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/- Introduction

ل.ل . An apparent problem: laek of interest in Johannine ethics?

Johannine ethics have proven to be a problematie and challenging area of 
research. As M atera eontends, ،For anyone interested in the study o f New Tes- 
tam ent ethies, the Gospel aeeording to John is a m ajor ehallenge ... there arc 
r c ^ r k a b ly  few referenees to m oral eonduet . . . ’2 Theobald expresses similar 
sentiments by saying that ،Ein ethisches Interesse an der Gestaltung der Te- 
bensbereiehe der Gemeinde wird im Bueh nirgends greifbar’.2 The limited in- 
tercst in T^hannine ethies seems to grow out of ،einer gewaltigen ^ d u k t io n  
ethischer Fragen und Aussagen’4 in the Gospel aeeording to John.5

W hen Johannine ethieal material is considered in publieations, it is 
usually done in a restrieted manner. Explicit ethieal remarks in the Gospel 
seem to be limited to the love eommand, w ithout giving eonerete examples of

1 This artiele was written within the framewDrk of the Mercator ^ternational Sholarship 
award at the Rheinisehe Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität Bonn. My ̂؛ preeiation for this 
honour is extended to the D FG  as well as to the University of Bonn, speeifieally to 
M. Wolter. I also want to thank the Alexander von Humboldt Stiftung for partly finane- 
ing fois research and D. Forster for assistanee during foe editing proeess.

2 F. Matera, New Testament Ethies. The legaeies of Jesus and Paul, Fouisville 1996, 92.
3 M. Theobald, Herrenworte im Johannesevangelium (HBS 34), Freiburg et alii 2002,

4 H.-D. Wendland, Ethik des Neuen Testaments, Göttingen 1975, 109.
5 W. Sehrage, The Ethies of the New Testament, Edinburgh 1996, 297 rcmarks, ‘we may 

ask whether a ehapter on foe Johannine writings even belongs in a book on foe ethies of 
foe New Testament’. B. G rhardsson, The ethos of the Bible, Philadelphia 1981, 98 rc- 
gards love as foe only ethieal theme of signifieanee in John. K. Berger, Im Anfang war Jo- 
hannes. Datierung und Theologie des vierten Evangeliums, Sftjttgart 1997 does not give 
attention to foe ethies in John in his ‘theology’ of this Gospel. J.E. Houlden, Efoies and 
foe New fostament, Eondon 1973, 35f. R.A. Culpepper, Anti-Judaism in foe Fourth 
Gospel as a theologieal problem for Christian interpreters, in: اس:ل -Judaism and foe 
Fourth Gospel, ed. R. Bieringer/D. Pollefeyt/F. Vandecasteele-Vanneuville, Fouisville et 
alii 2001,61-82, here 79.
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what love aetually involves.6 This is evident in the more or less deseriptive ana- 
lyses or paraphrases o f the relevant material in books and sources that treat 
the ethies of the Gospel (see, for instanee, Sehrage^, Wendland^, Lohse9, and 
o thers10). The fact that these remarks eoneerning love arc perceived to be 
limited to the ،diseiples’11 (or ؛brothers’ in the Letters^) ereates a seet-like im- 
pression that limits its applieation for today, as M eeks,^ Smith,14 or M atera^ 
aptly point out.

6 G.L. Borchert, John 12-21, Nashville 2002, 355 remarks that ‘Although the Ohannine 
Gospel does not spend mueh time outlining the eharateristies of the Christian life and 
ethieal behavior, it epitomizes the tr؛msformed life in the commandment ،،to love”’. See 
also J.G. van der Watt, ‘Jullc moet mekaar liefhC. Etiek in die Johannesevangelie, Scrip- 
tura Suppl. 9a (1992) 74-96 for a discussion of this issue, s. Sehulz, Neutestamentliche 
Ethik, Zürieh 1987, 486ff. L. Morris, Love in the Fourth Gospel, in: Saved by hope. FS 
Riehard c. Oudcrsluys, Grand Rapids, M l 1978, 2743 . I.H.Marshall, New Testament 
Theology, Downers Grove, IL 2004, 522-523. X Bolyki, Ethies in the Gospel of John, 
Communio Viatorum 45 (2003) 198-208, here 198.

٦ Schräge, Ethics (seen. 5), 297ff.
8 Wendland, Ethik (see n. 4), 109-115.
.E. Lohse, Theologisehc Ethik des Neuen Testaments, Stuttgart 1987 و

!٥ J.T. Sanders, Ethies in the New Testament, ?hiladclphia 1975, 91-100. Ethies is rarely or 
not at all diseusscd as a separate topie in theologies. See, for instance, TW. Manson, 
Ethies and the Gospel, Eondon 1962; L. Morris, New Testament Theology, Grand 
Rapids, M l 1986. A. Weiser, Theologie des Neuen Testaments 11, Stuttgart ct alii 1993.
G. Streekcr, Theologie des Neuen Testaments, Berlin et alii 1996 has a brief diseussion 
on the ethies of this Gospel. Sehulz, Ethik (see n. 6), 486-526 works dcseriptivcly, but 
gives attention to ecntral aspcets like law and love. w. Marxscn, ‘Christliehc’ und ehrist- 
liehe Ethik im Neuen ^stam en t, Gütersloh 1989, 246-264 foeuscs more on Christologi- 
eal issues. K. Berger, Theologicgcsehiehtc des Urchristentums. Theologie des Neuen Tes- 
taments, Tübingen 1994, 665-666 gives a brief deseription of ethical issues. H. Hübner, 
Biblisehc Theologie des Neuen Testaments III, Göttingen 1995 pays no direet attention 
to the ethies of the Gospel. Even the treatment by R.B. Hays, The moral vision of the 
New Testament, Edinburgh 1996, 138-157 is predominantly deseriptive. R Stuhlmaehcr, 
Biblisehc Theologie des Neue Testament 11, Göttingen 1999, 249-264 diseusscs ecntral 
terms like faith, love, and life. G. Voigt, Lieht -  Liebe -  Leben. Das Evangelium naeh Jo- 
hanncs, Göttingen 1991. Two unpublished dissertations on the ethies ofJohn should also 
be noted -  J.H. Waehs, Johanneisehc Ethik, Diss. Thcol. Kiel 1952; w. Wittenberger, Ort 
und Struktur der Ethik des Johannes-Evangeliums und des ersten Channesbricfes, Diss. 
Theol. Jena 1971.

11 John 13,34-35; 14,21; 15,9-lOetc.
12 Eor example, lJohn 2,9-10; 3,15-16; 4,7.11.20-21; 5,1-2.
13 W. A. Mecks, The Ethies of the Eourth Evangelist, in: Exploring the Gospel ofJohn. In 

honor of D. Moody Smith, Louisville, KY 1996, 317-326.
14 D.M. Smith, The love eommand: John and Paul?, in: Theology and ethies in Paul and his 

hrtcr^ctcrs. Essays in honor of Vietor Paul Eurnish, Nashville 1996, 207-217.
15 Matera, New Testament ethies (scc n. 2), 92.
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Aternatively, where publications treat ethically related themes in more 
depth they are usually limited to individual elements like love16, law17, or sin18 
w ithout aiming at a more eomprehensive treatm ent of the full seope o f ethies 
in the G ospel. ا و

Meeks20 m entions some other diffieulties in writing an ethies of the 
Gospel aeeording to John (from here ،the G ospel’). Meeks eontends that 
one should not, and eould not, speak of ethies in John’s Gospel. Rather, 
he ehooses to approaeh the Gospel simply as an ؛instrum ent for m oral 
form ation’.21 Some o f his reasons are as follows:

-  The Gospel offers no explieit m oral instruetion. The teaehings ofJesus 
are foeused on Jesus himself and the maxims (gnomes), for m oral instruction, 
that are so eharaeteristie ofJesus elsewhere for m oral instruction are missing.

-  The narrative does not provide a plausible and universalizable model؛ 
for behavior’22, sinee the foeus in the Gospel is on a small em battled commu- 
nity in the first eentury. Contextualizing sueh speeifieally intended material 
for today Is highly problematie.22

-  ،If we take the narrative as supplying neither rules for behavior nor 
models o f eharaeter or aetion but simply as rendering a narrative world to 
whieh readers are invited and ehallenged to respond by imaginatively appro- 
priate performanee, this narrative is profoundly troubling to rational kinds of 
moral discourse’.24

Johannine ethies, as an area of research, indeed remains problematie.

16 X Augcnstcin, Das Licbcsgcbet im Johannesevangelium und in den Ohannesbriefen, 
S u ttgart et alii 1993.

17 X Augenstein, Jesus und das Gesetz im Johannesevangelium, Kul 14 (1999) 161-179; 
W.G.R. Loader, Jesus’ attitude towards the Law, Grand Rapids, M l 2002.

18 R. Metzner, Das Verständnis der Sünde im Johannesevangelium, Tübingen 2000.
19 D.M. Smith, Ethies and the in terre lation  of the Fourth Gospel, in: Word, theology, and 

eommunity in John, ed. X Painter/R.A. Culpepper/F.F. Segovia, St. Louis, Missouri 
2002, 109-122, illustrates the diffieulty of determining the eontent o f ‘love one another’ 
by arguing that both George w. Bush and Hillary Clinton are Christians -  both try to 
apply the love commandment, but obviously the a^lieations are quite different. Apart 
from the diversity in cffeet, no elcar pattern emerges of the differcnec the love eommand- 
mcnt makes or could make. Aeeording to w.c. van Unnik, Hct Nicuwc ^stam cn t cn dc 
Ethick, Rampen 1970, 6 this is a major task of New Testament ethies -  it must be pos- 
siblc to enter houses and make this message eonerctc.

20 Mccks, Ethies (see n. 13), 317-326.
21 Mccks, Ethies (see n. 13), 317. W.A. Mccks, u ^cm tan d in g  early Christian ethies, JBL 

105 (1986) 3-11.
22 Mccks, Effies (seen. 13), 318.
23 See, however, w. Marxscn, Der Streit um die Bergpredigt -  ein cxcgctisehcs Problem? An- 

merkungen zum Umgang mit der spraehc, in: Studien zum Text und zur Ethik des 
Neuen Testaments. FS Heferieh Greeven, Berlin/New York 1986, 315-324.

24 Mccks, Ethies (seen. 13), 319.
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1.2. A n^ytical categories? Behaviour ^s a point ofentrance into the narrative

The intention of this article is to consider another way of ^ p ro a c h in g  
the ethical m aterial^ in the Gospel. In the past not enough attention was given 
to the development o f categories specifically suitable for analysing the ethical 
material in the Gospel according to John. However, through the work of inter 
alia W olter^ or Schmeller27 attention was drawn to new analytical categories 
for investigating New Testament ethical material and this opened up new 
possibilities for analysing the relevant texts. In particular the work o f Wolter 
influenced the analysis o f the main lines of the ethically related material in this 
Gospel.

Ethics and ethos are sometimes used as synonyms,2؟ while, in other cases, 
the habitual -  often unreflected -  behaviour of a group is specifically linked to 
the concept o f ethos.29 However, terms used to distinguish between different

25 For theoretical con^derations related to analyzing ethical material see, for instance,
H. Burkhardt, Wie kommen wir zu einer biblischen Ethik?, JETh ? (1993) 33-39; 
X Fischer, Theologische Ethik und Christologie, ZThK 92 (1995) 481-516; T. Hausman- 
ninger, Ethik und Ethos im christlichen Snnhorizont, in: Berechtigte Hoffnung, hg.v. 
F. Schmidt-Eeukel, Faderborn 1995, 125-174; R.B. Hays, S ripU rre-haped Community 
The Froblem of Method in New Testament Ethics, Interp. 44 (1990) 42-55; E. Lohse, 
Kirche im Alltag -  Erwägungen zur theologischen Begründung der Ethik im Neuen 
^stam en t, in: idem, Die Vielfalt des Neuen ^stam ents, Göttingen 21980, 187-200; 
F. Fokorny, Neu^stamentliche Ethik und die Frobleme ihrer Darstellungen, EvTh 50 
(1990) 357-371; w. Schräge, Zur Frage nach der Einheit und Mitte ] ^ te s ^ e n t l i c h e r  
Ethik, in: Die Mitte des Neuen Testaments. FS Eduard Schweizer, Göttingen 1983, 
238-253; R.W. Wall, Introduction: New Testament Ethics, in: The New Testament as 
Canon. A Reader in Canonical Criticism, ed. R.w. Wall/E.E. Eemcio, Sheffield 1992, 
300-334. F. Ferkins, Love commands in the New Testament, New York/Ramsey 1982,

26 M.Woher, Ethos und Identität in paulinischen Gemeinden, NTS 43 (1997) 430 A44; 
idem, Die ethische Identität christlicher Gemeinden in neutestamentlicher Zeit, in: 
Woran orientiert sich Ethik?, ed. w. Härle/R. Freul, Marburg 2001, 61-90. idem, Christ- 
liches Ethos nach der Offenbarung des Johannes, in: Studien zur X}hnnesoffenbarung 
und ihrer Auslegung. FS Otto Böcher, Neukirchen-Vluyn 2005, 189-209.

27 T  Schmeller, N eu tes^en tlich es G ra^enethos, in: Der neue Mensch in Christus, hg.v 
X Beutler, Freiburg et alii 2001, 120-134.

28 H. Freisker, Das Ethos des Urchristentums, Gütersloh 1949, for instance, uses the terms 
ethos and ethics with little semantic variation.

29 See L.E. Keck, Rethinking ‘New Testament Ethics’, JBL 115 (1996) 3-16; idem, Das 
Ethos der Frühen Christen, in: Zur Soziologie des Urchristentums, ed. W.A. Meeks, 
München 1979, 13-36, and Woher, Ethos und Identität (see n. 26), 430 4 4 4 . Woher, 
Ethische Identität (see n. 26), 61-90. Woher, Christliches Ethos (see n. 26), 189-209. The 
concept of ethos is seldom used as a category of h}te!prctation in New ^stam en t rc- 
search in general and specifically in Johannine rcsearch. (It seems to be more popular in 
dogmatic and dogmatic-ethical studies than in Biblical studies.) Works by G. Theißen, 
Soziologie der Jesusbewegung, München 1989; R. Frostmeier, Handlungsmodelle im
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analytical categories often confuse rather than clarify matters. This more than 
often leads researchers into a labyrinth of confusion and vagueness.

For this reason the emphasis in this article will adopt functional descrip- 
tions to c o ^ u n ic a t e  meaning, rather than using specific technical terms, al- 
though the latter will be used sparingly when necessary to do so. Three rel- 
evant areas will receive attention, namely, the identity o f believers insofar as 
this identity influences the com m andm ents or rules (،ought to ’ or ؛should’ lan- 
guage, is broadly referred to as ethics in this article) that regulate and inform  a 
person’s behaviour (broadly called ethos in this article -  it can be used in a nar- 
rower sense, strictly referring to habitual behaviour. Afernatively, it can be 
used in a broader sense referring to reflected behaviour on the basis o f fixed 
and excepted ^ ^ n d m e n t s  in a particular community).

The ؛port o f entry’ into the Gospel material will be the behaviour of 
(A)actors in the narrative of the Gospel giving due attention to the action 
lines. Behaviour is based on the interpretation of ،rules’ ( c o ^ n d m e n t s )  and 
express what the underlying ethical inform ants of these c o ^ a n d m e n ts  are
i.e., the how and why of the evident behaviour. If  John says that disciples 
should ؛love one another’ a ؛rule’ is formulated. However, how it should be 
understood and implemented are not yet clear. By analysing the way in which 
the fohannine community conducted themselves (their ethos30) in relation to 
these c o ^ a n d m e n ts  one will be able to gain an insight into how the com- 
^ n d m e n ts  are interpreted and understood. In fois way concrete behaviour 
serves as a heuristic instrum ent for ^ s t a n d i n g  the intention o ^ r t i c u l a r  
com m andm ents or ؛rules’.31

By analyzing the functional relationship that exists between command- 
ments and behaviour a clearer picture of the m oral profile of fois Gospel 
evolves. W hat follows next is an effort to ؛enter’ into the ‘na.rra.tive w orld’ of 
fois Gospel and to follow the lines of behaviour o f the characters therein. This 
studied behaviour is both  concrete (Judas steeling or people lying) and ex- 
pected (،should’ or ؛ought to ’ language). The aim is not to delve into every 
minute detail, but rather to give a somewhat broader description of different

ersten Petrusbrief, Würzburg 1990; R. Heiligenthal, Werke als Zeiehen, Tübingen 1983; 
Y.P. Furnish, Theology and ethies in Paul, New York 1968 may nevertheless be men- 
tioned here.

30 Behaviour and ethos go together. However, eertain definitions of ethos limit its seope and 
meaning to habitual behaviour that functions mostly uneonseiously in societies (Keek, 
Itethinking [see n. 29], 3-16). A more inelusive definition ineludes not only foe eustom- 
ary behaviour, but also behaviour people refleet on based on aeeepted or fixed laws or 
‘guidelines’ i.e. behaviour where people find themselves in a new situation and deeides 
what to do on foe basis of the accepted and eustomary ‘rules’ of the partieular soeicty 
they belong to -  it is a type of ‘event cthies’.

31 Referential fallaey should be avoided and what is said should therefore not be read as an 
effort to draw a straight line from the Gospel to the original or real Johanninc readers.
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forms of behaviour. The perspeetive o f this artiele is therefore more the ،eagle’s 
eye’ approaeh than the ،ant’s step’■

2. Shared values in this Gospel

2.1. Shared social behaviour

W ithin the Gospel narrative there are many identifiable aetion lines that 
refleet shared eustoms, irrespeetive of whether the person is a follower o f Jesus 
or not. Certain behavioural patterns are assumed to be operative on the basis 
of a eommonly aeeepted value system. These aetions partly eonstitute the so- 
eial fibre o f th a t  soeiety. For instanee, socio-culturally there are shared prae- 
tiees like m arriage (2و ff.), edueation (5,19-20; 8 ل و38)و  burial (19 ,3842), or eat- 
ing and footwashing (13,1 ff.). Economic praetises are shared like buying food 
(4,8; 6 و5-7)و  food produetion, and procurem ent such ^s sowing or reaping 
(4,3 ة37)و  or fishing (21,1-3). Certain religious activities are presented as 
eom m on pmetiecs like visiting or teaehing in the temple or synagogues 
(8,20; 18,20), ^:tending religious feasts (5,1; 6,4; 7,2; 12,12), or even giving 
money to the poor (13,29). Juridical action lines are also shared sueh as ealling 
witnesses, investigating a partieular m atter (5,31 ff.; 8,13ff.; 11,47-52; Ch. 
18-19), and arguing aeeording to forensie eonventions (8,12ff.), or aeeepting 
thejurid ieal m^thority and deeision o f Filate (Ch. 18-19). The diseiples and 
Jesus partake in these events with the rest of the (Jewish) society w ithout 
showing any sign of distaneing themselves or disagreeing with these lines of 
aetion. It seems fair to assume that these lines o f aetion point to commonly 
shared customs and values evident in the ordinary lives of persons in that so- 
ciet-y irrespeetive of whether the person was a follower of Jesus or of Moses.

2.2. A  shared value system ...? W hen m oral issues are at stake

2.2.1. Values stem m ingfrom  a context determined by Jewish moral tradi- 
tion (law). M oral deeisions are inherently part of behaviour in situations 
like those m entioned above. Moreover, such m oral decisions are commonly 
shared. W hen behaviour beeomes deviant or soeially unaeeeptable, dis- 
eussions of the mfoerlying values in such behaviour soon surfaee. To what ex- 
tent do such values beeome evident in the Gospel, and what are they?

S rv ey in g  the aetion lines within the eontext o f this narrative, it beeomes 
evident that the full seope of m oral situations envisaged by the Deealogue is 
indeed present and addressed in fois Gospel (cxecpt for the tenth eommand- 
m ent whieh is not explieitly dealt with).

It must first be noted that the Deealogue is not m entioned explieitly in 
the Gospel, neither are the situations in this Gospel where m oral issues are ad- 
dressed explieitly or direetly linked to the Deealogue (νόμο؟ should not be 
equated with the Deealogue in fois Gospel). This does not exelude the possi­
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bility of the presenee, at le^^t implieitly, of the Decalogue. However, where this 
is the ease it is likely to be in its interpreted form. The Deealogue in the Jewish 
soeiety seems to have had a generie funetion. Miller also argues fois in detail 
eorreetly ^ in ta in in g  that the e o ^ a n d m e n ts  o f the Deealogue were inter- 
preted in sueh a way that it was applied to all spheres o f life in soeiety The 
living tradition o f the Jews in all spheres of lifo was based on a diseernable 
tradition that eould somehow be traeed baek to the Deealogue.^ In the Gos- 
pel the material related to the different spheres o f reality suggests such an im- 
plieit link.34

An overview of some o f the relevant texts m ust first be briefly eonsidered 
to map the field.

In 10,33 his Jewish opponents aeeuse Jesus of blasphemy, beeause he as man wanted to 
make himself God (ότι συ ανθρωττο؟ fov ττοιει؟ σεαυτόν θεόν; 10,33), a remark that has 
assoeiations with foe first and third commandments. This is elearly a Jewish issue related 
to foe holiness and honour of the God they worship. Issues of worship are treated aeeording 
to foe values and guidelines assoeiated with Jewish tradition. In 4,23-24 worship of God, 
foe Father, is eonfirmed. This is true worship -  foe worship of the only true God (17,3) who 
was still worshiped at foe temple in Jerusalem at that stage in foe narrative (2,13ff.). In 16,2 
foe λατρεία  as religious serviee or worship of God35 eonfirms foe zealousness of sueh wor- 
ship of God. This religious zeal is also apparent in foe behaviour ofJesus when he eleanses foe 
temple (2,17). These remarks refleet a Jewish religious eontext that could plausibly be linked 
to foe seeond commandment of foe Deealogue. Tittle needs to be said about foe Sabbath 
(foe fourth commandment), sinee it is a major point of eontention in fois Gospel (5,9; 7,22ff.; 
9,14 etc.).

Family honour and a^ rop ria te  filial behaviour -  whieh is typieally linked to the fifth 
commandment -  are confirmed in this Gospel, although earthly filial relations are eomtantly

32 F.D. Miller, The way of foe Lord. Essays in Old Testament theology, Tübingen 2004, 
6 states, ‘foe Commandments do belong to foe body of material eommonly ealled torah. 
That is foe word most often ttanslated as ‘law’, but it too does not strietly mean that. It 
aetually means ‘imtruetion,’ whieh is what foe Commandments are, imtruetion for hfo, 
foe teaehing of God about what is neeessary to do in order for foe eommunity to live ae- 
eording to G od’s way and in harmony with one another’.

33 Miller, Way of the Lord (see n. 32), 6ff. points out that foe Deealogue was fou^ational 
for foe basie prineiples and norms shaping foe rest of the legal material of the Old Tes- 
tament. This may be seen in foe order or strueture ofthe Deealogue that is meant to bring 
together all that is im ^ rta n t for Israel’s hfo -  religious, familial, soeial. It moves from foe 
fundamental requirements of Israel’s relation to God to foe basic guidelines for lifo in 
eommunity, he argues.

34 J.J. Kanagaraj, The implied ethies ofthe Fourth Gospel, TynB 52 (2001) 33-60 diseusses 
foe presenee ofthe Deealogue in foe Gospel. His argumentation tends to be a bit forced 
at eertain points.

35 This word is used in fois sense by, for instanee, Plato, Philo, or Josephus as well as in 
foe LXX (Exod 12,25) and Paul (Rom 9,4). See w. Arndt/F.w. Gingrich/F.w. Danker, 
A Greek-English lexieon of foe New Testament and other early Christian literature, 
Chieago 1996, ad loe.
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d©wnplayed fo the light of the heavenly family of God.36 Elsewhere I have argued that the 
family metaphor is strongly developed in this Gospel aeeording to aeeepted aneient soeial 
eonventions.^ This indieates acceptance and ae^nowlcdgmcfo of these conventions that are 
based on the Eaw (fifth commandment) in Jewish soeictics. Murder is regarded negatively 
throughout the Gospel (5,18; 7,19 in the light of 8,44; 11,53 etc.). Two passages rcflcet on 
marriage, namely, the diseussion with the S m aritan  woman ( 4 ,1 1 ة8 ) and the woman 
eaught in adultery (7,53-8,11) -  both rcflcet Jewish conventions of those days.38

A negative remark is made about Judas, bceausc he stoic money from the eommon 
purse (12,6), whieh is of eoursc dealt with in the eighth commandment. The ninth eommand- 
mcnt deals with false witness (cspceially in eourt of law). In 8,44 Jesus ealls the devil the father 
of lies. Obviously ehildrcn emulate their father ( 8 , 3 9 1  This is seen in the opponents’ false .(بموت
witness eonecrning Jesus. Moreover, the erueifixion of Jesus displays their denial of the truth 
that Jesus is the Son of God (8,48; 18,30; 19,7).

The tenth commandment differs from the others sinec it laeks eonerctcncss in deter- 
mining trespasses. Normally a law is set, the way trespasses are determined is fixed and a pun- 
ishmcnt is given for trespassing. In the case of eovcting this is diffieult, sinec eovcting is an at- 
titudc. Accordingly, how do you determine whether coveting aetually franspircd? Although 
the problem eannot be explored any further here, the solution seems plausible that the tenth 
commandment has an overarching funetion within the Dcealoguc, namely, to provide the rca- 
son why things like stealing, murder, false witness, and the like, oeeur.^

36 See J.G. van der Watt, Die funksic van vcrwysings na fisicsc families in die Johannes- 
evangelie, Vcrbum et Eeelcsia 22 (2001) 158-177.

37 J.G. van der Watt, Eamily of the King. Dynamies of metaphor in the Gospel according to 
John, Ecidcn et alii 2000,

38 Most ancient textual authorities laek 7,53-8,1 land it is eommonly regarded as a later ad- 
dition and therefore not part of the original form. Nevertheless a large measure of agree- 
ment exists that there is not thematic tension between fois scetion and the rest of the 
Gospel. Eor a summary of arguments see G.R. B c^c^M urray , John, Waeo, TX 2002, 
143.

39 There are textual va.riaut.s that have the rcforcnec in 8,38 to God, the Eathcr, and not to 
‘their father’ (= the devil). See the following rcmark in B.M. Metzger, A textual eommcn- 
tary on the Greek New Testament, London/New York 41994, 192: A  majority of the 
Committee regarded υμών after του  ττατρό؟ (or TCO ττατρί, foc dative having been 
introduecd for the sake o ^ i fo rm ity  with the prcecding elausc) and τα υ τα  as seribal 
rcfincmcnts, the former having been inserted in an attempt to elarify what was taken to be 
a eontrast between God and the devil. (This eontrast, however, seems to be introduecd at 
verse 41.) Without the possessive pronouns, both instanecs of the word ‘father’ in verse 
38 seem to refer to God, and ποιείτε is probably im ^rativc mood’.

40 J.I. Durham, Exodus, Waco, TX, 1987, 297-299 argues for fois possibility. Miller, Way 
of the Eord (see n. 32), 15 draws ؛fftcntion to the following eomidcration, ‘The 
commandment against coveting is by its very eharaetcr the vchielc that opens up the 
Commandments as a whole to a broader u^crstanding. fr is a guard against an ifocrnal, 
private attitude or feeling that tends to erupt into public and violent aets against one’s 
neighbor’.
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The underlying value system in this Gospel eould plausibly be linked to 
the Jewish law and traditional that goes baek to, or at least is based on, the 
Deealogue. As far as the Jewish value system is eoneerned there are no evident 
eontradietion. The value system is eommonly aeeepted although the interpre- 
tation of this value system differs, as will be explained shortly. I am not sug- 
gesting that the au thor speeifieally had the Deealogue as Deealogue in m ind -  
to start with, he does not m ention it explieitly. Some of the values that 
emerged were eom m on to aneient ^ d i te r r a n e a n  soeieties, whether they were 
Jewish or not, sueh as the prohibition o f murder, many familial matters, or 
false witness. These are not neeessarily Jewish, neither are they unique to the 
Deealogue.

The question arises whether one may legitimately link these relevant 
values to the (indirect) influenee o f Deealogue rather than to general eonvie- 
tions of the aneient ^ d i te r r a n e a n  societies. Dbviously there are values like 
not stealing or killing that wem shared by the ^ d i te r r a n e a n  soeieties as a 
whole, irrespeetive of soeial orientation (Jew, non-Jew, or Christian). How- 
ever, there are also distinetive values like the Sabbath, or honouring the only 
true G od in speeifie ways, that are not typieal o f non-Jewish eommunities that 
determine aetion lines in the Gospel.

It m ust be rem em b ered  that the eontext o f the n a rra tiv e  world in the 
Gospel is Jewish (the Greeks -  that might have been D iaspora Jews -  only ap- 
pear later in the narrative, in 12,20-21. Then there is the Sam aritan woman 
that reeeives salvation from the Jews -  4,22). Jesus’ opponents are pietured 
as people of Moses and the law, following the law as their m oral guideline 
(1,1?; ?,23; 18,29-31; 19,?). The thematie issues that are themes in the forensie 
diseussions, like Jesus’ identity (5 ,3940 ; 7,50-52; 19,7 etc.), the Sabbath 
(?,20-24), m urder or lies (5,18; ?,1; 8,44 etc.), are all related to the law or are 
diseussed in the context o f the Jewish law. The context o f the narrative is Jew- 
ish, the opponents are Jewish, and in virtually all eases where there are dis- 
eussions about m oral issues they are presented within thejuristie  framework 
of the kaw of Moses. W ithin this context Jesus and his followers, as Jews, live 
and argue about m oral issues. Some o f the m ajor issues like blasphemy or the 
Sabbath are so speeifieally Jewish that one eannot deny that the frame o f ref- 
erenee is speeifieally that o f the Jewish law and tradition.

The Jewish law and tradition seem to be the m oral bedroek of the value 
system in the Gospel. It seems fair to assume that the burden o f proof rests 
with people who disagree to show that the intended context is not that o f the 
Jewish law and tradition but some other m oral context■■

41 See p.j. Tomson, ‘Als dit uit de Hemel is . . .’. Jezus en de sehrijvers van het Nieuwe Tes- 
tament in hun verheuding tot het Jodendom, Hilversum 1997, 70 on the role of the law in 
Jewish soeieties. The influenee of the law should not be limited to preseribing behaviour; 
it also outlined soeial identity both internally and externally.
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2.2.2. The law is accepted, but it must also be interpreted. Jesus does not 
reject the law and Seriptures as invalid;42 to the eontrary. However, his ap- 
proaeh and interpretation of the law and Seriptures differ from that o f his Jew- 
ish opponents. The law and Seriptures witness to him -  something the Jews did 
not aeknowledge (5,39) -  turning him into the foeal point of the law and Serip- 
tures, and as a result, Jesus also takes on the position o f judge and re-inter- 
preter o f both  (5,22). Right judgm ent (τη ν  δ ικα ίαν κρίσιν κρίνετε; 7 2 4  (و
should be made in the light o fth e  funetional and revelatory presenee ofJesus. 
The judgm ent ofJesus is what ratifies and qualifies other judgm ents as valid 
and true (κα'ι εάν κρίνω  δε εγώ , ή κρίσις ή έμή άληθινή  έστιν; 8,16) sinee 
it is judgem ent in line with the judgm ent of the Father, the original giver of the
law (5,22-23; 8 , م ل6)ت

Gn this basis Jesus did not ehallenge the law itself, but the way the Jews 
interpreted the law. In his diseussion with the Jews about the Sabbath he 
warns them not to judge by appearanees, but to judge with right judgm ent 
(μή κρίνετε κ α τ ' οψ ιν, ά λ λά  τη ν  δ ικαίαν κρίσιν κρίνετε; 7,24). In another 
instanee he aeeuses them  of judging by hum an standards, aeeording to the 
flesh (υμείς κ α τά  τη ν  σάρκα κρίνετε; 8,15), beeause they misjudged Jesus 
and therefore laek time judgm ent. Moreover, they have the law, but their judg- 
ments are not right and they are not able to identify Jesus as the one the Serip- 
tures are witnessing to, the One who is from the Father.

This signifies an im portant ehange in dealing with the law and indeed 
constitutes a erueial break. It formed a distinetive difforenee between Jesus 
and his opponents. Jesus is presented as the u th o rita tiv e  foeus of the law and 
Seriptures. They witness to him ( 5 , 3 9 7 م م0.4س ب ) and fois is eonfirmed by the 
Spirit-Faraelete (14,15-16; 15,26; 16,7-11). The value system is not devalued, 
but the way the value system is interpreted is altered (i.e. Jesus does not 
suddenly propagate m urder or dishonouring God. However, how this value 
system is applied and m urder or honouring G od should be understood, is 
ehanged). For example, to erueify Jesus is seen by the Jews as lawful exeeution 
(18,30; 19,7) and not murder. To kill the followers ofJesus is seen as a serviee 
to G od (λα τρείαν προσφέρειν τ ώ  θεώ; 16,2), whieh teehnieally also foils 
within the traditional view of what the law expeets and should be eategorized 
as lawful exeeution. The Jews indeed regarded these aetions as lawful. How- 
ever, from the point ofview  of the followers ofJesus, fois equates m urder and

42 A. Verhey, The great reversal. Ethies and foe New fostament. Grand Rapids, MI 1984, 
142 aptly remarks, ‘The law آه  Meses apparently still stands ... Jehn never diseards or 
diseredits foe law ... foe refusal to eome to Jesus is a refusal to .. .  keep foe law ... The law 
still stands’.

43 The relationship between lawgiver and judgment undergrids fois remark. The lawgiver 
(nermally foe king in seeular situations and in religious situations foe [G]god) is judge 
exaetly because he is lawgiver. He is the giver and protcetor of the law, knows what it 
means, and ean therefore judge whether it is trespassed or not.
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killing. There are no lawful grounds for the death of Jesus and his followers. In 
faet the narrative assumes the contrary position. That is why these aets are 
presented negatively, as killing, within the ideologieal eontext o f this Gospel 
(5,18; 7,1.19.25; 8,37.40.44.53; 10,33). The same e o ^ a n d m e n t  is in tep re ted  
in two different ways.

The same applies to the value of tru th  versus lies. Lies have their origin in 
the devil (8,44). The Jews crucified Jesus as criminal (18,30). Aeeording to 
them he falsely elaimed to be the Son of G od (19,7). This is what they stated in 
their aeeusations to ?ontius ?ilate, and judged that aeeording to their law he 
m ust be exeeuted (19,7). Both these aeu sa tio n s  brought by the opponents are 
seen to be false, and therefore qualify as false witness. Jesus is neither a erimi- 
nal nor blasphemer (10,33); he is the Son of G od (and not a Sam aritan or pos- 
sessed by a demon; 7,20; 8,48.52; 10,20). Henee, tru th  -  in the light of whieh 
false witness is defined -  is therefore redefined by Jesus who indeed is the tru th  
(14,6). The Jewish aeeusations are simply false witness in light of the divine 
tru th  Jesus represents. In fois way the basie value of witnessing to the tru th  is 
eonfirmed, but the interpreted applieation differs between Jesus and his oppo- 
nentS-

A last brief example: In the diseussion about the Sabbath, the same line 
of argum ent is followed.44 The opponents of Jesus fail in their judgm ent 
(7,21-24). W hen it eomes to worshipping God, their blindness prevents them 
from true worship ofJesus (9 ,3541), which teehnieally means that they broke 
the law that witness in relation to Jesus. To do the works of G od (τί πο ιώ μ εν  
iva έργα ζώ μ εθα  τ ά  ερ γα  το υ  θεού; forensie language in 6 2 8 they m (و ust be- 
lieve in him who G od has sent (6,28-29). This they failed to do fois and thus 
are trespassers of the law.

This points to the eonelusion that Jesus and his followers honoured and 
shared the Jewish value system. However, there is elearly a difforenee in the in- 
terpretation of these values between Jesus and his followers in relation to the 
Jews of the time-

2.3. W hat are the works of God? The m ajor ethieal deeision

Where should wc look for the root o fth is difforenee in interpretation?4̂  It 
was based on what may be ealled the basie ethieal decision in the Gospel.

In 628  the erowd approaehes Jesus as Rabbi (6,25) with an ethical و
question about the required behaviour to please G od and reeeive eternal lifo 
(τί π ο ιώ μ εν  iva έργα ζώ μ εθα آ  ذ  ερ γα  το υ  θεου; foe seetion following in

44 S. Ringe, ‘Holy as foe Lord your God Commanded you’. Sabbath in foe New fostament, 
Interp. 59 (2005) 17-24, hem 17 eonfirms foe view that foe Sabbath is not rejeeted, but 
that there was disagreement about how it should be honoured.

45 Augenstein, Jesus und das Gesetz (see n. 17), 161-179.
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Chapter 6, life-te™ inology ط  the m ost dense in the whole Gospel).46 Jesus’ 
answer is that they should believe in the one whom G od has sent to do the 
works of G od.47 In this way they will work for food that endures for eternal life 
( 6 2 4 و15-17; 5و و27; ,  ete.). Faith in Jesus is therefore the first and m ost erueial 
aetion required to do the works of God. W ithout this deed offully assoeiating 
with Jesus,48 persons will morally stay in darkness and die in their sin (3,17ff.; 
8,21.24). The way sin is deseribed in this Gospel eonfirms this. The essenee 
of sin in this Gospel likewise foeuses on the unwillingness o f people to aeeept 
and believe in Jesus (16,9).49 In 3,36 belief is eontrasted with disobedienee 
(απειθέω ) and not unbelief. Disobedienee is presented as negative behaviour 
that would result in the w rath o f God. The result is that believing in Jesus be- 
eomes the m ajor ethieal aetion persons ean perform. N ot only that; it also 
refoeuses their total m oral behaviour, sinee now their examples for behaviour 
come from the Father and his Son (8 ,3841 ; 13,15; 14,10-11). Through faith 
believers reeeive a new identity. They are reborn (3,3.5) as members o f the 
family o f G od.50

By believing in Jesus the works of G od are done. Faith is o f eourse 
strongly relational (see 15,1 ff.) whieh implies in the Gospel that people’s be- 
haviour will be Christologieally determ ined by this relation. The servants will 
do what their m aster does (13,13-16). But what does the M aster do?

3. The new command -  love51

This brings us to the eentral and essential eom m andm ent ofJesus that is 
usually equated with the ethies of the Gospel. Jesus ethieally guides the behav­

46 Jesus answers the questien of the rieh man in Mark 10,17 (τί π ο ιή σ ω  iva ζω ήν αιώ - 
νιον κληρονομήσω;) by referring to the commandments. (See also the parallels in Mat- 
thcw and Luke).

47 See D.R. Licehtcnhan, Gottes Gebot im Neuen Testament., Basel 1942, 122-123.
48 J.G. van der Watt, Salvation in the Gospel aeeording to John, in: Salvation in the New 

Testament, ?erspeetives on sotcriology, cd. idem, Leiden 2005, 119-122.
49 Scc Mctzncr, Vcmtändnis der Sünde (scc n. 18), for detailed treatment of fois issue; 

M Hasitsehka, Befreiung von Sünde naeh dem Johannesevangelium, Imrsbruek/Wicn 
1989; X Alison, The man blind from birth and foc subversions of sin. Theology and Sex- 
uality 7 (1997) 83-102. For oeeurrenecs of the word άμαρτία  scc John 1,29; 
ل6,8.9; 19,11; 2مم3 ;15,22.24 ;9,34.41 ;8,21.24.34.46 ; lJohn 3,4.5.8.9 ;2ل,7.8.9; 2م.ل ; 
4,10; 5,16.17.

50 Scc for detailed diseussion van der Watt, Family (scc n. 37), 166-200.
51 ά γ α π ά ω /ά γ ά π η  and φιλεω are used interchangeably in fois Gospel without any scm- 

antic difforcnec. The idea that φιλεω refors to human love and ά γ α π ά ω  to divine love, 
eannot he substantiated (scc also J.A. Louw/E.A. Nida, Grcck-English Lcxieon of 
the New Testament based on scmantie domains 1, New York 859 ,4 ,1989ت). Scc also 
E. Stauffor, Art. ά γ α π ά ω , TDNT 1 (1974) 21-55.
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iour of his followers by giving a ،new’ com m andm ent.52 In 13,33-35 the eom- 
m andm ent given by Jesus determines their future lines o f expeeted aetion 
(15,10.12.17). As H oulden states: ،“Love one another” is the only m oral rule 
given by John’.53 Due to the wide seope o f this theme in the Gospel it eannot 
be treated in detail here.54 Remarks will be restrieted to some of the themes 
emerging from this eentral eom m and of Jesus. He says: ،1 give you a new55 
e o ^ a n d m e n t  that you love one another (άγα ττή τε  άλλήλους). Just as 
(καθώς) I have loved you, you also should love one another. By this everyone 
will know  (γ ν ώ σ ο ν τα ι π ά ντες) that you are my disciples, if you have love for 
one another’. (13,34-35).

3.1. Love one another aeeording to the example o f the Father and Son

The love eom m andm ent is eharaeterized by reciprocity56  Believers ن
should love one another. This is emphasized by the use o f άλλήλους in 13,34. 
Where this word (ά λ λή λω ν) is linked to expressions of love in aneient litem- 
ture it is virtually always done in eonneetion with families or friends. It CX- 
presses an egalitarian relationship expeeting eom m on reeiproeation within 
that partieular groupA  In the Gospel this word points to the soeial interde-

52 Jesus never refers te the law (νόμος) as his ewn and never lays dewn a νόμος. Jesus lays 
down έντολαί. The differenee between νόμος and εντολή eannet be diseussed in detail 
here but the former foeuses more on foe moral traditien of the Jews in foe way they in- 
terpret foe law. Jesus hewever gives έντολαί that serve as commandments that should be 
followed by his diseiplcs. See J.A. du Rand, Entolé in die Johnncscvangclic cn -Bricwc, 
?rctoria 1981 for a detailed treatment ofthe eonecpt ofcommandments in the Gospel ae- 
eording to John. See also G.C.A. Fernando, John 1:1? as window to the realities of Law 
and love in the Fourth Gospel, Biblcbhashyam 24 (1999) 1?2-191.

53 Houlden, Ethies (see n. 5), 36; R.E. Brown, The Gospel aeeording to John, 2 vols., Lon- 
don 1966/19?0, 497; V.?. Furnish, The love command in the New Testament., London 
1972, 135; Wendland, Ethik (seen. 4), 9مل.

54 Thorough research on love in the Gospel of John Is available and need not be repeated 
here. See for an overview Augcnstcin, Licbcsgcbot (see n. 16), 11-21. J.G. van der Watt, 
Liefde in die familic van God. ,n Eskrywcndc uitccnsctting van familiale liefdesver- 
houdingc in die fohanncscvangclic, HTS 53 (1997) 543-556.

55 See R. Bultmann, Das Evangelium des Johannes, Göttingen 1978/1986, 404 4 0 5 , 
Sehragc, Ethies (see n. 5), 314-31?, and Furnish, Love command (see n. 53), 138. Cf. also 
R.F. Collins, A  new commandment 1 give to you, that you love one another’ (Jn 13.34), 
in: idem, These things have been written, Louvain 19?9/1990, 217-256 for some of the 
ways to interpret the new commandment in John.

56 See L Beutler, Das Hauptgebot im Johannesevangelium, in: Das Gesetz im Neuen Tes- 
tament, hg.v K. Kcrtclgc, Freiburg et alii 1986, 222-236, herc 225.

57 Scc Woher, Ethisehc Identität (see η. 26), 61-90 who notes foc following supporting uses: 
Tcst.Scb. 8,4-6; Test.Dan. 5,3; Test.Gad. 6,1; Test.Jos. 17,2f; Jub. 36,4; Xenophon, Mem. 
2,7,1; Dio Ch!ysostomus, Or. 74,12; Fhilo, Virt. 225. In the New fostamcnt the following 
may serve as examples: Mark 9,50; John 6,43; 13,14.34; 15,12.17; Rom 12,10.16; 13,8;
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pendence o fa  a r t ic u la r  group of people.^ W hat ط  expected o fth e  one is also 
expected o f the other. These interpersonal relations are egalitarian -  differ- 
enees of status and roles are suspended within the confines of the commu- 
nity.^ Johannine love is indeed ،a poignant cry for solidarity ’ . ص

This love between believers is patterned on the exemplary love o f the 
Father and the Son. Believers should love as (καθώ61؟) Jesus has loved them 
(13,34); Jesus’ love is again modelled on the love o f G od (15,9). The love of the 
Father and Son remains exemplary although it forms part of the network of 
family love in the Gospel (15,10). Stauffer^ correctly points to the chainlike 
pattern o f the Father as the source and Jesus as the example of love for believ- 
ers who m ust again return that love and of course also love one another. As 
Roloff puts it. A ls die von Jesus Geliebten sind sie zur Liebe u n te in a n d e r  be- 
rufen’. This exemplary love contains an element o f reciprocity, but is not 
egalitarian in the case o f the Father and Son. Their roles and status are not 
changed within this network of love that ch^acterizes the family o f God.

There are explicit statements about all the different (A)actors loving one 
another, but it is not explicitly stated that the believers love the Father.64 As 
will become clearer in the more detailed ag u m en ta tion  later, believers are not 
explicitly said to love the Father, but their actions o f obedience to Jesus who 
reveals the will o f the Father follow the lines of what love is. Obedience65 is in- 
deed love in action. Augenstein66 argues that this link between love and obedi- 
ence goes back to Leviticus 19,17-18 and even D eut 6:4f. although it is Chris- 
tologized within the O hannine group of believers.

14,13.19; 15,3.7; ICor 11,33; Gal 5,26; 6,2; Cel 3,9; IThess 4,9; 5,11.13.15; 2Thess 1,3; 
Hebr 10,24; Jas 4,11; 5,9; IPet 5,5; 12 ;4,7.11 ;3,11.23 هطملJ0hn 5.

58 B.J. Malina/R.L. Rehrbauch, Secial-science commentary on the Gespel of John, Min- 
neapelis 1998, 228 remark, ،In the Mediterranean werld, leve always had the underlying 
meaning of attachment to seme group’.

59 See Wolter, Ethische Identität (see η. 26), 61-90. He also quetes IC er 7,19; 12,13; 
Gal 3,28; 5,6; 6,16; C e l3 ,ll.

60 Hays, Moral visien (see n. 10), 147. See alse Cellins, A new commandment (see n. 55),

61 Culpepper, Anti-Judaism (see n. 5), 80-81 argues that beth analogy and authority are in- 
treduced by toe ‘just-as’ principle.

62 Stauffer, άγοπτάοο (see n. 51), 53.
63 X Roloff, Die Kirche im Neuen tostament, Göttingen 1993, 302. Cf. Wendland, Ethik 

(see η. 4), 112. In 13,15 Jesus sets toe example of love (see 13,1) by washing his disciples’ 
feet and in 15,13 he uses toe example of death for (on behalf of) a friend as evidence of 
what love really is. This must be the nature oftheir love for one another. See van der Watt, 
،Julie moet mekaar liefhê’ (see n. 6), 83-88; Schräge, Ethics (see n. 5), 301.

64 An exception may be 5,42 since toe genitive might be objective or subjective.
65 Brown, Gospel I (see n. 53), 504; du Rand, Entolé (see n. 52), 345-346.
66 Augenstein, Eiebesgebot (see n. 16), 61.66. See also s. van Tilborg, Imaginative love in 

John, Eeiden et aliil993.
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The basis o f this love is no t em otion^ but relationships that are ex- 
pressed in aetions. Love exists in aetivity.^ W hen G od loves, he gives his Son 
(3.16), as Sehrage points out: T h e  Johannine ethies of love stands and falls 
solely on G od having dem onstrated his love by sending and saerifieing his 
own Son’̂ . W hen Jesus loves intensely he washes feet and gives his life for his 
friends (13 ,lff.; 15,9ff.), when believers love they follow the example o f Jesus 
of serving and earing, even if it means shifting their own interests aside in 
order to serve G od and one another (13,12-20; 12,24-26).™ Love beeomes 
visible through aetions -  therefore everyone will know that the believers are 
Jesus’ diseiples (13,35) ر ل  Love, loyalty,™ and a willingness to fulfil one’s 
responsibility, all go hand in hand in expressing belonging to the group one 
belongs to, irrespeetive o f what is asked o f one. Indeed, the nature of love 
in John’s Gospel is ،no t an em otion or an affeet, no t a theory or an idea, but 
simply living for o thers’.™ This is eonfirm ed by looking at the opposite of 
love, namely hate. In passages like 15,18-16,4a hate is also expressed in terms 
of aetions sueh as excluding people from the synagogues or even in killing 
them .74

These reeiproeal and exemplary elements underline that love takes plaee 
within well-defined relationships.™ The ،one another’ are members of the 
group of followers of Jesus (13,34).™ The example that Jesus gives to his fol- 
lowers is that o f a Master, Teacher, and Lord to servants (13,12-20). Love

67 Se aise T. Larssen, G ed in the Feurth Gespel, Steekhelm 2001, 276.
68 See van der Watt, ‘Julie meet mekaar liefhê’ (see n. 6), 83-87. Hays, Moral vision (see

69 Sehrage, Ethies (see n. 5), 300.
70 Streeker, Theologie (see n. 10), 540 argues, ‘Wo aueh immer der Menseh sieh von dieser 

Liebe bestimmen läßt, ist er von ihr vollständig in Ansprueh genommen, ist er zum Tun 
der Liebe bis zur Selbsthingabe gefordert. Jede Besehränkung ist ausgesehlossen’.

71 See K. Wengst, Das Johannesevangelium 11, Stuttgart et alii 2001, 112.
72 See M ^in^R ohrbaueh, Gospel (see n. 58), 228 maintain, ‘It takes on the dimensions of 

interpersonal attachment, of loyalty, and of the value of reliability revealed in practical 
aetions’.

72 Sehrage, Ethies (see n. 5), 318. Cf. Hays, Moral vision (see n. 10), 145.
74 See D.F. Tolmic, Jesus’ farewell to the diseiples. John 13:1-17:26 in nrratologieal 

^mpcetivc, Leiden 1995, 213-214. o. Miehcl, μισεοο, TDNT 4 (1975) 683-694, here 
691. See B. Lindars, The Gospel ofJohn, Grand Rapids/London 1987, 493. F.F. Segovia, 
The Love and Hatred of Jesus and Johannine Scetarianism, CBQ 43 (1981) 258-272.

75 See M. Lattkc, Einheit im Wort. Die spezifisehe Bedeutung von άγάττη, άγατταν und 
φιλειν im Johannesevangelium, Münehcn 1975, 18ff. on love in relations.

76 Bultmann, Evangelium (scc n. 55), 405 remarks that ‘das Licbcsgcbot durch das 
ά λλήλου؟ eine Eimehränkung zu erfahren seheint’. Elsewhere (R. Bultmann, Theologie 
des Neuen Testaments, Tübingen 1984, 435) he says that ‘für die Weh ständing die Mdg- 
liehkeit besteht, in den Kreis des ά λλήλου؟ ά γ α π ά ν  cinbczogcn zu werden’.
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functions within a framework o f relationships with practical consequences; 
these relationships become functional through the actions oflove.77

References to love (especially in Ch. 12-1?) are networked -  the Father, 
the Son, and the disciples all love one another (i.e. the Father loves the Son 
and the Son the Father; the Son loves believers and believers love the Son, and 
so on; 14,21.23; 15,9-10 etc.).78 The m anner in which the family of the Father 
is bound and cemented together is through love. D i^ fe lb in g e r  correctly re- 
marks, Tn der wechselseitigen Liebe der G laubenden waltet die Liebe Gottes, 
dieselbe Liebe, die am Aufgang der Schöpfung stand und die in der Sendung 
Jesu am Werk ist’ ? و  The following pattern emerges that will briefly be illus- 
trated by references to the action lines taken by the relevant (A)actors in the 
narrative.

G od is the source oflove.80 As H ahn aptly expresses it: ‘Das sittliche Ver- 
halten des Menschen soll gleichsam “eingebunden” werden in eine Bewegung, 
die von G ott ausgeht und auf G ott hinzieh’.81 His love for his Son^ and the 
believers is expressed in his gifts, for instance:

-  He shows the Son everything and gives him power to give life and 
judge (5,19ff.).

-  He gives c o ^ n d m e n t s  to his Son (1050 - 12, 49 ;18-? 1 .(و
-  He gives his Son to the world and believers (15,9; 1? م و24.26)ت

77 Larsson, God in the Fourth Gospel (see n. 67), 276 also emphasizes the relational aspeet 
in the love of God, ‘God is not viewed as filled with an affection, bm God as love means 
God as giving life and sharing and desiring fellowship G od’s love establishes and eulti- 
vates a living fellowship’.

78 See C.K. Barrett, The Gospel aeeording to St John, London 1978, 215. Van Tilborg, Im- 
aginative love (see n. 66), 158-161.

 C. Dietzfelbinger, Der Absehied des Kommenden. Eine Auslegung der johanneisehen و7
Absehiedsreden, Tübingen 1997,135. Love indeed functions as ‘key term for the bond of 
eommunity’ according to Houldcn, Ethies (see n. 5), 38. It is the ‘law ofits (the heavenly 
family) life’, as Stauffer, άγοπτάοο (see n. 51), 53 remarks.

80 S ehnkcnburg , Agape (see n. 64), 36 4 7 .  Culpepper, اط:ل -Judaism (see n. 5), 80.
81 F. Hahn, N e^e^m en tliche  Grundlagen einer ehristliehcn Ethik, TThZ 86, (1977) 

3 I4 I ,h e re 3 6 .
82 M.M. Thompson, The God of the Gospel ofJohn, Grand Rapids, Ml/Cambridge 2001, 

98-100. D.M. Smith, The theology of the Gospel of John, Cambridge 1996, 148. 
Stauffer, άγαπάοο (see n. 51), 52. X Gnilka, Theologie des Neuen Testaments, Freiburg 
ct alii 1994, 258.

83 Streekcr, Theologie (see n. 10), 538 maintains that ‘Grundlage der Ethik des Johannes- 
evangeliums ist demnaeh die im Sohn manifestierte άγάττη θεού’. See also H. Sehlicr, 
Die Bruderliebe naeh dem Evangelium und den Briefen des Johannes, in: Mélanges 
bibliques. FS Béda Rigaux, Gcmbloux 1970, 235-245, here 236. w. Günther/H.-G. Link, 
Art. Love, NIDNTT 2 (1976) 538-547, here 546 deseribe it as The archetype of all love’. 
As D.A. Carson, The Gospel aeeording to John, Lciecstcr 1991, 570 says: ‘G od’s own 
love for his Son will bceomc their love’.
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-  He gives believers to his Son (6,44; 17,6).84
-  He gives glory to his Son (17,24).
-  He loves the followers of Jesus and gives them his direct presenee, 

unity85, and openness for what they ask (14,21.23; 16,27; 17,23) -  all relational 
eoneepts.

These are all gifts related to the salvifie work of Jesus. The foeus o f the 
aetive love of the Father is the well-being of his family.

Jesus loves the Father (14,31; 15 ,10)-by  obeying his commands.86 Obedi- 
enee to what is eom m anded equals ‘returned love’ . و  Riedl speaks of a ‘Wirk- 
Identitä t’ whieh exists between the Father and the Son.88 This is not unique to 
the Gospel. Aeeording to Beutler^ the fixed link between love and obedienee 
goes baek to the relationship between Faw and obedienee to the Faw as found 
in aneient Israel (Exod 20,6; D eut 5,10 and D eut 7,9; 10,12; 11,1.13.22; 19,6; 
30,6.16.20).

Jesus also loves his followers, the believers, intensely (13,1.34; 14,21; 
15,9.12 etc.) and therefore gives his hfo for them  (10,17-18; I5,I2ff.).

As was the ease with G od the Father, Jesus’ love is also seen in his gifts, 
like a good shepherd giving his hfo for his sheep. He also gives e o ^ a n d m e n ts  
as guiding prineiples to his followers (13,1.34; 14,21.23. 15,12.17). Jesus’ love 
is indeed modelled on the love of the Father (15,9) . و  Soeially speaking the م
Father, Son, and believers form a p^ ria reh a l family.؟! The aetive love of the 
Father applies to the whole family.2؟ The ehild eannot preseribe to his Father, 
but shows his love by obeying the Father.5؟ As fois was the paradigm  for Jesus 
so it also beeomes the paradigm  for the believers.94

The love of believers is also networked into the love of the family. They 
love Jesus -  by believing and obeying his e o ^ a n d m e n ts  (14,15.21.23.28;

84 M. Theobald, Gezogen von Gottes Liebe (Joh 6ء44ءو  in: Sehrift und Tradition. FS Josef 
Ernst, Wien 1996, 315-341.

85 For a detailed diseussion of this issue, see K. Scholtissek, In Ihm sein und bleiben, Frei- 
burg et alii 2000.

86 Du Rand, Entolé (see η. 52), 364-365.
87 See Carson, Gospel (see n. 83), 520. Van der Watt, ‘Julie moet mekaar liefhê’ (see n. 6), 

82. Augenstein, Liebesgebot (see n. 16), 66.
88 j  Riedl, Das Heilswerk Jesu naeh Johannes, Freiburg et alii 1973, 200.
89 Beutler, Hauptgebot (see n. 56), 232.
90 Streeker, Theologie (see n. 10), 539 elaims, ‘Daher ist die durch Jesus vermittelte Gottes- 

liebe die Grundlage für das SelbsWerständnis der Gemeinde.’ Jesus beeomes the ،kon- 
krete Bezugspunkt’ of believers (540). See also Sehrage, Ethies (see n. 5), 300. Sehulz, 
Ethik (see n. 6), 489. Günther/Link, Love (see η. 83), 546.

91 See van der Watt, Family (see n. 37), 397ff.
92 See Stauffer, άγαπάοο (see n. 51), 52. Gnilka, Theologie (see n. 82), 258.
93 See Brown, Gospel I (see n. 53), 504. Du Rand, Entolé (see n. 52), 345-346.
94 See Houlden, Ethies (see n. 5), 37. Tolmie, Jesus’ farewell (see n. 73), 212. Carson, Gospel
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15,9.10.12.17; 16,27). ،Jesus lieben heißt, sein G ebot der geschwisterlichen 
Liebe innerhalb der J^gergem einsehaft zu erfüllen ’ . و  -That is the command و
m ent ofJesus ( 1 3 3 5 و3ه ). They love one another (13,34.35; 15,12.17) by hating 
their own lives and serving one another as Jesus served them. Loving one an- 
other is expressed in the deeds o f earing for the members of the eommunity 
(13,34-35; 15,9-10.12-13.17; ?eter is an apt example of this care -  21,15-17). 
Jesus underlines this m utual love by deelaring the diseiples his friends, and 
friends should be willing to lay down their lives for one another (15:12ff. in the 
light o fl5 :9 -1 0 ).96

They also love the Father through Jesus. It is not explieitly stated that the 
believers love the Father (eontrary to the Letters9?). In line with what was said 
ofJesus, the obedienee ofpeople to Jesus, as the Agent o fG od , is an aetive CX- 
pression of their love for both  the Son and the Father.9؟ Loving, and therefore 
also obeying, the Son equal loving the Father. (See the interrel^edness CX- 
pressed in 14,21.23.24; 15,9.10; 16,27.)

Aetion lines of love move in two direetions, cxecpt in the eases o f the 
Father -  he does not obey anyone; and the believers -  they are not in a position 
to dominate or eontrol one another.

i) The one direetion of love flows from the person in a higher position to 
those in lower positions up to the lowest point where reeiproeity results in ser- 
viee on an egalitarian level:

-  The Father gives to his Son and the world and speeifieally the followers 
ofJesus.

-  The Son gives his life for his followers.
-  Jesus’ followers give to one another (reciprocity).
The gifts may be elassified into two groups:
-  Giving something o f o n e se lf- th e  Father gives his Son, the Son gives 

his life and the followers ofJesus give their lives by hating their lives (serving 
others).

-  Giving eom m andm ents -  The Father gives e o ^ a n d m e n ts  to his Son 
and his Son gives e o ^ a n d m e n ts  to his followers (15,10.12). Followers do not 
give e o ^ a n d m e n ts  due to their reeiproeal relations.

95 Roloff, Kirche (see n. 63), 301.
96 H. Thyen, ‘Niemand hat größere Liebe als die, daß er sein Leben für seine Freunde hin- 

gibt’ (Joh 15,13), in: Theelegia Crueis -  Signum Crueis. FS Erieh Dinkier, Tübingen 
1979,467 4 8 2 . M. Ffeiffer, Einweisung in das neue Sein. Neutestamentliehe Erwägungen 
zur Grundlegung der Ethik, Gütersleh 2001, 266ff.

97 See Uohn 2,5; 3,17; 3- مله.ل2.ل6.ل9.2م.2ل; 5,1 .
98 T he leve displayed by Jesus is not enly the basis for love within foe eemmunity, it is alse

p a d ig m a tie  of hs nature and manner’, as Sehrage, Ethies (see n. 5), 307 remarks. Se 
also Hays, Moral visien (see n. 10), 144.
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ii) The other direetion oflove flows towards the person in a higher posi- 
tion. Love takes the aetive form of obedienee in this case." Obviously it ean- 
not ‘flow higher’ in the ease o f the Father who is the source oflove.

-  The believers obey the Son as an expression o f their love.
-  The Son obeys the Father as an expression o f his love for the Father.
A  elear pattern of m utual gifts and obedienee emerges:
The Father gives in the form of his Son and e o ^ a n d m e n ts  

The Son returns love in the form of obedience 
and gives himself as well as e o ^ a n d m e n ts  

Diseiples return love in the form of obedience 
and give themselves (by serving)

W hat is the signifieanee of this survey for our purposes?!" The following 
m aybe noted:

i) Based on the reeiproeal and exemplary nature o f loving identity, ethies 
(in the sense of rules or e o ^ a n d m e n ts )  and ethos (in the sense of behaviour 
in a fixed way) arc interrelated and indeed merged. Believers arc drawn into a 
group that is fully d^erm ined  by the love of G od, whieh is m ediated through 
Jesus and results in eternal lifo. Loving reaetion to these gifts eomes in the form 
of obedience that is expressed in eonerete aetions. In fois way aetions, eom- 
mandments, and identity arc intrieately and inseparably linked. Dettwiler eor- 
reetly remarks that love has an im m anent revelatory power that ensures con- 
tinuity and identifiability.101 W ho you arc leads to whom you listen to and that 
leads to what you do. This follows a stair like P a te rn : G od is the source of both  
love and our identity -  love and ereating identity eome to the world through 
his Son -  believers arc taken up through faith that leads to lifo and fove.

ii) The nature oflove in fois Gospel is found in the sustenanee o f fune- 
tional relations, that means, relations in which members of a group eare for and 
serve one another, aeeording to the example given by the unique Son and 
Father of the family. This elevates ethies above a list o f rules to reeiproeal 
interpersonal relationship-orientated loyalty that is eonstantly ready to be CX-

.Augcnstcin, Licbcsgcbet (see 16), 71 وو
 It should be noted that there are signifieant imageries in fois Gospel that eonfirm and ل؛هل

even expand what is befog said hem and are therefore erueial in any diseussion of ethieal 
material in foe Gospel. There are imageries like light and darkness, foe vine and 
branehes, foe seed that dies to produee fruit, foe relation between a father and son whieh 
results in foe son doing what foe father does, foe imagery of setting slaves free, friendship 
that requires total loyalty, efo. These and similar themes eannot be developed in an artiele 
like this. It forms part of a monograph by me that will appear shortly.

101 A. Dettwiler, Die Gegenwart des Erhöhten. Eine exegetisehe Studie zu den johan- 
neisehen Absehiedsreden (Joh 13,31-16,33) unter besonderer Berüeksiehtigung ihres Re- 
leetum -C h^^ters, Göttingen 1995, 300-301.
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pressed in productive activity (bearing fruit; 15,1-8.16-17)ل ه N .ة o m atter what 
the situation, the believer must aet to the benefit o f the group or family. By de- 
seribing love in this way, ،///possible situations are eovered, beeause the simple 
question that determines what the loving aetion in a partieular situation should 
be is: how ean I benefit my brother or sister?103 Love is thus eonstantly foeused 
on proteeting, e ^ a n d in g , serving, and ^ in ta in in g  the family of G od .104

iii) Giving and obeying are the two eentral elements of love. Giving 
implies self-saerifiee (expeeted of Jesus and the believers; see 10,1 Iff.; 
12,24-26; 15,12ff. etc.). Love searches for the goal and purpose o f one’s ae- 
tions outside of oneself, and always foeuses on who one is -  a diseiple ofJesus. 
Like a braneh one should remain in the vine as an expression and result o f love 
(15,1-10). Self-saerifiee implies total serviee to Jesus (12,24-26). That is why 
obedienee is also part of this love -  if you serve Jesus or the Father, you should 
follow their e o ^ a n d m e n ts .  Love involves giving -  giving yourself to ... (sclfi 
sacrifice) as well as giving baek to ... (obedienee).

iv) Love as a eom m andm ent is fairly vague -  speeifies as far as aetions 
arc eoneerned arc somewhat laeking. We did however see that a Jewish value 
system, interpreted in a Christologieal light, serves as basis for the m oral deei- 
sions in the Gospel. If  a person loves his group and speeifie deeisions m ust be 
taken to benefit the group, the Jewish value system should guide those deei- 
sions. Love in this Gospel means love based on the value system informed by 
the Deealogue, but interpreted in the light o f the presenee of Christ■

4. A fa m ily  with an ethos: sharing meals, washingfeet, 
and continuing Jesus’ mission

This brings us to the question: did the eommunity perform  any habitual 
aetions by whieh they identified themselves as a unique group? To put it dif- 
ferently: if we looked for the ،T^hannine group’105 in any partieular town, what

102 See A. Dettwiler, Umstrittene Ethik -  Überlegungen zu Joh 15,1-17, in: Ohannes-Stu- 
dien. Interdisziplinäre Zugänge zum Ohnnes-Evangelium, ed. M. Rese, Zürieh 1991, 
175-189 for discussion of John 1-5,1-17.

103 The well-know problem Matera, New Testament ethies (see n. 2), 92 notes, namely, that 
‘the most explieitly ethieal teaehing of the Eourth Gospel -  that Jesus’ diseiples should 
love one another as he has loved them -  raises a series of questions... has love beeome ex- 
elusive and seetarian?’ eannot be diseussed hem in detail.

104 Sehlier, Bruderliebe (see n. 83), 241.
105 The exaet soeial deseription of the Ohannine eommunity is shll a matter of debate. It is 

deseribed in different ways, for imtanee, as a community (Brown), a scet (Mccks), a eirelc 
(Sehwcizcr), a ‘Konventikel’ (Käsemann), a sehool (Culpepper), ete. Sinec there is no 
spaec to argue one or the other position, a more neutral deseription (‘group’) is used here.
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would have been their distinetive visual behavioural cha.ra.cterist.ics that would 
have led us to eonelude: here we have the Johannine group distinctive of all 
other groups? The word ethos (in its a narrower sense) is often used in relation 
to the fo rem en tioned  u p s t a n d i n g .

It will now be argued that the Johannine group eould be identified as a 
elosely-knit group that gathered during meals, expressed their mutual interde- 
pendenee and relations to one another by washing feet. Leaving the meal they 
eontinue the salvifie mission ofJesus in this world as people who are guided by 
the Spirit-Paraclete.

4.1. A  group sharing meals

In the Gospel o fJohn  meals (eating and drinking) are very prominent.6ل  ه
Meals seem to be the framework within whieh this eommunity gathered and 
soeial interaetion took plaee. Gathering at meals seemingly formed a eentral 
tenet o f the overall ethos of the community.

Having meals together was by no means a unique event; to the 
contrary,107 the m ajor daily soeial event in aneient times was the meal or table 
fellowship. The setting of Jesus’ diseussion with his diseiples, which forms the 
seeond part of this Gospel (Ch. 13-17)  Is put in the eontext of a banquet or at و
least an adapted form of a banquet, as was aptly argued by Sm ith.108 He ar- 
gues that the eom m on more formal meals even in ?alestine wcro more or less

106 References fe feasts and meal related events cccur at regular intervals in foe Gcspel. For 
instance, foe wedding feast wifo foe wine (2,1 ff.); in 4,8 foe disciples went to buy food and 
Jesus asked foe Samaritan woman for water (4,7ff.); in Ch. 6 Jesus multiplies foe food 
and declares himself bread of life; Jesus metaphorically feeds his people (sheep) in 10,9; 
Jesus eats wifo Lazarus in 12,2; his discourses wifo his disciples in Ch. 13-17 take place at 
a meal; Jesus is thirsty on foe cross (19,28-30); and Jesus and his disciples have breakfast 
together in 21,9-15. See A.c. English, Feeding imagery in foe Gospel ofJohn, FRSt 28 
(2001) 203-214. This article points out foe evolving nature of the references to food and 
drink. The argumentation is somewhat forced, but it rightly stresses the structural func- 
tion of meal-related themes in fois Gospel. J.S. Webster, Ingesting Jesus. Eating and 
drinking in foe Gospel ofJohn, Atlanta 2003 discusses foe whole range of references to 
‘ingesting Jesus’, as she calls it.

107 N. Denzey, The limits of ethnic categories, in: Handbook of early Christianity Social 
science a^roaches, ed. A.J. Blasi/J. Duhaime/R-A. Turcotte, New York 2002, 489-507, 
here 506 mentions that foe Romans often noted Christians as a distinct ‘people’ for 
things like their opposition to gladiators, their envierions about sex, foe eare they took 
for their ill, efe., but not for foe traits John identify them wifo, namely, table fellowship 
footwashing, and spiritually guided mission.

108 See also C f .  Rarsenios, Departure and eonsolation. The fohannine farewell diseourses 
in light o ^ reeo -R o m an  liferature, Leiden 2005, 113 who notes that foe diseussions in 
Ch. 13-16 ‘sounds very mueh like foe e0]wersation of the symposium’.
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shared in the form of a banquet.109 This seems to be the ease in Chapters 13-17 
too where Jesus and his followers are together as a elosely-knit soeial group 
sharing table fellowship. Separated from the world they gather at a meal to dis- 
c u ss  issues relevant to them.

Sharing meals has definite ethieal implications.110 Choosing a banquet- 
like meal as the setting for the final and only prolonged meeting between Jesus 
and his diseiples (Ch. 13-17) symbolizes soeial eohesion and draws soeial 
boundaries. It is in this eontext (whieh may be equated with the symposium) 
where Jesus and his disciples have diseussions, questions, teaehing, a prayer to 
the Father, ritual eleansing, etc.

The eentrality and signifieanee of this farewell narrative eould and m ost 
probably does point to the e o ^ u n i t y ’s prim ary meeting plaee, namely, in a 
house around a table and no longer in the synagogue. They are presented in 
the narrative in terms of a house eommunity with strong soeial bonds -  this is 
in eontrast to the temple (or synagogue) soeiety of the opponents (see 2,19-22; 
9,22.35; 12,42; 16,2). This eonstitutes them as a distinetive group.

However, having table fellowship was not unique to the Johannine eom- 
m unity at all: ،Whenever they met as a ehureh, early Christians regularly ate a 
meal together.’111 This did not only happen in the church; meals as soeial 
events were the basis of aneient soeieties -  to put it bluntly, everybody had to 
eat. The meal was therefore not the unique event identifying the ethos of the 
community, but it does supply an im portant setting.

4.2. Footwashing

A lthough the diseourse in Ch. 13-17 takes plaee in the context o f a meal, 
it is not the food, but the footwashing that dominates the narrative.

W hen arriving at a m eal112 it was eustom ary for the host to supply some 
water for his guests to either wash their han d s^2 or their feet.114 It was inter

109 D.E. Smith, Erom symposium to Eucharist. The banquet in the early Christian world, 
Minneapolis 2002.

110 Ibid., 10-12.
.Ibid., 1 ص
112 J.C. Thomas, Eootwashing in John 13 and foe Johannine community, Sheffield 1993, 47 

points out that ‘By far foe best documented and most frequent accounts of footwashing 
are to be found in contexts where foe washing precedes a meal or banquet’. Eootwashing 
usually functions as greeting or welcoming gesture. Augenstein, Eiebesgebot (see n. 16), 
30. A.J. Hultgren, The Johannine footwashing (13.1-11) as symbol ofoschatological hos- 
pitality, NTS 28 (1982) 539-546, hem 541-542. It is also attested in ancient Greek so- 
cieties, see Homer, Od. 19,308-319; Herodotus 2,172; Plutarch, Phok. 1,20,2.

113 Augenstein, Eiebesgebot (see n. 16), 30.
114 The fac tic e  of washing feet was more refined than foe descriptions in most commen- 

taries would like to believe. Thomas, Footwashing (see n. 112), 27 distinguishes between 
three situations at which footwashing was generally observed: a) cultic settings, b) do-
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alia a symbolic token o f social recognition and honour. In the Johannine nar- 
rative a a r t ic u la r  issue related to footwashing is drawn into focus.115 It w^s 
the practise that a socially lesser person (customarily, but not necessarily, a 
slave116) should wash the more im portant person’s feet. Jesus turns these social 
conventions around . ص  His socially deviant behaviour becomes the focal point 
of the narrative.118 The unwillingness o f ?eter to allow Jesus to wash his feet 
(13,8) as well as Jesus’ remarks about the example he as Lord and Teacher sets 
to his disciples (13,13-14) illustrate this clearly.

The question now is: what exactly did Jesus want to communicate when 
he washed the feet of his disciples? Obviously there are different layers o f 
meaning, referring to the death of Jesusi^, cleansing120, sanctification121, hav-

mcstic settings for personal hygiene and eomfort, and e) domestie settings devoted to 
hospitality. The latter is obviously intended in John 13, although some seholars tend to 
interpret foe foot-washing event as a eultie event related to eleanness.

115 w. Lohse, Die Fusswasehung (Joh 13,1-20). Eine Gesehiehte ihrer Deutung, Diss. Theol. 
Erlangen 1967.

116 Thomas, Footwashing (see n. 112), 50 remarks about foe Greek world: ‘W ithout 
doubt, fois task was generally foe duty of slaves or servants’. He supplies many refer- 
enees in aneient liforature. On p. 54 he further remarks: ‘In Greek literature it is ex- 
tremely rare for a non-slave to wash someone else’s feet. These oeeasions ordinarily eall 
for speeial eomment by the author(s)’. This underlines the signifieanee of the deed of 
Jesus.

117 C.S. Keener, The IV? Bible baekground eommentary: New Testament, Downers Grove, 
IF. 1993, ad loe. remarks, ‘Unlike Greeo-Roman soeiety, Judaism stressed humility; but 
like other soeiehes, it also upheld soeietal reles. Jesus orerturns even positions of soeial 
status’. That there was no slave in the dining eommunity is made elear by the remark that 
they reelined (13,12). Only free people were allowed to reeline. However, as Borehert, 
John (see n. 6), 80-82 points out, there is no example of a lord or leader washing foe feet 
of his followers or servants. This makes foe aetion of Jesus unique.

118 Augenstein, Fiebesgebot (see n. 16), 34.
119 B. Oestreieh, Die Bedeutung der Fusswasehung in Johannes 13, in: Abendmahl und 

Fusswasehung. Studien zur adventistisehen Ekklesiologie, Hamburg 1991, 159-171 links 
foe footwashing with foe death of Jesus. See Beasley-Murray, John (see n. 38), 234. Bor- 
ehert, John (see n. 6), 86 (‘dying Lamb’). J.D.G. Dunn, The washing of the diseiples’ feet 
in John 13:1-20, ZNW 61 (1970) 247-252, here 249. R.A. Culpepper, Anatomy of the 
Fourth Gospel, ?hiladelphia 1983,195. Barrett, Gospel (see n. 78), 436. X Gnilka, Johan- 
nesevangelium (NEB.NT 4), Würzburg 1983, 106.

120 Thomas, Footwashing (see n. 112), 150 remarks, ‘foe footwashing signifies foe dis- 
eiples’ spiritual eleansing for a eontinued relationship with Jesus’ and then eontinues. 
As sueh, foe footwashing funetions as an extension of the diseiples’ baptism in that it 
signifies eontinual eleansing from the sin aequired (after baptism) through lifo in a sin- 
fnl world’.

121 H. Weiss, Footwashing in foe Johannine community, NT 21 (1979) 298-325, here 314 re- 
marks, ‘ ... the aet of Jesus produecs the sanetifieation of the diseiples’.
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ing part in Jesus and his m ission122 and thus being part o f the eommunity and 
sharing in their benefits.1̂  This list eould go on .124 However, Jesus’ rem ark in 
13,15 that the footwashing should serve as an example (υ π ό δ ειγμ α ) for the 
behaviour of the diseiples needs more attention. W hat was the exaet example 
Jesus wanted to give to his diseiples?

A lthough there are numerous efforts to explain the signifieanee of the 
footwashing, two possibilities stand out (obviously with finer nuanees). One 
foeuses on humble serviee and the other on unquetionab le  love. The one is 
that Jesus wanted to give his diseiples the example o f unrestrieted, unre- 
strained, humble service alm ost to the point o f  h m i l i a t i o n . 1 ^  Washing feet 
defines humble serviee to one another as a fundamenta] vahie.

The other possibility is that Jesus wanted to give them an example o f ab- 
solute, unquestionable love. This love would not hesitate to serve others, even 
though it is not expeeted o f a person on the basis o f soeial stratifieation. The 
elearest example o f sueh humble, selfless, loving aetion ean be seen in the story 
of Joseph and A seneth.126 It is a love story in whieh Aseneth sends her slaves 
away and washes Joseph’s feet herself as a token of her loving serviee to h im .127 
Through fois aetion her serving love was illustrated. O ther examples of a per- 
son who washes feet as aet o f love might be Abigail who offered to wash the 
feet o f David’s servants although she had servants of her own who eould have 
done that (ISam  25 و4ل)و  or even A braham  who himself washes the feet o f his 
heavenly guests (Test.Abr. A  3). N iem and points to other similar situations 
where footwashing ean be seen ، ... als ausdruck besonderer Anhänglichkeit,

122 ‘This aet then is a sign e^en tin u ed  fellewship with Jesus, but it also funetions as a sign 
of their eontinued readiness for patieipation in his mission’, Thomas, Tootwashing (see 
n. 112), 150 states.

123 Jesus affirms ‘that if ?eter is not “washed” he will not share in foe benefits ofJesus’ death, 
and so will have no plaee among God’s people’. B.M. Newman/E.A. Nida, A translators 
handbook on foe Gospel of John, New York et alii 1980, 432.

124 X Beutler, Die Heilsbedeutung des Todes Jesu im Johannesevangelium, in: Der Tod Jesu. 
Deutungen im Neuen Testament, hg.v. K. Kertelge, Ereiburg et alii 1976, 188-204, here 
198 and Thomas, Eootwashing (see n. 112), 11-17 lists even more ways in whieh different 
seholars understand foe footwashing. Apart from that Weiss, Eootwashing (see n. 121), 
324-325 holds foe following view: ‘within foe Xfoannine eommunity foe footwashing eer- 
emony ... aequired a peeuliar symbolie meaning in referenee to the experienee o ^ a r ty r -  
dom by members of the community. Thus the elcansing produecd by the act had cseha- 
tologieal rather than ecrcmonial or sacramental meaning’.

125 See Marshall, Theology (see n. 6), 505. Barrett, Gospel (see n. 78), 441 warns against 
ovcr-cm^asizing the humiliation.

126 Thomas, Footwashing (see n. 112), 3 9 بم0 .
127 Brown, The Gospel 11 (see n. 53), Eondon 1970, 564 refers to Jos.As. 20: ‘It is possible 

that, besides being seen as an act of humble devotion, the footwashing would have been 
understood as a traditional act of love’. C. Niemand, Die Eußw ahungscrzählung des 
Johannesevangeliums, Rome 1993, 178.
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Treue und Wertschätzung’.128 This option seems quite plausible as an interpre- 
tative framework for the footwashing in C h . ل و و  espeeially beeause the love of 
Jesus for his own is so strongly emphasized at the start of the narrative (13,1). 
Moreover, he does not deseribe himself as a slave of the diseiples but remains 
their Lord and Teaeher while washing their feet (13,13-14). ل2و  He did not 
switeh roles from being Lord to beeoming their slave. This then boils down to 
the typieal situation where a person from an equal or higher soeial stratifi- 
eation wash the feet o f those who oeeupy a lower soeial status. In sueh a ease 
unquestionable love seems to stand in foeus rather than immiliating serv ice.^

This brings us to the question of the eontinued symbolie signifieanee of 
the footwashing; in other words, did the diseiples of Jesus eontinue with this 
praetiee by imitating him 131 and if so, what signifieanee did they attaeh to it?

Is there any indieation that footwashing as symbolic praetiee was con- 
tinued in the early church?132 In the New Testament the phenom enon o ffoot- 
washing is rarely attested to; the following may be mentioned:

Luke 7,36-50133 tells about a woman washing Jesus’ feet with her tears, 
drying134 them  with her hair, and then anointing them. Luke 7 ل ت و44ق  makes it 
elear that Jesus was not given water to wash his feet by the host. The love of

128 Niemand, ibid., 178. On p. 183 be als© gives examples ef students that washes foe feet of 
their rabbi, or ehildren foe feet of parents, or a mother foe feet of her learned son. See, for 
imtanee, tQid 1,11 (336); bKetub 96a. This does not make them slaves but rather illus- 
trates their love and respeet. See also ISam 25,41 f  Likewise foe anointment ofJesus’ feet 
by Mary in 12.3 should be seen as a form oHootwashing and signifies devotion and love. 
Petronius (Sat. 70.8) was another person whose feet were anointed with oil.

129 See also u. Sehnelle, Das Evangelium naeh Johannes, Leipzig 1998, 216.
130 S. Sehneiders, The footwashing (John 13.1-20). An experiment in hermeneuties, CBQ 43 

(1981) 76-92, hem 91 eonfirms that humiliating serviee does not stand central, but rather 
the overturning of existing strueturcs of domination in favour of positive relations of 
love.

131 Imitation ofJesus forms a ecntral eonecpt in the Gospel. It is a eomprchcnsivc theme that 
eannot be dealt with in detail here. It is developed on different levels in the Gospel, for in- 
stanec, through the proverbial expression of the dying grain that is applied to both Jesus 
and his diseiples. Like him they should also give up their lives (12,23-26). The diseiples 
are sent like Jesus is sent (17,18; 20,21-22). In rceciving hate from fois world the servants 
are like their master (15,18ff.). Augcnstcin, Licbcsgcbot (see n. 16), 92.

132 Cf. B c^c^M urray , John (see n. 38), 236-237.
133 See Niemand, Fußwasehungscrzählung (see n. 127), 82ff. for a more detailed diseussion 

of the relation between Luke 22,27 and the footwashing in John 13. On p. 110 he con- 
eludes that cvidcnec in favour of the development of a tradition laeks. I.R. Kitzbcrgcr, 
Love and Footwashing: John 13:1-20 and Luke 7:36-50 Read Intcrtcxtually, Biblieal In- 
terpretation 2 (1994) 190-206.

134 Aeeording to Niemand, Fußw ahungscrzählung (see n. 127), 61 the anointment and 
washing of feet form part of one proecss.

135 See Luke 22,24-27; 12,37.
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the woman (Luke 7 و47) ط  focroforo emphasized and contrasted to the aetions 
of the host (Luke 7 7 م و44ب ). The host even m ade negative remarks about the 
wom an’s soeial status (Luke 7,39). Jesus aeeepts her token o f loving serviee 
and she reeeives forgiveness and peaee as a eonsequenee (Luke 7,48.50).

In IT im  5,9-10  there is a positive referenee to washing the feet o f holy 
men, but the reference is vague, sinee it forms part of a virtue list. It is too brief 
to gather mueh from it. It does however show that the praetiee of washing feet 
was known in the early period o f Christianity. It further serves to show that 
these men, whose feet wem washed, are ealled ،holy’, and puts this aetion in a 
frame of respeet and honour. This aetion was m ost probably perform ed to 
serve and honour them.

The only other referenee in the New Testament is in John 12,1-3  where 
M ary anoints Jesus’ feet.

There is therefore some evidenee of the physieal praetiee o f footwashing 
in early Christian communities.136 Thom as however argues that it must be as- 
sumed that the ethos o f the fohannine eommunity would have ineluded some 
form of footwashing, obviously with symbolie overtones.1^ He remarks ،the 
narrative eontains not one, but three direetives to the diseiples to praetiee foot- 
washing. It seems improbable that either the diseiples (in the narrative) or the 
implied readers would understand sueh emphatie language as not having as its 
prim ary referenee the aetual praetiee o f  f o o tw a s h in g  -He eontinues, ،There ص.’
fore, not only have the diseiples reeeived footwashing from Jesus as sign of 
eontinued fellowship with him, but they are now also instrueted to eontinue 
fois praetiee’. Therefore he eoneludes: ، ... in all probability, footwashing was 
praetieed as a religious rite by the Johannine com m unity’.139

It seems plausible that this praetiee eould have taken plaee at the gather- 
ings of the fohannine eommunity and formed a signifieant part o f their reli- 
gious expression during their meals. ،It is not too diffieult to envisage a foot- 
washing o f this sort in the eontext o f the house ehureh o f the late first eentury. 
The environment o f the home, as well as the small num ber of people involved,

136 Niemand, Fußwaschungserzählung (see n. 127), 30-31 argues against Weiss, FooPwrsh- 
ing (see n. 121), 298-325, csp. 302-305 who wants to link the footwashing with Fhilo 
(Quacst.Ex. 1,2; Quacst.Gcn. 1v,5.60, Vit.Mos. 1, 206f; 11, 138) and the Hellenistic 
synagogue praetiecs that the Christians could supposedly took over. Evidence for sueh a 
eomtruetion laeks. Footwashing rather eopicd from eommon soeial praetiecs and not 
spceifie religious eustoms.

137 Thomas, Footwashing (see n. 112), 112ff.l47. J.H. Neyrey, The Foot Washing in 
John 13:6-11; ^ n sfo rm a tio n  Ritual or Ceremony? in: The Soeial World of the First 
Christians. Essays in Honor of Wayne A. Mccks, Minneapolis 1995, 198-213 supports 
fois idea: ‘Jesus mandates in 13:12-15 that the foct of church members be regularly 
washed as a shrmlard part of their gatherings’. So also Weiss, Footwashing (see n. 121), 
298-325, 398ff.

138 b o rn as , Footwashing (seen. 112), 112.
139 Ibid., 184.



173Ethics and Ethos in the Gospel aeeording to John

would be conducive to such m utual eonfession and iutercession’.140 This 
would have been part of their ethos, m arking their identity.

W hat eould the significance of the footwashing have been if it was con- 
tinued ^s symbolie practice? The possibilities are numerous, including: sym- 
bolizing continuing fellowship or elose unity with Jesu s,^  and identifying the 
disciples with the reality of Jesus’ death and resu rrec tio n .^  It is even seen as a 
prophetic action that symbolizes forgiveness,^ while some scholars link it to 
established saeraments like baptism 144 or even the L ord’s Supper. Thom as re- 
marks: ،If  the diseiples in the Fourth Gospel are instrueted to observe foot- 
washing in an ongoing fashion, perhaps the aet is best understood as a sign of 
preparation for mission whieh denotes fellowship with Jesus, made possible by 
eontinual cleansing’.145 N iem and again argues that the footwashing serves ‘als 
M otiv Liebe und als Ziel das Einladen der Seinen ins Leben m it dem Vater’.146 
This would have been a rich, symbolie action ,147 not only eonfirming their 
group allianee, but also eonfirming their willingness to adhere to the require- 
ments o f being part o fth a t g ro u p é , namely, of serving one another in love.149 
By honouring one another in this way, the Father and the Son would also have 
been honoured. This also makes sense of the rem ark in 13,17-18 where Jesus 
explained the im portanee o f washing one another’s feet. He immediately men-

140 Ibid., 185.
ل4ل  Ibid., 112.

142 Ibid., 112.
143 Malina/Rohrbauch, Gespcl (see n. 58), 220.
144 See Bcrehert, John (see n. 6), 83-84; Brown, Gospel II (see n. 53), 567-568. Beasley-Mur- 

ray, John (see n. 38), 234-235 also gives an overview of opinions in this regard.
145 Thomas, Footwashing (seen. 112), 116.
146 Niemand, Fußwaschungserzählung (see n. 127), 189. On p. 410 he further summarizes 

the meaning of the footwashing in these words, ‘das Motiv und das Ziel für sein Tun war 
und ist: hiebe zu den Seinen, die ihnen Anteil am göttliehcn Leben gibt und sic dahinein 
aufnimmt. ... Fs ist nieht so, daß die erlösende Kenosis Jesu sekundär zum ethischen 
Vorbild für demütig-kenotisches V eralten  in der Gemeinde gemaeht wurde’.

147 It should be noted that the timing of the footwashing seems to be ^k w ard , sinec it is not 
attested (as far as it ean be established) that feet were washed after the commencement of 
a meal. It was usually done before. Augcnstcin, Licbcsgcbot (see n. 16), 29.32. This 
means that it was not a gesture of greeting or wcleoming, or a ritual washing, or the usual 
washing before dinner. This adds to the argument that the footwashing in Ch. 13 could 
have been a eonseious symbolic aetion. So also M ^in^R ohrbaueh, Gospel (see n. 58), 
22F

148 ‘Jesus makes elcar that the footwashing is not optional, but ncecssary for the diseiples to 
maintain a share in his identity ... the footwashing by Jesus’ hand serves as a sigh of con- 
tinued fellowship with Jesus and additional elcansing in the diseiplc’s lives’. Thomas, 
Footwashing (see n. 112), 115-116.

149 J.R. Miehacls, John, New York 1984, 232 remarks, ‘Sueh a praetiec would be a way for 
the Christian eommunity to dramatize the responsibility of its members to be servants to 
one another and so bring to full realization in the world the forgiveness and love ofJesus’.
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tions Judas, who will humiliate Him  by raising his heel against him, an aetion 
intended as immiliating and dishonouring a person.

Obviously we eannot determine the praetieal and even less elearly the 
em otional effeet o f these symbolie aetions on the members o f the Johannine 
group. We ean only assume (on the basis of the text itself) that gathering at the 
meal and washing one another’s feet reminded them  of their unity with Jesus 
and all that this identity implied; namely his e o ^ a n d m e n ts  (ethies), that it 
further eneouraged them to live accordingly.150 Through these symbolic ac- 
tions at and around the meal, an expression, as well as eonfirm ation, ofw hom  
they experieneed themselves to be took plaee.

In brief, the followers ofJesus gathered at meals, whieh identified them  as 
a soeially eohesive group, and at these meals they m ost probably (in any ease 
aeeording to the Johannine narrative) washed one another’s feet as a symbolic 
expression of their unreserved love for one another, which served as a prim ary 
souree in forming their identity. This was a visible expression of their ethos 
(habitual behaviour).

4.3. The diseiples ofJesus are people with a mission like Jesus

A nother signifieant (habitual) aetion that ean be identified among the 
followers o fJesus was their mission. In both  17,18 and 20,21-22 their obli- 
gation to eontinue the mission ofJesus is underlined. This is typieal o f aneient 
group orientated families. W hat the mission ofJesus involved is diseussed else- 
where and need not be repeated here.151 Suffiee to say that under the guidanee 
of the ^ ir it-? a ra e le te  the followers o f Jesus should witness to him (15,26; 
16,13), thus eontinuing his mission as living ehildren of the light (3,14-21; 
12,36). Their behaviour in this regard would m ost probably eonstitute habit- 
ual aetions, espeeially sinee this was the eom m andm ent Jesus gave to them 
when he baptised them  with the Spirit (20,21-22 read in the light of 1,33). 
Therefore it eould be elassified as ‘ethos’ aeeording to the analytieal eategories 
used in the analysis in this artiele.

Wc may eonelude that when it eame to habitual aetions (ethos in the nar- 
rower sense), there wcro aetions (eating and washing feet) that wcro foeused 
on the inner workings of the eommunity. It eonfirmed their identity and 
reminded them  of their obligations. But there wcro also aetions focused on the

150 Neyrey, Foot Washing (see n. 137), 198-213 points out that we are not sure how often foe 
eommunity gathered. This is true. A few arguments might support frequent gatherings, 
for instanee, foe frequeney and im ^rtanee  of meals in foe Gospel indieate fois as foe fa- 
voured meeting o^ortun ity ; Jesus links his example oHootwashing to a meal; fois meal 
is also not a speeial meal like foe Fassover meal linked to a speeifie time, but an ordinary 
supper meal, whieh fits foe seenario of regular meetings.

151 Van der Watt, Family (see n. 37), 296-302. See A.J. Köstenberger, The missions ofJesus 
and foe diseiples aeeording to foe Fourth Gospel, Grand Rapids, Ml/Cambridge 1998.
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outside world, namely, the mission under the guidanee of the ^ r i t-? a ra e le te . 
The believers were part o f the loving aetion o f G od who wants to save the 
world (3,16).

These two foei (to the inside and to the outside of the group) overlap in 
the symbolie aetion of the footwashing. The footwashing did not only 
strengthen the inner-group identity, but is also foeused on the mission (see the 
referenees to mission when Jesus explains the example he gave his diseiples; 
13,12-20).

5. Concluding remarks

The above analysis followed the aetion lines o f the narrative of the Gos- 
pel. References to eonerete situations outside the narrative world were not 
part o fth e  question addressed in this artiele. Gbviously the historieal situation 
of the group(s) addressed in this Gospel is highly signifieant for u d e rs ta n d in g  
the full seope of the message. Through the works o f M artyn152 and B ro w n ^  
the Johannine eommunity hypothesis eame elose to general aeeeptanee, al- 
though Smith^4 reeently ehallenged it. ? a r t o f this hypothesis is that the Gos- 
pel was w ritten in a situation of eonfliet between the Jewish opponents o f 
Jesus and his followers. Loader (2002:432), for instanee, remarks: T h e  Johan- 
nine community looks baek to a period of eonfliet with synagogue Judaism 
leading to its expulsion, and before that to a period o f aetivity as part o f the 
Jewish com m unity’155, and this is eonfirmed by Verhey speeifieally in relation 
to the ethieal m aterial . ص  The exaet nature, situation, stage, and loealei^ of 
this conflict is still open to debate, but that does not negate the faet that there 
m ost probably was sueh a conflict and that the material in the Gospel relates 
to such a conflict. A lthough it is not the purpose of this artiele I am eonvineed 
that the ethieal material does relate to a situation o f conflict and that the em- 
phases found in the Gospel are even determined by such a conflict.

152 J.L. Martyn, History and Theology in toe Fourth Gospel, Louisville 1968.
153 R.E. Brown, The eommunity ofthe Beloved Diseiple, New York 1979.
154 D.M. Smith, Future direetions o ^ h a n n in e  studies, in: Lito in abundance. Studies in 

John’s Gospel in tribute to Raymond E. Brown, S.S., Collcgcvillc, MN 2005, 52-64.
155 Loader, Jesus’ attitude towards the Law (see n. 17), 432.
156 Vcrhcy, Great reversal (see n. 42), 142 maintains, ‘The erisis John addresses is understood 

as a erisis within Judaism, speeifieally the erisis of the Jewish response to Jesus, their 
Messiah, a erisis already cnaetcd in Judea and Galilee, then being repeated among Jews 
ofthe Diaspora. John’s Jewish kin were eonfrontcd with a ehoiec between light and dark- 
ness, between truth and falsehood, between lito and death. They were making the ehoiec 
in tocto response to tocto Messiah’.

157 M artyn’s thesis that to relates to the birkat ha-minim is no longer regarded as plausible; 
see ?.w. van der Horst, Hellenism -  Judaism -  Christianity Leuven 1998, 115-116.
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The Johannine group did not stand in rebellious reaetion against the so- 
ciety they lived in -  they still aeted aeeording to the general eustoms (buying, 
eating, marrying, ete.) o f the soeiety. N either did they reject the Jewish religion 
as religion, but rather seemed to absorb it. The values o f the law are embraeed 
although the e o ^ u n i t y ’s in tc p r^ a tio n  o f these laws differed from that o f 
their Jewish opponents, sinee their interpretation was done in light of the pros- 
enee ofJesus. It was the Christologieal interpretive framework of the  eommu- 
nity, whieh formed the basis for the eonfliet and led to a radieal in t^p re ta tio n  
of the law in terms of love for the family o f brothers (and sisters). Beeause of 
the need of radieal soeial redefinition in relation to their Jewish environment it 
was neeessary to show that the only true love, the love of God, was foeused in 
only one plaee: the family of G od as it beeomes evident in loving the followers 
ofJesus. Their identity is further eonfirmed by habitual aetions like washing 
feet while meeting at their eom m on meal. This eonfirmed their shared and 
unique identity. They also pursued the shared mission Jesus had given them 
through the power o f the ^ r it-? a ra e le te . W ithin a eontext o f hatred and op- 
position, they know who they are, what they should do, and indeed did it.
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