< . . e - o W ¢

12:41: “Isaiah said this because he saw his [Jesus’] gl Y ‘“ 0 bles

him? glory ang 1\ (20 g fal

. Spoke ead‘“
Of (' 2 G L
; : S0 gt st
We will deal with these texts in detail below, but note th gve b
bs of 3 : « o ik € Prevaley, e Th
verbs of seeing and of making known (“speaking” or “writing”). T ICe of 507 Ly
gests a dynamic interaction of seeing and testifying, of vision a;;d hl-s " mten:m]
John affirms that the Word, through whom creation had its bein W CO;‘; it
vealed to Moses and the Prophets”’?! But that Word is rightly ufé::as by the;na
_only by those who see that it refers to the Logos who was manifestedS:Qd ; cesee
: : A Y

completely in Jesus. In fact, Scripture 1s not really the direct se\f—dis.c\os?lSt mere ¢
of the Father, but testimony to the Son whom the Father has made knowrs reen !

The witness of Scripture, though true, cannot be anything but partial At whid
provisional; and tho§e who read it truthfully must realize that “Moses and negd

the prophetcs bear witness to Jesus”>? John shares with the other New Tes- of ¢
tament writers this basic understanding of “the christologically founded on

».23 but he is unique in the way he makes this her- dec

unity of the Scriptures;
, meneutic explicit. John's hermeneutic could be stated briefly like this

| Scripture is the enduring record of those who saw the activity of the divine
| Logos prior to its appearance in Jesus and then testified to what they had seen.
)

o~ .i‘.‘What John says of the prophet Isaiah in 12:41 1s true of all Old Testament
-7\ witnesses: they saw Christ’s glory and spoke of him.

o
&
B

“Seeing” in the Fourth Gospel

. If the above definition of John’s understanding of Scripture is valid, wael
- needto consider how he uses vision as an epistemological and theologic

¢ Messiah (Nashville: Abingdon, 1993) 32

:h 21. John Painter, The Quest for th
22. Painter, Quest for the Messiah, 32.
23. Martin Hengel, «The Old Testament and the Fourth Gospel,” In Evans an

The Gospels and the Scriptures of Israel, 389-

4 Steg”

ner, eds.,
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¢ ha cen noted that “seeing” is the predopm;
ot L™ ledge of Jesus that comes by faith 24 T;]nam Metaphy |
' ere i n

@ e kO :
,fof t. 0 seein® dominate ino Fourt.h Gospel. What is O Question
ps O’ | etween seeing and believing, Some haye apen 10 debate i
Igued thy
t ]Ohn

i tlor'15 vision, exalting the latter and denigrati
o 50 Passages like V?‘.7(})1.;9}.1213:.cause you have seep r:ssl;zfmmer, On (et
plessed & those not seen and yet have bel; Whave be. "o
. , appreciate the complexity of John’s unde leved.” Thig y ‘
read“‘g “phillips has noted ‘that vision and faith are not Istanding of v;.
el 1t different points on a continuum of mod::‘;t;lally exclu-
aPPrehen-

gieD hroughout the Gospel there is “the mounting signi

jon- - of Jisions culminatil.*lg “in_ faith which is here cognc;izgcélnce of
g stion of an act of 1.11}1m1nat.10n which derives its qual-i.t' afsr the

Coglat it $¢€ rather th?m. deesIey Whl?h we make with reference tZ e

:lﬂern hie ot 1'3h11111-)s ana,lyzeks‘jl l?lera'lrchy of terms for various lseovr::]le

£ ing. He l?e.gms with [3?\63103, Wﬁlifl is tbe most basic kind of seein :

e oracular yision c?f garden-varlety eyesight.” John uses this word ﬁ% R

i es. 26 The mait cluster of occurrences is found in chapter 9 in”\ .

Jhich Jesus heals the man born blind. However, PAé7w is not an inherel’uly C\  y

m. Everyone needs to see at this level all the time. But the mode e :\
¢t be appropriate 0 that which is to be seen; and if one insists o

n seeing superﬁcially with the eyes what can only be perceived on 2
deeper Jevel, one will be misled. BAémw is perfectly adequate for negotiat-
ing the everyday reality of life, but not for apprehending deep spiritual
ruth. It is useful, but not adequate in and of itself.

Next up the ladder, according to Phillips, is fewpéw. It means “to
look at with concentration” but without “a very high perception of the
significance of WHéf"ié“éSntemplated.”” It is used twenty-two times, often
o reference to those who witness Jesus’ signs but do not grasp the deeper
meaning to which they point.28 Closely related is 6eGOHOY, which carries

@

pegative T
of seeing MU

¢ Perceive: Isaiah 6:9-10 in Early Jewish and Christian

ess, 1989) 129- e
he Fourth Gospel,” in Studies 11 the

I 24 Craig A. Evans, To See and No
terpretation (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Pr
2. G. L. Phillips, “Faith and Vision in t

G
ospel (ed. F. L. Cross; London: A. R. Mowbray, 1957) 83-
11:9; 13:22; 200 5 21:9; 20-

Fourth

a4, 129; 5193 9:7, 15, 19, 21 25, 39, 41

27. Phillips, “Faith and Vision,” 83-
& 28.2:23; 4:19; 6:2, 19, 40, 625 7:3; 8:51; 9:8; 101125
0:6, 12, 14.

s 16,17, 19724
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the added nuance of looking at a spectacle, of e
Oldipon

sensation al.” " g g 50
‘Opéw is a critical, pivotal term in the Fourt} G
pel, It
§

«the intellectual content of Whé.lt bas been seen hag Come Ugge
hysical act of seeing,”?® and it is John’s most frequentlto St
word.?! ‘Opbw often stands as the gateway to the m, okt exy] o
sion, MOTELW (belief), which means a full relationa] encz ted ¢,
one who is seen. Untey Wi
In general, Phillips’s analysis stanfis Up 10 Scrutings: . the
say that we can lock the Fou.rtl? Gospel into an unbending e, S i5 gy :
straitjacket. John is too SOphlSt.IC.ated for that. There is ﬂuidimm
of seeing terms that resists a rigid one-to-one correspondenc, t hislISe
what Phillips says is sound. In the Gospel of John there are diffe‘ HO‘”’*‘-Ver,
of seeing that result in different degrees of knowledge; byt 10 Eent leye
that hierarchy is faith or belief. This is an important point becaursle ?cle of

' against the idea that seeing and believing are contradictory mqgq % t goes

€ Of peF

' ception. John’s hierarchy of vision accounts for the ironic bling
those who see Jesus with their eyes but to whom the truth about by,
mains hidden on a deeper level. They “see,” but improperly. The ]Ohann-re\
Jesus teaches that these blind can be deeply pious because they rely on ?}T
words of Scripture (5:39); but they are nonetheless blind because they r:
fuse to see the true meaning of that for which they so diligently search
When Jesus says, “Blessed are those who have not seen (i id6vrec) an(i
have believed,” he is not making a sharp distinction between two mutually
contradictory phenomena but cautioning against those who would stop
short of the full vision of faith. We might render John 20:29b (somewhat
clumsily) like this: “Blessed are those who, though lacking the sensory evi-
dence satisfying to lower levels of seeing, have entered into such a relation-
ship of intimate communion with Christ that they see the truth inallits
fullness, not with the eyes, but by faith.”
This analysis is important for our purposes because Scripture origi-

HQSS of

29. 1:14, 32, 38; 4:35; 6:5; 11:45.
30. Phillips, “Faith and Vision,” 83.
31138, 34, 39, 50, 51 3111, 32, 36; 4:45; 5:37; 6:36, 46; 8:38, 573 9:37; 11:403 147
16:16, 17, 19, 22; 19:35, 37; 2018, 25, 29.
9% However, John Painter, following Bultmann, rejects out of hand the
John'’s several verbs for seeing carry different nuances of meaning. They are intef

9; 15:24

notion that
changeabl®

i :accordmg to Painter. See John: Witness and Theologian (London: SPCK, 1975) 7+
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uThe}l Saw HiS Glory and Spoke Of l‘“yn"

e who have “seen” the Logos evep, though i
i thes { hidden>* Although he does noy Cong the evidenc, e
1 “C,biﬂdirect;nthe Old Testament witnesses as thoge v ;Onght Outand gy
nﬂ:f)hn (e 'Se, in what sense could they have “seep 5 alslas\iNnthe Logos by 2.-*
il et fully visible? Scripture communicates the experie;izh;fﬁﬁgos o
10! A Jod th )\(?yo(; é\foapxog but; w?re blessed with a Vision of 0se .«
P parIIERE e Sy a0 Ly
quth th . method of employing Scripture could pe Gesenpa i oy

O-hlzhe cense that the correspondence with the past is ro 25 tYPO-Viy ahcasn

o .l:] events than in t}}e (\‘Nritten”t'ext,“ However, T woulq argue th
‘ot interested even in evef’lts in the sense of historicy] happeninat
foh? lsbut in the recurrent “event” of “seeing” the Logos of Goq i gs
o 56 nanners, and contexts by those graced wi e

th prophetic vig;
ings ; C Vvision,
Sett'l;tgure is essentially the preserved record of those who have seen the
g

osand borne testimony to what they have seen. ™Net o N S
108 . N ,

Ny \{j\\a\.\ ~ \\* X

~d

oted more i

EXTTREON
Vision and Witness:

John the Baptist, Abraham, Isaiah, and Moses

[tistime to return to the three texts cited above (5:46; 8:56; 12:41). In keep-
ing with what I have just argued, however, I want to consider the figures
hehind these texts — Moses, Abraham, and Isaiah — and add to them a
turth, John the Baptist. I am following Martin Hengel, who has argued
that John regards these four as the paradigmatic recipients of the Logos in
Jsrael 3 All four can be seen as “Old Testament” figures, though not in pre-
dsely the same sense. Moses and Isaiah are biblical authors. Abraham is a
key actor in the biblical drama. John the Baptist stands between Scripture &

ad the enfleshment of the Logos. All are relevant to our discussion be- 43", ¢
ause they demonstrate the role of seeing and testifying that preceded the * & 2

wming of Jesus. By examining these four exemplary witnesses, we can un- 7 «

3.“[T]he Logos was both the visibility and audibility of God ... and [IF)hn] regards 3 A o
ol hose occasions on which God is described in Scripture as having been e}ther. seen or e
hea.rd 4 manifestations of the pre-existent Logos.” A. T. Hanson, “John's Technique in Using
Sipture in New Testament Interpretation of Scripture (London: SPCK, 1980) l6éM o

% James D. G. Dunn, Unity and Diversity in the New Testament (London: SCM,19

3. Hengel, “The Old Testament and the Fourth Gospel,” 38
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et eological framework out of which
ch he thought of Scripture.

john the Baptist, €Vel though not strictly speaking an O}
ation between seeing and testifying mTesta
0st

John Workeg ang
Iy

figure, :

- « ' . 1 witness to the Logos™ d
John s both “the qumtessentlal ks 080s™>% and 5 transi:arly.
fioure between eo lop|

|d and new €ras of salvation history. He is

t
o of believing [srael all through the ages, the last of the p
Proph

who sums up in pimself the message of the prophets”” Unlike the el
Oph.

ets of the 0ld Testament powever, John $aW Jesus in the flesh, so his ..
mony bears 2 special weight. He «came to testify to the light, so tha?t}i
d

might believe in him. He Was not the light, but he came to testify to ¢y,

light’ (17-9). John's special status 25 the one who points to the light
made clear in the Gospel. John identified Jesus as “the Lamb of God” (1:298
36), witnessed the descent of the Spirit on Jesus (1:33), and recognized the)

presence of the Son of God (1:34). Howeveh he is not to be confused with

the one t0 whom he testifies: “[John] himself was not the light; he came

only as a witness 0 the light” (1:8). In 50 doing, the Baptist demonstrate
both the importance and the [imitation of the forerunners of Christ. Their
testimony 18 valid as far as it §O€S> but it must give Way to the infinitely
fuller and more glorious revelation of the Father in Christ. John describes
his own function in 3:30 “He [Jesus] must increase, but I must decrease”
To heed John but fail to see that his light was purely derivative would beto
remain in the darkness. Many Were able to see in John a “burning and
shining lamp” (5:35) but could not see beyond his reflected light to the one
to whom he pointed.38 John's role in relation to Jesus 18 essentially the
same as that of the Old Testament Witnesses who went before him.

The language and imagery of [saiah, and particularly Deutero-Isaiah,
furnish John with many of his main themes. The text in which John &%
plicitly states Isaiah’s role in seeing and testifying to the Logos is 12:36b-4b
a passage setata critical juncture in the Gospel, drawing chapters 2101
a close and providing a transition to chapters 13 to 20. Francis Moloney
calls chapter 12 “The Hour Has Come;” underlining its climactic place in

(3

36. Schuchard, Scripture within Scripture, 12.
37. Hanson, “John’s Technique in Using Scripture,” 164.
38. Francis J. Moloney, Signs and Shadows: Reading John 5-12 (Min“eap(’lis: Portres>

1996) 22.
+o. E W, Young, “A Study of the Relation of Isaiah to the Fourth GosPe!” w4

(1955) 215-33-
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ifthe testimony of John the Baptigt i,
it Vi l"]CtiO n to the Book of Signs, 12:37.54 ¢,
!‘,hn.-Jn intr marizing Jesus’ public ministry as 4 g
ioht and life.”*" John the Baptist an 1
f the Gospel.

chapterg | 03 pro.
rms an epilogue ¢

aiah sery,
‘ll 0 aln Sectlon 0 ! - e
{

\

You may become
rted and hid from
In their presence,

. he light.” After Jesus had said this, he depa
child™, Although he had performed so many signs
Z?dl 4 not believe in him. **This was to fulfill the worq spoken by th
et Jsaiah: “Lord, who have be)l’lg:;/ed our message, and to whop ha:
A £ the Lord'beif)l( ‘revealed? ‘ And so they could not believe, be-
h also said, " “He has blinded their eyes and hardened t)heir

cause Jsaia : : :
art, so that they might not look with their eyes, and understand with

h
e heart and turn — and I would heal them.”*' Isaiah said this becayse
je saw his glory and spoke about him. (John 12:36-41)

John quotes Isa 53:1 and 6.:9-10, two passages from the primitive tra-
jiion found also in the Synopt.lcs, th.e Book of Acts, and Paul.#! John uses
fhese texts tO ponder the puz.zllng. failure f)f Jesus to win a greater follow-
g, Joh's narrative up to this pomt. has, in a sense, been commentary on
o “He came 10 his own and his own received him not.”#? Lesslie
Newbigin says in regard to this passage that it concerns “the inescapable
pradoxes of revelation. How can the truth be grasped by a world whose
findamental patterns of thought are shaped by the lie?”*’ Jesus has per-
formed signs and wonders like Moses before him, but they are met with
subborn unbelief. However, from John’s perspective, this is only to be ex-
pected because the entire story of Israel bears witness to the disinclination
if Gods people to accept God’s word. The experience of Moses and the
pophets foreshadows that of Jesus. Their words were also words of judg-
ment on those who refused to hear.

The theme of rejection is explicated in John’s editorial comment:

40.Dodd, Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, 379.
4. Mark 4:1-12; 8:17-18; Matt 13:13-15; Luke 8:105 19:42; Acts 28:26-27; Rom 10:16; 11:8,
4. Dodd, Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, 380.

ke 43. Newbigin, The Light Has Come: An Exposition of the Fourth Gospel (
mans, 1982) 16,

Grand Rapids:
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«[saiah said this [that the ill be blinded by unbelief] because p
[clearly, Jesus’] glory and spoke about him (12:41). What the e e]“', i
however. John maintajp; tg ist jg

" tryi i i iately obvious,
trying to say 1 not immedia ; o
iah’s words were fulfilled in the refusal of Jesus’ own people to accey h]'SQ_
im

What does this have to do with his vision of Jesus’ glory? ImmediatelyW'
¢

hear an echo of Jsaiah 6 in which the prophet saw “the Lord, high ,
hat the prophet saw the “glory” of tl;]d
¢

lifted up.” Targum Jonathan says t rop: L
Lord in the temple.** But there is another 'hftlng gpan Isaiah, In 213
God says through Isaiah, “See> MY serval?t will act ‘w1sely; he will be rajs, d
and lifted up and highly exalted” Accordl.ng A C}' aig Evans, the Isaiah tey
help to explain the rejection of Jesus by identifying Jesus as t.he servant of
the Lord about whom Isaiah spoke.*’ John’s use ?f Isaiah in chapter 1,
evokes an implicit but unmistakable reference tO 'Isalah 52 and 53, Evans ar.
gues. This allusion is especially meaningful coming as 1t does at the point

saw the truth that the Logos

of transition to the Passion narrative. [saiah -
would glorify God and be'glor/iﬁedby God as he was lifted up on the cross,
key word “lifted up, John links the temple vision of Isaiah

he suffering servant in Deutero-Isaiah. The Servant

tlSongs are the key scriptural background to this passage, according to Ev-
ans; otherwise it is difficult to make any sense out of verse 41.%6 This is con-
sistent with John's overall employment of Scripture: “Isaiah passages are

not quoted and specifically related to their fulfillment in the light of
Christ. Instead, the metaphors and figures of [saiah are interpreted sym-

bolically and spiritually and become the media for the expression of the
meaning of Jesus Christ and his words.”¥” The reason the texts are able to
function like this is t t in the temple and spoke of

hat their author saw Chris :
his destiny of righteou then, John presents Scrip-

s suffering. In 12:36b-41,
ture as preserving [saiah’s vision of the Lord/Logos to whom the prophet
bore witness.

John the Baptis
form a kind of frame aroun

By means of the

s schema and

t and Isaiah illustrate the vision-witnes
nd Moses do

d the Book of Signs. Abraham a

ns on the Us¢
tudies it
Atlanta:

44. McNamara, Targum and Testament, 49.

45. Craig A. Evans, “Obduracy and the Lord’s Servant:
of the Old Testament in the Fourth Gospel,” in Early Jewish an
Memory of William Hugh Brownlee (ed. Craig A. Evans and William

Scholars Press, 1987) 221-36.
46. Evans, “Obduracy and the Lord’s Servant,”

47. Young, “Study,” 235.

Some Observatio
d Christian Exegests: S
E. Stinespring:

236. Also, Young, “study” 235ff.
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whey SaW His Glory and Spoke of Him

| quite SO neatly because, while Johp g,

1 ) ys th
L the P joes not mention Abraham’s testimop at Abraham,

. o ¥ and whjle
W08 ore) about Jesus, he did not, strictly speqn, "o ﬁﬁl

J ified + of these objections may be dealt with in qye cou
b ot a (o the treatment of Abraham in the Fourth G, lrse.
fo Turn}ﬂg - que among the evangelists in the emphasis hP€ » We note
il john 1 tlrladition that is not central to the Synoptics 4 ]Ohi’flaces on
;braham, a Apraham tradition is twofold: to prove that trye ge Purpose
; sing ! :ornes from faith and obedience, not birth; and 1o sC}(:: t fr(;lm
Abrah:rn; aw the future salvation in Christ. The key text for our pu‘:’p:m:
b
855
s1yery truly I tell you,‘whoever keeps my word will never see death”
2The Jews said to him, “Now we know that you have a demon. Abraham
jied, and 0 did the prophets, yet you say, ‘Whoever keeps my word wil|
Jover taste death’ **Are you greater than our father Abraham, who died?
The prophets also died. Who do you claim to be?” **Jesus answered, “If |
d orify myself, my glory is nothing. It is my Father who glorifies me, he
of whom you say, ‘He is our God, *’though you do not know him. But I
jow him; if 1 would say that I do not know him, I would be a liar like
you. But I do know him and I keep his word. **Your ancestor Abraham re-
joiced that he would see my day; he saw it and was glad.” *"Then the Jews
said to him, “You are not yet fifty years old, and have you seen Abra-
ham?” **Jesus said to them, “Very truly, I tell you, before Abraham was, I
am” **So they picked up stones to throw at him, but Jesus hid himself
and went out of the temple.

This passage is set in a longer section (chapters 7 and 8) that takes place at
the Feast of Tabernacles, and John builds the narrative around allusions to
two Jewish rituals: the carrying of water from the Siloam pool up the steps
tfthe temple and the lighting of lights. By the first century, the Feast of Ta-
bemacles “had become filled with a strong element of eschatological ex-
Petation, ™ and John skillfully uses his narrative to argue that Jesus is the

e }?:S.CA signiﬁcant‘exception is the Q passage Matt 3:9//Luke 3:.8: “I'tel'l you, G}:Jti lfi) 1:1;
inJohn, py S;ones to raise up children to Abraham,” an interpretatlon'smllar t(; t u?also >
Cribeg t;) Au uses Abraham extensively as the paradigm of faith, but, like John, Pa

braham foreknowledge of Christ (Gal 3:8).

- Newbigin, The Light Has Come, 91.
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ectations. In chapter 7, Jesus says that he i
f living water” flow (7:38). In chapter g he 1 Tt

“streams O » i '
out of whom he world” (8:12), a claim that trigger “lit
c

: self as the “light of t s 23 onfl:
vf:l'(ietshh':}l;r; unbelieving “Jews” who “se€ but do not really see. Jegy ta?q'q

the chief priests and Pharisees, the religiogs Ieaders'hip Of Istgey
. ht to recognize the light but instead are willfully blind,
oug ters on their insistence that they are descen i
ts

The controversy cen et )
d dignity come from their relationg}; [

f Abraham. Their freedom an
Zbraham, but John makes clear that they are only descendants (O"épua)

after the flesh, not children (TéKVQ‘)_ after theSp ,lf,lt":_rhey may very yel] p,
ical descendants of Abraham; but, Jesus says, if you were Abrahgy,
children, you would be doing what Abraham did” (8:39). JeSU? has brough
the truth to light. They refuse to see the truth, th‘ereby showing thyt their
father is not Abraham — or God — but the devil. :

Telling the professionally religious that they are children of the devil
is one sure way to get a reaction. In verse 52, Jesus’ interlocutors say, “No,
we know that you have a demon. Abraham died and so did the propp.
ets. . . . Are you greater than our father Abraham?” Even though they “see”
only at a lower level, they bear inadvertent witness to the truth. Indeed, |
am greater than Abraham,” Jesus says, “because Abraham rejoiced that he
would see my day; he saw it and was glad” (8:56).

In Jewish tradition, Abraham was granted a vision of the future ful-
fillment of God’s promises.’® Early Christianity revered Abraham as a
man of faith because of “his openness to the word of God.”*! He lived in
faithful anticipation of the promises of God, and his only security was in
radical dependence on God. In John’s view, the texture of Abraham’s
own life anticipated fulfillment in Jesus. By faith, Abraham saw that de-
pendence on God would be established as the ultimate truth of the cos-
mos. Abraham foresaw that Jesus’ mode of glorifying the Father through
perfect obedience would be the ultimate glorification. However, “Abra-
ham, for all his greatness belongs to the sequence of events that mark
time. ... His story is finished; he has come and gone” Jesus, because he s
the Logos, “reaches back behind the days of Abraham, behind any time,

fulfillment of those exp

Whe

- 50. Brown, The Gospel according to John, 1:359; Moloney, Signs and Shadows, 112. See;
e.g. Tg. Onq. on Gen 17:16-17; Gen. Rab. 44:22, 28; 4 Ezra 3:14; T. Levi 18:14; 2 Baruch 44
Apocalypse of Abraham 31:1-3,

51. Moloney, Signs and Shadows, 107.
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| before the time of Abraham, e wa

: § alr. '
R . : ea -
aim tha ' worthiness derived from his insig A in exs

d iig
0 Pf(‘)‘ﬂ Abfa t Into the Wﬂ)’S of
& . i
1;;’ o8t rominent Old Testament figure in the Gospel of Johy |,
0 e 0 ¢ all the evangelists, John most clearly interprets ]n :
esus

s MO;ZZsaiC packground. John d-r:ilws many of hjs k
agaiﬂst 87 ifs from the Mo§es traditions, It is perhaps
il and :Illces 1o Moses behind every turn of phrase (a5 T, f, Glasson
ind r53 etro recognize the extent to which M?Fff Permeates the entirz
el portrait of Jesus. However, John'’s Jesus is not a “secong Voo
]ohannlaﬁéé of merely recapltulatlng or building on the missjop of his
esOL ]ohI‘l §tates qultefclearly Fhat ]es.us. supersedes and replaces
fe s the decisive bearc?,r 0 revelatlc?n. This is an obviously polemical
MoseSma de against a Judaism that continued to turn to the Mosajc Torah
it nspiration' The relation (?f Mofses to Jesus is that. of forerunner to fyl-
e, Jesus is the flfll ﬂO\A‘f‘erlng of the tru.th to which Moses, for all his
(eatness; merely hinted. T}:e Law was given through Moses,” the Pro-
ogetothe Gc?spel declares; grace and trut'h come through Jesus Christ”
(7). Moses, like John the Baptist, recedes into the background with the
oming of Christ.
John presents Jesus as the prophet foretold in Deut 18:15-19. After Je-
s feeds the crowds with the loaves and fishes, the people begin to say,
ssurely this is the prophet who is to come into the world” (6:14). But they
misunderstand the significance of Jesus’ role because they try to make him
king by force. Jesus is much more than the Mosaic prophet.* The succes-
soris o immeasurably greater than the predecessor that he establishes an
antirely new paradigm of revelation. Moses’ raising up of the serpent in the
wlderness furnishes but a pale echo of the glory and splendor that were
made known when Christ was raised up on the cross. The manna that Mo-
s gave the children of Israel in the wilderness was nothing more than a

¢y christologicy|
not necessary to |

oinby

52 Moloney, Signs and Shadows, 113.

$3. Glasson, Moses in the Fourth Gospel. : !

Wahomse‘: ‘]ohn .is adapting a standard technique used in rabbinic exegeSlfS k;z‘r":i;spgf_

k& me, "1;;1 whlch.what is true of a less important case is taken 't° be ntue 9 da an easy tran-

sition int.o (:e r.ab,bls used it in both halakic and haggadic exegesis, Bud s m; lell and the au-

thor of hristian circles. This argument is used extensively by Matthew, £aub & it true of
ebrews (“If such and such is true of the old covenant . ... how muchmorss

e new?h
)- Longenecker, Biblical Exegesis, 20.
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poor foreshadowing of Christ the Bread of Lifess p
i he wa
er

b.ro.ught forth from' the rock in the wilderness was b
/\'\yfxr;\g vgjat.er_. }esu§ is the Light of the world, the esch\:ta hint of a; Mogg, od
0\ the divine rea\.lty only dimly prefigured in the Torahol()%'\ca\ fu\;\\‘\s. the in$ GO in Jes!
although preeminent among Old Testament Visiona Of Moseg 3¢t ""Sm\zy futile
ries and Qses "ﬁe
w N m do

must be seen within the same schema of preliminary
o Ty o - seeing
-INg ap

i
as the other figures we have considered. ¢test§gsys-es‘

Several texts could demonstrate this, but for ou 5
most instructive: T PUrposes 559 e 2 ' ere
is (&“)e g0 B
39«you search the Scriptures because you think that in th ')usg‘\ﬁef b
eternal life; and it is they that testify on my behalf. **Yet €M You hay, say% o
come to me to have life. 411 do not accept glory from hz'loll refuse t whomg‘
225t 1 know that you do not have the love of God in you. 4:111::1 belng; 0.'45)’; N
in my Father’s name, and you do not accept me; if another co;w: me_e God-Sd
own name, you will accept him. **How can you believe when yois ne \eﬁ“et
glory from another and do not seek the glory that comes from ti?em ft‘)le\'xew

who alone is God? 157 not think that T will accuse you before theol?e

ther; your accuser is Moses, on whom you have set your hope. “°If y:; proac
believed Moses, you would believe me, for he wrote about me. *’But if you same
do not believe what he wrote, how will you believe what 1 say?” Jesu
ling
This passage is set in a longer section (5:1-47) 10 which Jesus heals a para- sus
d by “the Jews” for violat- s

lyzed man on the Sabbath and then is persecute
ing the Sabbath and for blasphemy by “calling God his own Father, thereby
making himself equal to God” (518). The dominant theme in this chapter
is popTL ploe — testimony- Jesus’ words and actions are validated by the tes-
timony of God himself (5:32). Messengers like John the Baptist (“aburning
and shining lamp”) have po'mted the way to Jesus, but their testimony 1S
derivative and their light merely reflective. 1t is the Father’s own testimony
that establishes the truth of Jesus and his work (5:31-38)-
To “the Jews,” Jesus says, “you have never heard [God’s] yoice or seet
you do not Aoyov] abiding in you, becaust

have his word [

his forms; and
tations

6: Tradition, Interpre
Christology in Hono"
Press, 1993) 8-

also Borgen, “John

om Heaver;
d New Testament

n: Essays on Jesus arn

55. Peder Borgen, Bread fr
ffield: Sheffield AcademiC

> in From Jesus to Joh

Compos'uion,’
of Marinus de Jonge (ed. Martinus C. De Boers She
ol
s as Eschatological Torah,” Trin] (n.s.) 18 (1997) 1574

56. Stephen J. Castelli, “Jesu
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ovei him whom he has sent” (5:37-38). I ot
peli prehension of the Logos of Go

jo ot to the ap

v se » i
o b Jistie™ The Jews search the Scriptures; byt their efforts are ylt
ulti-

iy 5. . ;

b i fesy ly ironic because, while the Scr

N A deeply , € Scriptures tes;

iy e 27 + “Itis they [the. Scriptures] that testify (jnt:]tlfl})’ tl? Je;

Yet, on allegedly scriptural grounds, “the Jeyys” Se);ki al:'fil
0 K

8" very OB taghag the;isfC r»iPtures testify. They are seeking glory
5 ly humat saifforsar atling to trace those sources upyard tq
o ™ oy 10 which they point (5:44). Moses, Jesus Says, is not thej
o 1 B their accuser because Moses “wrote about me” Ealier ph: 5
: ustiﬁer but found the one Moses wrote about i “Hetlg
% e have found in the Law and aboyt
i e PO hets also wrote —']es.us of Nazareth, the son of Joseph”
whomThis isan encapsulated description of the role of Moses. Moses “saw | &
(1:45)”' ioses a‘pprehﬁndéd the glory of the Logos and witnessed to ym, | " «
Od‘S Criptureg that bear the name of Mo'ses preserve this witness untilﬁi‘t\ls. A
:ille Jin Jesus. “The witnes's of Moses is the witness of the Scriptures. To
eve Moses implies believing Jesus.”*’
¢ {tisin his use of the Moses tradition that the boldness of John’s ap-
oach becomes evident. He does not depict Jesus as a “new Moses” in the
e way as does Matthew.v, for whorfl the relationship between Moses and
fus s that of type to antitype. ]ohn§ Logos Christology leads to this star-
ling exegetical phenomenon: Moses is not the pattern for Jesus; rather, Je-

qsis the pattern for Moses. Moses said and wrote what he did because he

v the Logos who appeared later in Jesus.
“hs noted above, it may seem that Abraham and Moses do not really |

bt the “vision and witness” schema that I have posited because John says ®.
that Abraham saw Jesus but not that he witnessed to him, while Moses wit- :
nessed to Jesus (wrote about him) but did not see him. However, what

John does not state explicitly is often implied. For example, John does not
aythat the healing of man at the pool of Bethesda in chapter 5 is one of Je-
sus'signs, but quite clearly he intends this episode to be included among

the signs.*® Abraham does not bear self-conscious witness to posterity of
hisvision of the Logos, but through the work of Moses his life is available

Al
T e
_,_\..‘,\L-;'Kﬁ‘ - A . Y
W3 R

her words
95 5¢e-
d who hag appeared

R S (5139 :

57. Painter, Quest for the Messiah, 243.
8. Andreas Kisstenberger has argued that it is quite likely John intended there to e

;iins. because of the symbolic importance of the number seven in the GosPel, v
di ¢identifies only six. “The Seventh Johannine Sign: A Study in John's Christolog)s
es0n John and Gender: A Decade of Scholarship (SBL 38 New York: Peter L4 2001).
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John does not explicitly attribute 5 Visiop

ion. While it is trye thay ”‘: the
€ s

hile

imony. And W. o B
sggie e k that was his intent

thin .
Logos to Moses, I ses is that Moses, |i
sential contrast between Jesus and Mo > like othey

« » (1:18), Moses was granted privilege . o
' mortals, had “never seen God (1:18), ged{lnslght

into the nature of the divine glor.y. Ede. ;3';;;328,,&;223 ﬂ}e Lord ygeg to
speak to Moses face to face as friend Wlth : G(;d’s “bes k{’equeSt 10 s
God’s glory was not granted, but he wasds owd i ack” (Exod g3,
28). Moses was witness to the signs an won e“I ill Bo IS Gogy

“Before all your people,” the Lord says, ‘1 w1 perfor'm maryel
power. n all the earth or in any nation; ang

have not been performed i
:ﬁ:};:(s)plivzmong whom you live shall see the work of the Lord (Lxx =

gpya T0D xopfov)” (Exod 34:10). Moses saw the preﬁguratiox.ls of taberp,.
cle, signs and wonders, mannd and water, whose full meaning was mjq,
known in Jesus.®® The fact that Moses did not see the. face of God does gy
contradict the point because prior to the {ncarnatlon no one saw Gog
fully; and yet, John explicitly states that Isaiah anc'l Abrah.am saw Chrig,
and the same can be inferred of Moses. In the partial and imperfect man.
ner of all Old Testament witnesses, Moses did see the glory of God in the

Logos and bore witness to the same.

59. There is a Jewish tradition of Moses being granted divinely inspired vision. This
was tied to the tradition of the ascension of Moses into the heavens where he saw the King-
dom. See Meeks, The Prophet-King, 296-301. Moses was regarded as a prophet, which, in cer-
tain circles, entailed the gift of vision. E.g., 2 Esdras 14:3-5: “I revealed myself in a bush and
spoke to Moses when my people were in bondage in Egypt; and I sent him and led my peo-
ple out of Egypt; and I led him up on Mount Sinai, where I kept him with me many days.|
told him many wondrous things and showed him the secrets of the times and declared to him
the end of the times. I commanded him, saying, “These words you shall publish openly, and
these you shall keep secret.’” Later, Lev. Rab. 1:3 says that Moses is “the father of the prophets
vtrho see by the Holy Spirit.” More work would be required to establish any kind of connec-
tion be'tween these traditions and John, and I am doing no more than making possible
suggestion. However, it would certainly not be farfetched to think that John regarded Moses

as seeing the Logos, especially since the line between hearing and seeing is a somewhat fuzzy
one in the Fourth Gospel.
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«They Saw His Glory and Spoke of Him

The Uniqueness of John’s Use
of the Old Testament Witnesges

argue that, while John shares much i ¢

(e m:; Testament authors in his use Of_the Old Testament, his
B pique in several -respec.ts. I have tried to illustrate th;s with ap-
o ’tjohn the Baptist, Isaiah, Abraham, and Moses, ith the
g% sified to him. These biblical exemplars function differfe::,l it
(g0  they do in the rest of the New Testament because of the | hY in
o 02 hasis on se€ing and witnessing rather than text per se ohan-
gine eMoses is certainly a key figure throughout the New Testa;nent B
optic Gospels tend to refer to Moses mostly in the conte;ct U;

utes between Jesus and his adversaries. Jesus offers the pro :
" getation of the Torah of Moses.® Several passages in Luke-Acts ccP:nf
m-terfhe introductory formula “Moses writes” or “Moses says,” but these
e dmply conven;cional vehicles for delivering the kergyma of Jesus’ suf-
g dd eath.6' Paul refers to Moses frequf:ntly in Romans 9-11 as the
qurce of testimonia texts confirming the election of Israel, and 2 Cor 3:12-
gisa midrash on Exod 34:29-35. But one would have to say that none of
these passages makes the precise point tbat Moses wrote about Christ.

saiah, when mentioned by name, is almost always incorporated into
,sandard introductory formula, either in the passive voice (“what was
spoken of by the prophet Isaiah”)®2 or the active voice (“Isaiah said/proph-
sied”).® Again, there is nothing that parallels John’s statement that “Isa-
uh saw [Christ’s] glory and spoke of him.”

Abraham plays a prominent role in the New Testament as well. He is
the prototype of those who are justified by faith,** or he is the recipient of

mmon with the

e 1
halﬂkic disp

the divine promise.®® But nowhere else in the New Testament is Abraham ¢

described as “seeing”/Christ)

Interestingly, the one figure who is treated in somewhat the same man-
neras John treats Moses, Abraham, and Isaiah is King David, who is not
mentioned in an exegetically significant way in the Fourth Gospel at all. The

60. Matt 19:7//Mark 10:3; Matt 22:24//Mark 12:26//Luke 20:28; Mark 1:44; 7:10-
61. Luke 24:27; Acts 3:22; 26:22.
Z I\N/iatt 33 4114; 8:17; 12:17; Acts 28:25.
64‘ Ratt 15:7//Mark 7:6; Rom 9:27, 29; 10:16, 205 15:12-
65l LE}T 43; Gal 3:6; James 2:23.
HHUke 155, 733 Acts 3:25; 7:21ff; Rom 4:13; Gal 3183 Heb 6:13:
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Syno tic tradition relates midrashic interpretation of Ps 11: ;

sus asks, «ow is 1t that David calls [Christ] Lord’?” (Ma:) inwhig

12:36//Luke 20:44); A0 the book of Acts says that the Holt 322:.43//Ma:|;

through David concerning Christ (Acts 11165 2:25 425). There}ils Pirit gpg,

finity between David’s prophetic experience of Christ in the Synao;:iai“ i
frad

tion and the vision and witness of Abraham, Moses, and Isaiah in Jo}, i
Ohn;
) Ut

why John does not make the obvious connection between se g
i estify.

ing to the Logos and David is a topic we can only leave for further styg
y.

Is Scripture @ “Sign”?

One final aspect of John's understanding of Scripture is its relation toli
doctrine of signs. Johannine signs “point to God’s glory displayed in Ie5u:
s God’s authentic representative.”66 Signs (o eia),
Synoptic tradition’s works of power (duvéperc,)”
however, ar€ distinguished by their profound
. omificance solely from that to which

therefore dependent 0 the willingness of
For this reason, S1g1S sometimes evoke belief
nbelief because they are not
ding to faith (12:36-37> 2:23-25 4:48; 20:25)-

i ine signs occur only during the period of
time when Jesus appeared on earth. They are public acts performed by Je-
sus himself. In this sense Scripture is 1O i i
“sign-\ike” quality in that it conveys the pre—incarnat1
1 tament witnesses and it confronts the recipient wit

faith, which gives true vision, and unbelief, which 18 both caused by a2

leads to blindness. Like the signs of Jesus’ ministrys Scriptur

because it evokes a 1€SpOnSe

full knowledee of God. Only when ~een with the lig ¢ of Christ dot

signs and Scripturé serve a positive purpose Apart from that lights they
h functional vif not f

mislead and distort the truth. We might say t at

mally, Scripture is relate

66. Kostenberger “The Seventh Iohannine Sign,” 106. (Phila dek

67. Marianné Meye Thompsom The Humanity of Jesus it the Fourth Gospé!
phia: Fortress, 1988) 53-
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wrhey Saw His Glory and Spok, of Hi
: Im”

john and the Old Testamen; o4
ay

. the case that the k
 making t €Y to John'
peet UL i ique Chri ¢ unde '
¢ his uniq ristology. Scripture "Standing o the

[ eV 1
g -mme“t '
st of those who h : Itnes

Old ug the ag erlc{mt ave rise to th B Pre-Incarnatjop, jes 10 Chrie
thros evlSlont‘ gfs = _etex; has Priority gyer l}l18lon Of the
o™ nterpfetanon of Scripture 1s thOfOughly ontrolle] be text itself,
¥ Christo).
first century, of hoy

e 1™ " 1ed with the problem, at the end of the
day, our challenge i

0 restle
. meaning of the Scriptures of Israel, Ty

ofip ” different: How to find meaning in ]Oh;l’ :

e . Seripture i ithesidsb ofacpliicalist CS christocentric inter-
pretatlo ipture: But for Christians John is Scfipturec?}:ext. John inter-
pret .y for US analogous to that which the Old Test;;m eleuGhOSPel has an
{ our world is much different from his. The context i ad ff)r John,
oraly Christians read the Fourth Gospel is highly Pluralirs]t;vmc.h con-
competing voices claiming to represent the truth. g

[ thinkitis safe to say that the Fourth Gospel presents special probl

" contemPOTarY Chr.istie.lns because its claim to Jesus as the I;:duzri::
QuIce of divine revelation is presented with such force. Some have seen John
s the most Jnti-Semitic of the Gospels, expressing Christian hatred of the
s at its most pathological. According to Rosemary Radford Ruether, the
New Testament in general, but the Gospel of John in particular, is the spring
fom which Western anti-Semitism has flowed. John’s exclusivist Christol-
ogy makes any version of the truth other than his own wrong in principle, a
daim that can no longer be sustained in a pluralistic culture.® In her latest
book, Elaine Pagels offers 2 negative comparison of the Gospel of John,

+hich demands exclusive belief in Jesus, to the Gospel of Thomas, which

teaches “that God’s light shines not only in Jesus but, potentially at least, i

everyone.”® Those who proclaim Jesus as the Way, the Truth, and the Life

contend these days with those who «seek to know God through one’s OWD,

g ; 2 . Z 5 »70
divinely given capacity, since all are created in the image of God. j
esus not as 2 reli-

| In this climate, however, John’s presentation of ]
gious option but as the self-revelation of God becomes 10t only more
The Theological Roo

tesnp
erous

ts of Anfi-

68. Rosemary Radford Ruether, Faith and Fratricide:

S e
emitism (New York: Seabury, 1979) 111-16. as
69. Elaine Pagels, Beyond Belief: The Secret of the Gospel of Thor"
om House, 2003) 34,
70. Pagels, Beyond Belief, 34-

(New York: Ran-
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