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Summary
The Gospel of John: A Roman Legal and Rhetorical Perspective

Beth M. Sheppard

This thesis represents an experiment in which the Fourth Gospel is analysed for
functional similarities with the precepts of the classical rhetorical handbooks and

illuminated at points by reference to Roman law.

After exploring the possibility of an Ephesian provenance, the feasibility of
examining the Gospel against the backdrop of the classical forensic rhetoric that
pervaded such a cosmopolitan milieu is argued in the introduction. Further, the use of
legal themes and motifs within the Fourth Gospel are amongst features that make the
Gospel a favourable subject for such an analysis. Functional correspondences between

the structure of the Gospel and that of ancient legal speeches are designated a primary

interest.

Subsequent chapters, analogous to structural elements of a legal speech, include
examination of John 1:1-15 as a prologue and 1:16-18 as an ipsius causae statement of
the case. The witness motif, signs, Scriptural allusions, and logical arguments in 1:19-
12:50 represent the type of evidence present in the probatio or proof portions of
forensic orations. The farewell discourses (13-17) may be akin to a digression while the
presentation of proof is resumed at the point of Jesus’ arrest. Verses 20:30-21:25
conform to conventions for perorations. In addition, Roman laws and procedures
involving women as witnesses and the distribution of inhentances illuminate various

pericopes.

The conclusion shows that there is some support for the hypothesis that the
Gospel was crafted in a way that reflects the modes and structure of forensic
argumentation in Greco-Roman culture. The implications of such a structure would be
threefold: 1) the Gospel has been carefully and intentionally composed 2) the
distinctiveness of the Fourth Gospel compared to the Synoptics may be due to

similarities with forensic rhetoric 3) the Gospel may be read from the perspective of a

Roman legal context.
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Introduction

The Experiment
The topic of this dissertation, a Roman legal and rhetorical perspective on the
Gospel of John is an attempt to meet the challenges issued by two current scholars.

The first challenge was presented by Richard J. Cassidy who observed in his 1992

work, John's G¢ in Ney

0,

Perspective, "...John's Gospel has traditionally ot been
approached with a particular sensitivity for its Roman context."! Cassidy issues a
clear call for supplementing existing studies and research with "...new materials and
perspectives derived from considering features of the Gospel that relate
extraordinarily well to significant elements in Roman rule at the end of the first
Christian century and the beginning of the second century."? With such an appeal in
mind, a conscious attempt has been made' in this analysis of the Fourth Gospel to
focus on those aspects of the text which exhibit a Roman context and/or would
resonate with Roman concepts in the minds of readers within the Roman empire.
The position that undergirds this study, that the Gospel in its final form was in all
probability intended for an audience larger than one comprised merely of Jewish
Christians who were thrown out of the synagogue,’ is demonstrable on two fronts.4
First, there 1s the author’s conscious consideration of translating Aramaic phrases

into Greek, the common language of the Eastern portion of the Roman empire.>

IRichard J. Cassidy, Iohn's Gospel in New Perspective (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1992), 1.
2Ibid., 1-2.

3john 9:22, 12:42, 16:2. For the theory of the synagogue expulsion see J. Louis Martyn, History and

Theology in the Fourth Gospel (NY and Evanston: Harper and Row, 1968). Judith Lieu, by contrast,
asserts that John’s Gospel does not reflect a community’s separation from the synagogue. She focuses

on verse 18:20 in which Jesus describes teaching in both synagogue and temple as evidence countering
the idea that there is a negative view of the synagogue in the text. She also observes that since
“synagogue” is not a word that occurs frequently in the Fourth Gospel, there is not necessarily a
pre-occupation on the part of the community with an expulsion. She does not, however, provide an
adequate explanation concerning why synagogue expulsions are something to which the Gospel text

alludes three times. Judith M, Lieu, “Temple and Synagogue in John,” New Testament Studies 45.1
(January, 1999): 62.

*While acknowledging the probability of earlier recessions of the Gospel, in this study I focus on its
final form.

SFor example John 1:41,42 and 4:25.
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~ Second, John alludes to a Gentile mission. For instance, he includes 1n his text some
foreigners (Greeks) who wished to see Jesus (12:20). By their inclusion John
informs his readers that the opportunity to follow Jesus extends beyond Jewish
boundaries. Even the Samaritans in identifying Jesus as Saviour of the World (4:42),
and Jesus himself, who reminds his listeners that he has sheep who are “not of this
(the Jewish) fold” (10:16), evidence an author who is concerned about a Gentile
mission. Martin Hengel has recognised the Jewish background of the author. This
background is illustrated by the author’s knowledge of halachic regulations, Jewish

theology, festival customs, and the geography of Palestine.® Nevertheless, Hengel

points out that,

All in all, the references to the mission to the Gentiles are certainly not less,
but more varied in John than in the Synoptic Gospels. The Johannine
School and its head can therefore no longer be placed in a predominantly

Jewish context, even if the founder of the school himself was a Jewish
Christian from Palestine. He is working in a Gentile-Christian milieu...”

Therefore, with the author’s consciousness of a Gentile mission and careful
translation of Aramaic words, the non-Jewish reader/hearer® in the first century

Roman empire might feel permitted to participate in the story line.

6Martin Hengel, The Johannine Question (London & Phlladelphia SCM Press/Trinity Press
International, 1989), 110-113. There are many studies that examine the Jewish influences on the
Fourth Gospel. For instance, A. E. Harvey, Jesus on Trial: A Study in the Fourth Gospel (London:
SPCK Press, 1976), emphasises knowledge of Jewish legal procedures such as “Justice at the Gate”
procedures and a “Jewish mentality” on the part of the author (15). Harvey does, though, comment
that the author is “betwixt and between” the Jewish and Roman legal worlds (128) and that the Gospel
was intended for a mixed Jewish and Gentile audience (129). Other studies focus on other aspects of
Jewish influence on the Gospel. For example, in a recent book J. Duncan M. Derrett examines

allusions to the Hebrew Scriptures in the passion narrative in The Victim; The Johannine Passion
Narrative Re-examined Shipston-on-Stour, UK: Peter Drinkwater, 1993.

THengel, 123. Raymond E. Brown, while maintaining that the Johannine community may have
originated with Jewish Christians, asserts that by the time of the Gospel’s composition it included

Gentiles. Raymond E. Brown, The Community of the F >d Di e (NY & Mahwah, NY: Paulist
Press, 1979) 55-58. On the characteristics of ancient schools and the Johannine community’s

conformity with them see R. Alan Culpepper, The Johannine School SBL Dissertation Series 26
(Missoula, MT: Scholar’s Press, 1975), especially 287-288.

8The term “reader” must be used with caution as there is some concern as to the literacy of the masses
during the first century C.E. Wilham V. Harnis concludes that during the Hellenistic era only 30-40%
of the population may have been literate in those cities where there was philanthropic support of
quasi-egalitarian education. William V. Harris, Ancient Literacy (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1989), 329.
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An additional reason for examining the Gospel from a Roman perspective is
due to the possibility that the Gospel may have been composed in a cosmopolitan
Roman city, the traditional place of origin being Ephesus. While there is no
particular scholarly consensus regarding the area of provenance,® suggestions range
from Palestine to Alexandria and Syria to Ephesus. The latter receives the support of
the church fathers, particularly Irenaeus.!? Although Irenaeus’ assertion that “the
disciple of the Lord” who “himself published the Gospel while he was staying at
Ephesus 1n Asia” may be questioned, !! an Ephesian provenance has thus far not
been ruled out by the modemn scholarly community. In addition, the association of
Revelation, a document within the Johannine tradition, with the city of Ephesus
(Rev. 1:11), helps to make an Ephesian provenance no less plausible than any of the
other three suggestions. Thus, for the purpose of this study, Ephesus will be taken as
the place in which the Gospel was composed for an audience!? comprised of at least
some non-Jewish Gentiles. 13

That Ephesus was a cosmopolitan city in which Gentiles likely would have
been familiar with Roman culture is due to the role that the city played in the Roman
empire during the end of the first century, the approximate time of the Gospel’s

composition.!4 Ephesus, a harbour city and travel hub, was acquired by Rome 1n the

9See, for instance, the succinct summary of the discussion concerning the provenance of the Gospel in
D. A. Carson, The Gospel According to John (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 1991), 86-87.

Irenaeus, 4dv. Haer, 2.22.5 and 3.1.1fT. Also, Eusebius. H.C. 5.8.

11See Hengel, Johannine Question, pp. 2-5. Helmut Koester describes the identification of the author
of the Fourth Gospel with John of Ephesus by the church fathers as a fiction designed to assist in
defending a four gospel canon. Helmut Koester, “Ephesos in Early Christian Literature” in Ephesos:

Metropolis of Asia Harvard Theological Studies 41 (Valley Forge, PA: Trinity Press International,
19995), 138.

12See footnote 8 above concerning ancient literacy. According to Harris, Ephesus evidences a higher
rate of literacy than other Greek Cities of the Roman empire. This is based on the observation that
Ephesians produced over 5,000 catalogued inscriptions as opposed to the average one to two hundred

for other cities. W. Harnis, Ancient Literacy, 274.

13 Along similar lines of argument Sjef Van Tilborg, in his book Reading John in Ephesus Supplements
to Novum Testamentum 83 (Leiden: Brill, 1996), sets out to illustrate “how John’s text was read or
could have been read in first century Ephesus™ rather than “trying to prove the work belongs to

Ephesus” (p. 3). Instead of looking at a Roman legal and rhetorical context, however, Van Tilborg
concentrates largely on Hellenistic philosophy, religion, and customs.

14The John Ryland’s papyrus (P5%), upon which is found a portion of John 18, was dated by K. Aland
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second century B.C.E. In 23 C.E. Augustus made Ephesus the capital of the Roman
province of Asia at which time it received the title “First and Greatest Metropolis of
Asia”!’ and entered a period of prosperity. At that point, the city underwent a period
of romamzation including the establishment of the cult of Augustus as well as a stoa
in which imperial propaganda was a dominating element.16 When an earthquake
struck the city during the reign of Tiberius, an ambitious building program was
begun. This included the romanization of the civic space in the form of a second
agora known as the State Agora.!” The State Agora boasted a temple of Roma and a
temple of the Flavians. In addition, the prevalence of Roman influence 1s
demonstrated not only by the erection of Roman temples, but also the construction of
Roman baths, six of which have been discovered. By the end of the second century
Ephesus was the third largest city in the Roman empire. With such an ambitious
Roman building program, the cosmopolitan tone of the city as a travel and economic
hub, and the presence of the Roman governmental personnel and facilities necessary
for the administration of the province, the citizens of Ephesus were in all likelihood
exposed to Roman culture. Granting the strong possibility that the Fourth Gospel
was composed in Ephesus and acknowledging the cultural diversity of that city,
viewing the text from a Roman perspective would seem a natural undertaking.

There is a difficulty, however, with determining what constitutes those
elements that may be read as particularly "Roman" strands in a Gospel produced in
the thoroughly hellenized eastern part of the empire. Although Ephesus had

essentially been under Roman control for more than two centuries prior to the

to the beg}nning of the second century. K. Aland, “Neue Neutestamentliche Papyri 11.” New
Testament Studies 9 (1962-3): 307. This is often employed to support a date of no later than 100-110

C.E. for the Gospel. See for instance R. Brown, The Gospel According to John I (NY: Doubleday,
1966), LXXXIII. References to a synagogue expulsion (9:22, 12:42, 16:2), Peter’s death (21:18-19)

and the matunity of the author’s theology (Brown, LXXXV-LXXXVTI) are also often cited as evidence
supporting a date in the last decade of the first century.

I>Richard E. Oster, Jr., “Ephesus,” Anchor Bible Dictionary (NY: Doubleday, 1992), 543.

16peter Scherrer, “The City of Ephesos from the Roman Period to Late Antiquity” in Ephesos:
Metropolis of Asia ed. H. Koester (Valley Forge, PA: Trinity Press International, 1995), S.

170ster, 544.



writing of the Gospel, the city had experienced Hellenistic rule prior to that time.!3
In most former Hellenistic cities, Greek influence was so tenacious despite Roman
Rule that even official Impenal decrees during the first half of the first century were
issued not only in official Latin, but also in Greek for benefit of those citizens who
were not bilingual. The Eastern portion of the empire aside, determining what 1s
specifically "Roman” in Roman culture at large is itself a difficult undertaking. The
difficulty arises because Roman culture was an amalgam. For example, the Roman
education system was based on that of the Greeks. In addition, imitation of Greek
literature and art was standard. Although the incorporation of Greek 1deas and
practices in Roman society was a usual procedure, one area in which the Romans
achieved distinction from the Greeks was in the field of law. The codification of law
was Rome's enduring contribution to human civilisation. Indeed, the Romans were
the enterprising individuals who developed the major classification of laws (civil,

criminal, administrative/state) and produced the law codes constantly 1n use

throughout the middle ages.

A wide variety of factors contributed to the dissemination of Roman legal
knowledge throughout the empire, even in the most hellenized regions. Included
amongst them are the fact that Roman trials were public events, that legal decisions
levied by governors in the Eastern part of the empire concerning civil,
administrative, and criminal cases were at times based on Roman rather than local

laws, !9 and that epigraphic evidence indicates that both nomikoi, specialists in both

18The city came under the control of Alexander the Great in 334 and then experienced successive rule
by the Seleucids, Ptolemies and the king of Pergamum before Roman rule in 133 B.C. According to
Josephus (4Ant 14.10.11-12) during the Seleucid rule Jewash citizens of Ephesus were exempted from

military service, were permitted to assemble for religious purposes, and were able to collect those funds
necessary for sacrifices. See further note 19 below.

19The Egyptian papyrus P. Oxy 237 records precedents in 128 CE. where the Prefect rules in

accordance with Roman rather than Egyptian laws. See J. A. Crook, LegaJ_Admeaeun_the_an
World (London: Duckworth, 1995), 86-88. Although Josephus cites letters concerning Jewish rights

and privileges under Roman rule, Tessa Rajak in her article, “Was there a Roman Charter for the
Jews?” Journal of Roman Studies 74 (1984): 107-123, argues that the documents do not add up to an
overall definition of Jewish religious liberty, The edicts, rescripts, and SC represent a wide
geographical sprinkling and refer to specific cities, not entire provinces. There is no trace of any
ubiquitous undisputed policy of fostering the ethnic traditions of the Jews (112). She also wntes,
“Before Claudius the rulings are generally on specific issues, with sometimes the addition of the
familiar general formula--that the Jews are to be allowed to pursue their own ancestral laws or customs
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Roman and local law, and rhetors were so common that by the second century if you
lived on a “...bourgeois street in an eastern town, you were quite likely to have a
rhetor or nomikos as your neighbour.”? The widespread acquaintance of provincial
citizens with Roman law contributes to the feasibility of employing Roman legal

precepts 1n an examination of an Eastern provincial document dated in the last

decade of the first century.

Therefore, Roman law and legal procedures provide a logical point of entry
for examining the "Roman" aspects of John's Gospel. Even in his own work,
Cassidy focuses on a Roman "legal context" for the Gospel to the extent that he
relies upon a letter of Pliny and a rescript of Trajan. These documents serve as his
tools 1n examining the Gospel against the background of the persecution of
Christians. The rescript of Trajan is especially forensic in nature as rescripts were
legal documents that had the force of laws. That the Gospel may be examined from
a legal perspective is a natural outgrowth of John's text because the Gospel exhibits
pervasive legal themes and motifs. The juridical aspect of the Fourth Gospel has

been widely recognised since the mid 20th century.2! This 1s not to say, however,

(vf)um or ’{:en). In such cases, the formula is certainly no more than a fine sounding verbal gesture...
no prescription followed from it automatically” (115-116). More in line with Josephus, J. Duncan
Derrett remarks that with the advent of Ptolemaic-Seleucid period the customary legal system
maintained full control of religious matters, but superimposed on it was a second having junisdiction in
other affairs. In essence, as Derrett writes, the “King had no power to vary the Torah, but he
evidentially enacted measures of his own supplementary to it” (181). Nevertheless, Derrett does
recognise that the pious might still “run to a secular court if they would gain an advantage thereby...”
(182). Just such a situation seems to be behind Luke 18:1-8. Consequently, it 1s possible that even
some Jewish citizens, not to mention Gentile citizens in a provincial setting, would be familiar with the
legal procedures and laws of secular governments. See J. Duncan Derrett, “Law in the New

Testament: The Parable of the Unjust Judge,” New Testament Studies 18 (1971): 178-191.
20Crook, 157

21Robert G. Maccini, He imony is True: Women As Witnesses According to John JSNTSS 125
(Sheftield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1996); A. T. Lincoln, "Tnals, Plots and the Narrative of the
Fourth Gospel," JSNT 56 (1994): 3-30, Loren L. Johns and Douglas B. Miller, "The Signs as
Witnesses 1n the Fourth Gospel: Re—examining the Evidence,” CBO 56.3 (July, 1994). 519-535;
Murray R. Wilton, Witness as a Theme in the Fourth Gospel (Ph.D. Dissertation, New Orleans
Baptist Theological Seminary, 1992); J. D. Charles, "Will the Court Please Call in the Prime Witness?
John 1:29-34 and the 'Witness Motif," Trinity Journal 10 (1989): 71-83; Gary Burge, The Anointed
Community (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans, 1987), 204-211 A. A. Tntes, The New
Ies_mng_m_c_qn_c_cp_t_QMxm_ess SNTSMS 31 (Cambndge: Cambridge University, 1977), 78-172; A.
E. Harvey, Jesus or A 2 Fourth Gospel (London: SPCK, 1976); S. Pancaro, The
Law_Jn_thc_Emmhﬁqsp_el NovTSup 42 (Leiden: Brill, 1975); Johannes Beutler, Martyria:

ersiuchungen zum Zeugnisthema bei Johannes Frankfurter Theologische
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that Jewish or Hellenistic themes and influences are absent from the Gospel. Indeed,
as observed above on page two, the author of the Gospel was likely of Jewish
background himself and was no doubt addressing an audience at least partially
comprised of those who may have been familiar with Jewish law.22 Nevertheless,
due to constraints imposed on the length of a thesis, those aspects of the Gospel
cannot be addressed in this work. Instead, the focus will be limited to the possible

crafting of the Gospel for and reception of the Gospel by the Gentile portion of its

audience.?3

Hand 1n hand with Roman juridical procedures exists the art of classical
forensic rhetoric, the methods developed by the rhetors for arguing legal cases before
the courts. Although the production of rhetorical handbooks was pioneered by the

Greeks, rhetoric was an indispensable art for the Roman legal advocate.24 The works

Studien Band 10 (Frankfurt am Main: Josef Knecht, 1972), J. M. Boice, Witness and Revelation in
the Gospel of John (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1970); J. C. Hindley, "Witness in the Fourth Gospel,"
Scottish Journal of Theology 18 (1965): 319-37, David M. Stanley, "John the Witness," Worship
32.7 (1958). 409-416; and T. Preiss, "Justification in Johannine Thought," Life in Christ London:
SCM, 1954), 9-31. Many of these studies mention Jewish, rather than Roman, procedures and settings
as background for the legal motifs in John’s Gospel. Primary amongst them are “justice at the gate”
procedures or the cosmic lawsuits of Isaiah.

22Even the Pauline letter to the Ephesians, whether addressed to that community in particular or

intended for general circulation throughout Asia, indicates a strong Gentile presence in the churches in
Asia (Eph. 2:11-22).

23Ramon Sugranyes de Franch in his Etudes sur le Droit Palestinien a L 'Epogue Evangélique
(Fribourg: Librairie de L’Université, 1946), examines the parable of the “Servant w1thout Plty’
(Matthew 18:23-35) 1n relation to its legal background. He concludes that since Torah was concerned
primarily with religious law, was not a comprehensive law code (69, 138), and did not provide for
imprisonment of debtors (132 ff), the Gospel accounts of this parable reflect Hellenistic influence
(132-33). At times in his exposition he even admits to the possibility of Roman parallels in legal
proceedings concerning debt (108). J. D. Derrett, by contrast, asserts that the hearers of Jesus’
parables were “hardly acquainted with either Roman or Greek law.” J.D. Derrett, Law in the New
Testament (London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1970), 50. Derrett does concede at points in his
work, though, that a non-Jewish audience or an assimilated Jewish community would not have
understood the Jewish laws and customs behind some of Jesus’ acts. See for instance 51 and 243. In
essence, Derrett appears to make a distinction between knowledge of such customs and laws as
possessed by Jesus’ hearers and the knowledge that might be possessed by later generations--including
those for whom the Gospels were written.

24 According to Suetonius, who was writing between 106 and 113 C.E., the reception of the art of
rhetoric into  Roman culture during the early years of the Republic was anything but warm. In his
work, On Rhetoricians, Suetonius cites a decree of 161 B.C.E. in which rhetoric was banned from
Rome. A later decree in 92 B.C.E. labelled the innovation of rhetoric as improper and determined that
those who practised the art were displeasing. Suetonius, On Rhetoricians (Loeb Classical Library), 1.
Eventually this foreign (Greek) science gained its due respect and was found to be both "useful and
honourable." Rhetoric was employed not only in legal contexts, but also in every aspect of Roman
public life. The dominance of this art in Roman culture is evidenced by the centrality of rhetoric in the



of Cicero and Qunitilian, consulted with great frequency throughout this study, are

monuments to the importance of rhetoric in Roman society.2’ That rhetoric was of
importance in Ephesus itself has been noted by Sjef Van Tilborg who observed that
Ephesus was a cosmopolitan city in which specialised studies, especially medicine

and rhetoric, grew to great heights in the second century,26 no doubt building on an

interest 1n rhetoric present at the time of the Gospel’s composition. Thus by positing

a setting for the Gospel in a cosmopolitan Roman city such as Ephesus and

acknowledging that the Gospel was read by at least some citizens of that metropolis

Roman system of education. See G. A. Kennedy, New_Testamer erpretation Through Rhetorice
Cnticism (Chapel Hill & London: Univ, of North Carolina Press, 1984), 9.

Quintilian, an orator and teacher of rhetoric in the last half of the first century C.E., advocated
educating children from their earliest years. He advised parents to make certain that even the child's
nurse was able to speak correctly and that all of the women in the household with whom the child
would be in contact should be well educated. In the ideal situation, the child might be exposed to only
the most positive of influences. Quintilian [nstitutio Oratoria, Loeb Classical Library, 1.1.5 and 1.1.6.
In addition to obtaining the rudiments of speech at home, a pupil might progress through three stages
of education in the Roman school system. The primary school, for students aged 7-11, taught the
basics of reading, writing and mathematics. Generally, the majority of students in the popu]atxon did

not progress beyond that level. See D. L. Clark, Rhetoric in Greco-Roman Education (Momingside
Heights, NY: Columbia Univ. Press, 1957), 61.

The second stage of the education process involved attendance at a grammar school where one
was taught the seven "liberal arts," a term coined by Cicero in his De Orarore, Loeb Classical Library,
1.16.73. See also, Clark, p. 12. The liberal arts consisted of what came to be known in the Middle
Ages as the Trivium (grammar, rhetoric and logic) and the Quadrivium (arithmetic, geometry, music
and astronomy). Breadth of education was the ideal since, according to Cicero, "A knowledge of very
many matters must be grasped, without which oratory is but an empty and ridiculous swirl of
verbiage"(Cicero De QOratore 1.5.17). For grammar school students, who ranged in age from 11/12 to
15, the major focus rested on the Trivium. Exercises in the grammar school were designed to prepare
aspiring students for the next stage of learning--education in rhetoric.

The advanced school of rhetoric, taught by a Rhetor, was considered to be the pinnacle of Roman
education. It focused exclusively on the Trivium and studies were undertaken until the age of 20. At
that time, one was considered to be well prepared to take an active place in public affairs. Those
engaged in public affairs, the majority of whom were presumably of the senatorial or equestrian ranks,
the classes of individuals with sufficient financial security to permit delaying entrance into the
work-force until the age of twenty, found a variety of occupations in which to employ their rhetorical
education. Indeed, “the writer, the teacher-philosopher, the critic-grammarnian, the politician and the
lawyer-administrator all expressed themselves in the rhetorical medlum H. A. Fischel, “Story and
History: Observations on Greco-Roman Rhetoric and Phansaism” in Essays in Greco-Roman and

Related Talmudic Literature (NY: Ktav Publishing, 1977), 444.

25Cicero’s works were written during the middle decades of the first century B.C.E. They were still
widely used for the study of oratory in the time of Quintilian, who refers to them extensively.

Quintilian composed his own [astitutio following his retirement as a professor of rhetoricin 79 C.E. If
one accepts the majority view that the Fourth Gospel was written during the last decade of the first

century C.E., then Quintilian’s work reflects court procedures and oratorical techniques prevalent at
the time the Gospel was written.

26Van Tilborg, 90.
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who were not of Jewish background, the conditions appear right to explore points of

contact between Roman law/rhetoric and the Fourth Gospel.

Through the process of seeking to examine the structure and judicial themes
of the Fourth Gospel within the light of classical rhetoric the second challenge that
shaped this dissertation was encountered: the assertion that connecting the methods

of classical rhetoric with a gospel is an impossible task. In the words of Duane

Watson,

Studying the Gospels as a single rhetorical unit...has not worked. It cannot
work. This 1s due to limitations in Ancient Rhetoric. Ancient Rhetoric did
not have a theory of narrative which discussed plot with issue, development,
and resolution of the issue. Rhetorical usage (in narrative) was limited to
smaller units in larger works, and involved description and speeches.??

The formulation of Watson's statement as an absolute issues a bold challenge; one

that invites testing.?8

In the experiment that follows an attempt will be made, not to apply the rules
of classical rhetoric to the Gospel in a formal sense, but to examine the functional

parallels between the means of argumentation in the Gospel and the conventions

2TDuane F. Watson, "Rhetorical Criticism of the Gospels" in D. F. Watson and A. J. Hauser,

yrical Cn m of the Bible: A Comprehensive Bibliographv with Notes on History and Methoc

Blbhcal Interpretation Series Vol 4. (NY, Leiden, KéIln: E. J. Bnll, 1994), 116. Amos Wilder in his
work Early Chnstian Rhetoric (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1971) also asserts that
classical rhetoric has little in common with the gospels and Israel’s sacred literature as a whole (p.7).
He grounds his comments, not on the difficulties of relating ancient rhetoric to narrative, as does
Watson, but rather upon the position that the gospels were uniquely creative communication events
(p.10) that are based in revelation rather than persuasion (p.21). In his attempt to maintain the
“uniqueness” of God’s word as revealed in the New Testament, Wilder overlooks the fact that a
completely unique mode of revelatory literature might be incomprehensible to the ancient audience.
Communication can not be completely “unique” unless there is found a way to communicate without
the use of basic building blocks such as nouns and verbs! He appears to deny the possibility that
revelation will be “revelatory” if couched in accordance with the rhetorical conventions of its day. In

contrast with Watson and Wilder, Burton Mack accepts the practice of applying Greco-Roman

rhetorical principals to New Testament texts. Burton Mack, Rhetoric and the New Testament
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1990), 19-48 especially.

28In contrast to Watson, J. Beutler avoids absolutes in his discussion of the applicability of rhetoric to
the gospels. He wrtes, “...I see some limits in the applicability of these rules (of classical rhetoric) to a
text like the Fourth Gospel. In the strict sense, the laws of rhetorics in antiquity were developed for
the writing of speeches. They help to organise a speech in as successful a way as possible... Now a
gospel text 1s not necessarily to be understood as a speech in this strict sense. It is a narrative, which
may contain speeches, in our case particularly discourses or sermons of Jesus. So the laws of classical

rhetorics can be applied to our gospel as a whole only with some caution, and the same holds true for
parts of the Fourth Gospel which combine narrative with speech.” Johannes Beutler, “Response from
a European Perspective,” Semeia 53 (1991); 193.
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apparent in the rhetorical handbooks. That is not to say that the Gospel is rhetoric,

for that would be both misguided and over-ambitious, especially since it is not
possible to prove whether or not the author possessed a formal rhetorical education.?’
Rather, the proposed experiment will be one in which the Gospel is read as a whole
to determine whether it reflects, perhaps without conscious intention on the part of
the author, something of the classical rhetoric that permeated the cultural milieu in

which it was written.30 Thus these two challenges, to examine John's Gospel from a

Roman perspective, particularly a legal one, and to attempt to point out functional

similarities between rhetorical conventions the Gospel text as a whole, define the
experiment undertaken in the pages below. Focus will centre on identifying those
portions of the Gospel narrative that appear to reflect, albeit possibly without the
intentional application of formal conventions by the author, similarities to the

standard parts of a classical forensic speech.3! Where possible, this study of John’s

29See note 78 below for comments regarding educational levels and gospel authors.

30A caveat is in order. The intention in this investigation of John’s Gospel against the background of
Greco-Roman rhetoric is not to depreciate the influence of Hebrew rhetonc. Hebrew rhetoric has been
defined by scholars such as Roland Meynet in his Rhetorical Analysis JSOTSS 256 (Shefhield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1998), 172-177. To be sure, characteristics of Hebrew rhetoric such as a
tendency to compose parallelisms and concentric structures may be found in the Gospel as indicated by
Meynet pp. 244-45 and 184—85 and Edwin Webster in his “Pattern in the Fourth Gospel” in Art and
Meaning: Rhetoric in Biblical Literature ed. D. Clines et.al. JSOTSS 19 (Shefhield: JSOT Press,
1082), 230-257. Desplte the Jewish influences, Roland Meynet does concede that as New Testament
texts were written in Greek in a part of the world influenced by classical Greco-Roman modes of
civilisation and education. Therefore, examining texts for this classical rhetorical influence is a
legitimate undertaking (p. 176) though he prefers to focus on the Hebrew influences with which the
New Testament writers were “impregnated to the bone.”

3lWhile it is tempting to say that the method employed in this thesis is “rhetorical criticism,” that label
has been consciously eschewed in the body of the text. This omission is due to the scholarly lack of
consensus as to how to define “rhetorical criticism” and what that method entails. Martin Kessler goes
so far as to describe “rhetorical criticism “ as a “flexible term” and identifies rhetorical criticism as a
“synchromc cntlcxsm in hlS artlcle “A Methodological Setting for Rhetorical Criticism” in Art.and

Meaning: Rhetoric in Biblical Literature ed. D. Clines et. al. JSOTSS 19 (Sheffield: JSOT Press,
1982), 14. Vernon K. Robbins i inan article entitled “The Present and Future of Rhetorical Analysis”
found in The Rhetornical Ang of Scripture ed. Stanley E. Porter and Thomas H. Olbricht. JSNTSS

146 (Sheflield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997), 24-52 proposes that rhetorical criticism may grow
into a program of “interpretive analytics” in which a multitude of disciplines and interpretive
frameworks are brought to bear on a text (29, 48). Meanwhile, the authors and editors of the
Postmodern Bible published in 1995 by Yale University Press, while acknowledging that “rhetorical
criticism’ may at times be taken as a synonym for “literary criticism” (p. 157), seek to situate rhetoric
within a postmodern framework (p.150). Still others recognise that on occasion “rhetorical criticism”
is used to designate exegetical practices that essentially constitute a sort of ancient form criticism. See
for instance, the comments by Bruce Malina in his article “Rhetorical Criticism and Social-Scientific

Criticism” in Rhetoric, Scripture and Theology ed. Stanley E. Porter and Thomas H. Olbricht.
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structure will be supplemented by mentioning possible analogies between Roman

legal situations and various juridical motifs that appear in the Gospel text. Before
proceeding, however, the strenuous objection of Watson and others regarding the

feasibility of examining a gospel narrative against the background of forensic

rhetoric requires some comment.

The Applicability of Classical Rhetoric to Literature

The reticence of some within the scholarly community concerning the
application of rhetorical conventions to written documents such as gospels, is based
on one undeniable fact: The rhetoric of the handbooks was designed for speeches,
not for literature. Thus the application of rhetoric to literature often is regarded to be

a questionable exercise32 This methodological difficulty has been articulated

JSNTSS 131 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1996), 83.

32In an article titled “The Literary Composition and Function of Paul’s Letter to the Galatians,” New

1estament Studies 21 (1975): 353-379 and in a book entitled Galatians (Philadelphia: Fortress Press,
1979), Hans Dieter Betz apphed the conventions of classical rhetonc to that Paulme epzstle Phﬂlp H.
Kern, critiques Betz’ work in his Ph.D thesis, Rhetoric. Scholarship anc : 18 anc
Anp_Qagh_tQ_Bau_]_s_Ems_tj_Q (U mver51ty of Sheffield, May 1994). Kern dlscourages the use of rhetonical
labels except in cases where a pericope or verse conforms precisely to a handbook definition . He
cautions against using “function” as a basis for labels ( p. 36).

One difficulty Kern faces in his insistence that literature must conform precisely to the handbook
definitions is the fact that classical rhetoric was not a unified science. This point may be exemplified by
reference to a remark by Antonius in Cicero’s De Qratore. Antonius is a character who despairs of so
simple a task as identifying the various parts of a speech. He wails because the ancient authorities
alternately identified four, five, or even seven parts of an oration (De Qratore 2.19.79). Furthermore,
the ancient orators themselves did not believe one should adhere to the rhetorical precepts with slavish
devotion. One illustration is expressed by Cicero who writes, “For all the kinds of language we
ourselves use in public speaking are changeable matter, and adapted to the general understanding of the
crowd” (De Qratore 1.23.108). Cicero demonstrates the fluidity of the rules regulating speeches in his
oration, Against Verres In this speech Cicero acted contrary to the regulations for “proper speeches”
when he dispensed with his opening comments and moved directly to the introduction of witnesses. See
further G. Kennedy, The Art of Rhetoric in the Roman World (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1972), 160-161.

Voicing other objections to applying the precepts of oratory to literature, Kern maintains that
handbook rhetoric was restricted to the “specific venues” of courts, assemblies, and public ceremonies
(p. 12). Furthermore, he asserts that the principals governing the spoken art were applied in large scale
to written discourse only after the advent of printing (p. 231). Kern, however, does not take into
account comments of Cicero where the possibility of applying rhetorical principals beyond the limits
of oratory are entertained (see pp. 15-16 below).

Others who are cntical of the application of rhetorical categories to the Pauline Epistles are
Stanley E. Porter, "The Theoretical Justification for the Application of Rhetorical Categories to Pauline
Eplstolary therature" in Rhetoric and the NOW e lAMNCTIT ~SS88 Tom the 1992 Heidelberg
Conference, ed. S. E. Porter and T. H. Olbricht, JSNTSS 90 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1993), 100-122;
and Jeftrey T. Reed, "Using Ancient Rhetorical Categories to Interpret Paul's Letters: A Question of

Genre," also in Rhetoric and the New Testament, 292-324. Both Porter and Reed maintain that only

with regard to aspects of "style" may the Epistles successfully be examined with reference to
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succinctly by Dennis L. Stamps who remarks, "Some critics of rhetorical criticism
note that the classical rhetorical art was applied mainly to speech, and hence may not
apply to the multiplicity of literary genres employed by the New Testament."33 One
must grant the point that according to the "purposes” expressed in their introductions,
the rhetonical handbooks were almost completely focused on preparing and training
orators who would not only compose speeches but also deliver them before the

public. Does this imply, however, that studying a written work with reference to the

rules found 1n the Greco-Roman handbooks is an unsound undertaking?34

In addressing this question in relation to New Testament texts one must first
offer the caution that to divorce New Testament literature complete form oral
presentation is perhaps to overstate the distinction between the written and spoken
word. This may be the case for as George A. Kennedy observes, literature in
antiquity was often read aloud in group settings or by individuals and therefore was

“heard 1n much the same way as a speech.”?5 With regard not only to the Pauline

Greco-Roman rhetoric. These scholars, however, would not appear to object to the work of Jerome
Neyrey who analysed Paul’s trial speeches in Acts 22-26 in conjunction with the first three structural
parts of a forensic speech: exordium, statement of facts/charges, and evidence for the defence. Jerome
Neyrey, “The Forensic Defence Speech and Paul’s Tnal Speeches in Acts 22-26. Form and Function,”
in Luke Acts: New Perspectives from the SBL, Seminar, ed. Charles H. Talbert (NY: Crossroad,

1984), 210-224. Porter, in a more recent article, does appear to soften his opposition to examining the
Pauline Epistles in relation to rhetoric. He acknowledges that one might analyse them based on
functional similanities between the letters and rhetoric rather than by stressing a formal correspondence
between the two. He asserts that this method is possible, “As long as it is kept in mind that the
categories probably did not consciously influence the writing of the letters and almost assuredly did not
figure in their earliest 1nterpretat10n ” Stanley E. Porter, “Paul of Tarsus and His Letters” in Handbook

of Classical Rhetoric ir ellen: eriod 330 BC-AD_400 (Leiden, NY, Koéln: Bnll, 1997),
567-68.

33Dennis L. Stamps, "Rhetorical Criticism and the Rhetoric of New Testament Criticism,* Journal of
Literature and Theology 8.3 (Sept., 1992): 271.

34Jean Zumstein blithely dismisses this question. He observes that classical rhetoric can only be studied
from texts. The implication of his observation is this: If rhetoric is exclusively oral and bears no
relationship to literature, then using a text, a handbook, to assist one in writing and delivering a speech
would be inconsistent. Likewise, a rhetor would be acting in an illegitimate manner in attempting to
teach oratory by composing a literary work (a handbook). Based on this aspect of Zumstein’s
argument, there is little doubt that mutual exclusion between oratorical and literary modes of
expression leads to absurd conclusions. "Analyse Narrative, Critique Rhétorique et Exégése

Johannique," in La Narration, ed. P. Buhler and J. Habermacher (L'Université de Neuchatel, Suisse:
Labor et Fides, 1988), 49.

35GeorgeA Kennedy, “The Genres othetonc in Hanc YO0K C ical Rheton in the Hellenisti
Period 330 BC-AD 400 ed. Stanley E Porter (Leiden, NY, KolIn: Bnll 1997), 47.
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Epistles, but letters 1n general Kennedy goes so far as to assert that they were
“...surely read aloud 1n public to audiences. They would then be received as

speeches and their authors anticipated this by observing some of the conventions of

public address.”36

In spite of Kennedy’s assertions concerning the delivery of written letters, for
classical thinkers some distinctions were drawn between written and spoken
discourse. The former mode was often regarded as the inferior means of expression.

Plato articulates his disdain for the written word in the Phaedrus,

He who thinks, then, that he has left behind him any art in writing, and he
who recetves it in the belief that anything in writing will be clear and certain,
would be an utterly simple person...if he thinks written words are of any use
except to remind him who knows the matter about which they are written.37

After this statement the philosopher proceeds to advocate "serious verbal discourse”
about a subject. He regarded oral communication as superior to written words which
"cannot defend themselves by argument and cannot teach the truth effectively."s3
Doubtless, Plato's sentiment is appreciated by those left to study his wntings.

Despite the limitations of written discourse, however, the indisputable fact remains
that written words may endure the ravages of time as speech cannot. The very
existence of the Phaedrus and words of Plato obscurely expressed therein are proof
positive. Nonetheless, the tension between spoken and written words was of concern
to orators as well as philosophers. Here too the spoken word emerged as the
favoured choice as is emphasised by the Elder Seneca who writes, "almost all people
gain from being heard rather than read."3 Indeed, Seneca even goes so far as to
condemn Plato's Apology,0 a speech never intended for actual delivery, as "worthy

neither of defender nor defendant."41

36Tbid.

37plato Phaedrus, Loeb Classical Library, 275 D.

38Ibid., 275 C.

39Elder Seneca Controversiae, Loeb Classical Library, 3.3 preface.

“OThe Apology may be described as a literary creation, although Fowler, in the introduction to his
translation of this speech, states that this work may have been, in its essence, a speech delivered by
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Even though a preference for the spoken word existed in the Greco-Roman

world, the question of whether or not some of the ancient orators themselves

recognised the possibility of applying rhetorical precepts to the literary sphere must
be examined. The phrase "some ancient orators" was chosen particularly because no
consensus of opinion existed in the classical era. As Jan E. Botha notes, there was a

range of differing opinions on the subject of whether or not rhetorical principles

might apply to literature.42 According to one side of this range of opinion, the

minimalist view, rhetoric was limited to public discourse. This appears to be the

position held by Quintilian. Indeed, it is Quintilian who alters the definition of
rhetoric from "the power of persuading” to the "science of speaking well" in order to
emphasise the oral nature of the art. Aristotle, in his handbook, acknowledges the
existence of ancient manuals of oratory that focused almost exclusively on style and
dehvery.43 Although Aristotle regarded those rhetoricians who practised oratory in
this manner with disapprobation, Quintilian rebuts Aristotle's emphasis on logic as is
consistent with his own belief that rhetoric is more concerned with 'speaking well'

than with logic and persuasion. Quintilian states:

Socrates and edited by Plato (Translator’s Introduction, 64). The Apology purports to be Socrates'
defence against charges that he had been corrupting the youth (Apology 11C). Structurally, the
"speech” adheres to the form generally employed for forensic orations in the classical world. For
example, in this speech 1 A-B serves as an introduction or exordium where Socrates sets forth his
character. He claims that he is a non-practised speaker who intends to tell the plain truth and who has
never before appeared in court. The next major portion of the speech begins in 3 Bff. It is a narration
wherein Socrates indicates the circumstances that gave rise to the accusation--namely that he had
angered the "wise men" of the city during his divinely sanctioned quest for someone wiser than himself.
In 11 C he unfolds the body of his defence, which continues until paragraph 24. At this point a
peroration, or closing statement, is delivered. In this peroration, Socrates entrusts his case both to the
judges and to god in order that they might "decide as shall be best." The remainder of the Apology,
paragraphs 25ff comprise a short epilogue delivered after the guilty verdict had been assigned. Since

the Apology, a literary composition, conforms accurately to the structure of forensic speeches, it
illustrates the fluidity with which the terms "literature” and "oratory" may be employed.

41Elder Seneca, 3.8 preface.
42Jan E. Botha, "On the Reinvention of Rhetoric," Scriptura 31 (1989): 20.

430n the history and development of rhetoric in antiquity from its inception in Greek democracy,
including the first wntmgs on the subject by Corax and T151a in 476 BCE, to the time of Augustine see
the excellent survey in James J. Murphy et. al, A Synoptic history of Classical Rhetoric NY: Random

House, 1972 (2nd edition Davis, CA: Hermagoras Press, 1994). Another concise survey of the history

of rhetoric may be found in Duane Litfin’s St. Paul’s Theology of Proclamation (Cambridge:
Cambnidge University Press, 1994): Part 1.
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Reason then was the greatest gift of the Almighty, who willed that we should
share its possession with the immortal gods. But reason by itself would help
us but little and would be far less evident in us, had we not the power to
express ourselves in speech; for it is the lack of this power rather than
thought and understanding, which they do to a certain extent possess, that 1s
the great defect in other living things.44

Aristotle, with his emphasis on logic and persuasion rather than speaking, though,
opens the door for a maximalist view of oratory. According to this stance all

communication, not just oral presentation, is the object of rhetoric.

Cicero, the primary proponent of the "maximalist position,” asserts that a
variety of literature and even other types of discourse might fall under the auspices
of rhetoric even though such things defy formal classification as "oratory" or at best
may be classified as panegyric, a species of oratory. One such type of

communication is that represented by official dispatches. Cicero writes,

And what if (as often happens to the most exalted personages) messages have
to be communicated from a general at a meeting of the Senate, or conveyed
from the Senate to a general or to any prince or nation? Because, on
occasions of this sort, a style of diction more elaborate than ordinary has to
be employed, does it therefore seem that this type of speaking should be

accounted a distinct department of rhetorical activity, or should be fitted out
with its own peculiar rules?4°

The answer to this query in the dialogue was negative. While official dispatches do
fall under the rubric of rhetoric, the "ability acquired by the ready speaker, from the
treatment of his other subjects and topics, will not fail him..."4¢ In essence, the rules,
techniques and precepts learned in deliberative and forensic rhetoric were applicable

to official messages.

Leaving aside the issue of official messages, Cicero proceeds to explore the

relationship between history and oratory. He begins with what might be described as

44Quintilian Inst_Ort. 2.16.14-15. In his discussion Quintilian uses dicere or loquer and thus is
referring to speech acts/verbal communication rather than written acts (scribo) or language in general

(lingua).
45Cicero De Oratore 2.11.49.
461bid., 2.1.49.
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a Joke concerning the inadequacy of Roman historians. He denigrates the Romans
as "mere chroniclers" compared with their Greek counterparts who eventually turned
their rhetorical skills to the field of history. He jests, "What class of orator, and how
great a master of language 1s qualified, in your opinion, to write history?" "If he is to
write as the Greeks have written", answered Catulus, "a man of supreme ability is
required: if the standard is to be that of our fellow-countrymen, no orator at all is
needed; 1t is enough that the man should not be a liar."47 Later in the discussion on

history, Cicero has Antonius remark,

No wonder... if this subject (history) has never yet been brilliantly treated in
our language. For not one of our own folk seeks after eloquence, save with
an eye towards its display at the Bar and in public speaking, whereas in
Greece the most eloquent were strangers to forensic advocacy, and applied

themselves chiefly to reputable studies in general, and particularly to writing
history, 43

Cicero then goes on to list a wide variety of Greek historians whom he believed were
gifted with eloquence. Herodotus and Thucydides head the list.#> While the Romans
had not necessarily applied rhetoric to the field of history in the past, its absence is,
according to Cicero, a defect that should be rectified in the future.5° He even
advocates the applicability of rhetoric in the writing of history in de Legibus, where,
1n the words of Thomas Brodie, "Cicero declares that history demands, above all, a
rhetorical treatment."5! Indeed, Cicero's characters in de Legibus comment that "this
branch of literature (history) is closer than any other to oratory."2 Cicero's assertion

indicates that at least one of the classical rhetoricians recognised the possibility of

47bid., 2.12.51.
431bid., 2.13.55.
491bid., 2.13.55-58.

SOReportedly, Cicero's friends constantly hoped that Cicero himself would undertake to write a major

work of history. A. J. Woodman, Rhe | al Historiography (London, Sydney and Portland,
OR: Croom Helm and Areopagitica Press 1988) 70

31Thomas L. Brodie, "Greco-Roman Imrtatron of Texts as a Partial Guide to Luke's Use of Sources,"

in Luke-Acts: New Perspectives from the Societv of Biblical Literature Seminar ed. Charles H. Talbert
(NY Crossroad 1984), 28,

S2Cicero de Legibus, Loeb Classic Library, 1.2.5.
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relating not only history to oratory, but also other forms of literature as well--albeit

to a lesser degree than history.53

While Cicero appears to have recognised a relationship between literature
and oratory, the presentation of some examples to illustrate this relationship are in
order.>* The first examples reflect writings that, while not necessarily claiming to be
speeches, include judicial themes and employed the rhetorical conventions of
forensic oratory for greater effect upon an audience. The final illustration is a

speech that, contrary to understandings of handbook rhetoric, is in narrative rather

than logical or argumentative form.

3A full discussion of Cicero's theory of historiography may be found in Woodman, pp. 70-116.
Robert Cape takes a more conservative view than does Woodman, asserting that Cicero’s comments in
De_Oraitore are not to be understood as a full theory of historiography as much as observations
regarding stylistic connections between history and oratory. Cape, however, does not take into
account some of Cicero’s comments in de Legibus that seem to point to a relationship between history
and oratory that extends beyond issues of style. Robert Cape J . “Persuaswe History: Roman
Rhetoric and Historiography" in Roman Eloquence--Rhetoric in Society and Literature ed. William
Dominik (London and NY: Routledge, 1997), 212-228.

One reason why rhetoric and literature, such as history, might be related is due to the fact that
both types of communication share basic elements. In oratory, there are five basic building blocks or
elements: invention, arrangement, style, memory and delivery. In preparing a speech, the primary
concern 1s that of invention. In the process of invention the issue at hand is examined and decisions are
made concerning what ought to be said. Following invention, the orator proceeds to arrangement
where the materials and arguments decided upon during invention are organised according to their
weight and anticipated effect on an audience. Once the proper arrangement has been achieved, style
becomes a concern and the speaker adds embellishments, metaphors, appropnate rhythm and the like.
At this point the speech is virtually complete and requires only the final two divisions of oratory. The
first 1s memory to which the orator commits his speech in order that he might retain both its content
and style before the audience. The second is delivery where the orator seeks to present the speech
with effect and charm, employing appropriate facial features, gestures, variations in pitch and tone, and
so on (Cicero De QOratore 1.31.142).

Of these five elements, the first three are held in common with the composition of literature at
large. The very fact that orators “published” their speeches implies that verbal or speech acts may be
rendered in literary form. Aristotle thought that the species of rhetoric most suited to writing was
epideictic closely followed by forensic. He maintained that even though the forensic speeches offered

the least opportunity for rhetorical device, their style was more finished than that of deliberative
orations (Arnistotle Rhetoric 3.12.5ff).

34In applying the precepts of oratory to written compositions, one exercises a method of study in which
even the church fathers engaged. Burton Mack writes, “Origen, for example, or Augustine, knew no
other school for making sense of written compositions but the school of rhetoric.” Rhetoric and the
New Testament, 10. For further comments on Augustine and rhetoric see Murphy, Synoptic History...,
2nd ed., 210. Kennedy voices a similar comment about the ancient application of rhetorical precepts to
literature saying, “Beginning in Greek in the Hellenistic period and in Latin by the Augustinian
Age...virtually all literary composition, whether in poetry or prose, shows the influence of the study of

rhetoric, primarily in style, but sometimes also in invention and arrangement.” Kennedy, “The Genres
of Rhetoric,” S0.
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The first example of a literary creation that employs rhetorical conventions
stems from the pen of Plato. The Phaedo, a third person narrated Socratic dialogue
concerning the 1ssue of immortality, represents, on the surface, a piece of literature
that bears no relationship to formal speeches. As a dialogue, the Phaedo would be
defined not as rhetoric proper but as dialectic, a counterpart to rhetoric.5®> The
relationship between dialectic and rhetoric occurs on two levels. First, whether
conversing with others or delivering an oration, the speaker must stress his or her
point in a convincing manner. Such an endeavour often involves a knowledge of
logtc which 1s common to both fields. Second, a dialogue must have points of
contact with reality to be credible. The Socratic dialogues exemplify an artistry

wherein each character speaks in ways not only appropriate to his or her ideas, but to

his/her speaking style as well.56

With this in mind, the dialogue, Phaedo, is set in a prison cell where
Socrates 1s incarcerated and awaiting his execution--the same sentence recorded in
the Apology. Despite the fact that the physical setting of the Phagdo is not a
"courtroom” or forum, Socrates refers to his position in the dialogue as a "defence">7
and 1dentifies his listeners, who feel no compunction about interrupting their mentor
and questioning his statements, as his judges.® Technically, these judges, by their
interruptions are preventing Socrates from making a speech proper since the
rhetorical handbooks make no allowance for sustained interactive conversation
during an oration.>® Despite the interruptions, though, rhetorical elements pervade
the Phaedo. For instance, in addition to the forensic allusions to "defence" or

"judges," the dialogue, though not actually a "speech," "ends" with what might be

33 Aristotle Rhetoric 1.1.
56Murphy, 16.

STplato Phaedo 63 B. "I will try to make a more convincing defence that I did before the judges"
(re1padd TBaVATEPOV TPOG LU AmoAoyNoaaOut 1 TPOG TOLE SiKasTAC).

81bid., 63 E. "I wish to explain to you, my judges..."

°9The possibility exists that dialogue and altercations existed in Roman court proceedings but were
eliminated from the published form of speeches (J. A. Crook, 65).
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termed a peroration, a summary statement with which formal speeches were closed.

In the dialogue Socrates concludes,

This then, Simmias and Cebes, 1s the defence I offer to show that it is
reasonable for me not to be grieved or troubled at leaving you and the rulers I
have here....If now I am more successful in convincing you by my defence
than I was 1n convincing my Athenian judges, it is well.60

Socrates’ words, however, do not actually mark the end of the dialogue as Cebes
requests continued discussion and proof concerning Socrates' claims with regard to
immortality.6! Therefore, even though a peroration has been delivered, a call has
been issued for fresh proof to be examined. At this point, despite the lack of legal
terminology, the "defence" seems to continue. The fact that the defence 1s ongoing 1s
reinforced when the narrator, the character Phaedo, breaks in at a later point in the
discussion to clarify a point of Socrates' "ethos"” or character. Phaedo 1s asked by the
person to whom the dialogue is being reiterated, Echecrates, whether Socrates
showed uneasiness or calmness in the defence of his argument.®? Ethos, the
character of the speaker, was one of the three basic sources of persuasion in Greek
rhetoric. The other two modes of persuasion were pathos, the frame of mind of the
audience during the speech, and /ogos, the content of the speech itself.63 According
to Phaedo, the narrator, Socrates' character was this: he had ready answers and
listened to the young men's criticisms with a "pleasant, gentle, and respectful

manner, "4

The device of narrating a dialogue to a third party who did not take place in
the original conversation serves another "rhetorical function"--that of promoting
pathos in the audience. The reader of the Phaedo is to identify him or herself with

the character Echecrates, the person to whom Phaedo 1s relating the details of

60plato Phaedo 69 E.
61Tbid., 70 B & C.
621bid., 88 E.

63James M. May, Trials of Character: oquence of Ciceronian Ethos (Chapel Hill and London:
University of North Carolina Press, 1988) 2.

64plato Phaedo 89 A.
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Socrates' last hours. The identification between the actual reader and Echecrates
results from the fact that neither the reader nor Echecrates were present at the scene
of the original dialogue. Yet, despite his receiving an account of the conversation 1n
Socrates' cell second hand, Echecrates claims to be as swayed by the arguments,
logos, of the dialogue as were the young men present at the time of its original
recitation in the Athenian prison. He exclaims at one point, "By Zeus, Phaedo, they
were right. It seems to me that he made those matters astonishingly clear, to anyone
with even a little sense."¢5 By means of this device, the reader, in a manner similar
to that of Echecrates and the young men visiting Socrates in his incarceration, 1s
encouraged to participate in the dialogue and function as a judge (the reader's

pathos) with regard to the persuasiveness of Socrates' argument (/ogos).

Thus it has been shown that the Phaedo, a narrated dialogue, though neither a
"speech” in the proper sense, nor taking place in the usual settings for speeches, the
forum or courts,56 has points of contact with the rhetorical handbooks. Furthermore,
the relationship between the dialogue and forensic rhetoric is encouraged by Plato

whose use of the words "judges" and "defence" supports a courtroom analogy.

In addition to the Socratic dialogues, drama is a form of literature that has a
connection with rhetoric. Dramatic literature by nature is to be performed orally. In
his Svnoptic History of Classical Rhetoric James J. Murphy claims that playwrights
were aware of the importance of orality in drama and, as an example, remarks that
even the playwright Euripides (480-406) has speech patterns that "reveal a
widespread concern for the organised oral presentation of 1deas."®’ Not only do the
conventions of drama muddy the water for those who seek to separate literature and

rhetoric by its orality, but this particular literary genre often borrows unashamedly

65Tbid., 102 A.

66Kern believes that literature in which there is merely an accusation or defence does not necessarily
conform to classical rhetoric as forensic rhetoric involves a judge and jury (p. 21). In the Phaedo, the
young men in the cell are clearly identified as judges. One wonders, however, if Kern would accept the
position that the reader is also a judge as that function is implied rather than explicit.

6"Murphy, 5-6.
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from rhetoric in attempts at verisimilitude. The play Eumenides by Aeschylus (458

B.C.E.) 1s an example of this phenomenon. Eumenides is a courtroom drama in

which the fate of Orestes 1s to be determined. The efficacy of the drama depends in
part on the playwright's incorporation of both courtroom language and conventions
in his play. In fact, near the conclusion of this play, there is essentially a panegyric
to rhetoric, or the art of persuasion, when Athena comments, “Holy persuasion too I
bless, who softly strove with harsh denial, Till Zeus the Pleader came to trial and
crowned Persuasion with success.”®® It is only a small step from seeing the influence
of rhetoric in the Phaedo or the Eumenides to exploring the functional similarities
between rhetoric and the Gospel of John. This is because much as the Phaedo is
written 1n a way to encourage the reader to participate in the dialogue and function
as Judge, so too 1s the reader asked to render a judgement concern Jesus in the Fourth
Gospel. Further, the functional similarities between rhetoric and John’s writing are
already apparent 1n the structure of the Gospel, a third person narrative of Jesus'
words and acts involving a witness motif and including what has generally been
described as a prologue (chapter 1) as well as a peroration (John 20:31), two of the

compositional building blocks also found in oratory.¢

Before proceeding to the Gospel, however, a further example of the
relationship of literature and classical rhetoric must be mentioned. As indicated in
the quote above, Duane Watson voiced a concern that handbook rhetoric made no
provision for a theory of narrative.’0 Gospels, as narratives, one might then
conclude, could not be analysed 1n their entirety with relation to classical rhetoric.
The lack of a theory of narrative 1s indeed an astute observation concerning the
handbooks. While they include some instructions concerning a portion of the speech

known as a narratio, or statement of the case wherein the events leading up to the

68 Aeschylus, The Eumenides, Trans. Philip Vellacott (Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1956), 179.

69Burton Mack recognises the fact that the influence of oratory and rhetorical education was such that
the composition of literature other than speeches came to reflect attention to rhetorical principles.

Rhetoric and the New Testament, 30.
10page 9 above.
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crime or tnal were often reiterated in narrative form, the narratio was often only a
small portion of the speech.” Indeed, many speeches were comprised mainly of the
“proof” or probatio—-the arguments, testimonies, and other evidence-- marshalled in
support of one’s position or client. Although narrative and plot do not feature
prominently in the rhetorical handbooks, there is one extant speech that is primarily
narrative. Cicero’s third speech against Catiline was delivered not in a court, but
before the general populace in 63 B.C.E. This speech is not a legal speech in that it
was designed to elicit a response by a judge, but rather is a report to the populace of
a legal procedure and investigation. To that extent, all of the “proof” marshalled

against those 1n the Catilinian conspiracy is presented not in argument form, but by

means of the vehicle of narrative.

This speech was delivered with short notice a few hours after the events
occurred, but distributed in published form three years later. In this oration Cicero,
after a brief prologue 1n which he announces, without modesty, that he has saved the

city from conspirators, recounts the purpose for his speech,

It is through my efforts that these plots have been detected, laid
bare and displayed to the Senate and I shall therefore now give you a
brief account of them so that you, who have not yet heard but wish to

11Quintilian, however, regarded logic, employed in the proof portion of speeches, as “trivial” in
comparison with the art of narration. “The primary art,” John D. O’Banion writes, “was the art of
narration and not logic.” John Q’Banion, “Narration and Argumentation: Quintilian on Narratio as the
heart of Rhetorical Thinking,” Rhetorica 5 (1987): 341. Quintilian himself exclaims, “Have we not to
narrate facts in the law courts? Indeed T am not sure that this is not the most important department of
rhetoric in actual practice” ([nst,_Ort. 2.1.10).

Qunitilian sought to prepare his students for the delivery of a narratio by employing the study of
narrative in late grammar school and early rhetorical education. See further May, 10-11. The three
types of narrative Quintilian recommended for study were: 1) fictitious, including poems and tragedies;
2) realistic, which embraced comedy as people only find humorous that which parallels actual situations
or life; 3) historic, a type of narrative that recorded actual fact and sought to strike a balance between
being too dry or to elaborate in style ([nst. Ort. 2.4.2). Some of the school exercises designed by the
grammarians for their youngest pupils included the composition of narratives, the reproduction or
paraphrasing of fables, and most prevalent, the retelling of the stories of the historians. See Clark, 181.
Another popular narrative exercise urged the students to write about 8 prominent person, perhaps a
great general or other important figure in history, to whom the students “added life” by creating facts
and conversations appropriate for the individual in question (Clark, 184). After such compositional
exercises were mastered, Quintilian reports that an additional task was assigned: the responsibility of
refuting or confirming the narrative, or declamation ([nst._Ort 2.4.18). Suetonius confirms the
importance of narrative for the rhetorician. In his brief history of rhetoric he maintains that the earliest
rhetorical debates were based on histonical narrative (Suetonius Qn Rhetoricians 1).
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be told, can leam of their extent, the nature of the evidence and my
methods of investigation and detection.?2

Cicero then proceeds to present, not a series of logical arguments or proofs, but
rather a detailed account of events. This narrative includes details concerning the
se1zure of the evidence (3.3-5), the summoning to an inquest of those charged with
conspiracy (3.6-7), testimony by the Gauls against the accused (3.9-10),‘ the reading
of several previously sealed letters and the confessions of those who had written
them (3.10-13) and the penalties imposed by the Senate upon the conspirators
(3.14-15). The remainder of the speech details, amongst other points, Catiline’s part
in the plot (3.16-17), an exposition of the signs/actions of the Gods that assisted
Cicero in his attempt to reveal the villains (3.18-22), and Cicero’s protestations that
he is not secking reward, but will continue to work for the good of the state
(3.26-29). That Catilinam I1I was considered by ancient rhetors to be a speech
despite its narrative format is apparent from the fact that it was cited by Quintilian
for instructional purposes in his own Institutio Oratoria. In that work Quintilian
clearly identifies this work as an gration against Catiline, contione contra
Catilinam.”? Even modem scholars recognise it as a piece of oratory with one
describing it as a “racy popular harangue telling an excellent tale.””* In Catalinam 111
is not cited to intimate that speeches comprised of narrative were necessarily the
norm in ancient oratory but to demonstrate that when circumstances dictated, an
orator would feel free to use a narrative format to convey a point and persuade his or
her audience. Duane Litfin, in remarking on the tendency of an orator to tailor a
speech to each situation describes the ability to “adapt nimbly to the rhetorical
exigencies™ as the mark of an effective orator.” If one eliminates the possibility of

an orator presenting an argument in narrative form from the realm of oratory, one is

2Cicero In Catilinam 1II, Loeb Classical Library, 3.

BQuintilian [nst. Ort., 5.11.42,

74Michael Grant, Cicero: Sejected Speeches (London: Penguin, 1973), 110.
TSLitfin, 115.
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limiting the ability of an orator to adapt the form of his words to achieve his

persuasive ends.

In any event, to claim as Watson does that the Fourth Gospel as narrative can
bear no resemblance to ancient oratory is to overlook Catilinam III, a speech in
which the relating of a narrative is the central occupation.” Catilinam III is a

narrative of the events and evidence that impinged upon the trial of a conspirator

during Cicero’s consulship, just as the Fourth Gospel is a narrative of the public and
private activities and teachings of Jesus that climaxed in his arrest and trial. This is
not to imply that the Fourth Gospel is a speech, but to assert, contrary to Watson, that

the categories of “narrative” and “classical rhetoric” are not necessarily as mutually

exclusive as his comments would lead one to believe.?”

Classical Rhetoric and the Fourth Gospel

In the preceding discussion evidence was marshalled, both in the form of
Cicero’s observation that rhetoric may be applied to the field of history, a discipline
based on narrative, and by acknowledging that Cicero himself combined narrative
and rhetoric 1n at least one of his speeches, to illustrate that the dichotomy between
narrative and rhetoric in the ancient world may not have been as strict as Watson
implies. Thus, despite the unconventionality of applying handbook rhetoric to the

Gospels’® as a whole, the experiment undertaken in the chapters to follow is not

76Cicero’s narration of the courtroom events is done with an ulterior purpose; the narrative is intended
to incline the audience favourably toward Cicero and to vindicate him in the eyes of those who may

have felt that his treatment of those involved in the “conspiracy” was rather high handed. See /n
Catilinam II.

77The idea that narrative may serve as a vehicle for presenting the “proof * portion of a speech, may
also be at work in P. Oxy. 472. This Egyptian Papyrus, dated 130 C.E., contains part of a defence
speech in which a narratio and a probatio (the presentation of the proof) are combined (J. Crook, 77).

78In seeking to apply rhetoric to the Gospels, some comments regarding the level of rhetorical training
the Gospel writers may have had is in order. Even though classical authors such as the elder Seneca
asserted that the study of rhetoric was the educational ideal for training in all careers, (Elder Seneca
Cont. 2.3 /preface), the probability exists that not every citizen of the empire was afforded the luxury of
higher education. This has led some scholars to identify some documents of the New Testament as
“sub-literary” phenomena to which the high brow principles of rhetoric would not apply. Arnold J.

Toynbee, Trans. Greek Historical Thought (London and Toronto: J. M. Dent and Sons, 1924), 93.

The term “sub-literary” is applied to a document that had its roots in the lower classes to the
population who would not have benefited from a rhetoric-based education.

This position calls for a response. First, while the Gospels do indeed owe their existence to a
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completely without basis. Before commencing an analysis of the Fourth Gospel in
relation to ancient rhetoric and the context provided by Roman law, there is one final

question that must be answered: Why select the Fourth Gospel for such an

experiment?

John’s Gospel was chosen for this experiment because it is a document
exhibiting several features that indicate that it might provide a favourable subject for
a rhetorical and legal analysis. The presence in this Gospel of a stated purpose for its
composition, the author’s use of legal themes and motifs that resonate with the
subject matter treated in the species of rhetoric labelled “forensic,” and the presence
of structural elements that accord with the precepts of organisation for courtroom

speeches are primary amongst these features. These three elements will now be

discussed briefly.

humble origin and oral transmission, that does not imply that the authors who ultimately penned the
documents were themselves uneducated. Even if the authors had not attended a school of rhetoric, an
education at the grammar school level would have provided at least an introduction to rhetoric (see
note 24 above for the stages of the Roman educational system). In fact, according to William A.
Smith, there was a great deal of overlap between the grammar schools and schools of rhetoric.
William A. Smith, Ancient Education (NY: Greenwood Press Publishers, 1955), 198. Furthermore,
even if it may have been the case that Gospel writers were uneducated--a position thrown in doubt due
to recent studies on the chreia which will be mentioned below--Kennedy maintains that rhetoric was so
pervasive in Greco-Roman society that the Gospel writers “would have been hard put to escape an
awareness of rhetoric as practised in the culture around them, for the rhetorical theory of the schools
found immediate application in almost every form of oral and written communication...” Kennedy, New

ament_Interpretation Through Rhetorical Crticism Studies in Religion, ed. Charles H. Long,
(Chapel Hill and London: University of North Carolina Press, 1984), 10. Given the pervasive nature
of rhetoric, even the audiences addressed by the Gospel writers may have “had certain presuppositions
about forms of discourse which may well be reflected in the text. George A. Kennedy, “An
Introduction to the Rhetoric of the Gospels,” Rhetoric 1 (1983): 17-18.

Studies of the chreia, a basic unit of rhetoric in the form of a concisely stated saying or action
attributed to a character, have shed new light on the gospel writers’ education. Chreiai elaborations are
frequently employed in the gospels and were the focus of many rhetorical school exercises. As Duane
F. Watson remarks, “when studied from the perspective of chreia, the Gospel writers seem to have had

a rhetorical educatlon ” Duane F. Watson and Alan J. Hauser, Rhetorical Criticism of the Bible: A

omprehensive Bibliography with Notes on History and Method Biblical Interpretation Series Vol. 4
(NY, Leiden, KéIn: E. J. Bnll, 1994), 119. For further information on Chreiai see the collection of

essays in Semeia 64, 1993; R. F. Hock, “Chreia” in The Anchor Bible Dictionary Vol. 1. (NY:
Doubleday, 1992), 912-914.

With regard to the Fourth Gospel in particular we may say that its author was obviously
literate and that if he received formal schooling he had at least progressed through the second stage of
education, the grammar school. At that stage of education rhetoric would have been part of the liberal
arts curriculum, though not to the specialise extent found in the school of rhetoric. In any event,
comments concerning the author’s education are speculative. It is equally plausible that the author may
have achieved literacy late in life through tutors or means other than a formal school setting.
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The presence of a clearly articulated purpose for the composition of the

Fourth Gospel constitutes the first aspect that resonates with rhetorical precepts.
Kenneth Burke, a modern philosopher-rhetorician, assumes that all communication,
whether written or oral, has some ulterior purpose that has driven its production. By
showing his readers how to employ a wide variety of analyses, including both a
dramatistic examination of texts, and a close investigation of an author's use of
arguments and rhetorical devices, Burke intends to equip the modern reader with the
tools to discover the agendas of various authors. The upshot of such a program 1s to
prevent the audience from being misled by the rhetoric.”® As his primary examples
Burke analyses the speeches of Hitler to demonstrate the procedure and prove that an
audience does have the ability to unmask an author's hidden motives. The difficulty
with such a philosophy of rhetoric is its assumption that writing with "motives,”
particularly "hidden motives," is part of the author's intention. Is it possible for one
to write without ulterior motives? If the author states his purpose for writing, why
shouldn't it be accepted at face value? Is it possible to impute intentions to an author

which, although evidenced in the text, were not in the author's mind?

The ancient rhetorician, by contrast with Burke's model, although recognising
the power of rhetoric to lead one down a primrose path by making the worst
alternative appear the best or the guilty individual seem innocent, generally sought to
have a clear statement of purpose or an indication of the subject at hand.?0 The 1deal
of employing a clear statement of purpose is evident even in the writings of Cicero

who firmly advises that the "precise point at issue” in a rhetorical speech "must be

790ne of the key rhetorical principles, according to Burke, is identification. The author must identify
him/herself with the interests and concerns of the audience in order to be persuasive (p. 24). Often the
most ingenious and cunning identifications involve self-deception to the point that the author may be
unaware of the deception. Ultimately, it is narrative that lends itself most readily to creating a sense of
identification between the author, audience, and the ultimate principles or actions being advocated.
Narrative is so successful in its identification that the audience may not even notice the subtle devices,

misrepresentations, and manipulation that may be involved. Kenneth Burke, A Rhetoric of Motive
(Berkeley and Los Angeles: Umniversity of California Press, 1969), 197.

80Quintilian [nst, Ort. 4.2.1.
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envisaged."8! Antonius, a character in De Oratore, stresses this principle most

admirably when called upon to give his views of oratory,

I will do what I think should be the first thing done in every debate, which is
that the subject for discussion should be clearly ascertained, so that a

discourse may not have to ramble and lose itself, if perhaps the disputants do
not understand the issue in one and the same sense. 82

Quintilian, a closer contemporary of the author of the Fourth Gospel than was Cicero
stresses the importance of including a statement of purpose but asserts that the
subject at hand need not be stated first thing in a speech but may appear at any point
in an oration.®* The author of the Fourth Gospel, in line with these precepts, though
perhaps only briefly hinting at the nature of the case in 1:16,84 places his clearest
statement of purpose at the end of his work rather than in his prologue. He is,
though, certain as to his focus. Specifically, the Evangelist states that he has written
in order that the reader "may begin/continue to believe that Jesus is the Messiah"
(20.31). Thus, if classical rhetoric sought "to persuade” and the Gospel of John has a
fixed point that it seeks to move its audience to accept, it is de facto rhetorical in
nature and may evidence points of kinship with those techniques and rhetorical

procedures mentioned in the classical handbooks.

In addition to the presence of a clearly stated purpose, the prevalence of
judicial themes and motifs in the plot provide some legitimisation for an attempt to
examine the Gospel in accordance with the ancient rhetorical handbooks.
According to these handbooks, speeches designed for delivery 1n the courts
employed forensic rhetoric, one of three types of rhetoric mentioned by the ancient
orators. Aristotle 1dentifies the three types of rhetoric as deliberative, epideictic or
panegyric, and forensic or judicial. Each of these three types of rhetoric in turn

correspond to a specific audience: the general assembly, the spectator, the judge;

81Cicero De QOratore 2.81.331.
82Ibid“,,, 1.48.209.

83Quintilian [nst,_Ort. 4.2.30.
84See Chapter 1 below, p. 66 ff.
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and to the three segments of time: future, present and past.3> Deliberative oratory
was often employed with regard to issues of state. Such rhetoric focused on topics
such as government finances, questions of import/export, the feasibility of war, and
whether legislation should be promulgated or repealed.8 Since the end of such a
speech was to determine whether the action under consideration would be either
expedient or harmful, these speeches were often hortatory or dissuasive$’? In
addition to deliberative oratory, Aristotle refers to a second species of rhetoric called
“epideictic.” Cicero and Quintilian, however, use an alternate name for epideictic
oratory, “panegyric.” The purpose of this species of oratory, as Aristotle records, is
the pratse or blame of an individual,®® and the intended audience for such a speech
would be a group of spectators for whom the speech would elicit a momentary
response in the present. Of the three species, epideictic speeches provided the
greatest opportunity for ornamentation. Traditional forms of epideictic oratory
included funeral orations and encomiums. In addition, Quintilian also includes in
this species of rhetoric speeches composed solely for public display or entertainment.
He adds that the proper function of panegyric 1s an amplification and embellishment
of 1ts themes.®”? One additional function of panegyric mentioned by Quintilian was

the praise or blame of witnesses in the court room.*

Although, as Quintilian confirms, epideictic oratory might be used on
occasion 1n a judicial setting, forensic or judicial rhetoric is a species of oratory unto

itself. Aristotle claims that forensic oratory naturally has as its audience a judge and

85 Aristotle Rhetoric 1.2.1.

861bid., 1.4.7. Deliberative oratory played a prominent role during the years of the Republic when the

Senate had the primary responsibility for setting general policy. It became less prevalent during the
empire and post-classical period when policies of state were removed from the realm of public debate
and were decided by the emperor after consultation with his advisors, At that point deliberative

oratory often became known as “advisory oratory.” See George A. Kennedy, The Art of Rhetoric in
the Roman World, 428 and Quintihan [nst, Ort._3.8.6.

87 Aristotle Rhetoric 1.3.3.
881bid., 1.3.5.

89Quintilian Jnst._Ort. 3.7.6.
01bid., 3.67.2.
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its end 1s ascertaining the probability of whether or not actions have occurred in the

past. It is therefore either defensive or accusatory.®! Cicero, who was a famous

pleader at the bar, believed forensic oratory to be the most challenging species for

the rhetor's art. He comments,

The battle of the law courts involves really great difficulty and, I rather think,
1s by far the most arduous of human enterprises; for here ignorant people
commonly judge an orator's power by the test of a triumphant result, and a
panoplied antagonist confronts you who must be smitten as well as
countered, and often the one who 1s to adjudge the victory 1s i1l disposed and
angry or even friendly to the other side while hostile to yourself...%

The stated purpose of the Gospel, in which the author attempts to convince an
audience that Jesus 1s God’s son, has overtones that would resonate more closely

with forensic rhetoric than the other two species of oratory.?3 Since forensic rhetoric
focused on individuals with an aim of trying to defend or accuse them and in a
similar manner the Fourth Gospel attempts to defend Jesus’ 1dentity through the
presentation of signs (20:30), the Gospel appears to be forensic. Not only does the
Gospel’s stated purpose appear to conform with the type of subject matter addressed

in judicial speeches, but the Gospel as a whole is pervaded by judicial themes.

Legal motifs and the presence of detractors who advance charges against the

main character in the plot are pervasive elements in this Gospel. The most dominant

91 Aristotle Rhetoric 1.3.3. Quintilian describes the duty of a forensic orator as the bringing and
rebutting of charges ([nst. Ort 3.9.1).

92Cicero De Oratore 2.17.72.

93To say that forensic rhetoric is the species of rhetoric that reflects the author’s main purpose in
writing is not to say that the other species of rhetoric are absent from the Gospel. The ancient orators
often “mixed” the various species in their own speeches. An example of a speech that mixes species is
Cicero’s forensic Pro Rabirio Postumo which contains a panegyric to Caesar (15.41-49). As far as
Cicero was concerned, one case in which “mixing” might occur was in the use of the topics of praise
and blame. Characteristic of epideictic speeches, this topic was appropriate in “every class of lawsuit™

(De QOratore 2.85.39 also Qunitihan [pst, QOrf. 2.1.10-11). Quintilian affirms the existence of “mixed
forms” when he maintains that all species of rhetoric “rely on the mutual assistance” of the others ([zst.

Ort. 3.4.16).
Examples of other species of rhetoric in John’s Gospel include the identification of John 13-17

as epideictic on the grounds that it seeks to offer consolation (Kennedy, New Testament Interpretation,
77) and the description of John 3:16 as deliberative because Jesus seeks to give advice with regard to a
future event. Alan R. Odiam has identified all three species of rhetoric in Jesus’ discourses in the
Fourth Gospel. He maintains that 3:1-21 is an example of deliberative rhetonc §: 19-47 is forensic,
and 17: 1-26 is epideictic. The Rhetoric of the Fourth Gospel: A Kev to Preaching Ph.D. dissertation,
Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, December, 1989,
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legal motif in the Fourth Gospel 1s the 'witness motif.' That the theme of
"witnessing," papwp'ém, 1s important to the evangelist may be affirmed by reference
to a concordance. While the verb "to witness" 1s completely absent from the Gospel
of Mark and present in Matthew and Luke only once respectively, there are
thirty-one occurrences in John. Furthermore, those occurrences are not concentrated
in any particular chapter or section of the work, but are distributed throughout the
entire text. Not only is the word "witness" used frequently and pervasively, but the
document as a whole is framed by the witness motif, an inclusio, since "in regard to
actions within history the Gospel begins with the witness of John the Baptist and
concludes with the witness of the Beloved Disciple."?* In addition, the related term
napTLPiQ, testimony, appears in John in fifteen instances as contrasted with its
presence in the synoptics a mere four times. Another prominent legal motif includes
the terms kpive and xpious, to judge and judgement, which occur thirty times.

Thus, even as Plato's Phaedo, as discussed above, encouraged a rhetorical analysis by

the presence of rhetorical terms in its text, so too does the Fourth Gospel.

Besides the legal motifs, another element in John's Gospel that lends
credence to applying rhetorical principles to the narrative is the presence, 1n the plot,
of an antagonist that advances charges. "The Jews," as a group that opposes Jesus
and lobbies for his crucifixion, function in a role similar to that undertaken by those
presenting an accusation in a lawsuit.% Alternately the Jews accuse Jesus of such
crimes as violating the Sabbath (5:1-8, 9:16), blasphemy (5:17-18, 8:58) and false
teaching (7:14-18). Ultimately, however, as S. Pancaro writes, "John's whole
presentation of the trial (before Pilate) secks to illustrate Jesus’ claim to divine
Sonship as the true and only factor which prompts the Jews to demand the death of

Jesus."9% Thus, while various charges are raised, only one is central to the case. The

24 Lincoln, 6.

95Throughout this dissertation, reference to the Jews corresponds to John’s use of that designation for
his portrayal of Jesus’ opposition. For further information of John’s use of this designation see George
M. Smiga, Pain and Polemic: Anti-Judaism in the Gospels (NY: Paulist Press, 1992), 134-173.

968, Pancaro, The Law in the Fourth Gospel Supplements to Novum Testamentum 42 (Leiden: E. J.
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presence of characters who accuse Jesus in John's narrative is not insignificant in
light of classical rhetorical expectations. Certainly, "skilful character portrayal of all
protagonists and antagonists” involved 1n a legal case was crucial.9? Cicero sums up

the use of ethos, portrayal of character, in legal settings,

A potent factor in success, then, 1s for the characters, principles, conduct, and
course of life, both of those who are to plead cases and of their clients, to be

approved, and conversely those of their opponents condemned; and for the
feelings of the tribunal to be won over, as far as possible, to goodwill towards
the advocate and the advocate's client as well 8

The presence of characters who function as the disputants and the use of
prevalent legal motifs, such as would be characteristic of the judicial settings in
which forensic rhetoric would have been employed, have led some scholars to
conclude that the Gospel in its entirety may be read from start to finish as a “tnal
document.” Indeed, both Martin Wamer, who describes the Gospel as a "retrial” of
Jesus because the individual whom the Evangelist "wishes to commend as Chrst,
fails to fit expected categories or visibly alter the course of history but was actually
condemned"?®? and A. E. Harvey, who asserts that the Gospel in its entirety is in the
form of an extended trial in which Jesus is the defendant,!% are amongst those who
have viewed the Gospel at large from a legal perspective.!9! This ability to view the
judicial motifs and the presence of Jesus’ accusers in the Gospel narrative as the
Gospel’s portrayal of an extended trial constituted the second motive for selecting

the Fourth Gospel!92 as an appropriate subject for a rhetorical analysis. The final

Brill, 1975), 504,
97May, 10.

BCicero De Oratore 2.43.182.

99Martin Warner, "The Fourth Gospel's Art of Rational Persuasion,” in idem (ed.), The Bible as
Rhetoric Warwick Studies in Philosophy and Literature (London and NY: Routledge, 1990), 163.

100A E. Harvey, Jesus on Trial: A Study in the Fourth Gospel Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1976.

101More recently Lincoln affirms that the narrative may be read as a whole from the perspective of a
trial. He advocates, however, reading the text as a cosmic lawsuit that echoes the trial motif in Isaiah
40-55 (p. 6 f1).

102Although the Gospel as a whole has not been the subject of an extended forensic analysis, the
juridical nature of various sections of the narrative have been recognised. Most obvious is the Roman

“trial” of Christ (chapters 18 and 19) which represents a complete courtroom procedure. Also, Paul
Duke recognises the forensic nature of the pericope concerning “The Man Born Blind”. Duke
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incenttve for applying classical rhetorical precepts to the Gospel as a whole is

provided by the Gospel’s basic structure.

In general, it 1s possible to say that the Gospel is composed of three units: a
prologue (1:1-18); the main story (1:19-20:31); and an epilogue (21:1-25).193 These
three basic structural units are roughly comparable to the basic components of
ancient oratorical presentations.!® Cicero describes four major parts of a classical
speech and provides an option to add a fifth. These are 1) An opening designed to
invoke the good will of the listeners while encouraging them to be receptive and
attentive. 2) A statement of the case at hand. 3) The arguments where one proves
one's own allegations while rebutting those made by the adversary. 4) A summary,
or peroration. The optional fifth part was that of a digression which was included
either for effect or to amplify a point. Digressions usually interrupted part three, the
proof, or were inserted immediately prior to or following one's argumentative section
of the speech.10° While the correlation between the standard parts of a public oration
and the elements comprising the basic structures do not appear to be exact, for

instance the Fourth Gospel has neither an obvious statement of the case nor has a

describes chapter 9 as a trial in which one is given the Optlon either to “embrace the facts” of the
healing and subsequently Jesus’ true identity, “or shut one’s eyes to them.” Paul D. Duke, Imny_m_thg

Fourth Gospel (Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1985), 122. In addition, Jerome H. Neyrey examines yet
another portion of the Gospel that he believes has a forensic format, 8:21-59. Jerome H. Neyrey, “Jesus

the Judge: Forensic Process in John 8:21-59,” Biblica 68.44 (1987): 509-542.

103The main story itself is often further broken into sections representing Jesus' public ministry
(1:19-12:50), the farewell discourses (13:1-17:26), and Jesus' trial, crucifixion and resurrection
(18:1-20:31). For a concise summary of the witness motif as it occurs in each of the five sections of
the Gospel, see Lincoln, 4-6.

104Rather than speeches, Ben Witherington, III compares the structure of John’s Gospel to the

structure found in ancient biography. Ben Witherington, III, John's Wisdom (Louisville, KY:
Westminster John Knox Press, 1995), 2-4, 43. On Ancient Biography and gospels see Richard A.

Burridge, What Are the Gospels? Society for New Testament Studies Monograph Senes (Cambrndge
Cambridge University Press, 1992); David E. Aune, The New Testament ir vironmer

(Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1987), 17-43, Charles H. Talbert, mm_ﬁpjpgl?_ (Philadelphia
Fortress Press, 1977).

105Quintilian makes brief mention of two other "parts” of a forensic speech. The first is partition,
wherein the orator states various headings under which the various proofs are to be presented. The

second is proposition, the arguments and proofs themselves (Quintilian, [usz_Ort 3.9.1). Aristotle, in
his description of the parts of a judicial speech, represents a conservative approach. For the
Philosopher all that is required 1s to make a statement of the case and to prove it. To these two basic
parts, Aristotle concedes, may be added an exordium (prologue) and/or an epilogue.
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digression ever been explicitly 1dentified, the similarities in structure between the

Gospel and the arrangement of classical speeches bears investigation.
The Scope of the Experiment

Given the fact that Cicero both employed narrative throughout his third
speech in defence of Catiline and also affirms the analogous application of
rhetorical techniques to history, which like the Gospel is narrative,1% the possibility
of examining the Gospel with reference to ancient oratory is apparent. The Gospel’s
judicial themes, stated purpose, use of detractors or accusers in the plot, and basic
structure make forensic rhetoric the obvious starting point. Rather than focusing on
questions of style,197 however, the similarities in structure between the Gospel and
forensic speeches will be explored. One must clearly state, though, that the object
will not be to prove that the Gospel is ancient rhetoric. Rather, the focus will be to
show how the arrangement of elements in John’s Gospel evidences a functional
similarity with the precepts of ancient oratory. This is, in essence, a modest proposal
based on the assumption that the Gospel was in all likelihood written for an audience
that included a non-Jewish component in a Greco-Roman city in which the general
populace might hear daily oratorical presentations and debates in the public forums.
In the case of John’s Gospel, as mentioned at the beginning of the introduction to
this thesis, the city in question was perhaps Ephesus. In such a setting it 1s possible
that the Gospel may have be composed, possibly without conscious intention on the
part of the author, to reflect the mode and means of argumentation that pervaded the

culture of his day.

106A J. Woodman maintains that the character Antonius in De_QOrafore “sees historiography in terms of
judicial oratory, of which the narratio was an integral part” (p. 95). The link between “history” and
“rhetoric” is one forged through narrative. Thus, just as rhetoric may be applied to history as a
narrative piece of literature, so too may it be applied to the Fourth Gospel.

'107With regard to style see, for instance, C. Clifton Black, “’The Words That You Gave to Me I have
Given to Them’: The Grandeur of Johannine Rhetoric,” in Exploring the Gospel of John, ed. R. A.
Culpepper & C. C. Black (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1996), 220-239; D. A. Black,

“On the Style and Slgmﬁcance of John 17,” Criswell Theological Review 4 (1988): 141-159; A.
Festugiére, Qbservations stylistiques sur I 'Evangile de S. Jean, Etudes et Commentaires 84 (Paris:

Editions Klincksieck, 1974).
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In addition, the author of the Gospel’s formal knowledge of rhetoric will not
be tackled in this thesis. This is because, as Dennis Stamps rightly points out, that
since the identity of the author of the Fourth Gospel cannot be firmly established,
one’s ability to make assertions concerning his education and the influence of formal
training in Rhetoric upon him and the text he produced is diminished.1%® In essence,
as mentioned above on pages nine and ten, what can be assumed about the author is
no more than that he was literate and lived in an era in which rhetoric was something
to which he would have been exposed 1n his daily life.19® Affirming the prevalence
of rhetoric in Greco-Roman culture, Litfin comments, “The truth is that rhetoric was
not merely ubiquitous in the Greco-Roman culture, more than that, it was endemic,
an inherent part of life...”!10 With such a prevalence of rhetoric, 1t is likely that the
author of the Fourth Gospel, especially if situated in a Roman governmental and
travel centre such as Ephesus, was constantly exposed to rhetorical practices and no
doubt absorbed a type of general knowledge of rhetoric that may be unintentionally
reflected 1n the structuring and argumentation of his Gospel.

The viability of this approach is akin to that recognised by Stanley Porter
with regard to Pauline studies and rhetoric. He asserts that examining Pauline
documents from a rhetorical perspective is simply one form of analysis to which a
text may be subjected. He comments that while there is no formal correspondence
between rhetoric and the Pauline Epistles, there may be functional correlations. He

adds, “These functional correlations, especially in terms of arrangement and

invention, provide a way forward...since they give access to the underlying nature

108Dennis Stamps, “The Johannine Writings” in Handbook ¢
Period 330 BC-AD 400 (Leiden, NY, Kaln: Brill, 1997), 614,

109This position is more conservative than that taken in regard to the rhetorical training received by
Paul in some Pauline studies. For instance Porter (“Paul of Tarsus”, 535) observes that Paul may
possibly have received some type of rhetoncal training in Jerusalem though perhaps “as rhetoric
interpreted through the adaptation by Rabbinic thought, rather than as rhetoric strictly for civic
oratorical purposes.” Litfin recognises such a position concerning Paul’s training as reasonable, but
nevertheless speculative (139). He opts for the more modest claim that rhetoric was so prevalent in the
Hellenistic world that Paul could not have avoided its influence if he had tried (140).

1OLjtfin, 125, See further his comments on 132-33 regarding the widespread use and appreciation of
rhetoric in the first century.
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and purpose of argumentation, and the effect that this argumentation may have on

the shape of an entire work and its defined audience.”!! Thus, in relation to the
Fourth Gospel some questions that will be explored include: Does the Gospel indeed
have sections that function akin to a prologue, statement of the case (narratio),
proof, digression and epilogue? Where these elements are missing, could the author
be adapting the structural precepts of oratory for application to a literary presentation
of the material? If the Gospel does contain a probatio, or proof, what types of

arguments, testimony and evidence are marshalled in support of the author’s case?

In addition to seeking the answers to questions regarding the structural
relationship of the Fourth Gospel to ancient rhetoric, the goal of locating aspects of
the Gospel within a Roman legal context will not be neglected. The role of a son or
heir with regard to an estate in Roman inheritance law and the possibility of women
in the Roman world serving as witnesses will be marshalled to illuminate various
pericopes. The first station for this study, however, is upon that track from which

both forensic speeches and John’s Gospel embark upon their respective journeys:

The Prologue.

I11porter, “Paul of Tarsus,” 584.



CHAPTER 1

The Prologue of the Fourth Gospel and the Exordium

The issue of the relationship of the first 18 verses of John to the remainder of
the Gospel has long provided fodder for scholarly discourse.! The essence of the
debate focuses on the function of the prologue. Ignoring the wide variety of nuances
that have contributed greatly to our understanding of the prologue, one might say that
there are essentially three categories under which theories concerning the function of
the prologue fall.2 1) The prologue introduces the Gospel by either preparing the
readers for what follows or providing a summary of the Gospel's contents, a position
exemplified by Von Harnack and E. C. Hoskyns.3 2) The opening verses provide
the means by which the remainder of the Gospel may be interpreted. The
"interpretative lens" is either the Gospel's "theological thesis," variously conceived,
or some other hint concerning the appropriate filter through which the Gospel may
be read. One sample illustration of this position is found in the work of J. A. T.
Robinson who maintains that the prologue forces one to read the stories/history that
follow as "timeless truths." In essence, the presence of the prologue "places the
narrative in its cosmic setting," thus directing the way in which the remainder of the

Gospel is to be read and interpreted.# 3) The last position, a catch-all category,

IFor an early treatment of the question see A. Von Hamack, "Uber das Verhdltnis des Prologs des
vierten Evangeliums zum ganzen Werke," ZIK 2 (1892): 189-231.

2E . Haenchen also summarises these three categories. John Vol 1. (Philadelphia: Fortress Press,
1984), 122.

3Hamack, "Uber das Verhdlmis", E. C. Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel ed. F. N. Davey, 2d rev. ed.
(London: Faber and Faber, 1947). S. Smalley, speaking of 1:1-51 wntes, “The first chapter of John

as a whole, then, appears to be a microcosm of the Fourth Gospel in toto, and to summarnise the entire
sweep of salvation history with which it is concerned.” Smalley maintains that vv, 1-18 are picked up
in vv. 19-51 and then repeated throughout the whole Gospel. S. Smalley, John--Evangelist and
Interpreter (Exeter: Paternoster Press, 1978), 93. Also included in this category would be the work of
Mark Stibbe. Stibbe, while not identifying the prologue as presenting a “summary” of the Gospel, does
maintain that it prepares the reader for what follows. He asserts that the prologue has three functions
1) Introducing Jesus as the Gospel’s enigmatic hero; 2) Introducing the plot; 3) Establishing some of
the primary themes of the Gospel. Mark Stibbe, John (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1993), 25-26. For

further comments on Jesus as enigmatic hero see Stibbe, John’s Gospel (London and New York:
Routledge, 1994), 12-13.

4] A.T. Robinson, "The Relation of the Prologue to the Gospel of John," New Testament Studies 9
(1963): 120-129. Robinson also posits a theory that the prologue was composed and added to the
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includes all of those who do not believe the first 18 verses fall within the boundaries
of 1 and 2. Generally this category includes those who do not necessarily believe the
prologue 1s really a "prologue,” postting instead that it is the mere "beginning" of the
Gospel, or those who believe the prologue may be interpreted on the basis of its own

mernt (perhaps due to assertions that it had an independent existence). Under this
category one might include Ernst Kisemann who believes that neither positions 1

nor 2 do justice to the prologue. Maintaining that the prologue may be understood

apart from the Gospel he writes,

...(the) prologue is neither a summary of the Gospel nor a pedagogic
introduction for the Hellenistic reader. It must, like the Gospel, itself be
theologically understood: It bears witness to the presence of Christ, whose
earthly history lies now 1900 years in the past, as the creator of
eschatological sonship to God and of the new world.¢

Gospel by the author at a later date, thereby accounting for the differences in style and tone. At that
later date, Robinson maintains the author and community had different concerns from those of the
original composition and thus required that the Gospel be read in a new way.

OE. Haenchen, "Probleme des johanneischen Prologues," in Gott und Mensche Gesammelte Aufsdtze
(Tibingen: 1965), 114-143.

SErnst Kisemann, "The Structure and Purpose of the Prologue to John's Gospel," in New Testament
Questions of Today, The New Testament Library (London: SCM Press, 1969), 165.

In addition to that of K4semann, another interesting position has been taken by Warren Carter.
Carter maintains that the prologue, rather than introducing the Gospel or serving as an interpretative
filter, is a symbol expressing "the essential understanding and experience of the community--rejected by
the surrounding society, yet unique and special in perceiving the divine act." Warren Carter. “The
Prologue and John’s Gospel: Function, Symbol and the Definitive Word.” JSNT 39 (1990): 50. The
prologue, as symbol, legitimises and interprets the Johannine community's experiences in the same way
as does the Gospel as symbol. Carter supports this observation by pointing out that both Gospel and
prologue contain the same themes. In sum, Carter believes that the Gospel and prologue, one prose,
the other poetic, are different "forms" of the same symbol. Furthermore, he maintains that it is usual
for symbols to function in a multiplicity of forms and that the poetic and prose versions of the
Johannine community's "cluster of symbols" represents such multiplicity.

Carter's ideas, while intriguing, are not necessarily convincing. First, his use of "symbol" 1s
vague. For instance, is a "narrative” or "poem" really a symbol or is it more appropriately the
community's meaning bearing myth? Did the Johannine community understand the prologue and/or
Gospel as symbols? Second, even if Gospel and prologue are different versions of the same "cluster of
symbols” (p. 35), the question of why the prologue was attached to the Gospel has not been answered.
Is it not an exercise in repetition for both the poetic symbol and narrative symbol to be composed by an
author as a single unit? (Granted, Carter recognises the repetition but apparently concludes that the
sense of repetition is avoided due to the diversity of form.) Is it the case that the "multiplicity of form"
occurs in a single literary unit? Are there examples of symbols in multiple form in single literary units
of other communities? Third, is it necessarily the case, as Carter asserts, that the variety in the
community's symbolic unit indicates the "pain and trauma" of a community holding fast to its special
identity? (p. 50) For instance, a citizen of the United States may recognise multiple symbols and forms
of his/her identity--the American flag, the Pledge of Allegiance, the song Star Spangled Banner, but
that does not necessarily indicate that "pain and trauma" accompany that American's understanding of
"being an American." Thus, while Carter 1s correct in observing that both prologue and Gospel may
relate to the Johannine commumty's struggle for meaning and/or identity, his understanding of the
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The discussion concerning the relationship of the prologue to the Gospel,
amazingly enough, has generally overlooked one means by which some of the mist
surrounding this question might be dissipated: determining whether or not the
prologue indeed functions as a prologue by a comparison with prologues and
prefaces in the Greco-Roman world. Such a comparison would yield, in the long
run, not only information concerning whether or not verses 1-18 reflect the
conventions of classical prologue writing, but also an understanding of the role such
prologues were designed to assume. For instance, did ancient prologues really seek
to provide an interpretative key with which a reader might unlock the appropnate
understanding of the remainder of the text? Did they provide a summary of
contents? Neither or both? Did they serve some other function? The absence of
study in this direction, due perhaps to scholarship's preoccupation with
reconstructing an underlying hymn,” has recently been rectified by Elizabeth Harris.
In her book, Prologue and Gospel, she undertakes to examine John's opening verses

in the light of expectations concerning the prologues of Greek dramas.®

Harris begins her task by surveying classical definitions of dramatic
prologues, and observing that there was great variety of definition--ranging from
Aristotle's concept of "a beginning” to Euanthius' assertion that in a preface anything
outside of the story might be said "for the convenience of the poet, the story, or the

actor."® Despite this variety, Harris is able to say that the "Greek literary sphere is

relationship between the two is ultimately unsatisfying.

TFor a table of various reconstructions see R. E. Brown, The Gospel According to John Vol. 1
(Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1966), 22. A list of additions to Brown's table may be found in J.S.

King, "The Prologue to the Fourth Gospel: Some Unsolved Problems," Expository Times 86 (1975):

372. King also lists those scholars who affirm the unity of the prologue (pp. 372-3).  The fact that
this underlying hymn is often linked to Jewish wisdom traditions (in my opinion, rightly so) presents
another reason why scholarship has perhaps not often ventured into comparisons with prologues in the
Greco-Roman world. Two recent discussions, among many, of John’s prologue and the wisdom

tradition are: Ben Witherington 1II, John’s Wisdom (Louisville, KY: John Knox Press, 1995), 49-58
and John Ashton, “The Transformation of Wisdom--A Study of the Prologue of John’s Gospel,” New

Testament Studies 32 (1986): 161-186.

SEliZabethHal‘l'iS, 21rologue anc DSDEL . 1€ JOCOIURY 1€ LI L)) '..l?' JSNTSS 107
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994).

9Harris. 14-15 and note 3, p. 15.
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the only one that furnished instances of a self-contained, concentrated poetic unit
acting as an introduction to, and presentiment of, what was to follow; there are no
instances of this to be found in Jewish literature."19 Ultimately Harris apparently
"synthesises" the various definitions of dramatic prologue in order to obtain a
working description of the openings for ancient religious dramatic productions--a

description to be used in her analysis of John 1:1-18. Concerning the prologue form

of religious dramas she writes,

In highly compressed statements it announced past events, intimated the
present situation and its cosmic proportions, and introduced the main
characters, who were about to fulfil the ordained will of God (the gods), other
characters being part of the scenery and necessary background to the
execution of the events divinely ordained. The prologue, then, set forth

cryptically in advance the religious and philosophical truths which were to be
unravelled and explicated in the body of the work.!!

In line with this definition she proceeds by focusing on the "main characters”
introduced by the prologue, characters who are of primary importance in the Gospel:
John the Baptist, Moses and Jesus Christ, the latter individual being explicated by
means of a detailed analysis of Christological titles. While her text is well argued, it
is not completely convincing. For example, John the Baptist does not necessarily
appear to be a main, or even key character. Although he is the first to speak and
delivers testimony integral to the story, is John's role really greater than that of, say,
Peter? John the Baptist steps off the stage after Chapter 3. Peter, at least, remains
until the conclusion. Even R. A. Culpepper, who in chapter 5 of his Anatomy lists
major and minor characters in the Gospel, cites as primary characters Jesus, the
Father, and two groups--the Disciples and the Jews. John the Baptist 1s 1dentified as

a minor character while Moses, who does not have a speaking role, 1s not mentioned

101bid., 15-16. The hymns to wisdom and the opening verses of other Jewish documents, such as
Genesis, apparently do not conform with Harns’ defimtions of “prologue.” Raymond Brown
comments, “In Jewish and Hellenistic literature the normal opening of a book that recounts a story 1s
either a lapidary summary of contents...or the heading of the first chapter (Mark). Such a poetic
opening as the Prologue can be matched only in epistles like 1John and Hebrews” (The Gospel

According to John Vol. 1, p. 18).
11Harris, 189. See also p. 25 of Harris’ monograph.
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as a character at all.!2 Harris does not provide a means of reconciling her
identification of main characters introduced by the prologue with Culpepper's
breakdown of the cast. In addition, one wonders why God, 8€0c, frequently
mentioned 1n the prologue, 1s not seized upon by Harris as a main actor in the
unfolding of events? Furthermore, do the Christological titles and their usage
ultimately make clear one's understanding "...of the protagonist of this cosmic drama,
the Word, léyos, Jesus Christ"? At least for this reader of the Gospel, the cryptic
truths of the prologue are not, in any obvious way, decoded by the main text. To

some extent the Logos, the hypostatic usage of which is not repeated in the body of

the Gospel, remains shrouded in mystery.!3

While Harris' argument regarding the introduction of a cast of characters in a
prologue is ultimately unconvincing, a function perhaps of her working description
of a religious dramatic prologue, there is merit in her assertion that the Evangelist
could be writing with an understanding of Greco-Roman prologue conventions "in
the background."!4 As classical definitions for dramatic prologues are, as Harris
points out, fluid, thus making a comparative analysis between such prologues and the
beginning of the Gospel difficult, recourse to a comparison with another, more
concisely defined, type of ancient prologue may provide a more fruitful result. The
prologues of formal speeches, which though oral, are extant in written form, were
governed by a well defined set of precepts. These precepts were clearly elucidated
in the rhetorical handbooks. That one will not have strayed far from Harris' efforts
by an analysis of speech prologues rather than dramatic prologues 1s evidenced by
Harris' own observations that "it would seem that rhetoric treated prologues to

comedy and tragedy alike on the analogy of the beginnings of speeches."1>

12R. A. Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983), 101 ef seq.

I3Harris herself notes that no consensus of opinion concerning an understanding of the Logos has been
reached (198). Stibbe comments, “When it comes to understanding Jesus, the narrator constantly
leaves us with logical ellipses or gaps which we, the reader, must try to fill in...As far as Jesus himself 1s
concerned, his abstruseness is indicated by his speech and by his actions” (John’s Gospel, 30).

14Harris, 38.
151bid., 14.
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Before proceeding to an exposition of the beginning of the Gospel in the light
of rhetorical prologues, some presuppositions with regard to those verses must be
stated. First, I am in agreement with Harris!¢ and C. K. Barrett!? that the lack of a
consensus regarding the possible earlier independent existence of the prologue and
the reconstruction thereof, while not necessarily denying such possibilities, does
make one regard such theories with scepticism.1® The very fact that such
reconstructions are based, in large part, upon perceived stylistic differences rather
than other criteria suggests that the reconstructive enterprise does not have a firm
basis. Furthermore, a distinction between poetry and prose in the hymn appears
incorrect if one accepts Barrett's assertion that the prologue is not a hymn driven by
meter, but a "prose hymn" dominated by content rather than form.1® In essence, the
prologue is constructed "not as a jig-saw puzzle but as one piece of theological
writing."20 It is a writing penned by the author of the Gospel. Thus, the
presupposition is that the prologue is a unified whole that is not independent from
the Gospel.2! Indeed, the two are in an intimate relationship, bound by the author's
pen and purpose. In any case, rhetorical analysis requires one to look at the final

form of the text apart from concerns of source criticism.
A. The Conventions of Speech Prologues

Many modern speeches begin in accordance with accepted conventions.
Perhaps the most well known method for beginning a speech is found 1n the advice

given to many an amateur orator: Warm up your audience by starting with a joke.

161bid., 26.

17C. K. Barrett, "The Prologue of St. John's Gospel," in New Testament Essays (London;: SPCK,
1972), 37.

13A recent example of such a theory is that of Helmut Koester who identifies 1:1-5 and 1:9-13 as a
gnostic version of the Sophia myth to which verses 6-8 and 14 are interpolations. Helmut Koester,

"The Story of the Johannine Tradition,” Sewange Theological Review 36(1992): esp. p. 24.

19Barrett, "The Prologue,” 39. While maintaining that content is the driving force, I do, however,
recognise the rhythmic element of the initial verse. See p. 53 below.

201bid., 48.

21Despite this claim for unity, various theological terms appear in the prologue but are not repeated in
the Gospel. These include: word, fullness, and grace. See Brown, 19.
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Ostensibly the joke, if moderately successful and humorous, functions in two ways;
it both grabs the attention of the audience, enabling the listeners to relax and
participate with their laughter, and establishes the orator as a sharp, clever, and witty
individual whose words might merit further attention. The ancients would approve
of opening a speech thus for, as Cicero observes, getting an audience to laugh wins
good will.22 Non-verbal conventions also abound in oratory. One such non-verbal
device 1s often employed by some ministers prior to the delivery of the sermon.
Specifically, this device is the "moment of silent prayer” that immediately precedes
the sermon. This silence, although perhaps genuine in its intentions, serves a
multitude of functions. It signals a shift into a new portion of the service, the homily
or exposition of the word, and allows both the congregation and pastor to prepare for
that change. It can also make the pastor appear, either by design or actuality,
humble--a frail human who requires time to gather courage prior to launching into a
fifteen minute soliloquy. As Quintilian remarks, "confidence often labours under the
disadvantage of being regarded as arrogance"--as true today as then.2*> Perhaps above
all, that moment of silence lends authority to the sermon as the prayer delivered in

those moments 1s supposedly a request for God/The Holy Spirit to lend inspiration to

the words.

The classical orators also observed conventions in the prologue, or exordium
of a speech. Quintilian describes the purpose of the exordium as "to prepare our
audience 1n such a way that they will be disposed to lend a ready ear to the rest of
our speech."?4 This statement may be applied to written works as well. For instance,
in modern ears the phrase "Once upon a time" tells the reader to expect a fairy tale
thereby enabling only those interested in such a genre of literature to decide to go on
with reading the book. Furthermore, the first few pages of any novel are likely to

determine whether a person will persevere in allowing the author to command their

22Cicero De Qratore, Loeb Classical Library, 2.58.236.

23Quintilian [nstitutio Oratoria. Loeb Classical Library, 4.1.33.
24 Quintilian [nst. Ort. 4.1.5.
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attention to the end. For Quintilian, speeches grabbed the audience's attention

through two avenues; either the subject under consideration was titillating enough to

arouse 1nterest 1n its own right, or the author of the speech was obligated to craft the

exordium 1n a way to encourage attentiveness in the audience.

The beginning of a speech, according to Cicero, is of primary importance in
an oration. Since it must gain the audience's ear, he advises that it be created after
the rest of the speech has been completed in order that it might be "carefully framed"
and "suitably expressed."?5 Quintilian, in his discussion on exordia, emphasises three
subjects or tasks upon which the author must concentrate: his/her own character, the
attitudes of the judge, and an introduction of key points to be covered in the
speech.2¢ Establishing the person and character of the rhetor, one of the speaker's
initial responsibilities, 1s of great importance as, if the pleader "is believed to be a
good man, this consideration will exercise the strongest influence at every point of
the case."?’ The consequence of having established an ethos in which one 1s not only
a good man, but an engaging speaker is that judges "give greater credence to those to
whom they find 1t a pleasure to listen."?® Concerning the question of character, the
orator also has the option of praising or maligning the characters of both his client
and the opposition in the exordium.2® The second task, winning the good will of the
judge, may be achieved in a variety of ways. One technique is to praise qualities
possessed by the judge that it is hoped that esteemed person will employ to secure a
favourable judgement. This is a tactic employed by Paul in the thanksgiving of his
letter to the Romans. By acknowledging and subtly complimenting the Romans on
the fact that their faith had been proclaimed throughout the world (1.8), he counts

upon that staunchness of faith and dedication thereto to predispose the audience to

25Cicero De Oratore 2.78.315, 318.

26Quintilian, [nst. Ort. 4.1.1 et seq.
27Tbid., 4.1.7.

28Ibid., 4.1.12.

291bid., 4.1.14.
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be susceptible to the corrections he seeks to offer. Quintilian also points out,

amongst other techniques, that judges, especially those predisposed against one's self
or client, might be calmed, frightened, or even threatened by the speaker.3? The last

task of the exordium, the introduction of some of the key points the speaker wishes
to address in his or her case, 1s to be brief at best. It behoves the orator to save the
most important questions for introduction in the statement of facts. Having set out
classical understandings of speech prologues and the elements therein, 1t 1s important

to note that nowhere is it intimated in either De Oratore or [nstitutio Oratora that a

prologue is to provide the lens through which the remainder of the speech may be
interpreted.3! This simply does not appear to be an understanding of speech

prologues recognised by either Cicero or Quintilian.

But how does the Gospel of John stack up against the guidelines set out by
the classical orators? May we in fact infer that 1:1-18 is functioning like an
exordium? In an effort to answer these questions, John's prologue will be analysed
with respect to the three elements recommended for inclusion in an ancient
rhetorical exordium--character, gaining the attention of the judges, and the

introduction of key points.

1. Character of the author and questions of authority

Aristotle, a predecessor to Quintilian, stated that a speech must be delivered
in a way that renders the speaker worthy of confidence.3? For the ancient
rhetoricians this endeavour was of the utmost importance as one's character
constituted the "most effective means of proof” in a case.33 Cicero, who studied
Aristotle’s works, was a master of establishing his ethos or character in ways that

would dispose the audience in his own favour not to mention that of his client.34

301bid., 4.1.21.

31As mentioned on page 36 above, some scholars have viewed the prologue in this light.
32 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.2.4.

331bid.

34May holds that Cicero, born of the equestrian ranks, of necessity became adept at establishing his
ethos. The Romans believed that one's character remained immutable for the duration of one's life, and
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Closely related to the concept of etios was that of auctoritas, authority. Indeed, an
audience granted authority only to those who possessed ethos worthy of respect.
Regarding the importance of authority in the Roman world, May states that the

Romans' reverence for authority manifested itself in a tendency to "defer to the

judgement of a higher auctor," be it a pater familias, a patron, a magistrate, or the

senate.3?

An author's ethos and authority might be derived from a number of sources.
For instance, social status might contribute to one's ethos. Thus, a position in the
senate, holding the office of consul, belonging to a family that was able to claim a
long line of honourable personages, possessing wealth, or having a previously
demonstrated ability at public speaking might all contribute to one's reputation and
character.3® When the Fourth Gospel is considered, none of these things are divulged
about its author nor are they revealed in the person of the narrator.3? The Evangelist

simply begins to relate the story he wishes to tell.

With regard to an author or, in the case of speeches, an orator's self
characterisation, Quintilian notes that a pleader may be "modest and say little about
himself."38 In the case of the prologue of the Fourth Gospel, this would be an
understatement as apart from the use of the first person plural in 1:14ff, the author
gives no details concerning himself. What remains is an omniscient narrator who

speaks as though his authority is not in question. As Margaret Davies observes, the

therefore determined all of one's actions. Character was even believed to remain constant from
generation to generation in the same family. James J. May, Tnals of Character: The Eloquence ¢

Ciceronian Ethos (Chapel Hill and London: University of North Carolina Press, 1988), 6.
351bid., 6-7.

36There is a contrast between Roman and Greek rhetoric. For Aristotle, character was formulated in

the context of the speech itself and never was based on the pleader's prior reputation. See May, p. 9
and Aristotle Rhetoric 1.2 4.

37The status of the Beloved Disciple as a reliable witness and the source of the Gospel will be
discussed in chapter 5 of this thesis.

38Quintilian [nst. Ort. 4.1.7.
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prologue "presumes knowledge of God's eternal existence and of his purpose in

creation, and the narrator records events in the story in terms of this insight."3?

Given this information, what may be said, on the basis of the prologue,
concerning the author's ethos/auctoritas? First, one may say that the author appears
to have a sound knowledge of the Septuagint. The fact that the author draws upon
the Jewish Scriptures is exemplified by the vocabulary he chooses to employ in the
commencement of his work. The first two words of the prologue, in particular, are
reminiscent of the first words found in the Septuagint version of Genesis--"In the
beginning,” iiv &pxﬁ. As Michael Edwards remarks, John "travels to the beginning
of the scriptures; as writer, he makes contact with the beginning of 'the writings."40
By calling to mind Genesis, accomplished not only with the words "in the beginning”
but also with such key words as God s (LXX Gen. 1.1; Jn. 1:1), darkness oxotia
~ (LXX Gen. 1:3; Jn. 1:5) and light ¢&>s (LXX Gen. 1:4; Jn. 1:4-5), the author 15
evoking, what may, at least for a Jewish or Christian audience, be an authoritative
source. A second observation concerning the author's ethos is that if the original
readers knew the author#! or if the author's personal ethos had apparently been
established at some time prior to the writing of the Gospel, the issue would not be
required to be addressed in the prologue itself. This was a practice with which
classical oratory could find no fault. Indeed Cicero does not necessarily include the

establishment of one's ethos as requisite in an exordium.*? He assumes, perhaps to a

3%9Margaret Davies, Rhetoric and Reference in the Fourth Gospel JSNTSS 69 (Sheflield: JSOT Press,
1992), 31.

40M|chael Edwards, "The World Could Not Contain the Books," in The Bible as Rhetoric, Studies in
Biblics 1asion and Credibility ed. Martin Warner (NY and London: Routledge, 1990), 179. The
importance and relationship of the Pentateuch to the Gospel tradition 1s also found in the beginnings of
the synoptic gospels as well. As Edwards notes, the synoptics all employ vocabulary harkemng back

to Genesis in their opening chapters (pp. 178-179). For example, Mark's gospel begins, Amm 70V

gvoyeAAiov. Matthew's use of the word eyévvnoev in chapter one recalls the yevvOnto of the
creation story of Genesis 1, and Luke refers to "those who were with Jesus ax apyis.” In none of

these other gospels, however, is the connection as blatant as in John whose €v dapyn is an exact
reproduction of the Septuagint Gen. 1:1.

41perhaps implied by Jn. 21:23-24.

42Cicero mentions only securing the good will of the judge/audience and summarising the speech’s
contents as constituting an exordium (2.74.320 and 2.79.323).
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lesser degree than Aristotle, that efhos may be asserted throughout the course of the
speech as a whole. Even Quintilian, in discussing deliberative oratory, maintains
that a formal opening is not required when an orator is known since whoever asks an
orator for his opinion is already pre-disposed to him.43 To any other community of
readers, however, the prologue must stand on its own. It reveals no details of the
author save that he writes with authority; is acquainted with the Septuagint; and
apparently believes the assertion he makes in verses 1:14,16 where he uses the first
person plural. In any event, the issue of securing a reader's attention, the point at

which we have now arrived, is a matter for discussion under the next topic.
2. Obtaining the good will of the judge or audience

Now, various elements might induce an audience to listen attentively to a
speech. The speaker, if of high ethos and auctoritas, may draw in the audience, or
the subject itself may be titillating enough to arouse interest. If these two aspects are
absent, the orator may be faced with a variety of tasks. For instance, the speaker may
be required to disabuse a judge of predispositions toward an opponent. Sometimes,
in order to win the goodwill of an audience, the orator might need to employ a
variety of devices, such as creating “...the impression that we shall not keep them

(the audfence) long and intend to stick closely to the point."44

Cicero demonstrates his handling of a prejudiced judge in Pro Publio
Quinctio.#5 In that oration he assumes the judge, Aquilius, is predisposed to favour
the prosecution, a claimant of great influence in Rome. After stressing his client's

own humble circumstances, Cicero remarks,

The more numerous these disadvantages are, Aquilius, the greater should be
the indulgence with which you and your assessors listen to our words, so that
truth, weakened by so many unfavourable conditions, may at last be revived

43Quintilian [nst,_QOrt. 3.8.6.
44Quintilian [nst._Ort. 4.1.34.

45The exordia of five other of Cicero's speeches (Pro Roscio Amerino, Pro Cluentio, Pro Mureno, Pro
Caelio and Pro Milone) are examined with respect to obtaining "good will* by Paul Prill. "Cicero in
Theory and Practice: The Securing of Good Will in the Exordia of Five Forensic Speeches,”

Rhetorica 4 (1986): 93-109.
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by the impartiality of men so eminent. But if you, in your capacity as judge,
show that you can afford no protection to loneliness and distress against
violence and interest; if, before such a tribunal the cause is weighed in the
balance of influence and not 1n that of truth, then assuredly neither sanctity

nor purity any longer exists in the state, nor can the authority and integrity of
the judge afford any consolation to a humble citizen. No doubt either truth

will prevail before you and your assessors, or, driven by violence and 1nterest
from this tribunal, will be unable to find a place wherein to rest.46

This statement for the benefit of the judge contains two elements. First there 1s an
appeal to the judge's own ethos--his authority and integrity as a judge. Aquiliusis
reminded that he, by virtue of his office, is to be blind to the accuser's money and
power. Second, Cicero includes a bold, but tactful, threat of rioting 1n the streets
should the decision fall against his client. To threaten a judge "with the displeasure

of the Roman people," remarks Quintilian, is one of the most popular ways to bring

fear to bear upon the judges.4?

In the case of John's prologue there is a marked difference from Pro Publio
Quinctio, namely, the prologue contains no explicit address to a judge or judges.
John, however, does not ignore the audience, but, in 2 manner similar to that
employed by Cicero in the Catilinian orations, utilises a particular technique for
securing the good will of his audience. This technique, which involves eliciting an

audience’s concern for itself or the common good, is recognised by Quintilian who

writes,

But there are certain tricks for acquiring good-will, which though almost
universal, are by no means to be neglected...For it keeps the judge's attention
on the alert, if he is led to think the case novel, important, scandalous, or
likely to set a precedent, still more if he is excited by concern for himself or
the commonweal, when his mind must be stirred by hope, fear, admonition

entreaty and even by falsehood, if it seems to us that it is likely to advance
our case.4®

Both Cicero, in his orations against Catiline, and John, 1n his gospel, arouse

attention by urging their respective audiences to focus on themselves or the

46Cicero Pro Publio Quinctio, Loeb Classical Library, 1.4-5.
47Quintilian [nst._Ort. 4.1.21.
431bid., 4.1.33.
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commonweal. In this technique, the use of the pronoun “we,” employed by both
authors, serves to 1nvolve the audience in the particular discourse. John is marked by
"liturgical structure” with the first person plural of 1:14 ("...we have seen his
glory...") reflecting what may be regarded as a confession of faith.4? Cicero too, at
one point in his second speech against Catiline, although expressing strong
conviction rather than a confession of faith, dispenses with an address to the judge
and resorts to plying the first person plural. By the use of "we" Cicero 1dentifies the
State, Senate, the people and himself as one, united in their judgement against
Lucius Cattline.”® In short, the subtitle of the speech, Habita ad populum, delivered
before the people, indicates the scope of those who are to act as judges--all who

heard the speech. He opens his oration,

At last citizens, we have either cast out of the city or dismissed or said
farewell to Lucius Catiline, as he departed blazing with audacity, breathing
forth crime...We shall be afraid neither in the Campus Marius nor 1n the

forum, nor in the senate-house, and finally not within the walls of our own
homes.>!

Cicero, through the use of the first person plural was encouraging all auditors to
become involved in his assertions, to lay claim to them, to allow Cicero to speak on
their behalf. Specifically, he was using this device to invite his audience to join with
him in condemning Catiline. John's use of the first person plural in 1:14 15 a
technique that might be said to function in a similar manner. It too may serve to
draw in the reader and invite him or her to join with the author in asserting a belief;
to participate in the "in group” of the community. Verses 10-13 set up a dichotomy
between those who accept the position of the author and those who do not. These
verses, concerning the Logos, begin with the assertion that some "did not know him"

nor "accept him," while others "received him," "believed in his name" and were

4IDavid Deeks, "The Structure of the Fourth Gospel,” in The Gospel of John ¢

Anthology of Twentieth Century Perspectives, ed. Mark W. G. Stibbe, New Testament Tools and
Studies, Vol. 17 (Leiden, NY and KéIn: E. J. Brill, 1993), 81.

30In the first speech against Catiline before the Senate, Catiline is urged to go into exile without a trial.
This advice is taken and Catiline’s exile is the occasion for the second speech.

51Cicero Qratorio in Catilinam Secunda, Loeb Classical Library, 1.1.
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rewarded--i.e. they were given power to become children of God. An interesting

observation 1s that verse 12, the statement concerning the "reward” for believing, not
only serves as a pivot point in the contrast between rejecting the "true light" (his

people did not accept him v. 11) and receiving/believing the "true light" (we have

seen his glory v. 14) but also as a demarcation between "his own people" (them) in
verse 10 and the first person plural (us) of verse 14. In essence, verses 10-14 invite

the reader to identify with the author and his community and holds out the promise

of reward to titillate his or her self-interest.52

In addition to the use of the first person plural, one might see another
technique for gaining the attention of the reader that is employed in John's gospel. It
is possible that the reader of the prologue is immediately made aware that the subject
to be discussed is important--important enough to employ the first two words of the
Septuagint and use the word 0c0¢, God, three times in the first two verses. When
one begins by speaking of something as important as the deity, the attention of the

audience 1s likely to be arrested.

Prior to turning to an analysis of the prologue's structure in an effort to
determine whether or not it may be understood to provide an outline or summary for
the contents of the Gospel, it is appropriate to recapitulate the observations made
concerning the prologue's methods for gaining the good will of the audience. While
many ancient speeches contained material directly addressed to the judge, such an
address was not an obligatory part of a prologue, a fact demonstrated in Cicero's
second speech against Lucius Catiline. The attention of the audience, could,
however, be aroused through what Quintilian described as a number of tricks, one of

which was exciting the auditor by concern for himself or the commonweal. Both

52 Although commentators often recognise the confessional tone of the first person plural as
confessional and representative of believers throughout the generations, as does Rudolf Bultmann in

I]lLQO_SD_QLAQQ.QLdlIlRJQ.lQhﬂ- trans. G. F. Beasley-Murray (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1971),
p. 70, 1t is p0551b1e to understand the “we” as a reference to “...the Evangelist and other Christians who

actually saw Jesus in the days of his earthly life.” D. A. Carson, The Gospel According to John (Grand

Rapids: Eerdman’s, 1991), 128. Also R. Alan Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983), 97-98.
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Cicero and possibly John, through the use of the first person plural, evoke a sense of

community in their speeches. Cicero, in his second oration regarding Catiline,
addresses all listeners assuring them that their personal safety will be restored if they
join him in condemning Catiline. John, in his work, encourages the reader to join
with him in a communal confession of belief, indicating to his readers that those who
believe may be considered to be 'children of God.' In addition, John may also ensure
that his readers recognise the importance of his subject by using iEv &pxﬁ and O£0C
in the initial verses of his text. In essence, John's means of securing the good will of

his audience would be acceptable to ancient orators.

3. Laying the Groundwork for the Remainder of the Oration.

The observation may be made that a number of scholars have identified a
"climax," "pivot” or "central affirmation” in the opening to John's Gospel. The wide
variety of verses to which this honour has been ascribed, however is quite peculiar.3
The three verses most often championed are 12, 14, and 18. A sample survey of a
random selection of scholars reveal Harris54 and O'Day?3 extolling verse 18; R. Alan
Culpepper,’ after constructing an elaborate chiasmus, championing verse 12b; and
verse 14 being advocated both by H. Ridderbos’? and J. A. T. Robinson.”® With
regard to speech prologues, Cicero and Quintilian do not speak of a single climax,
pivot or central affirmation. Rather, they speak of opening remarks, points, and the

introduction of various questions as elements properly within the realm of

53The lack of unity regarding the prologue's "climax" has also been noted by King. He lists these
scholars and the verses that they see as the focus of the prologue: Bemard--v.18; Hoskyns--v.17,
Schnackenberg--v.14;  Marsh--v.14; Morrnis-v.18;  Lindars--vv.14-18;  Jeremias--vv.14-18,
Barrett--v.13; and R. E. Brown--v.14a. See King, "The Prologue..." p. 373.

34Harris, 92.
»Gail R. O'Day, Revelation in the Fourth Gospel (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1986), 33.
S6R. Alan Culpepper, "The Pivot' in John's Prologue," NTS 27(1980): 1-31. Chiastic structure is

also proposed by M. E. Boismard, LL&QMM Lectio Divina 11 (Paris: Les éditions
du Cerf, 1953), 106-107. The pivot in Boismard's construction is comprised of vv. 12-13. See also

Charles H. Talbert, Reading John (London: SPCK, 1992). 66-67.

STH. Ridderbos, "The Structure and Scope of the Prologue to the Gospel of John," Novum
Testamentum. 8 (1966): 194 and 196.

58Robinson, 123.
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"prologue.”>? While it 1s conceivable that an orator might introduce a variety of
points, one of which is superior to the others, the fact that there are three main
claimants for the title "climax" in the Johannine prologue indicates that the author

has introduced a number of issues into his prologue, none of which is necessarily

dominant.

Quintilian, in his advice concerning how one might "make the judge ready to
receive instruction” from an orator, speaks concerning the practice of introducing the

main points one intends to cover into an exordium. He asserts,

For as regards the length of the exordium, it should propound rather than

expound, and should not describe how each thing occurred, but simply
Indicate the points on which the orator proposes to speak.

The opening verses of John's Gospel appear to reflect to this proscription. In a short
prologue, the author introduces key concepts and vocabulary, briefly sets out the
order of the Gospel's contents and states the main issue with which his narrative will
be occupied. An exposition of the major units of the prologue: 1) the opening
"hymn" (vv. 1-5); 2) a brief sketch of the Gospel's contents (vv. 6-16); and 3) an

ipsius causae type "statement of the case" (vv. 16-18) will demonstrate this

conformity.
a. The Opening Hymn: Verses. 1-3.

The assertion that verses 1-5 comprise the inttial "unit” of the prologue 1s
demonstrable on two fronts. First, in content its cosmic concerns differentiate this
group of verses from those which follow. Verses 6-15, by contrast with the 1nitial
sentences of the prologue, refer to the world. This "worldly focus" is illustrated by
the fact that verses 6-9 centre on the testimony given by a human; verses 10-13 on
the light that 1s in the world; and verse 14 on the Word became flesh. Verse 15, in

echoing verses 6-9 serves as an inclusio.®! Second, the fact that verses 1-5 are a

59Cicero De Oratore 2.78.315; Quintilian [nst._ Ort. 4.1.23.
60Quintilian [nst._Ort. 4.1.35.

61Ridderbos, who also looks for "unity of content” in the prologue agrees that vv. 1-5 are a single unit.
He, however, divides the remainder of the prologue into vv. 6-13 and vv. 14-18 (p. 191). He describes
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stylistic or theological unit is recognised by most scholars. Verse 6, for those
seeking to construct an underlying source, is almost universally recognised as a break
from verse 5. This break is often explained on the basis of an editorial interpolation,
or to put it baldly, a "rude interruption”¢? of the underlying source. While C. K.
Barrett has demonstrated that verse 6 need not be considered the initial verse of a
disruptive prose insertion into a poetic hymn,53 nevertheless, the verse is discordant.
It signals a shift from the eternal and general concepts of Word, God, and Light to
the recent historical and particular represented by John the Baptist. Verse 6,

therefore, indicates the beginning of a new narrative unit.

The unit comprised of verses 1-5, in light of classical understandings of the
"introductory" functions of ancient prologues, conforms with classical expectations.
In form, these verses employ lofty and majestic language with which they describe
their main subject, the Logos. Verse 1 is dominated by a rhythmic construction in
which ﬁv is the syllabic centre of each phrase. In turn, each phrase is balanced with

the others with regard to the number of syllables: short--long--short. The

construction may be illustrated:
1 2 3 Centre 3 2 1

)

Ev &pxﬁ ﬁv 0 Aoyoc =total 7 syllables
1 2 3 4 Centre 4 3 2 1

4

Kot O AOYOG 1?|v npOC Tov Beov =total 9 syllables
1 2 3 Centre 3 2 1

£

Ko 0e0C¢ ﬁv 0 AOYOG =total 7 syllables%

While Quintilian would perhaps shudder at this opening sentence, declaring, "The
old rule still holds good that no unusual word, no overbold metaphor, no phrase

derived from the lumber-rooms of antiquity or from poetic licence should be

" the prologue as "...a closed impressive unity of thought. One is able to speak of an ellipse with two
foci (vv. 1 and 14). These two foci are marked by the Jogos concept...” (p. 196).

62R obinson, 122.
63C K Barrett, "The Prologue,” 39.

64Bultmann explains further details of the couplets in this verse and their poetic structure (John, 15).
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detected in the exordium,"’ the author of the Gospel remains oblivious to these
strictures. He employs both a "poetic” tone, as exemplified by its balanced syllabic
structure, and the phrase Ev &pxﬁ, derived from the lumber-room of the Septuagint.
Cicero, however, may not be as offended since he confirms that the opening may
"possess some element of ornament and dignity."% Indeed, Cicero himself on
occasion began a speech with a poetic flourish, the better to obtain the attention of
his audience. For instance, the opening words of Pro Milone constitute the

resolution of an iambic trnimeter that is cited by Quintilion as an example of the use

of poetry in orations.6’

With regard to poetic flourishes in an exordium it appears that Cicero's main
concern was not whether ornament should or should not be used, but rather whether
or not the opening of a speech was appropriate for the following case. "Just as a
forecourt or entrance should be properly proportioned to the mansion or temple to
which it belongs,"68 so too should the prologue conform to the case at hand. J. AT.
Robinson uses a similar metaphor to describe the relationship of the prologue to the
Gospel. "It is like a porch to the house, designed and executed by the same architect
but in a grander and more elevated style."s® A subtle difference, however, exists
between Cicero and Robinson. While Robinson is concerned with the "style" of the

prologue in relation to the “style” of the Gospel,’0 Cicero is focusing on the

65Quintilian Inst_QOrt. 4.1.59.
66Cicero De Oratore 2.79.320.

67Quintilian [nst._Ort. 9.4.74. Steven Cerutti observes that the first words of the Pro Milone are the
result of Cicero “...using the dramatic meter to enhance the drama of the exordlum, if only for the

purpose of gettmg the attentlon of hxs audience.” Steven Cerutti, Cicero’s Accretive . _Rhetorics
ategies in the Exordia of the Judicial Speeches (Lanham, NY, Oxford: Umver51tyPressofAmer1ca,

1996), 113.

68Cicero De QOratore 2.79.320.

69Robinson, 121.

70With regard to style, the discourses attributed to the Johannine Jesus may be described as evidencing
the “grand” or “lofty” style. See C. Clifton Black, “’The Words That You Gave to Me, 1 Have Given

to Them’: The Grandeur of Johannine Rhetornic,” in Exploring the Gospel of John, ed. A. Culpepper
and C. Black (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1996), 223. Thus Robinson’s comment must not

be taken to imply that the Gospel portion is completely without instances of elevated style.
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appropriateness of the “style” of the opening to the content of what follows. Cicero
goes so far as to assert that 1n "petty cases” or those not attracting public attention, an
opening is not even required because the subject is not worthy of such efforts.”!
Thus, the Evangelist's use of a "lofty" opening does not necessarily imply that, on the
basis of style, 1t is so divergent from the Gospel that it must be dependent upon some
underlying source. Rather, the style indicates that the author believed his narrative,
the subject of which was an attempt to demonstrate that "Jesus is the Messiah, the
son of God" (20:31), was of the utmost importance.’2 Consequently, it was a subject
worthy of a grand introduction. In essence, the very style of the opening serves to

introduce the Gospel and alert the reader that what follows is deemed to have

value.?3

In addition to the lofty style that is maintained until verse 5, if not with a
balanced syllabic structure, at least through the use of stichwérter, the very words of
these verses introduce concepts that occur in the remaining pages of the work. As
Robinson notes, it is as if "the themes of the Gospel are played over beforehand, as
in the overture to an opera."”* For instance, ¢, light, in 1:4 and 1:5 occurs not only
later in the prologue itself (1:7,8,9) but as a self-referential metaphor for Jesus 1n the
"I am" and related statements of 8:12, 9:5, and 12:46. The word is also used 1n Jesus'

teachings 3:19-21,75 11:9-10 and 12:35-36, which, to some extent, have subtle

T1Cicero De Qratore 2.79.320.

72C, Black observes that matters pertaining to divinity were “eminently appropriate for grand
stylization” and that such style might excite within an audience a response of religious wonderment

(“The Words...” p. 223).

T3The opening verses of the prologue are an example of hyspos style. Thielman identifies three types
of literary style that were often connected with religious themes in antiquity: hyspos (lofty or sublime
expression), asapheia (obscurity), and semnofes (solemnity). See F. Thielman, "The Style of the
Fourth Gospel and Ancient Literary Critical Concepts of Religious Discourse," Persuasive Artistry
JSNTSS 50 (Sheffield: JSOT Press 1991), 169-183. See also G. A. Kennedy, New_Testament

terpretation Through Rhetorical Crticism (London and Chapel Hill: Univ. of North Carolina Press,
1984), 98 and 109.

T4Robinson, 122. The following correlations are made between verse 1-5 and the Gospel: 1:1=17:5;
1:4=5:26 & 8:12; 1:5=3:19 and 12:35.

751 maintain that Jesus' quotation does not end at 3:15, but continues to 3:21. As opposed to serving
as an editorial comment, verses 16-21 appear to continue Jesus' teaching begun in verse 11. The meta

tauta of verse 22 indicates that the prior verses are intended to be placed on Jesus' lips rather than
serve as a comment "outside of the story time-line" by the narrator.
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self-referential import. Certainly both John the Baptist, who testifies to the light, and
Jesus, who speaks of the light that has come into the world (3:19), have paved the
way for the association: Jesus/Light. Apart from the prologue, the word ¢ ¢ only
occurs on the lips of Jesus. Darkness, oxotia, another term introduced in the
prologue and contrasted with "the light" often occurs in these same passages—8:12,
12:35, 12:40, 12:46. Again, it is a word which, in the Gospel, is particular to the
vocabulary of the character "Jesus." A third concept, {on, life, is also introduced in
1:4 and features in "I am" statements: "I am the bread of life" (6:35, 6:48); "I am the
resurrection and the life..."(11:25); and "I am the way, the truth, and the life" (14:6).
It also occurs in the teachings of Jesus, (i.e. 4:14, 12:50). All in all, the word "life”
occurs 34 times in the Gospel as a whole and of those, only thrice is it not spoken by
Jesus. These three exceptions are: by the narrator in the prologue 1:4; in the

testimony of John 3:36,76 and in the verse that functions as a summary/peroration of

the Gospel 1in 20:31.

Thus, verses 1-5 function in an introductory capacity not only by means of
their style, which indicates the importance the author attached to the subject, but also
by introducing key terms. These key terms are both virtually unique to the

vocabulary of Jesus himself in the remainder of the Gospel and are often included 1n

his self-designations.

The key term "light" occurs not only in verses 1-5, but also in the portion of
the prologue that follows. While this creates a bridge between these two sections of

the prologue, verses 6-15 have their own task in the prologue; they summarise the

contents of the Gospel.
b. A Summary of Contents: Verses 6-1J.

The idea that there may be a "deliberate correspondence between the

structure of the prologue and that of the Gospel"”” is not new.”® One individual who

761 hold that the quote from John the Baptist extends from 3:27 to 3:36 and also that 3:16 is to be
attributed to Jesus rather than a narrator.

TTRobinson, 122.
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Illustrates this understanding of the prologue is B.T.D. Smith (1912) whose exegesis

1s cited by Robinson without critical comment.” Smith proposes this structure:

Topic Prologue Gospel
Chnist as agent of new creation 1:3 1:35-4:42
Christ as life of world 1:4 4:43-6:71
Christ as light of world 1:.4fF 7:1-9:41
His own received him not 1:10 10:1-12:50
Became Children of God 1:12 13:1-20:29

This scheme, when used to describe the relationship between the prologue and
Gospel, has a multitude of difficulties that are manifest when the document is read as
a narrative whole. For instance, why does a description of Christ as the "light of the
world" end at 9:41 when there is yet an important self-reference, "I have come as a
light into the world" in 12:46? Similarly, Christ as life of the world terminates
arbitrarily at 6:71 given the sayings of 11:25 and 14:6. Furthermore, verse 1:12's
relationship with 13:1-20:29 is not necessarily obvious to the reader, thereby

defeating any summary or correspondence function verse 1:12 might possess in

relation to those chapters.80

An alternate and simpler relationship between the prologue and Gospel does

exist. The connection depends on the following division of verses 6-15: vv. 6-9; vv.

73A recent example is found in the work of Murray Ross Wilton who states, "the first 12 chapters of
the Gospel are an expansion of verses 6-13 of the prologue.” M. R. Wilton, Witness as a Theme in the
Fourth Gospel (Ph.D. Dissertation, New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary, 1992), 82. Eugene
Nida maintains that only verses 11-13 "preview" what he terms the two major sections of John. First,
verse 11 focuses on the theme of rejection found in Chapters 1-11. Second, the theme of vv. 12-13, his
own received him, corresponds to chapters 13-20. The primary difficulty with Nida's scheme is that it
does not take into account the complexities of the Gospel. For instance, chapter 18 reflects rejection
rather that acceptance and thus might be more aptly summarised by verse 11 rather than vv. 12-13.

Nida, "Rhetoric and the Translator with Special Reference to John 1," Bible Translator 33.3 (July,
1992). 328.

T9R obinson, 122-123.

80While not maintaining a strict correspondence between elements of the prologue and Gospel as does
Smith, Warren Carter thinks that there are four themes common to both. These are: The origin and
destiny of Jesus the Logos; Jesus' role as revealer of God, Responses to the Logos; and The
relationship of Jesus to other significant figures (such as John the Baptist). See Carter pp. 37-48.
Ignace de la Potterie, after a structural analysis, finds four themes in the prologue that differ slightly
from those of both Smith and Carter. These are: The Beginning vv. 1-2, 6-8, 15; The Word, the
Light of Man vv. 3-5, 9, The Responses vv. 5b, 10-12, 16; and The Object of Faith--the unique son of
the Father vv. 13-14, 17-18. Potterie, however, does not seek to connect this thematic structure of the

prologue with the Gospel. "Structure du Prologue de Saint Jean," New Testament Studies 30 (1984):
354-381. See especially his chart on p. 358.
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10-13; v. 14; v. 15. Verses 6-9 form a unit comprised of the introduction of John the
Baptist and a summary of his testimony concerning the light.8! This segment of the
prologue is differentiated from verse 10 in which the light is already present in the
world. Thus, verses 7-8 are a vivid expression of John's purpose; verse 9 is the
narrator's qualification that John himself was not the light; and verse 10 begins a new
thought 1n which John 1s no longer in focus. Verses 6-9, then, clearly are centred
upon the testifying activity of John, an activity with which the Gospel begins in verse
19. Indeed, Kai avtn €6Tiv N HOpTLPLE TOL Todvvov (1:19) indicates that the

business of the Gospel, summarised in 1:6-9, has begun.82

After the introduction of John the Baptist and a summary of his testimony
(vv. 6-9), a second 1dea is set forth in the prologue by the author. It is found in
verses 10-13: The light, once in the world, was rejected by "his own" but rewards
those who believe in his name. In essence, what is introduced here is a theme of
conflict centred on rejection/acceptance of the light. This theme is played out in the
narrative in the form of the machinations of "the Jews," as the writer characterises
Jesus’ opposition, and Jewish officials who do not acknowledge Jesus' identity. The
conflict reaches its climax when Jesus' opponents ultimately succeed in obtaining his
arrest and death.83 Those who accept Jesus' identity, who can join with the disciples

and not ask Jesus "Who are you?" because they know "it is the lord" (21:12), are born

81Verse 9 is taken to be "the true light, which enlightens every man, was coming into the world" rather
than "he was the true light that enlightens everyone coming into the world." The first gives a
"predictive force" more in line with John's assertions of verses 15 and 27,

82To what portion of John's testimony verses 6-9 correspond is irrelevant. It is not the task of the
reader to determine whether the correlation between 1:6-9 of the prologue and the narrative concludes
at 1:36 where John ceases speaking, 1:42 after two of John's disciples follow Jesus, or 3:22-36 which is
John's last appearance. 1:6-9 is not intended to account for all that falls in 1:19-3:36. It is a summary
statement painted with a broad brush, indicating nothing more about the contents of the Gospel than its
starting point: the testimony of John the Baptist. Recalling to mind the words of the ancient orators
quoted earlier, the object of an exordium is to "propound rather than expound." According to
Quintilian, the prologue is the place to "simply indicate the points on which the orator proposes to

speak” ([nst_Qrt.4.1.35). There 1s no requirement that the orator provide a programmatic outline with
points and sub-points to which the text must slavishly conform. .

83There is irony in the fact that the Samaritans, a group estranged from the Jews and therefore not

necessarily Jesus' own people, identify Jesus as "Saviour of the World" (4:42). These outsiders accept
Jesus while, as the Gospel progresses, his own people will not.
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anew (3:1-10) into the kingdom of God, thus obtaining eternal life (6:68-69). In

short, verses 10-13 briefly point to those events and conflicts which culminate in the

trial of Jesus.

The last major theme of the Gospel to be introduced in the prologue text 1s
found in verse 14. It is the idea that the word became flesh and his glory was seen.
This verse, one may maintain, refers to nothing less than the crucifixion.8¢ Only in
Jesus'/the Messiah's death is his fleshly mortal existence confirmed. Only at the
point of death does the ironic confession "we have seen his glory" have its greatest
impact. This 1s demonstrated by the fact that after the prologue, the narrator does
not break into the text until 19:35 where he implicitly identifies himself as an eye
witness to the piercing of Jesus' side. The testimony to the piercing is the point at
which "we have seen his glory" equals "we have seen his death” (and the sign of
blood and water).8> Jesus himself indicates a relationship between his death and
glorification 1n the prayer prior to his arrest (chap 17). As Harris observes

concerning the relationship between the word “glory” and its verbal counterpart,

which occurs in the passion,

Does the 'glory' used here (1:14) of the ‘flesh’ of the Logos hint at, even
prepare for, the frequent use of the verb when there is mention of Jesus' flesh
at the point of death? The phrase 'was glorified' in the Fourth Gospel alone
among New Testament writings, is frequently synonymous with the death of
Jesus, whether it be in respect of the Son of Man or concerning the Son (of
God). It seems better, therefore, to include in any understanding of 1:14 the
view that within the very word 'glory' in the prologue resides a seminal
allusion to the death of the Logos-become-flesh. 36

84Margaret Pamment remarks that the word “glory” (glorification) in the Fourth Gospel points to a
specific event in Jesus’ life--his crucifiion. There are some instances, however, when DOXA is to be
equated with “honour” 5:41-47; 7:18; 8:49-59. M. Pamment, “The Meaning of Doxa in the Fourth
Gospel,” ZNW 74 (1983): 12 and 13.

85For a discussion of alternate interpretations of verses 19: 35-36 see Margaret Davies, Rhetoric and
Reference in the Fourth Gospel, JSNTSS 69 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1992), 63-64.

86Harris, 128. An exception to the assertion that “glory” is associated with the death of Jesus may be
found in verse 21:19. In that verse the death by which Peter will “glonfy” God is predicted. In both
the case of Jesus and of Peter “glory™ 1s associated with death. There is a distinction, though. Jesus’
glory rebounds to Jesus himself (1:14, 17:24) and is given by the Father. In the case of Peter, the death
stems from following Jesus and results in the glorification of God. C.H. Dodd links the concepts of
glory and light as they apply to Jesus and writes, “...the action in which He most fully expressed
Himself, namely His self-devotion to death in love for mankind, is the conclusive manifestation of the
divine glory. In developing this thought, the Evangelist plays subtly upon the varying meanings of the
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The relationship between 'glory’ and the cross in this Gospel has been clearly
articulated by T. F. Glasson, "The glory of Christ is most marked at the point when
with Judas' exit the wheels of the passion story begin to turn."87 Before turning to
verse 15, however, there is one final caveat regarding the word doxa and its possible

legal connotations in the Roman world. To describe the trial of Christ and his death
in terms of “glory’ is to evoke language reminiscent of the five kinds of legal cases
listed by Quintilian: endoxos honourable; adoxos mean; amphidoxoes doubtful;
paradoxos extraordinary; and dysparakolouthentos obscure.®® In essence, doxa is
part of a patina of legal terminology. Similar legal terminology was already

introduced into the prologue by linking John the Baptist with “testifying” (6-7).

Identifying Christ's death as the last of the three "seminal allusions” to the
content of the Gospel found in the prologue is supported by the fact that verse 15

returns to John the Baptist. Although verse 15 is often excluded from

reconstructions of the "underlying hymn" and seen as a disruption described as
Baptist material "quoted in an awkward manner,"® it is integral to the structure of
the text. Specifically, verse 15 forms an inclusio with 1:6-9 signalling to the reader
that the summary of the Gospel's contents 1s at an end. Also, this verse
simultaneously reminds the reader of the way in which the Gospel itself will be

starting. Despite its structural importance, verse 15 does indeed seem disruptive.*

word 80Ea, suggesting that by such a death Christ “honours” God...and gains “honour” Himself; but
the “honour” which He gains is no other that the “glory” with which the Father has invested Hm...” C.

H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge: Cambndge University Press, 1953),
207-208.

87T Francis Glasson, Moses in the Fourth Gospel, Studies in Biblical Theology (London: SCM Press,
1963), 73.

33Quintilian Inst. Ort, 4.1.40.
89C K. Barrett, "Prologue," 44.

OM. D. Hooker believes that verse 15, even though abrupt, is not a mere parenthesis. It serves a
function in that it helps "confirm the truth of what has just been said that the light is shining in the
darkness and that we have seen the glory of the incarnate Logos." Similarly, verses 6-8 confirm verses
1-5. M. D. Hooker, “John the Baptist and the Johannine Prologue," NTS 16 (1969): 357. In essence

the Baptist portions of the prologue serve as witness to the assertions made of the Logos in vv. 1-5 and
v. 14. The difficulty with this scheme is twofold. First, verses 10-13 and 16-18 also make assertions

concerning Christ which consequently "remain out in the cold" by not being substantiated by Baptist
testimony as are 1-5 and 15. Second, if verse 14 does refer to the crucifixion, an event that takes place
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This verse 1s sandwiched between the confession of verse 14 and the statement of 16,
both of which employ the first person plural. Although verse 15 may be jarring to a
reader, this very disruptiveness is not unnatural for oratory. Since this verse is an
inclusio 1t serves as a transition, capping off what has come before and permitting a
new thought to follow. If verse 15 functions like the end of the summary position of

an exordium, then, as Quintilian notes, the disruption is natural. The Orator states,

There 1s indeed a pedantic and childish affectation in vogue in the schools of
marking the transition by some epigram and seeking to win applause by this
feat of legerdemain...But what necessity is there for an orator to gloss over
his transitions or attempt to deceive the judge, who requires on the contrary

to be warned to give his attention to the sequence of the various portions of
the speech?9l

The inclusio of verse 15, with its discordant tone, does indicate the summary portion
of the exordium has come to a close and points ahead to the testimony of John in
verse 19. The intervening verses, 16-18, although part of the exordium are not part
of the summary. Rather, they explicate why "testimony” is necessary by indicating
the 1ssue which is in question. Thus with verse 15, the author has completed his
obligation, as Cicero directs, to prepare the ground for his audience. He has
summarised the plot of his Gospel: Beginning (1:6-9); Middle (1:10-13);
End/Passion (1:14). Furthermore, in his summary, the Evangelist has focused upon
his central character in a way reminiscent of forensic rhetoric's focus upon the main

client. Cicero states concerning opening summaries,

points drawn from one's client--by clients I mean the persons concerned with
the matter--are considerations showing him to be a man of high character, a
gentleman, a victim of misfortune deserving of compassion, and any facts
that will tell against a false charge.92

If one were to keep Cicero's comment in mind while reading the Evangelist's

summary, one might find the hint of a correlation. John the Baptist's testimony, the

long after John's imprisonment, how 1s it possible that John confirm that statement? Presumably, John
might be able to confirm vv. 1-5 as "one sent from God" but confirmation of this latter event is left to
the narrator who confesses "we have seen his glory."

21Quintilian Inst_Ort. 4.1.77-78.
92Cicero De QOratore 2.79.321
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testimony of an unimpeachable witness sent by God, focuses upon the character of
Jesus Christ, the light. Verses 10-13 might arouse compassion for the character--a
character who suffers the unfortunate circumstances of being neither recognised nor
accepted by his own. In verse 14 the reader sees in Christ's death not a vindication of

his opponents, but his glorification, hinting that the crucifixion of Jesus was only a

hollow or false victory for those who instigated it.

In essence the observation has been made that verses 6-15 appear to conform

to ancient expectations of speech prologues. Not unlike formal prologues, these

verses introduce points to be covered in the body of the Gospel and end at an obvious

place, the inclusio of verse 15. But what, then, is the significance of verses 16-187
c. Verses 16-18: An Ipsius Causae Statement of the Case?

The final verses of what has been described as the "prologue” to John are
troublesome indeed. These verses, which are related to Exodus 33-34,% contain a
significant textual variant and, according to some scholars, have a questionable
relationship with the previous verses of the prologue. For instance, Emst Kédsemann
counts these verses amongst an epilogue to the Logos hymn, an epilogue beginning
at verse 14.94 Harris, by contrast, believes 16-18 are a continuation of John's
testimony in verse 15.95 This last theory, although having precedent amongst the

church fathers, is difficult to defend. Verses 16-18 make use of the first person

P3Detailed discussions of the relationship between Ex. 33-34 and John 1:14-18 are numerous.
Representative are Craig A. Evans, Word and Glory: On the and Theological Backgrounc

of John’s Prologue, JSNTSS 89 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1993), 79-81; Dennis R. Lindsay, “What is
Truth? in the Gospel of John,” Restoration Quarterly 35.3 (1993) 131 133; and A.T. Hanson, “John
1: 14-18 and Exodus 34,” in The New Testament Interpretation o wre (London: SPCK, 1980),

07-108. Further works focusing on Exodus or Moses typology include Jacob Enz, “The Book of
Exodus as a Literary Type for the Gospel of John,” JBL 76 (1957). 208-215 and T. Francis Glasson,
Moses in the Fourth Gospel, Studies in Biblical Theology (LLondon: SCM Press, 1963).

94K ssemann, "Structure,” p. 152. King lists several scholars who regard at least portions of 16 and 17
as an insertion (King, p. 373). See also table in Brown, John I, p. 22.

-'l

9Harris, p.49. The use of the word ot is recitative according to Harris (p. 35). 1 maintain that it 1S
epexegetical with the demonstrative that it follows being the outoc of verse 16. Asa result I translate

the beginning of v. 16 as “ So then, out of his superabundance...” On the epexegetical ot see F. Blass,

A. Debrunner, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament, rev. Funk (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1961), Para 394, p. 202.

96Harris, 31-34.
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plural which 1s not employed by the Baptist in the remainder of chapter one. The
fact that John the Baptist never uses the first person plural in the Gospel provides an
argument against regarding vv 16-18 as his continuing testimony. The Baptist is one
who 1s unique, sent by God; one whose testimony in chapter 1:29-34 is explicit and
first hand;?” one who at the beginning of the Gospel stands alone and points to Jesus
(1:29). To include John in a corporate "we" is to reduce his individual significance,
to depreciate his function as a prime witness. That John's primary function is to
witness 1s demonstrated by the fact that every other event in John's life, such as his

preaching repentance and baptising, is eliminated from the narrative or subordinated

to John's act of testifying to Christ.?®

Rather than serving as part of John’s testimony or functioning as an epilogue
to the preceding verses, 16-18, which have the Logos as their focus, are integral to
the prologue's structure. They are connected with verses 1-15 yet form their own
unit of thought. The close relationship between 16-18 with the preceding verses is

exemplified by the vocabulary they share with verse 14. The following points of
contact may be observed:

mipng  (14)=mAnpoparog (16)

Y AP110C (14) = yapiv av yaprroc (16) & yapic(17)

aAindsiog (14) = aAndeia (17)

':-:yévero (14)= fsyévsro (17)

novoyevove  (14) = povoysvne (18)

TP OG (14) = notpOg (18)

The similarities in vocabulary between verse 14 and verses 16-18 raise the question

of verse 15 serving as an "interruption” here, muc