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|NTRODUCTION

e tothe application of the metho :
we }?::: :0 Ehe Johannine passion narrativ(ei ?:;:;;’t';‘:;l\;; Criticism
10 tat follows: he chapters correspond to their equivalents ~19). In
whin chapter 5 1 expose John 18-19 to practical critici;l,]npan-l'
50 cular emphasis upon structure, characterization, themes' with

polis™ an parrative echo effects. In chapter 6, I shall look ’a:y::_

- enre © 4 18,'19 using categories drawn from the functionel

ina]ysis of narrative (Structurallsm)’. In ?hflpter 7, Ilook at the soci:l
nction f these chapte.rs.for John’s 0_rlg1nal i T

at the narrativity of the history 6F Tants” poadiac pt ;r

rrativity © John's SOUree for that history, and the artistic ,contE
f the storyteller in the final major stage of the compositio

ters. In choosing chapters 18—19 of John’s story r;

ve been particularly conscious of the lack of literary and narrati,ve

his carefully constructed and well-rounded narrative

what disappointing articles by C. H. Giblin

 Apart from tWO some
g4 1986), an interesting essay on the dramatic qualities of John
g—19 by Enrman (1983), and some literary insights in the commen-

, Ellis and Sloyan, the main trends for the analysis

of these chapters have emphasized sources (Goguel, 1910; Buse, 1957;
Dauer, 1972; von Wahlde, 1989; Fortna, 1989),
historical tradition (Haenchen, 1970; Bruce, 1980; Robinson, 1985),
theology (Pfitzner, 1976; Lindars, 1977; Thompson, 1988) and sym-
bolism (Schwank, 1964; Dauer, 1967; dela Potterie, 1969). John as
Storyteller is a first on two accounts: it is the first scholarly, book-

length study of John 18—19 in English (Fenton, 1961, and Bligh,
1975, wrote popular stu ive narrative-

dies), and the first comprehensi

critical study of these chapters.

Borgen, 1959;
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A PRACTICAL CRITICIS 4> o
M oF JOHN : hcukesv o
18 : (Cb \Je‘s
1y : (b) ¢ ‘“\'(
(ov‘d aﬂd ‘
%o““émet‘.‘
The arrest of the shepherd. John 18.1-24 3 ,n:o i
W
\(Z
Narrative structure and summary ?"'oé) \i\‘j
mo
After the lengthy discourses of chapters 14—17, we cop ani‘s‘i =
climactic moment in the gospel, namely, the moment of Ctt?-“k h‘e‘.‘ . disc
passion, death and burial (John 18—19). I have elected to exar,;f}s ‘malPe“
18.1-27 as the first of three sections because it represents the fi;\% fgeto™
division of John’s passion account. Some scholars have divid:; pis 915
ipl

18.1—27 into two separate units, the first dealing with the arres;

Jesus and the second with the denials of Peter (and the concomitay bour
initial interrogation of Jesus by Annas). Most notable amongst thes; times
has been Peter Ellis, who, in an experimental, composition-critica|
commentary, divides 18.1—27 into two separate acts (1-12, 13-2)),

both containing a chiastic structure involving five scenes (p.247). e

However, it is quite plain that 18.1—27 is meant to be regarded as

a single structural unit, with 1—11 emphasizing Jesus against Peter, ters

12—14 as a transitional pericope, and 15—27 (of equal length with ];;
1-11) emphasizing Peter against Jesus. Three arguments support m‘

these structural divisions: (i) both scenes are rounded off with?
reference to the high priest’s servant Malchus; (ii) the preservation
of 18.1-27 as a single unit results in a narrative triptych of three
equal parts (A = 18.1-27, B = 18.28—19.16a, C = 19.16b—42, eth
part approximately twenty-seven verses long); (iii) the evang it
presents a consistent character contrast between Jesus and ke
which runs through the whole of 18.1—27 and which clearly ends®
verse 27. These three lines of evidence support my contention that
John the storyteller intended 18.1—27 to be regarded as 2 single &
of the passion drama.

The kernel events of 18.1—27 are as follows: .

,(a) I.n vv.1-11, Jesus crosses a valley to a garden with his discipl
It is night-time. Judas arrives at the garden with a detachme
Roman soldiers with the purpose of arresting Jesus. Jesus, ou(§1 g
the garden walls, identifies himself as the one whom they aré seeki®
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,.' A p,actical criticism of John 18- g
( the disciples should be lefy (¢ s
0'in safey

> ks ¢ o S
| and as 7, the high priest’s servant with h; v, p
hIS sword ] " I Cler Cuts
p CSUS. “nn”y

i
¢S :
er(lll?l; verses 12” i iorm a narrative bridge in
important ' »

ovide® hreekmr:ptg Azn:sl?ces of information; firg

p nd 1 e e h, S?coPdly, that Annag , that Jegyg i

fathef"“’law o Caiaphas; thirdly, that CaiaphWas high priest

i med that it was expedient for one map toa; Was the map

i€ for all th

C

e.

(E)l [n VV- 1'5—.27, Peter :clnd another disciple foll
us disciple 80€$ with Jesus into Annas’ ¢ ow Jesus, The
ol oW .here. Peter remains outside and has tOO;ll;tv)Latr: because
s gisciple iP o'rdgr to get past the portress. The portres e help of
it PELET is @ disciple of Jesus. Peter denies it, and goess suggests
fireto rm lumself : In51de: Annas’ house, Jesus is questio S
ciples am.i his teaching. Jesus tells Annas to ask ned about
gisciples- Jesus s slapped by an official, whom he rebuke: r:: gr -
to (Caiaphas. Peter, outside the house, denies Jesus ’tw?, ,,ff,',’e‘

nd a cock CTOWS.

hi

(jmes &

Character contrasts

theses are presented in 18.1 —27 between the charac-

on stage. The main character contrast is between
I have already indicated, scene one (1-11) depicts
the background, whilst scene
round and Jesus in the back-

A number of anti
ers who appear
Jesus and Peter. As
Jesus in the foreground an

three (15-27) depicts Peter in the foreg
ound. That the evangelist intends this contrast to be the main focus

is obvious from 2 number of factors. First, he sets up  deliberate
opposition between the twofold response of Jesus toan interrogation
(bycd €lpt, in vv.5 and 8) and the twofold response of Peter to an
interrogation (VK gipi, in VV- 17 and 25). Secondly, the evangelist
depicts Peter assaulting a servant of the high priest in v. 10, whilst
Jesus is presented as being assaulted by an official of the same high
priest in v. 2. Thirdly, the evangelist designs his narrative of Petgr’s
denials so that they are separated by Jesus’ response

: ironi in which

to interrogation
in the high priest’s house.
Jesus calls forth his discip i
isdenying any knowledge of him. TwO trials consed
be taking place: an informal trial © insi
informal trial of Peter outside the house-
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Narrative criticism applied to j, hn 13
-~ 19

At every opportunity it seems as if the ey,

the differences between Jesus and Peter. Wh?l's‘tgle)hst hag b % oo ‘S
spontaneous hostage to fortune, Jesus exhibjgg aeter is asode'“n‘q ) cs\gﬂa“.‘ ) s\;
over events. Whilst Peter’s conduct smacks of humzovf&'eign'?‘" : e “ofa'\‘“w

speaks of divine composure. A number of signif; can:\ timjg; tyﬁ““ﬁ\ mo\'cc‘w as f(;
highlight this sovereign domination of events by Je:a"‘“ive d?“?' S"spfacl of v
goes to a place which Judas knew (v.2), sugges ting “\‘ls: firs, ]‘3\\\ meve been 2
no attempt to escape arrest, but went as usual to (pe alt Jegyg ‘:\:\n t.\amc gD ":
rested with his disciples. Secondly, the narrator infol_r:sace w m‘:\t i he c%‘_“
knew everything that was going to befall him (v, 4y, an‘clls thay o “Z o o \S.
allowed it to take place. This stresses the voluntary ﬂaturze ey & n°°“°:d
acceptance of arrest. Thirdly, in John’s arrest narrative J: Esyy .fo\\owve
out to Judas instead of Judas coming to Jesus anq k’issisr:ls Boey (pan 2; 2
showing that the initiative belongs to Jesus, not to Judas asg'hlm‘ e p:l S
Synoptics). Fourthly, Jesus’ use of &y® eiptin v. 5, the divine :\“ the metes &
causes the arresting party to recoil in fear before the mora] Supre:\me, ‘:;(wee‘
of Jesus. Fifthly, Jesus manipulates the situation so that he s takic: e fOF
but not his disciples (vv.8—9). Sixthly, Jesus’ question, ‘am | o o s stud)
drink the cup the Father has given me?’ (v. 11) manifests confiden who!
resignation to suffering, rather than shrinking fear (as in Matthe, theid
26.42). How vividly this sovereign control contrasts with Peter, wh, tion

is everywhere a victim of circumstances! AsT

Two further character contrasts are visible in the narrative of of
18.1—27, the first between the anonymous disciple and Peter, the sub
second between the anonymous disciple and Judas. The second of anl
these is very minor, but there is some irony in the fact that both Pe
characters fulfil the narrative function of guide (Judas to the arresting 3;

¢

party, the anonymous disciple to Peter), though with very different
motives. Judas’ incentive to be guide is treachery; the anonymous
disciple’s is loyalty.

By far the more significant contrast is between the anonymous
disciple and Peter. The anonymous believer here is undoubtedly the
BD of 13.23ff., since (i) he always appears in close proximity !0
Peter, (ii) he is consistently faithful as a disciple, as he is here (4
following Jesus into the courtyard of Annas’ house), (iii) he PTOV‘de,S
access to Jesus for Peter in 13.23ff. (as he does here), (iV) he 15
called GALov padntryv in 20.2 (where it clearly refers to the BD),
just as he is called &ALoc padnTAc in 18.15. The reasons Why the
BD is not referred to explicitly as the disciple whom Jesus loVCd_are
not easy to understand, but two possibilities suggest themselves- First,
the anonymity of the BD contrasts emphatically with the complet?




ks ity 4. N P”
¥ op ’): 3 ::)e,zicm y p,actica/ criticism of John 18- 19
&n; My ¥ q
(< h f].e" ! . . «gijmon Peter’ (not just * e 9%
l”tg bca"l a%zeﬂ | is"a"o = estion that an apj ast Peter’) ip 18,15, Th
' 4k R C un 2 5 ¢

Qges .yJ %} ) | ‘:n'oni . sujggthan Peter Secotl:d]ren!ly- known dige Mis creates
Uy, in S Gl B faith fully 4in the heat of Y, if i is correct (par v, haved

lo 3%-5“_ mo""  was forged in the heat ol an ardent hostijj at the foyry,
lo,. the f;,ﬁ osP° the BD’s intimacy with the hi Y 1o Judaj

’nf Eb Ies, , g fact of b igh priest A Sm, then
g, 0’%1"(% N\ e cen & cBUSC of embarrassment — especial| nas may wej
o | pave was the founding father of the Johann);;,:s seems likely

\
J )) % .
Alap, iy b if % contr

ast between the BD and Peter centres p

ship. In 18.15, the narrator make”"dpany on the

; St
rk that both Simon Peter and an:tch:f'?rcnuy
Isciple

The verb GkOAOVBE is, at one level, nothin
’ g more

/ L,
W jgeaof disciple

; [10Cu0US rema
mn » Jesus.

g,y 4
{ lo J I(iss. %ﬁ «folloW . . .
. i & verb of motion explaining how the two disci
S e vy o e e Ao o
€, Wi he verb — especially when it has Jesus as its direct obj » however,
s°!hafa[’”br% S otes giscipleship, as the noun follower indicates. The differea
iy, 'heisb:'&; petween the anonymous d1§c1ple and Peter is visible in the fa:::tr i:ce
tnif, My the former has easy access in and out of the courtyard, whilst Peter
r ’3 Copy ! ;s stuck at tl}e gate, I'Cfl:lsed entry by a woman gatekeeper. Paul Duk r
(ﬁs iy, \ who has written a seminal study of the irony in John’s story, m ke'
With Py Ul the important point that Peter’s timid behaviour is in striking’o ao;s
" tion to his rather irrational bravado with the high priest’s sefxzml-
© arry, As Duke puts it, ‘,the sword-slinging defender melts before the word
'nd Pelch of a se.rvant girl’ (1985, p. 27). What we have in the two major
he Sfcoaf: subsections of J qhn 18.1-271is therefore.an antithesis between Jesus
oty 4 and Peter at a primary level, and an antithesis between the BD and
he b”ﬂ‘ Peter at a secondary level. In both instances, the conduct of Jesus
iy and the BD is paradigmatic and exemplary, whilst that of Peter is
Y diffry clearly misguided and coloured by pathos.
100)moy
— Implicit commentary
ill’s ‘narrative Christology’ as an

In chapter 1, we adopted Tanneh

apt description of John’s gospel, on the grounds that the different

parts of the gospel appear to be unified by Christological themes.
By ‘themes’ here we mean th i
internal coherence to the narrative,
Ch“sf(flogical ideas which we highlighte
the.ﬂoﬂon of Jesus as Judge, the notion 0
sayings), and so on. In chapter 4 I showe
elusive Christ dominated the whole of John’s Pr
these examples, we see how Christological themes recur,

e main, recurrent i
and the sorts of unifying

d there were, for example,
f Jesus’ divinity (the ‘Tam’
d how the themé of the

esentation. In all
appearing



Narrative criticism applied to jop,, 18- g

v
and disappearing with enough regularity fo, USto gjsge, 1 | e
narrative Christology. e i Cohy, 542)\‘69 in
These themes are either explicitly or Implicitly gy, ity " - 0P i 1
to be a kind of sliding scale from the overy to the auus_lv:re am,%‘ tccnﬁt Gt
be seen in the evangelist’s subtle contrasts betweer, ligh and(; a s et
and between warmth and coldness in 18.1-27, v, en, in, lzxrk ‘ gah s P
told that Jesus and his disciples crossed the Kidrop valley ':‘he "‘b‘-cst ite
notions of darkness and coldn'ess resonate from the etyl;m‘u.% ge:\\co“rse
meanings of the phrase XEWAPPOL TOy Ke§p(bv Browy (’lmca\ d\swob\e
Vol.IL, p.806). When the arresting party arriye With lante;ns ; \1‘:)‘ {nst?
torches to capture Jesus in v. 3, the reader may fee| that som, ir‘:\ﬁ Fh_‘s pas!
is intended here, with Jesus having already been describeg ast“g tﬁoﬂsh“
Light of the World in chapter 8. When Peter warms himge|s by \th ever, ™
charcoal fire in 18.18, the reader may feel that, again, the eVangey its cot
is playing on the irony of Peter’s dependence op 3 Man-myg, 1)
dvBpaxid rather than on the Light of the World. In other words gospé
the details connotative of light and darkness, and of warmth gpg gener
coldness, may lead the reader to see an implicit Commentary i and !
18.1-27 deriving from the Christology of J esus as light and a elab
true source of human vitality and warmth. Yet again we see hoy elen
John’s narrative details possess a symbolic resonance sub
It is possible for the reader to understand 18.1-27 as an implicit fol
commentary on the truth

enunciated in 1.5 that ‘the light shines on
darkness did not overcome it’. But is this
light the only Christological thought controlling

in the darkness, for the
theme of J esus-as-

n the rest of the passion
hey are less certain about

th “« hn’s pr imary intention to show,
: ,lgat the “Gooq Shepherd lays down his life for
menting on the (1978, p.43s). Secondly, Barnapas Lindars, com-
Ztte ll\n 18.9 }"l;lhis "5 to fulfil what he had said,

S g One of t 0se wh . Ty
UBgests thay Most logjcal backgrouncoil;1 )1,8‘1 i

S 9, where Jesus says
ther, as to w % MERNG
all, ang f; e Father hat He hag 81ven me, i greater than
€r's hand no gpe NSnatch ), 158

em away’ (1972,



y p,actical criticism of John 18- jg
makes much of the fact (hg there ;
; . CIs i
‘ 542365 1 John 18, arguing that such desertion N0 flight o the
JiscP” p13.7asd scattering of the sheep, woul "Undcrslood via
us as ‘good shepherd’ (p. 542), ave uUndermjpeq
nd Lindars have started on an gy,

ett ali® =~ ; nue of ,
- romisings for there is no doubt in my p; of Investigation
Ind that the eygp,.

wh-icthi:ltc Jed a number of narrative echo effecys with th

g?lns rsein john 10.1-21. However, John 10, “2lish € pastora|
dlscoo lematics since there are a number of difficytjes w‘yhn'o e
unpr ance, it s not easy to say what literary baCkSrOumlj[r - for.m_
Forl toral imagery, or what sources have beep used, or \l,vc}s]::hl:nd
In this context, }::,;_

this P2 e text has to its enveloping narratives.
discourse rather than

ﬁonrs weare interested in the final form of the

?t\;ec; Jex textual prehistory. Four things should be sajq about it:

i () The structure_of J (?hn 10.1-21 falls - as 50 often in the fourh
into a tripartite pattern. Section one, vv.1-6, forms a

101

ospel ~ :
general picture of shepherds and their relationship to their sheep

and the sheep-pen- Sectloq two, vv. 1= 183 constitutes an allegorical
elaboration of this picture in which J esus identifies himself with two
ements from vv- 1-5. This secor}d section is further divided into two
subsections, with vv. 7.—10 dealing with Jesus as the door of the
fold, and Vvv. 11—18 with Jesus as the Good Shepherd. Both these
subsections contain two £y eipi sayings, at verses 7 and 9, and 11
and 14 respectively. A recurrent theme in the second subsection is
aying down his life for the sheep’, at vv.11, 15, 17, 18. The third
subsection, vv.19-21, describes the division amongst the people
which this teaching caused, verse 20 depicting the negative response,
and verse 21 the positive response.

(2) the genre of vv. 1-5 is explicitly described by the narrator as
napowia (v.6). As has often been pointed out, the Synoptic gospels
use napaPorr], whilst John uses napowia. Nothing exceptional is
seen in this, because the two words are used as synonymous trans-
lations of mashal in the LXX and other sources. However, some
commentators have suggested that the nuances of mapowia are
slightly different from those of mapaBoA. Lightfoot describes a
rapowia as a ‘symbolic word-picture’ (p.210); Schnack_enburg
describes it as a ‘cryptic discourse’ (p. 283). Brown, whilst stating that
there is no great difference between the two, also mamfal,ns that
‘there may be more emphasis on the enigmatic in napopia (1966,
Vol.1, p.385). The challenge to the reader of 10.1 21 is therefore to
penetrate the hidden dimensions of the discourse.

el



ative criticism app ida fo Jolnilg 1
Narr BN
: verall setting 1 PHES thitg narr. tive Wor
(3) There l; :lrlle:p introduced in lOélén/‘::‘l,) {2"(:‘“'0" impli:f"
shepherds 27 akes place in and aroutn 0 possible sramk'ued . ‘*:
this iSCOUTC - ons). AOM oA Sow e i oy by
fOld, in mOSt v asture time ou.t l.n the open S l:)UtSIde a v"”age' .
fold erected at P to and adjoining a .housF (f c nack?nbu,& 1%
a yard p;rl::l;‘lllr:p are enclosed within this fold during .,
p.279).

€ i

wolves robbers and other predators by a Batek ghl'
ed from .

prolCCt

and by

I

f the early morn:

. In the dark hours o . Ing,
shepherd tglfiflstlh e narrative world of John 10 is therefore 5 follgy
setting wi

VA1 (sheepfold)

< Bipa Bupwnge
Kxh,iémayr zgg;‘}s‘) = (door)  (gatekeepe
(thieves

= noynjv (shepherd)

npéfata
(sheep, in the pen) |

Axis of communication
T——Object
(= to lead sheep)

SHEPHERp (originator) SHEEP (receiver)

Axis of volition

SUb. = rd
THlEvEs' JECt = shephe

1)
s BBERS, STRANGERs, GATEKEEPER (hel?;cr
HIRED HANDs (opponent) Axis of PO




gical criticism of John 18—19
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is -is what Qreimas calls the ‘axis of
eis constituted by the shepherd (lh";ommunica.
Origina'm
)

zon
this €35
f the fold to pasture. The middle veryj
rtical axjs

Ce.
Utg; o b § ut 0
;o Hog, %t | g0l o hi
gy 2 .'ish*n ”"Ens is 52 olition: and the quest implied in thi
Ce, Vi 8 is of ¥ : st implied in this i
dyp; 0y % “he &g (sU ject desire to lead his sheep saf. nstance is th
Sh ng thg, o sh‘p" - The pottom ine 15 the axis of power, a from their
1 Yag, end | g (ob.le sncphefd experiences in the attainmantof m_"d the struggle
y Mo, leg ch,:q which t | ding t hievess robbers and wolves, and by in s goal is caused
ftopastmn&t by mﬂ: d str angers (opponents). He is, however c:sm.petem hired
or . Ure he h,nds % atekee r (helper), who ensures that ';0 oslsted by the
fol, ovp“g;, "he gate except the shepherd. ne enters the
v f fold DY " pen, has this rather terse set of ima
whats , : ges got to do with
ALV of Jesus arrest and Peter’s denials in John 18.1 s
"f;ke the narrative of Jesus’ arrest first (scene one, 18 1 ——1:127? :
i ;ﬂ e that there are a number of narrative echo effects deri)",i:c
[fek"dg rom 10 n 10 in these verses. First of all, the narrative settings arg
€epey) "+ iar, with the action of 18.1—11 occurring inand around a wa,,cj
erd) anclosure during the hours qf darkness. Secondly, J udas’ approach
othe garden anclosqre mimics the approach of the «AentricinJohn
10,3 connectlon which seems to be borne out by the description of
Judas as ¥ nTnc 1N 12.6. ’l?]urdly, Jesus’ protective stance towards
ne disciple he stands outside the walled garden whilst they huddle
inside) imitates the rotectiveé conduct of the shepherd throughout
number | John 10, as i indicated by the reference t0 10.27ff. in 18.9. Fourthly,
\0as John 10 itself anticipates this first steP towards the passion, with its
Wrrative recurrent Stress on the shepherd Jaying down his life for the sheep.
mf’d"' Thus, in diagrammatic form, the connections between John 10 and
sge | 18.1-11 look like this:
KAEMTNG walled garden Judas
L ok 4

« Jesus =

BupwpPOS
15-27) and the

o= nomﬂ‘v_'—-P

The connection hn 18
s between SCene three (JohR and
pastoral discourse in John 10 ar€ more allusivé than the abovetest’s
of the high P
d which 18

a) the courtyar

;gzy centre on three details:
se, which is described in John 8.15 with the S



Narrative criticism applied ¢, J fl
used for the sheepfold in John 10,1, adAx; ® B pet
entrance of Annas’ court.yard, which recalls )t:lhe gup%d 0« as’shei‘:nag
entrance of the .sheepfold in 10.3 (which May oy el %%p@ga‘t}‘ . J"ureli“g con®
has this otherwise unnecessary detail; () the arl: ain Why} Y ,lusivelys he
goes in and out of the adAyj in 18.15-16, just a;)“yrnous d‘)ihf@ W a‘ou,as‘ ogeth
10.2—3 goes in and then out of the folq, The i, IF e shepy, e ;e o
narrative echo effects is th:ilt the anonymgy, dis(l;Ji lfat.(,n b u? y « 3
the shepherd of the symbolic word-pictyre in 10,1 g uncﬁ()mﬁe The
functions as the hired hand Wwho flees in the hour of 4, Whi Pq:: 4
Peter’s flight is a metaphorical flight from confess;q :nger (‘hOugh Nar
desertion). Peter is not yet a shepherd like his Master ’w'.ll°' Uity w0 Of the
down his life for the sheep. That honour wij be giVe'n tlohn-g toy £ A" ial bef?
(John 21.15—19). Diagrammatically, these connection orhn o | ]csuscaiaphas
echo effects can be drawn up as follows: Narragy, 1 g]‘:“} - waﬂ.t

This
reSidenCe' ]

adArj (sheepfold) abMj (courtyar " uiside t9ft;\:

Jesus !

~ Bupwpdg Bupap : ng to asce
: ifyac

npéfata < mowpnv — “ Anonymous disciple » 00t spec;uf:t’haer

/ y : Jesus W

00pa \Oupq king, put not t
Hours of darkness Hours of darkness . stood. Pilate, f
~ want Jesus rel¢

* as Jesus flogg
| out to the Jev
. crucifixion. Pil
. claimthat Jesu
- himself up ag;
- the statement,

Conclusion

C.H. Dodd once wrote of J ohn’s story that ‘the links which connect
one episode with another are extremely subtle. It is rather lik.ea
musical fugue. A theme is announced, and developed up toa point
then a second theme s introduced and interwoven with the first, then
perhaps a third, with fresh interweaving, until an intricate patit

: Narr:

is evolved® (1950, p.41). This is what we have discovered in Ozf RH. 5
narrative reading of John 18.1 —27. Through a holistic’anaIYS‘i ectu} . racha
the gospel, we have discovered patterns of recurrence In 18'11“1 utlhats‘“btle
Which derive from a much earlier part of the gospel, John 10- J:'aion ity the t,
IS certainly not the only source of some of the imagery and lnd to P315), | o
the w1 =27 (the end of John 13 forms an obvious backe@tl B o - In s
the theme of discipleship, betrayal and denial in John 1_8)’ John Conduc: 0u_ts
Perhaps the mqsgt interesting quarry for an understandlﬂgl"_ﬂ 5 g ;, his
e .7 as narrative Christology. Looking at JOh." o of the pilate g Cthe)
narrative has leq s to penetrate some of the rich poignancy %301



T e et e
: 103
.shephefd image, and some of the seyye iro
; age — qualities which are overlo k"y Of the pgyey
Oked A

6" jing IM28” 4 with diachroni

‘s,mrs ely concem; s la.cd Fonic matters, Ngyry " Methods

5clv o the reader provi .e_those missing |ink Y€ Criticigy,

0@ 2 rogether into an intelligible whole, # Which bripg
em?

§
The trial of the king. John 18.28 19 14,

Narrative summary

(WO of the J ohannine passion narrative com
Act | before Pilate. After the third denia]

' trid { Pet |
;Caiaphas’ house to the palace of the Roman gov:rr;l ;:S;S 15 led
- beCause

s want to eat the passover, they remaj ST
e This forces Pilate into a situat)i,onervt:llt?e(;,uetsr:de Pilate’s
qutside 1O the J ews if he wish;s to question them, and tgs g?ii(s’irge
(0 Jesus if he w1-shes to question him. Pilate begins his hearin be

ing 10 ascertain the charges brought against Jesus. The Jewsgwil);
qot specify 2 charge, nor yvlll they back down. So Pilate has to ask
Jesus whether he is the King of the Jews. Jesus replies that he is a
king, but not the sort of king either Pilate or the Jews have under-
stood. Pilate, frustrated, goes back to the Jews and asks whether they
want Jesus released. The Jews cry for Barabbas instead. Pilate then
has Jesus flogged. His soldiers humiliate Jesus. Pilate brings Jesus
out to the Jews again, but the chief priests and officials demand
crucifixion. Pilate again pleads Jesus’ innocence. The Jews, however,
claim that Jesus has called himself God as well as king, thereby setting
himself up against Caesar. The Jews eventually get their way with

the statement, ‘We have no King but Caesar.’

prises the story of

residence-

Narrative structure

R.H. Strachan was one of the first scholars
tectural subtlety of the narrative structure int ;
out that ‘the trial is presented dramatically ina series of scenes, which
are laid out alternately outside and inside the praetorium (1941,
P.315). In scene one (18.28—32), Pilate meets the prisoner all]’dl:tl:
accusers outside the praetorium. In scene tWO (18.33-38a), ;s ks
onducts his first interview with Jesus inside th® palace.3;:)°—40)
Yesus whether he is the King of the Jews. In scen® e (lst;as insteaci
llate goes outside again to the Jews, who demand Barab

to recognize the archi-
his section. He pointed



