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JOHN PAINTER

of this the Jews were persecuting Jesus, because he was doing these
things on the Sabbath”. To this Jesus responds, “My Father is work-
ing untl now and I am working” (3:17). The narrator then informs
us that the Jews sought afl the more to kill Jesus because he not only
broke the Sabbath [commandment], he also called God his own
father, making himself equal with God {5:18). This controversy
reemerges in 10:31-39 where the Jews seek to stone Jesus for blas-
phemy “because you being a man make vourself God” (10:33).
Conflict i1s concentrated in John 5-10. It continues in John 11 but
the seriousness of the charge is reduced and Lazarus, who has been
raised from the dead by Jesus, is as much the target of violence as
Jesus because the problem now in view is the following produced
through the sign of the raising of Lazarus (11:45-53; 12:9-11). This
moves back from the sertousness of the charge brought against Jesus
in John 5 and 10. It is now an expediency in response to the threat
posed by Roman intervention to a popular messianic movement.
In John, Christology confronts the Law because it is the primary
Jewish symbol for understanding God. The choice of Wisdom/
Torah motifs for the portrayal of Jesus focuses attention on the way
Christology encounters the primary Jewish symbol to modify the
meaning it conveys. In particular the Jesus of John confronts the law
on the matter of Sabbath observance. Two of the great conflict chap-
ters deal with Sabbath controversies (John 5 and 9). In Genesis, the
institution of the Sabbath symbolises the completion of the creation.
God rested from his works. John 5 not only asserts God’s continu-
ing work but the work of Jesus also continues on the Sabbath in
order to make the man whole. Thus the first conflict concerns the
world which John asserts is in the process of being created and it
is not yet whole. Then there is a different view of God. From the
perspective of the Law, the dominant characteristic of God is jus-
tice but in the light of the Johannine Jesus the dominant charac-
teristic of the Father is love. As a consequence, the appropriate
response to God is also transformed. Keeping the law is not enough
unless the law is seen to be encompassed in the love command.
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SATAN, DEMONS AND THE ABSENCE OF
EXORCISMS IN THE FOURTH GOSPEL

Ronald A. Piper

There are few places in New Testament scholarship where the inter-
action of Christology, controversy and community is more apparent
than in the fourth gospel.' It is hardly an exaggeration to claim that
everything in the fourth gospel revolves around Christology. The
nature of “the Johannine community” and its controversy with the
synagogue have also become (despite some recent doubts)® regular
features of Johannine study. But there are still some very puzzling
aspects of the world depicted by the fourth evangelist and the conflicts
he depicts. One of these is Jesus’ conflict with Satan. Why, in par-
ticular, are there no exorcisms in John’s gospel? This essay will try
to provide an answer; it will then attempt to follow up some of the
implications of that answer.

The Absence of Exorcisms

It is well-known that there are many differences between John and
the synoptic gospels, but often the lack of exorcisms in the fourth
gospel has been considered a peculiarity which has drawn only cur-
sory comment. Recently, however, discussion of this topic has begun
to increase, not least through the studies of G.H. Twelftree? and
E. Plumer.*

' A version of this paper was presented to the British New Testament Society
in Aberdeen, September [996.

! RJ. Bauckham, ed., The Gospels for AUl Christians: Rethinking the Gaspel Audiences
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1998, esp, 9-48, 147-71; M. Hengel, The Johannine
Question (London: SCM/Philadelphia: TPI, 1989) 114-24.

! Jesus the Exorcist. A Contribution to the Sludy of the Historical Jesus (WUNT 2.54;
Tiibingen: J.G.B. Mohr/Paul Sieheck, 1993); idem, Fesus the Miracle Worker (Downers
Grove IL: InterVarsity, 1998); idem, “Demon, Devil, Satan” in Dictionary of Fesus
“HMM the Gospels (ed. J.B. Green, S. McKnight; Downers Grove IL: InterVarsity, 1992)

72,
* *“The Absence of Exorcisms in the Fourth Gospel”, Bib 78 (1997) 350-68.
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Mark’s gospel of course shows Jesus performing cxorcisms [rom
the very start of his ministry, and in this Mark is followed by the
other synopte writers, Even Q- which has hardly any thaumaturgical
narrative - contains an exorcism Q114 [P Meier's study ol the
historical Jesus devotes over 300 pages o the miracles ol Jesus, and
divides them into four categories: exorcisms. healings, raisings from
the dead, and the so-called nature miracles.” The exorcisms and the
healings are the two categories where he seems most confident of
genuine activity by the historical Jesus.” While these are modern and
perhaps artificial classifications,” it is nonetheless intriguing that John's
gospel has examples of all the categories except the cxorcisms. Why?

It is not initially clear whether this question can lead to anything
beyond speculation. So at the start we should probably ask: how
likely is it that John’s silence about exorcisms is significant in terms
ol his purposes, situation or world view? To answer this, perhaps
we need to consider the alternative, How might it not be significant
in these terms?

One possibility is that it is simply an “accident” that John lacks
an exorcism, not due to any theological motive or source deficiency.
The fourth gospel cannot include everything. Nothing further of
significance can be said.® This becomes less probable, however, if
interest in the actions of Satan and the vocabulary of the demonic
are not entirely absent in John and if the fame of Jesus as an exor-
cist was quite widespread in early Christian tradition.

Moreover, while many scholars continue to support the indepen-
dence of the fourth gospel from the synoptc gospels, it is often
accepted that John’s gospel (at some stage) shows knowledge of syn-
optic traditions. Indeed, the pendulum now scems to be swinging
increasingly in favour of Johannine knowledge of at least some of
the other gospels.” It is difficult to believe that the evangelist would

* J.P. Meier, 4 Maginal Jew. Rethinking the Historical Jesus, Vol 20 Mentor, Message,
and Miracles (Anchor Bible Reference Library; New York, etc: Doubleday, 1994
509-1038.

v Meier, Marginal Fav 2.61, 727, 969-70. ]

" See, for example, D.E. Aune. “Magic in Early Christianity”, in AVRIV 11.23.2
{ed. W. Haase; Berlin/New York: W. de Gruyter, 1980} 1329: “A closer analysis
of the healing narratives, however. reveals that they stand in a more fluid rela-
tionship to exorcism stories than first appears.”

" See the discussion and rejection of this view by M. Labahn, Jesus als Lebensspender.
Untersuchungen zu einer Geschichte der johanneischen Tradition anhand ihrer Wanderoe: chichien
(BZNW 98; Berlin/New York: W. de Gruyter, 1999 483,

* See discussion in D.M. Smith, John Among the Gospels. The Relationship in Ticentioth-
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have been wtally unaware of traditions ol Jesus™ exorcisms while at
the same dme being Gamiliar with all the other aspects of Josus™ won-
derworking." I he relied exclusively upon a Signs Source.” then the
question might cffectively be pushed back a stage why lid the semein
source omit this category of wonders? There is no reason, however,
to think that the author's knowledge of the wadition ol Jesus'
wonderworking was so restricted. '

Doubts about an absence of knowledge of exoreisms in the Johamnine
tradition are increased by other [actors:

1. John certainly knew and used the vocabulary pertaining to
demons and possession { John 7:20, 8:48, 52; 10:20). Judas is labelled
as a 8iéfokog in 6:70. There are also references to Satan (John
13:27), the Devil { John 8:44; 13:2; ¢f. 1 John 3:8-10), the Evil One
(John 17:15; ¢l 1 John 2:13 14; 3:12; 5:18-19) and the Ruler of
this World (cf. John 12:31; 14:30; 16:11, cf. 16:33)."% Therefore even
though John'’s accounts of signs are restricted in number, it is unlikely
that one can claim that he recorded no exorcism simply because he

Century Research : Minuneapolis: Fortress, 1992;; and I Neirynek, “John and the
Synoptics: 1975-1990", in John and the Synoptics “=d. A, Denaux; BETI, 101; Leuven:
Leuven University, 1992 3-62.

'* See Plumer, “Absence”, 350 +. Plumer concludes: “the posibility that St. John
knew nothing of Jesus' exorcisms for that he knew them hut regarded them as
unimportant} seems so remote as to he negligible” {p. 354 So also E.P. Sanders,
The Historical Figure of Jesus (London: Allen Lane Penguin, 1993) 154: I think that
we may be fairly certain that initially Jesus' fame came as a result of healing, espe-
cially exorcism.”

"' See G. van Belle, The Signs Source in the Fourth Guspel: Historical Survey and Critical
Evaluation of the Semeia Hypothesis BETL 116; Leuven: Leuven University, 1994). R.T.
Fortna (The Gospel of Signs: A Reconstruction of the Narralive Source ['nderlying the Fourth
Gospel [SNTSMS 11; Cambridge: CUP, 1970) 100} considers the lack of an exor-
cism to be hardly aceidental, “but whether it is due to conscious intent on the part
of John cannot be known; it may be merely that the author of the source, or the
tradition he relied on, ok no interest in demons or their overthrow.” Later Fortna
[pp. 228-31) relates the absence of exorcism in the signs source to the ahsence of
interest in eschatology and thus of “the victor, over demons represented by Jesus®
exoreism” tp. 229). See similarly J. Beeker, “Wunder und Christologie. Zum literar-
kritischen und christologischen Problem der Wundler im Johannesevangelium™, ATS
16 (1969-70) 443. Nevertheless, the evangelist is credited by Becker with polemi-
cising against the Christology of the Signs Source {p. 439, so that one still is left
asking why—even in summary statements —the ¢eangelist maintains a silence about
exoreisms.

" In addition 1o John 20:30, Plumer “Absence™, 332) rightly notes John 7:31;
10:32; 11475 12:37. In these cases the e angelist stresses the abundance ol Jesus’
miracles. 4 st

¥ Cf also the interest of | John in antichrists {2:18), lalse prophets (4:1), and
deceiving spirits (4:65.
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iy o the sphere ol Satan and the demonic. "The
fourth gospel on the contrary shows some significant interest in this

ives alow pr

arca. This makes the omission of the exorcisms all the more striking.

2. Some scholars (such as E.K. Broadheady' also find vestges ol
exorcistic traditions in other parts of the fourth gospel.” It is not
possible to consider these in detail here, but they do suggest that
the evidence cited above might be extended. Most interesting is a
possible reminiscence of the synoptic Beelzebul controversy in the
accusations of John 7:20, 8:48, 32 and 10:20."

3. More speculatively perhaps, one of Barnabas Lindars’ last pub-
lished works on John'” argued that John actually knew an exorcism
story quite similar to the cure of a demon-possessed bov in Mark
9:14-29. Lindars argued that the Mark 9 account had already been
partially adapted to illustrate Christian teaching on death and re-
surrection and that the fourth evangelist took this further, changing
it from the cure of a demon-possessed boy to the raising of a dead
man, Lazarus {John 11:38-44). Moreover, Lindars declares: “It is
not necessary to assume that he disapproved of attributing exorcism
to Jesus, for he uses the language of demon possession without
difficulty in 8.48, and Jesus’ own death and resurrection win the vie-
tory over Satan (12.31).”"%

4. G. Twelltree" builds upon the argument of R. Bauckham that
John was written for Christian readers at large and not solely for a
single community or particular audience. If this is so, he argues,
then in view of the wide popular knowledge of Jesus as an exorcist,
1t is unlikely that the evangelist omitted exorcisms simply because of

" E.K. Broadhead (“Echoes of an Exorcism in the Fourth Gospel?”, ZVIV 86
[1895] 111-19) with regard to John 6:66-71.

' Note, however, that some terms associated with exorcism are absent in the
fourth gospel, such as émmpav, eruody, (EEopxifo (see Aune, “Magic”, 1530-2).
For the use of éxPdliw, see below.

" Cf. Plumer, “Absence”, 353, 359-61. Although he shows reserve about some
of the evidence often cited to demonstrate John's knowledge of the synoptic con-
troversy story, he thinks that the “underlying tradition” leads ultimately to the con-
clusion that “this parallelism is not fortuitous but betrays St. John’s knowledge of
the Beelzebul controversy”, albeit “seen through a glass, darkly” (p. 360).

'" B. Lindars, “Rebuking the Spiri: A New Analysis of the Lazarus Story of
John 117, NTS 38 (1992) 89-104.

® Lindars, “Rebuking”, 101.

" Miracle Worker, 222, Tweltiree (pp. 282-3) also cites evidence outside the New
Testament that “Jesus was remembered as a powerful exorcist” (p. 282). See below
nn. 58 and 61.
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an alleged disinterest within a particalar community. Similazly, it would
be unlikely that a localised lack of knowledge of Jesus™ exorcisms can
he reasonably argued,

II' therefore one is prepared 1o grant for at least one of the reasons
given above that it is highly improbable that the Johannine evan-
gelist simply did not know that Jesus performed exorcisms.? then
how else might one explain their absence—and not only the absence
of an exorcism narrative but even of « passing reference to Jesus per-
forming exorcisms??!

Many suggestions can be offered, and a very diverse set of answers
has recently begun to emerge. One possibility is to suggest that the
evangelist knew the synoptic traditions but was seeking to supple-
ment rather than reproduce those traditions. Yer with regard to
the issuc of the absence of exorcisms, such an explanation would
hardly be more satisfactory than claiming that he did not know the
traditions at all. Not only does the fourth gospel record healings, a
raising from the dead and nature miracles, but it also records some
incidents which are strikingly similar to those in the synoptic tradi-
tion—zuch as the feeding miracle (John 6:1-15; cf. Mark 6:32—44)
the walking on the sea (John 6:16-21, cf. Mark 6:45-52; 4:35-41).
the healing of the official’s son (John 4:46-53; ¢f. Matt 8:5-13 par.
Luke 7:1-10), and possibly the cure of the sick man at the pool of
Bethesda (John 5:1-9; cf. Mark 2:1-12) and the large catch of fsh
(John 21:4-14; cf. Luke 5:1-11). If the fourth gospel provides ver-
sions of these stories, it is difficult to believe that the main reason
for not including exorcisms is that they were already known from
the synoptic tradition.

Is it a matter of the fourth gospel having a world view which has
effectively “demythologised” such concepts as “exorcism” or “demons”
of “Satan”?* Certainly the evangelist can re-work motifs found in

)

Plumer (“Absence”, 353-4) also notes the attention given in the fourth gospel
to Mary Magdalene, who elsewhere in Christian tradition is known as one (rom
whom seven demons were cast out (Luke 8:2).

* The significance of the absence of reference from the signs summaries should
not be underestimated. See also Labahn, Leben:spender, 482-3, on John 20:30 as a
rherorical convention. .

,.a. Bauckham (Gospels, esp. 170) rejects this formulation of the view in favour of
arguing that the lourth gospel has a narrative integrity of its own. More precisely,
it can be read by those who knew Mark’s gospel as “complementing” Mark. ‘

* See further helow, esp. n. 81. )
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the svnoptics. Some themes he can reinterpret without omission
as Son ol man. Others he omits. either entirely or \
such as the phrase “the kingdom of God™.*" Parables, narrative
metaphors ‘often related to the challenge ol the kingdom procla-
mation in the synoptic gospels., are effectively replaced in the fourth.
gospel by non-narrative metaphors which are mainly christological
(Light, Way, Truth, Good Shepherd, Vine, Bread of Life). Has then
the fourth gospel reinterpreted or even de-mythologised exorcisms?*

E. Plumer oflers one such explanation (amongst many other sug-
gestions he makes for the absence of exorcisms) which borders upon
these ideas. Probably rightly, Plumer rejects as speculative the hypothe-
ses of R.H. Strachan, D.E.H. Whitcley and others that the evange-
list was a former Sadducee who thus came to Christianity not believing
in angels or spirits. He also resists the idea attributed to G.H.C.
MacGregor and others that the evangelist avoids exorcism accounts
in order to distance himself from gnostic speculation about spiritual
intermediaries. It is difficult to reconcile a theory of an anu-inter-
mediary bias with texts like John 1:51 and 20:12. Yet these very
texts seem to pose difficultics for Plumer’s own explanation. Whilst
most of his article is based on the premise that the evangelist was
“decisively shaped by hostilitics existing between the Johannine com-
munity and the Jewish synagogue”,” he nevertheless wishes to argue
that the evangelist “sought to give his Gospel a timeless and uni-
versal appeal”.” The evangelist was colliding with many different
forms of “religious and philosophical thought” which “called for the
presentation of Christianity as the fulfilment not merely of Judaism
but of the whole spiritual quest of mankind”.*® Demonology is con-
sidered distracting, which is why the evangelist concentrates on Satan
as the main representative of evil in the world.® But if angelic inter-
mediaries still have a place in the cosmology of the fourth evange-
list, why not demonic ones? Does this really detract from the dualism
of the fourth gospel? And the question is all the more relevant since

maost entu

 Of course the idea is also re-worked into the more christolagically-focused king-

{ *, 436) notes how Bultmann saw afl wonders in the lourth
gospel not as events but only as revelatory images or symbols (thus “signs™).
* “Ahsence”, 367.

bsence”. mmu”
# “Absence”, 368,
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the evangelist can reler o Judas as a 8dPoroc and 1o cha

Juesus having a “demon™, as noted above. Why does such language
gelist? These
questions press {or answers, not to mention more lundamental obsen-
ations about the pervasiveness of such beliels in ancient Mediterrancan
culture. John may well have a distinctive emphasis with respect both
to “signs” and to demon possession, but it is not at all obvious that
it takes the form of a de-mythologising of
est in intermediary spirits.™

So let us probe a little further. In the synoptic exorcism stories,
a victim is typically presented whose misfortune is explained as pos-
session by malevolent spirits outside himself. Jesus is then presented
as one who can control these spints. Such control over spirits, though,
leaves Jesus himself sometimes open to suspicion and accusations, as
we sec in Mark 3 or Q 11:15-23. In these controversies Jesus® oppo-
nents accuse him of being in the power of Beelzebul. Indecd per-
sons who had the capacity to perform exorcisms or control spirits
in other ways were quite liable to be suspected of sorcery and were
feared as having the capacity to harm others by their magical tech-
niques. One then has the paradox of “a possessed exorcist”. This is
known not just from the synoptic accounts cited above, but also from
anthropological studies such as that of M. Lewis? on shamanism
and spirit possession and from studies of magic in early Christanity
and the Graeco-Roman world such as that by D.E. Aune.” This
has now been taken up by many other scholars. Regarding the preva-
lence of “magic” in the gospel tradition, J.D. Crossan suggests that
Jesus” work as a magician or wonderworker was a controversial phe-
nomenon for fits friends as well as for his enemies and thus was a
cause of embarrassment. Following the work of John Hull, Crossan
suggests that miracles “were, at a very carly stage, being washed out
of the tradition and, when retained, were being very carefully inter-
preted”.® Thus, he writes, one should not be surprised that fewer

persist i it 15 counter o the world view of the ev

or even reduction ol inter-

¥ Note, however, that the term “unclean spirit” is never used in John.

" Eestatic Religion. A Study of Shamanism and Spinit Possesston (2nd ed.; London/New
York: Routledge, 1989).

# “Magic”, 1522-3, 1533, where Aune relates this to Jesus working within the
framework of a socially deviant millennial movement.

' J.D. Crossan, The Historical Jesus. The Life of a Medtterranean Fewish Peasant (San
Francisco: Harper San Francisco, 1991} 310. He does note however that “one might
almost conclude that miracles come into the tradidon later rather than earlier”
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miracles appear in the latest gospel. John's gospel, than appear in
the earliest, Mark. Presumably even more embarrassing than heal-
ings or nature miracles would be exorcisms. '

Another approach to Johannine embarrassment with exorcisms can
be found in the work of Dale Martin. Building on Lock and Dubos,*
Martin looks at illness in the ancient Mediterrancan world and argues
that there were two main explanations of the mechanism by which
illness or disease™ occurred: invasion {or pollution) from the outside,
and imbalance within. In invasion, illness is caused by alien forces
isuch as demonsj which attack the body from outside and against
which one needs protection. Healing requires expulsion of the harm-
ful agent or pollutant from the body or the binding its influence.”
In imbalance, illness results when the ecosystemn of the body is out
of equilibrium by some of its netural elements becoming too dominant
or too passive. Healing comes through moderation and re-balancing;
pollution from cutside was not a paramount fear. Martin suggests
the educated classes in the early Roman period tended to concep-
tualise illness along the lines of imbalance; the more popular under-
standing was of invasion. Thus when he turns to the New Testament,
Martin suggests that the synoptic gospels and most early Christians
viewed illness as the invasion of hostile, cosmic, personal agents—
corresponding to the popular view in society at large. And indeed
a pervasive anxiety about demons was prevalent during the early
Christian era and Second Temple Period, as has been carefully docu-
mented by Todd Klutz. Klutz affirms that we should not underes-
timate the extent to which demons were believed to

(p. 310), because there is a relative paucit; of multiple independent attestation in
the primary stratum. But he considers the opposite tendency more likely.

* As will be noted below, howerer, status enhancement may also accompany
magic and sorcery.

» D.B. Martin, The Connthian Bedy {New Haven/London: Yale University Press,
1995) 143. )

* “Hlness” may be distinguished from “disease”; see J. Pilch, “Sickne:s and
Healing in Luke-Acts”, in The Social World of Luke-Acts. Models for Interpretation (ed.
J.H. Neyrey; Peabody MA: Hendrickson, 1951) 191-2.

7 G. Theissen (The Miracle Stories of the Early Christian Tradition [Edinburgh: T. &
T. Clark, 1983] 85-7) notes a distinction in the ways that demons are related to
ness. Demonological aetiologies of illness explain how a demon may have caused a
illness without necessarily implying “possession”. Healing takes the form of binding
or fettering Satan or the harmful demon, but not the form of exorcism. Possesiion
involves the loss ol a victim’s autonomy to a demon and thus requires exorcism.
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Exorcisms had a part in that understanding, expressing a belief that
some individuals possessed hoth the power and willingness w0 pro-
tect others from the influence of these spirits. But in contrast, the
fourth gospel never attributes illness o a demon or spirit.™ Martin
does not explicitly say so. but is this due to a more educated, philo-
sophical approach in the fourth gospel? This is not far removed from
the argument of H. von Lips that in the fourth gospel humankind
is not defined by outside powers. John did not share, it is argued,
the popular anthropology found in the synoptic gospels.™

Does embarrassment--of one kind or the other ~then explain why
the fourth gospel avoids storics of exorcism? As noted carlier, E. Plumer
has recently reiterated the view that embarrassment is the primary
(even if not exclusive) cause of the evangelist’s decision to avoid sto-
ries about exorcisms. He reinforces his view by suggesting that it
forms part of the fourth gospel’s controversy with “official Judaism”.
Not only do exorcisms fail to show the uniqueness of Jesus (in view
of the evidence of Josephus to Jewish expertise in exorcisms),* but
also the cvangelist wanted “to obwviate any possible misinterpreta-
tion of Jesus as a magician or wonderworker”.* In so far as Ephesus
was a centre of magic in the Hellenistic world, and magic was
regarded with suspicion, it was clear that the Jewish opponents might
try to implicate Jesus in evil. Thus exorcism stories would have had

YUTE. Klutz, “With Authority and Power: A Sociostylistic Investigation ol
Exorcism in Luke-Acts” (PhD diss.: Univ. of Sheffield, 1993; 337. See also BJ.
Malina & R.L. Rohrbaugh, Social-Sezence Commentary on the Synoptic Gospels i Minneape
Fortress, 1992) 79-80, who note that because causality was seen primarily as per-
sonal, things beyond human control were believed to be controlled by “non-human
persons who operated in a cosmic social hierarchy”.

See, however, John 5:14 and 9:2-3 with regard to sin and illness.

H. von Lips. *Anthropologic und Wunder im Johannesevangelium. Die Wunder
ingelium im Unterschied zu den synoptischen Evangelien aul’
dem Hintergrund johanneischen Menschenverstandnisses”, £yT 50 (1990) 3001,
Von Lips does, however, allow that Jesus is in conflict with Satan, even il not with
is not,

v maintained in John, as has been noted above.
336, citing Josephus, Ant. 8.2.5 $46.
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the potential of embroiling Christians in an acutely embarrassing
debate. The evangelist skillully side-steps this.'?

Even though Plumer correetly identifies many of the ancicut an-
xieties about magic, a number of questions must be put to the thesis
that the very possibility of the charge of Jesus as 2 magician accounts
for the cvangelist’s avoidance of exorcisms. Why then doces John re-
cord explicit accusations of sorcery against Jesus (John 7:20; 8:48- 52;
10:20)2% 1f the evangelist really was too skilled to become entangled
in such a damaging debate, then why do these appear at all? There
are no cxorcisms to give rise to them, as in the Beelzebul contro-
versy, Moreover, Plumer suggests that not only exorcisms but even
“a misinterpretation of Jesus as a magician or wonderworker” is what
the evangelist secks to avoid." Is this really consistent with the atten-
tion given to Jesus’ signs, including healings, found in the fourth
gospel?

On the contrary, the evangelist scems to go out of way on fhre
occasions to show that Jesus is accused of “having a demon”. Jesus
comes near to accusing “the Jews” of the same (8:44). And when,
at the last supper, Judas is at the point of departing to betray Jesus,
John specifically relates “Satan entered into him” (13:27). The fourth
gospel may not refer explicitly to wness in invasionist terms, but it
clearly has not abandoned an invasionist approach to evil forces.
There is no intellectual isolation from the popular fears of the day!
Far from attempting to aweid any embarrassing accusations of sor-
cery, John effectively highlights these more than in the synoprics,
because it puts all the stress on these!™ While the synoptics refer
both to victims of demon possession and to a sorcery accusation
against Jesus, John puts all the emphasis on the embarrassing accu-
sations,”” setting these forth more boldly and frequenty than the

¥ “Absence”, 358-61.

* JH. Elliowt “Sorcery and Magic in the Revelation of John”, Listening 28 [1993)
264) and P.F. Esler (The #ir:t Christians in Their Social [Vorlds [London/New York:
Routledge, 1994] 138 note the distinction made between sorc: ry and witcherait,
following Evans-Pritchard.

¥ “Absence”, 358.

' Rightly noted by Twelftree, Exoreist, 199-200.

*" Jesus is also called a “sinner™ by the Jews/Pharisces in John 9:24 and he is
accused of deceiving the crowds {John 7:12, 47%. Such labelling is consistent with
witcheralt and sorcery accusations noted by B,J. Malina and J-H. Neyrey, Calling
Jesus Names. The Sucial Value of Labels in Maither Sonoma CA: Polebriclge. 1988
26-7.
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other gospels. I the evangelist were specifically: embarrassed about
the charge ol sorcery, he would surely have chosen other means of
highlighting the Jewish misunderstanding of Jesus. Moreover, John
does not play down the magical elements in Jesus’ healings, with
healings at a distance 4:46 34, and the use of spittle (9:1-71. There
15 no sign of embarrassment here either.

This daes, however. take one a step forward. It suggests that for
the fourth gospel one needs to look at the theme of demons more
with respect to the accusations. [t is not just what is ot present in the
tourth gospel (exorcismsy; it is what i present {(demonising accusations).

The Presence of Demonising Charges

Recent study of gospel exorcisms by G.H. Twelftree has tried to
take seriously the absence of exorcisms in John while also giving
some attention to the charges, especially in John 7:20 and 8:48-52,
where Jesus is accused by “the people” (7:20) or “the Jews™™ (8:48,
52) of having a demon, or of being a Samaritan and having a demon
(8:48)." Twelltree considers the charge that Jesus was a Samaritan
most likely to be a way of referring to Jesus having outrageous views
or teaching.™ This may also underlie in part the charge of having

" Are these Jewish Christians {cf. 8:3172 See MW.G. Stibbe. Joln’s Gospel (New
Testament Readings; London/New York: Routledge, 1994} 123-8; M.D. Goulder,
A Tale of Teco Missions (London: SCM, 1994 124--5. Against this view, the follow-
ing points can be made: (i} Elsewhere in the context, the opponents are simply
called “the Jews” (8:48, 52, and this is also consistent with the other accusations
levelled in John 7:20 {“the people™ and in John 10. In John 10:19-20, John refers
w0 a division among the Jews. “Many of them” accuse him of having a demon,
while the “others™ doubt it. Clearly the “believing” Jews in this case are those who
doubt that he has a demon. (i) The accusation that the Jews in John 8:34-59 are seck-
ing to kill Jesus seems an extreme charge ‘even in satirical speech) to level against
Jewish Christians, (i) The evidence lor an attack on “Jewish Christians” elsewhere
in the fourth gospel is [ar from clear. There is no specific mention of James. For his
part, Peter comes out no worse in the fourth gospel than in other gospels. All the
closest disciples ‘apart [rom Judasi are kept sale by Jesus (17:12; and receive the.
Spirit { John 20:22;/Paraclete without differentiation. v The fourth gospel shows
a considerable awareness of the changing lines of division which Jesus was causi
among “Jews” 7:12-13, 7404, and cven 7:30-2 after 7:48: also 11:45-6. M

§ simply appear to be in flux throughout his ministry.

ol these div
" In the following verses in John 8:49-32, focus is only on the charge of hav-
ing a demon.
* K. Haacker (“Samaritan. Samaria: Zopapitg”. MONTT 3 [1978] 4631 notes
tve main interpretations of the combined charges in John 8:48. (1} The view of
most exegetes that the two halves of the accusation are related or mean the same




