~ BLACK’S
EW TESTAMENT COMMENTARIES

THE GOSPEL
ACCORDING
TO SAINT JOHN

ANDREW T. LINCOLN

PORTLAND PROFESSOR OF NEW TESTAMENT
UNIVERSITY OF GLOUCESTERSHIRE




7 £5US ON 'HE |-ATIILI{.JUI)(;I'LMI"NI [f
4 . - PEST
.17 . m
by the coming of Christ CXPOses people d
.‘s“l ) : 4 . . » 2l : . W | .
P ere this final judgement will apain |, N the by
) al jud ‘ i dSIs
jights * whether they have done good or eyj] The fin,) verd o
| / + ey e d - : i dict
Joedt || and visible exhibition of the Present verdicy IF jusy hiate
full ¢ »1ts public tion.
s 47 " o have been done, its public and Open d"”“"“""“"' .
d 1 rema
l)‘ d1ns
M. 12.2 and familiy,

o 56€ - hence 1O doubt the notion, found in
1
resurrectiop, even for

"
ds 1y, theyy i

”nporr;nl (‘,ught of second temple Judaism, of ,

o the [,]3ti(;ﬂ~The mention of Jesus’ voice a5 the

Condcnﬂes in the narrative sequence his cry ‘wit, , loud vojce’ v

' tomb resulting in the appearance of Lazarus g w;:;@;’ll:ul:llc
S

(11.43-4), and this in turn anticipates th _
f which this discourse speaks. ¢ eschatologicy|

agent of resurrectior,

anticip?
us

Lazdl

mvg-ClOthes

esurrection X

30 The first part of Jesus’ .defence .Speec'h .ends on an inclusio whjch
resses s dependence on his Father in a similar fashion ¢o his first words
-Jam able to do nothing by myself (cf. v. 19). This time the notion
of dependence supports What has be’CQme the main claim in his defence,
namely, that he is in fact his accusers’ judge. Just as his perspective on the
deeds that provoked the Cbarge was that they were done in imitation of
what he saw the Father doing (v. 19), now his view of his Judging is that
itis in imitation of what he hears the Father saying — I judge as I hear.
Such judgement can be said to be just, because I do not seek my own
will but the will of him who sent me. His will is so fully dependent
on, and therefore identified with, the will of the one who has sent him
that his judgement is bound to be just — it is God’s judgement.

31-2 On the basis of the first part of this trial scene, it could be alleged that
Jesus was appearing as the sole witness in his own defence. In terms of Jewish
legal conventions this would of course make his testimony invalid. It is in
this sense that Jesus’ words — If I witness about myself, my testimony
is not true — are to be understood. Deut. 19.15 rules that three, or at least
two, witnesses are needed for valid testimony. For this reason Jesus claims
that There is another who witnesses about me, and I know that the
testimony he gives about me is true. It is not immediately cl(?ar to whom
heis referring. He will go on to mention a number of types of witness —John
the Baprist (vv, 33-5), his own works (v. 36), the Father himself (vv. 37-8),
nd the Scriptures (v. 39-40). But these four do not have the same status :li
“imess, and by vv. 36-7 it becomes apparent that the other wimess 15 1l
Probabiiy the Father (cf. also 8.17-18, where the two witnesses requlre: 1“'
Jesgs and the Father). Jesus’ works, which are given him by the Fatheran .Ll:
Mptures, which are the Father’s word, can then both be seen as the vist

: two
pects of the Father’s testimony. Although in this way the requirement for
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Indeed John’s testimony appeared FO h:';ve s.erv?d that purpose — for 4
while you were willing to rejoice in his light. Bgt 1t is also made
clear that John's witness was not the light itself but a derivative brightness
He is described as a burning and shining lamp that helps to dissem-
inate the light, reminding readers of the language of the prologue — ‘he
was not himself the light, but came in order that he might testify about
the light’ (1.8).
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36 The other testimony to which Jesus is willing to appeal is greater than
John’s. It is the testimony of the Father himself (vv. 36—40), and in the first
instance this witness consists of the works that the Father has given me to
complete, the very works that I am doing, works such as the healing of
vv. 1-9 which had provoked this particular controversy in the first place. The
signs Jesus does are included in the testimony of his works and are properly
understood when they are seen as bearing witness to the divine origin of Jesus’
mission, to his commissioning as the Father’s representative. Their witness
about him is that the Father has sent me. Jesus will repeat the emphasis on
the witness of his works in 10.25 and will then point out in 15.24 that they
also play a condemnatory role for those who do not believe.

37-8 Afld this Father who sent me has borne witness about m¢:
;l;:: v:,r;;a;n _d;‘l“se employs th_e perfect tense of the verb, indi.cat?ng fh*‘;
T ehas eis.s (;lcsl_tgken place in the past but has continuing S.lgmﬁa”;cr?'
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0 The Scriptures constitute the Father’s continuing witn
perspective, because they are not willing to come toeSrS!,1 but,
have life. his Jewish op }_)onents fail to see that these Scriptures wit::ets:
about me. Jesus recognizes that You search the Scriptures, because
ou think that in them you have eternal life, but he holds such stud
(0 be in vain when it refuses the hermeneutical key provided by God?lS
resent revelation in him and thereby misses out on the verdict of life
which he as judge now renders (cf. vv. 21, 24).
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414 The clash between Jesus and his accusers is presented as a clash of
perspectives about glory, a topic that had surfaced briefly earlier in the
mention of honour in v. 23. There is also a connection with Jesus’ earlier
satement in v. 34. There Jesus had said that he does not accept human
testimony, while here he says, I do not accept glory from humans.
To accept the testimony of another about oneself is to be dependent on
the opinion of another for one’s reputation or honour. Human honour
or glory is precisely the reputation one has in the eyes of others, and in
refusing such usual human evaluation Jesus is calling into question this
basic cultural value. Because of his relationship with the Father, the only
testimony other than his own that Jesus would accept was that of the
Father, In the same way the only glory he will accept is that which the
Father gives him in vindicating his claims (cf. also 7.18;8.50;17.1,5,24)-
?n the context of this discussion, the charge Jesus lays against his accusers
“you do not have the love of God in you. If they had, they t0©
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45-7 The turning of the tables is now taken further: Do not think thye |
will accuse you before the Father; the one‘who accuses you is Moses,
on whom you have set your hope. ]esgs will not need to serve as accyser
of his opponents. Contrary to all expectations, Moses ’has th.at role. The one
on whom they have set their hope, as demonstrated in their observance of
the law, the one whose disciples they will later claim to be (cf. 9.28), turns
out to be the accusing counsel (6 kaTnyop@v) rather than the defending
counsel (0 mapdiAnToc). Both Greek terms had specific legal connotations
and also became loan words in Hebrew juridical usage. Moses was viewed as
Israel’ great defender, intercessor and advocate (cf. e.g. Jub. 1.20-1; Teést. Mos.
11.17). But here, in an ironic role reversal, Moses becomes the counsel for the
prosecution. The controversy had been fuelled by ‘the Jews’ using Moses as
an accuser against Jesus, charging that he had broken the sabbath law (cf. vv.
10, 16). It finishes with Jesus using Moses as an accuser against unbelieving
Jews. And Jesus’ presupposition for this latter use of Moses is that he wrote
about me. This is a point of view that pervades the narrative — that Jesus
is the fulfilment of everything in the law, a view that shades over into Jesus
being the replacement of everything in the law. The reason for the unbelief
of Jesus opponents can now be portrayed, despite their own avowals, as a lack
of true belief in Moses — if you believed Moses, you would believe me.
The formulation of the final question not simply in terms of Moses but alfo
o terms'of his writings — If you do not believe his writings, how
ﬁ’:j l:}e]heVe my words? - links the final element of Jesus defence with t:“f
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(iii) THE FEEDING OF THE FIVE THOUSAND 6
15

(1) After this Jesus went across the S ; :
(2) A great crowd followed him, beiz::e(i;ttz;:: :’}le!)erias_n
was doing for the sick. (3) Jesus went up the mount e signs he
down there with his disciples. (4) Now the Passover *:1}:1 i}nd_sat
of the Jews, was near. (5) When Jesus looked up anc,l sazv :;::al
great crowd was coming towards him, he said to Philip ‘Whera
are we to buy bread so that these people may eat?’ (6) ,He 5 .;
this to test him, because he himself knew what he was goi:
L‘:e‘:g' (7) Philip answered him, “Two hundred denarii worth ogf
One ovfw;:,llddl.mt' be enough for each of them to have a little”’ (8)
to him (;5 "II‘SCIple.s’ Andrew, the brother of Simon Peter, said
N ﬁsl’n B) here is a boy here who has five barley loaves and
i peo.leut. what ar,e they for so many?’ (10) Jesus said, ‘Make
the placI: . s“thWn- Now there was a great deal of grass in
(11) The;’] o the men sat down, about five thousand in number.
distributedJ::us took the loaves, and having given thanks, he
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