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PREFACE

In this dissertation, I explore the history of research of John 10:1-18, I attempt to make a con-
tribution to the understanding of this very important chapter in John by using Literary Theory
for exegetical purposes, draw some conclusions with regard to the Christology of John and
open some avenues of the understanding of the significance of the shepherd metaphor for our
own context. In John’s own time, this chapter definitely had social, religious as well as politi-
cal significance. 1 attempt to determine how these facts interact with Jeremiah 23:1-8 and
Ezekiel 34:1-6. 1 also draw some conclusions which may serve as guidelines in our own con-
text and especially our own pastoral needs in the situation of conflict in our society, leaders

who lead the flock of God astray and the need of unity among Christians.

In completing the dissertation, I exf)ress my thanks to my wife, Patricia, for her support and
encouragement through my years of study. I am especially grateful for her support during the
time of the study for the Masters examinations and the research and writing of the dissertation.
I sﬁall always be grateful for her unwavering support, commitment, assistance in the proof-
reading and unconditional love _a_nd care to me and to our family. Her optimism has helped me
to reach the goal I set out to achieve. I also thank Kas Harryparshad for his assistance in the
acquiring of rmaterial through the inter-library vsection of the university. My thanks also goes
to my promoter, Johannes Smit. His insight, academic expertise and sensitive guidance have
challenged and inspired me over the years. I am very thankful for the many hours we shared
in discussing many of the points addressed in the dissertation, the theories and approaches used
in the dissertation as well.as in Iéii)lical scholarship in general. His depth of knowledge and
expertise has enriched me greatly. My greatest thanks goes to God who has revealed himself

In the incarnation and the life, works and glorious death and resurrection of the Good

Shepherd, Jesus Christ.

George Moodley
Durban
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CHAPTER ONE
THE HISTORY OF RESEARCH: JOHN 10:1-18

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The shepherd discourse is one of the most significant sections in the Gospel according to John.
In its literary context, it draws together theological as well as social information about the
situation which shaped its message. The theological siéniﬁcance is revealed through the use of
the mapowpic, metaphors, the four &y eipe - sayings of Jesus and ultimately his direct speech.
The theological information which is revealed through the use of these literary figures draws
on virtually the whole narrative and concentrates the theological claims of the gospel to a com-
pressed and highly compacted discourse. The social significance of the text comes to the fore
in the compression of the theological claims in the context of conflict. John 10:1-18 provides
a magnifying glass perspective on the circumstances in which the Gospel was shaped. If we
accept Painter’s (1993:1) view that “the Gospel was shaped in conflict between Jewish
believers in Jesus as the Messiah and the synagogue”; then both the envelope structure of con-
flict (9:13-41 & 10:19-21ff) and the conflict between the shepherd and the thieves, robbers or
hired servants in the discourse draw this conflict together into a number of theological and
social (and therefore also pastoral) kernel points. It therefore comes as no surprise that John

10:1-18 has blessed and changed many lives over the years.

Since John 10:1-18 has played an important role in the history of the church, it is important to
introduce this study with an overview of the history of Johannine scholarship as it relates to
John 10. This overview will reveal the variety of disciplines in terms of which scholars have’
studied the shepherd discourse. It will also reveal the results of their approaches. As such, it
will provide basic perspectives which are widely accepted, the broader context of scholarship
within which this dissertation is written as well as provide an occasion for me to engage in
dialogue with these scholars and their views. I basically follow Beutler and-Fortna’s (1991)
very useful edited version of some of the papers read at the 1985 (Trondheim - Norway) and

1986 (Atlanta - Georgia) conferences of the Studiorum Novi Testamenti Societas. These
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~ essays either follow a diachronic or a synchronic approach. Beutler (1991), Turner (1991) and
Painter (1991) follow a diachronic approach. Sabbe (1991) criticizes a diachronic approach
"and then follows a synchronic approach. Du Rand (1991) and Thyen (1991) follow a syn-

chronic approach.

The following issues will be addressed in this chapter:
1.1 Problems of the shepherd discourse.
1.2 The Old Testament and Jewish background of the shepherd discourse.
1.3 The history of religions origin of the shepherd discourse.
1.4 The relationship between tradition, history and John’s interpretation of
the shepherd discourse.
1.5 The relationship between the shepherd discourse and the Synoptics.
1.6 The structure of the shepherd discourse in its syntactic and narrative context.

1.7 The literary context of the shepherd discourse within the Fourth Gospel.
1.1 PROBLEMS OF THE SHEPHERD DISCOURSE -

Busse (1991:6ff) focuses on the literary and the theological problems in John 10. Under the
literary problems, he addresses the ‘loose insertion of John 10:1-18 into the gospel as a
whole’, the text critical problem related to the wording of 10:7, the genre of 10:1-18 or 10:1-5
and the author’s use of historically correct data about the Jesus eventsileading up to and includ-
ing the discourse of John 10. Under the theological problems, Busse (1991:12ff) identifies the

question about the appropriate context for the interpretation of the relationship between the
| legitimate and 1illegitimate shepherd, the salvation-historical framework of the gospel and

Jesus’ consciousness of his mission as portrayed in 10:14-18. In what follows, these problems

and Busse’s answers will be briefly reviewed and expanded.

1.1.1 Literary problems of the shepherd discourse
1.1.1.1 The problem of the loose insertion of John 10:1-18

The question of the loose insertion of John 10:1-18 into its particular place in the gospel has
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been identified as a problem. Because of the apparent abrupt change of the topic and its transi-
tion to a differen-tk narrative genre in 10:1 (Busse 1991:6), and the 11 nouns, adjectii}es, vefbs
and adverbs which only appear in John 10 in John (Beutler 1991:24), the shepherd discourse
has been criticized as being a loose insertion into the context of the Fourth Gospel as a whole.
The words only used in John 10 in John, comprise: &A\axofer (10:1); mopiy (10:11
[2X],14,16); é€dyw (10:3); aNNoTprog (10:5 [2X]); debyw (10:5,12); vopn (10:9 & 1 Tm
2:17); k\érrw (10:10); 60w (10:10); wobwrog (10:12,13 & Mk 1:20); Nokog (10:12 [2X]);
moipvn (10:16) (cf Beutler 1991:24). Another element of the problem is that it also appears as
if 10:26b-28 is presupposed by the preceding material and that it should be placed earlier in the
narrative.  Traditionally, literary or source, redactional and traditional critical scholars
attempted to solve these problems by using the growth model or the rearrangement hypothess.
The rearrangement approach moves 10:1-18 to follow 10:28. The growth model approach
reconstructed earlier collections of sources (9:4f, 39-41; 10:1-18, 24-38) which were later
expanded by the evangelist through narrative material (e.g. 9:1-3, 6-38; 10:19-22, 39-42).
Other related views are that chapter 10 and especially 10:16 were insertions into the text by the
ecclesiastical redactor. In view of the implausible presuppositions of these approaches and

2

unsatisfying results, Busse (1991:7) rejects them.

Since ‘the chapter is firmly integrated both as to narrative and speech’ Busse’s (1991:7) alter-
native is to find links and relations between John 10 and the preceding and following textual
narrative sections. His argument 1s that the narrator’s commentary in 10:19-21, 31 and 39a is
firmly integrated with the larger whole in the narrative. The introductory waAw in 10:31 also
shows that the narrator is perfectly conscious of the function of John 10 in the larger whole.
As far as Jesus is concerned, the Pharisees’ challenge in 10:24, "Ewg wore v yuxnv ﬁ#&u-
aipeig; el ov &l 6 XpioTég, elme quiv wappnoia and Jesus’ response in 10:25 Elroy UULY Kal O
TLOTEVETE" TA Epya G &YW TOUW &V 7Q) OVOpQTL TOU TATPOG WOV TOUTQ UQPTUPEL TEPL EUOD
analeptically recal]l similar scenes in 8:25 and 7:26. The content of Jesus’ response, that ‘his
deeds ... can lead to faith’ _(Busse 1991:7) also links up with the narrator’s commentary in thié

regard in 9:4b as well as the sign character of his healing o.f‘..the blind man which in turn

recalls 8:12 and proleptically refers to 11:9f. According to this view, Busse (1991:7) endorses
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Baur’s judgment that 8:12, "Eya& elut 70 ¢&g 700 K6OWOU™ O GkONOUOGY EULOL OV U1 TEPLTATHON

év 71 okotier, 6NN Efer 70 dhg Th¢ {wig, forms the major idea of chapters 8-11.

Building on the significance of 9:39, Busse (1991:7f) argues that since 10:1 introduces an anti
type - the thief and robber - the type must be looked for earlier in the narrative. This he
identified as 9:39: kai eimey 6 Inootc, Eic kpipa &ya €lg TOV KOTHOY TOUTOY IN\fov, (v ol pi)
BAémovtec BANETwOw Kkai ol BNETorTES TudhOL YévwrTar. In Busse’s (1991:8) words, this

verse already states that

the Pharisees have lost the right to lead the people, the salvation community of Israel;

this right has now gone to Jesus, the stumbling stone (verse 39b).

Drawing on the Old Testament imagery of the everyday life of the shepherd (Ps 23, Ez 34),
Busse (1991:8) argues further that John 10 continues the statement in 9:39 by contrasting the
shepherd with thieves, robbers and ultimately strangers and hired servants/day labourers. It is
primarily the shepherd’s characteristics of ‘caringly guarding and securing life as part of his
task’ and the application of these characteristics to the realm of rulers and the quality of their
rule which are contrasted with the characteristics of the thieves, robbers and strangers and
~ hired servants/day labourers. Characteristics of secretiveness and violence are attached to the
behaviour of these rulers and leaders. The motif of judgment in 9:39 (together with that of
salvation) therefore also links up with the judgment of the behaviour of these rulers. Since the
motifs of judgment and salvation run through chapters 7-11, both Jesus’ teaching and his épya
function to save and to judge. As is evident from the opposition, they, in turn judge him
precisely on the basis of his teaching and his épya (10:32 - miracles). It is this conflict’
between Jesus and the rulers which started in chapter 5 and gains momentum as Jesus heals and

works, that reaches its first climax of the conflict between Jesus and the rulers in chapter 10.

Therefore, in the immediate textual context, the shepherd discourse must be read as a unit
together with chapter 9. The blindness of the Pharisees and the inability of the people to com-

prehend the significance of the parable in John 10:6 enhance the argument that the shepherd
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discourse is not a late insertion. Its words, form, structure and abrupt beginning all serve to
enhance the narrator’s plan, i.e. to highlight the christological features against the background

of all the figures which stand in contrast to the Good Shepherd.

An additional argument for the relationship between John 10 and its literary context is its links
with the following chapters. John 11:8-10 links up with attempts to stone Jesus (10:31, 39)
and the light symbolism (8:12; 9:5). The interpretive insertion in 11:4 is patterned in analogy
t0 9:3-5. Both the revelation of the works of God (9:3-5) and the glory of God (11:4) find
their ultimate expression in Jesus’ death and resurrection. As such, they link up with the later
events in Jesus’ own life - the final decision to kill him (11:47-53). The proleptic accusation

of blasphemy in 10:39 links up with 18:20 and 19:7 where,

Jesus points to his public teaching in the synagogue and temple, and where the ‘Jews’

stubbornly object to his self-revelation as Son of God (Busse 1991:9).

Other links are between 10:18, 19b and the Johannine passion account. Jesus’ authority over
his own life and his ‘hour’ which arrives as determined by the Father (18:4-7 and 10:39),

Jesus request to let his disciples go (18:8f and 10:28f) and the statement in 18:37 that those on

the side of truth hear his voice, draw on 10:1-5.

Apart from the fact that there are many more links with the larger narrative whole and the Old
Testament (e.g. Ps 80 and ]ér 23), 1 agree with Busse’s basic approach. Moreover, we may
add that just as in the case of the other relationships between the signs and discourses, also
here, the healing of the blind man, links up with the shepherd discourse and emphasizes Jesus™
nature. His works are supported by his own proclamation about his person, and his proclama-
tion about his person is supported by his works. Therefore, the works of Jesus and his claim
about his person in chapters 9 and 10 must be seen in conjunction with the christological theme
that 1s being developed in the gospel from the first verse. The shepherd discourse therefore

must be seen as a unit which fits perfectly with the entire Fourth Gospel on the one hand, and

on the other hand as a unit which builds on a christological plan.
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Thus, the shepherd discourse is then very closely tied up with the wider context of the Fourth
Gospel. With such evidence supporting the unity of the text, it becomes a futile exercise to
rearrange the téxt. - Following lillicher, Busse (1991:9) is right in saying that rather than
approaching a text with one’s own presuppositions, one must attempt to ‘comprehend the
author’s complex line of argument before assuming a subsequent interweaving of alleged tradi-

tions’. We must seek to interpret the text without violating the author’s purpose of writing it.

1.1.1.2  The wording of verse 7

The text critical problem in 10:7 provides a problem with regard to two alternative interpreta-
tions based on the two variants. In the saying, "Aufy &uiy Néyw butv 67 &y eipe 1 Bpa Tow
mpoBaTwy, P75 and cops® render the variant o wouuqy 7aor mpofBaTwr. Despite its weak attesta-
tion, Busse (1991:10) opts for the variant reading. His argument is that this reading continues
the conflict between the sheph%rds, and ‘should remain at the centre, both in terms of topic and
of execution and expansion’. In order to provide a reason for the weak attestation of the read-
ing, Busse draws on Schnackenburg’s view that the metaphoric use of the door in verse 9 was
later used in ecclesiastical apologetics to denote opposition to false church leaders. ‘Only the
shephérd who appeals to Christ and who was appointed by Christ could be certain of his
legitimacy’. This then provides the reason for the rejection of 7 8ipa T@r mpoBarwy. Fur-
ther, the contrast between 6 u7y eloepxoperoc Sux in verse 1 and 0 82 elogpxouevoc Suc are
only drawn on in verse 9. Here the metaphor draws on Nm 27:17 (Mi 5:4) and is used
soteriologically. The use of & in 3:17 and 14:6 correspond with this image. Therefore, the
soteriologically significant distinction bet@'een the legitimate and illegitimate shepherds is made

explicit a number of times in John. These facts convince Busse to accept the variant reading.

Even though Busse’s reductionist view seems plausible, it basically rests on a presupposition
that 7 Gpa 7&v TpofdTwy has been inserted by apologists at a later stage and that it is
improbable that John would have used it as such. If we want to counter this view, the main
question is whether John would have regarded the reference to shepherds of the Christian com-

munity to be implied in this text. If this can be answered positively, then there is no reason

for not accepting the majority reading.
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My view is that since chapter 21 uses metaphors which are related to the shepherd metaphor
(&pvia, TpoBarta [2X]), the majority reading may be accepted. In the sense that Peter himself
- and by implication other leaders in the believing corﬁmunity which will follow him - must act
as representative of Jesus (the door) and continue his work (86oxe [2X], woipare) in relation
to the sheep (mpbBaror and dxolovfety link up with John 10), there is ample evidence that the
majority reading can be accepted. This argument is based on my view that chapter 21 does not
constitute a later redactional addition to the gospel. Apart from the fact that the verbal- and
stylistic coherence argument for the difference between chapter 20 and 21 are not convincing,
chapter 21 also includes the seventh sign in John. If the highly symbolic nature of John's text
1s taken intor.consideration, it is highly improbable that John would have been satisfied with the
report of only six signs. Moreover, this is indeed the more difficult reading and as Metzger
(1975:229) says, ‘the reading o wowpqy ... 1s an early alleviation of the text, introduced by
copyists who found the expression “the door of the sheep” too difficult’ (cf. also Beutler
1991:20). If we accept this view, fhen, we have to provide an adequate (and at this point
preliminary) interpretation of 10:7. Brown (1966:393f) points out in this regard, that this
reading can.be interpreted in terms of the immediate context and that one does not have to
resort to unfounded arguments about the activities of the apologists. This approach renders a
two-fold interpretation - Jesus 1s the door of the sheep in the sense that no shepherd can reach
the door apart from him and he is also the door through whom one has to enter if one wants to
experience salvation. This double interpretation is further seen by Barrett (1967:308) as par-

ticular to the style of the Fourth Gospel and not an indication of contradiction. The clue to the

two different interpretations is to be found in the rendering of the Genitive in verse 7 as ‘I am
the door fo the sheep’, by means of which the true shepherd will enter and the statement in
verse 9, 'I am the door by means of which the sheep enter into the fold’. Consonant with the

ambiguity in John’s style, Barrett states that it is probable that both interpretations are implied

n verse 7.

’ 1.1.1.3° The genre of 10:1-18 or 10:1-5
Another literary problem which is and has been open for discussion is that of the genre of John

10. It has been identified as allegory, similitude, parable, concept or image by scholars.
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Barrett’s (1967:304) view is that

It is neither parable nor allegory, though it is related to both forms of utterance. Itisa
symbolic discourse in which symbolism and straightforward statement alternate and stand

side by side.

Brown (1975:390f) makes a distinction between 10:1-5 and 10:7ff. He views 10:1-5 as con-
sisting of twin parables (10:1-3a and 10:3b-5) while 10:7ff *consists of allegorical explana—
tions’. He bases his argument of the twin parables on the incidence of twin parables in the
Synoptic tradition, e.g. Luke 14:28-32 (man building a tower and the king going to war) and
Luke 15:3-10 (lost sheep and lost coinj (Brown 1967:392f). His view is that some of the
material in 10:7ff ‘represent a later expansion of Jesus’ remarks’. He contrasts his view with
that of Jilicher. Jilicher’s distinction between parable and allegory rests on the mistaken
presupposition that a parable is ‘a simple illustration or illustrative story having a single point’
and an allegory consists of ‘an expanded series of metaphors where the various details and per-.
sons involved all have a fig'urativé meaning’. Grounding his views in evidence from patristic
exegesis, Jillicher maintained that ‘allegory was an artificial, literary device, and was never
used by a rustic preacher like Jesus who spoke in simple parables’. Hence, the allegorizing of
these parables points‘ to the change of the parables of Jesus into allegory as the work of
exegetes. Even though he commends Jiilicher for his work on the parables and the dangers of
allegorizing without certain boundaries, Brown (1975:390) regards his views as an
‘oversimplification’ which rests on the reductionist view that Jesus only spoke in simple
parables. Quoting Hermaniuk, Brown argues that the precise distinction between parable and
allegory found in Greek rhetoric is not to be found in the Hebrew 9w» which covered all
figurative illustrations: payable, allegory, proverb, maxim, simile, metaphor, etc. Brown con-
cludes that ‘simple allegory was within the plausible range of Jesus’ preaching’ as 1s also evi-
denced in contemporary Qumran and rabbinic examples. Barrett (1967:307) shares this view.
~ Related to th¢ %Un and based on the simplé dis.t.i:‘hc'tbion between speech év Tapoiuione and
speech (év) Tappnoie in 16:25 and 29 he concludes that Tapolpkiae ‘must ... mean some kind

of veiled or symbolic utterance’. I treat it as a parable, i.e. as a brief conventional story which
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is metaphorized by the literary context with which it interacts (cf chapter 3 below).

Of these approaches, Brown’s and Barrett’s certainly seems the most acceptable. One thing 1s
certain, and that is that we do find a very high concenfration of metaphorical and figural use of
language in John 10. As a general observation, I support Busse’s (1991:11) endorsement of
Berger’s view that John 10:1-18 may be labelled an ‘image field ... which 1s approached from
all angles; the author “plays” with the entire metaphorical range a\}ailable’ (Berger 1984:39).
The use of highly abstract figurative language here is used didactically. These metaphors and
figures are used for the benefit of the reader for identification purposes: who Jesus is - and the
nature of the various relationships in which he appear in John 10 - is closer defined and
specified. This is especially achieved by virtue of contrasting the shepherd with the ‘thief and
robber’” and the ‘hired servant’. The abstractions used in the discourse enhances the author’s
plan: to present the real nature of Jesus, to draw the lines of the relationship between him and |
his followers and to contrast these views with the local Jewish leaders. In this context, the
metaphors come alive as indicators mapping these relationships as well as metaphors blending

into one another, into the perception of who Jesus is and ultimately the plot of the narrative.

1.1.1.4  The problem of historical accuracy

Even though 10:22 introduces a different place and time as that in which the shepherd dis-
course took place, the basic content of 10:22ff presupposes the shepherd discourse. This raises
questions concerning the historical accuracy of the reports as it relates to their time frameworks
and geography. Busse’s (1991:11) argument is that it is here not primarily the historical cor-
rectness of the reference but the theological unity which the audience should perceive which 1s
central to the argument. Even so, since the ‘Johannine Logos has become flesh in space and
time’ (Busse 1991:12), all discourse in the Gospel takes place in space and time. The time
framework and geography must be seen as a help both assisting the readers to follow the
author’s argument, as well as providing the material circumstances in which Jesus as the

incarnated Logos reveals his true nature and the nature of the knowledge of God in space and

time.
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1.1.2 Theological problems of the shepherd discourse
Busse (1991:12ff) identifies three major theological problems in John 10, viz. the 1dentification
of the appropriate context for the interpretation of the relationship between the legitimate and
illegitimate shepherd, the nature and function of the salvation-historical framework in John and
Jesus’ claim to be one with the Father. All these problems are related to the identity of Jesus

and are therefore christological problems.

1.1.2.1 The appropriate context for the interpretation of the relationship between the
legitimate and illegitimate shepherd

The interpretation of this relationship is determined by the context of conflict initiated in chap-
ter five and introduced in the immediate context in chapter 9 and more particularly in 9:40f.
The observations of Busse (1991:13) that this relationship is grounded in the ‘state of sin’ of
the Pharisees (9:40f), that the major function of the metaphors referring to the illegitimate
shepherds are ‘to emphasize the centrality of the person of Jesus and his deeds’, that the
‘robbers and thieves are those who preceded him and who pretended to be what he is exclu-
sively: the life-giving saviour’; and that ‘his death is understood - in contrast to the medieval
theology of atonement or saving death (cf. 18:8; 17:11f)" - as a saving from the wolf, can}be

accepted. A few observations may clarify these issues further.

The “state of sin’ of the Pharisees is not that they do not perceive the spiritual reality which
Jesﬁs represents.  This in itself does not constitute sin: Ei TUPNOL NTE, OoUk Qv elxere
&yapr[du. Rather, the fact that they say, ‘we see’ constitute their sin: viv 6& >\é'y‘sre oTL
BAéwoper, n apaprio bpdr péver (cf. 8:21,24; 15:22,24). This statement highlights the wall-
ful resistance of the knowledge of God represented by Jesus and by implication, also the will-
ful continuing in their religious practices in the face of what has been revealed in and through
Jesus.  Their practices do not accommodate the divine knowledge which Jesus reveals.
Analeptically, this statement draws together all the information that the reader has about “the
Jews™ resistance to Jesus in John (cf. especially 9:16). Proleptically, it pomts forward to later
1n01dents of this willful resistance. In 11:53,57, the decision to kill Jesus is taken, and in

12:391f, their condition is labelled as that God dAwkey albtwr ToUg odbBalpolc, kal
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TETOPWKEY QUTGY THY KApOLay.

In the context of chapter 9 and 10, the physical blindness of the man in verses
10:1,2,13,18,19,20,24 is contrasted with the spiritual blindness of the Pharisees. Brown
(1975:381) suggests that, symbolically speaking, the author wants to point out that the man
was born in sin and that it is only the washing in the pool - which flows from Jesus himself -
which cured him. This may also refer to baptism. Quoting Tertullian, Brown states that the
sacrament of water can cleanse (from sin and therefore spiritual blindness) and set free to
eternal life. Referring to Augustine, Brown states that ‘this blind man stands for the human
race.... If the blindness is infidelity, then the illumination is faith.... ... he was baptized in
Christ.” Accordingly Busse (1991:13) points out that the emphasis lies not in the Pharisees’
lack of faith - which would deprive them of their credentials -, but rather the state of sin which '

is grounded in the hardening of their heart.

The centrality of the person of Jesus and his deeds in 10:1-18 become evident in the contrast-
ing of Jesus as Shepherd with those who are not shepherds. It is within the framework of con-
flict, unbelief and rejection that Jesus shines as the good, true and only Shepherd of the sheep.
The theological and social contexts in which the contrasts take place, can be recovered from
the earlier and later contexts in the narrative. - This 1s discussed later in this dissertation. One
preliminary point should however be made: in addition to these contrasts, the works (signs) of
Jesus (10:25) play and important role in bringing out the answer to the question: “Ewg wore
v Yuxy nuev oipeic; el ob &l 6 Xpioroc, elmé v wappnoie. To see how this is possible,
the correct understanding of Jesus' works are important, i.e. the crux of the matter is that the

understanding of the works in John should be determined by the incarnation.

As the ‘life-giving saviour’, Jesus brings ‘eternal life’ which is qualitatively and quantitatively
different from that which his opposition brings about. As saving death, his death brings about
a liberation from a situation where the lives of people are determined by his opposition. His
saving death brings people into a realm of existence where different categories determiné

behaviour. All these elements of the relationship between Jesus and ‘the Jews’ ultimately
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relate to his commission that he received from the Father.

The contrasting images of Jesus aﬁd. his opponents are ultimately created by the narrator
through the situations of conflict in the narrative. These include, division: 6:52; 7:43f; 9:16;
11:54f; intention to kill: 5:18; 7:20; intention to arrest: 7:3, 32; 8:20; 10:39; intention to
stone: 8:59; 10:31-33; 11:8; charge of being possessed: 7:20; 8:48, 52. The significance of
these communications in the narrative is that they have a revelatory function. They bring the

nature of Jesus more to the fore.

1.1.2.2. The salvation-historical framework of the gospel
The salvation-historical framework of John's gospel is closely related to the death of Jesus -
which is also his glorification. It is only through his death that life can be imparted to the
sheep (10:16f). Further, as is evident from 12:20-23. the increasing of his fold - the inclusion
of the Gentiles into the believing community - depends on his death. The death of Jesus then
has a salvific as well as a communal function. Brown (1975:399) explains that the tripanite.

passion, death, resurrection and ascension of Jesus,

constitute the one, indissoluble salvific action of returning to the Father. If Jesus is

to give life through the spirit, he must rise again (7:395'; and so resurrection is truly the

purpose of his death’.

It is only through death that he can impart life to the sheep (12:24). In this act, the laying
down of the life of the Good Shepherd (10: 17f) 1s not a self seeking act but an act in obedience
to the will of the Father. The fact that he has the g€ovoia to laj' it down and to take it up’

again, 1s closely related to his close relationship with the Father. This relationship is, among

other aspects, grounded in the authority, command and knowledge he has of the Father , €.8.
authority: kol é€ovoiay ESwkey avTQ kplow wowely, G7i vidg avbpamov Eotiv - 5:27; ékovaiar
exw fetvar albmip, kol dfovaiar Exw TdNw NaBew avriy rabrpy v EvToNy ENafor wapd

Tov marpog pov - 10:18; kaboe Eswrac avry Efovoiay whong 0apkOG, va TGy 0 SéSwkag

avTQ daoy abrols {wiv aldwior - 17:2: command: e.g. 07L &yo ¢ Suaurod ovk ENGNN O,
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AN’ b TEpYag pe TaTHp CVTOS poL EVTONGY SEdwkey 7L elmw kol T ANaNfow - 12:49; knowl-
edge: &yw oZﬁ abTéy, 671 Tap' aUTOD sl kakewdg pe améoTehey - T:29; kal ovk EYYOKQTE
avTov, Eyw 6 oZﬁ abTOV. KBy elTw 6T ovk olda abTéy, Edopan Buotog Upty Yebotng ARG

oida abror Kol TOV Noyor abTob TNPW - 8:55. In contrast to the position which Jesus’
opponents have in history, his position is grounded in the authority, command and knowledge
which he received from the Father. That this is God’s plan, is amply illustrated in references
to Jesus’ authority, his works, the use of the divine égi-indicator in 10:16c¢, the Father’'s com-
mand and knowledge, etc. Together with the notions of the incarnation and the love of the

Father, the context created by this information places Jesus’ person, works and death in the

salvation-historical framework.

In the conflicts with his opponents, this corpus of symbblic ‘;nformation - which 1s progres- .
sively revealed to the reader throughout the narrative - plays a vital role for both the
understanding of Jesus’ commission and the activities of the opponents. It is therefore not only
Jesus’ activities which realizes in the signs, discourses and especially the I 'z_im-sayings which
provide important information about him. All his violations of accepted ‘Jewish® practices |
have a similar role. In all these cases, the apparent violations on the one hand and the
theological implications on the other, can be perceived from two perspectives. Either his
violations (with the  attached theological information) are .rejected and regarded‘ as
blasphemous, or the theological information (together with the violations) have to be accepted
and believed. The pastoral function of the shepherd discourse serves to bring these perceptions
clearer into focus. To continue to be exposed to the ‘Jewish’ representatives’ exploitive prac-
tices, 1s not what God had in mind for his flock. To enter through the door provided by Jesus,

to follow the Good Shepherd and to listen to his voice, is to enter and exist in the salvation-’

historical sphere where God rules.

1.1.2.3 Jesus’ claim to be one with the Father

In 10:30, Jesus claims, 8y® kol 6 Tarip & éouev. The response of the Jews is to attempt to
stone him (10:31). Just as in 10:25 when Jesus claims that the works which he does are done

in the name of the Father, he now appeals to the works again: TIoAAG& Epya kah& Edetfa Upty
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éx 70D TaTpdg” Suik woloy avThy Epyov éne Nifalere; Their response is, Iepi kahot Epyov ov
NG Copéy o8 GANG Tepl Bhaopnuiag, kal 611 U Grbpwmoc Qv wowelg oequtov Beov. The
charge of blasphemy is closer specified to indicate that they regard him as an ordinary person
who ‘makes himself God’. After Jesus’ subsequent counter-argument, he then deletes the
reference to himself - i.e. that they must believe in him. &l o moud T& Epya 7oV TaTPOC L0V,

un moTEDETE pou el 0 Toudd, K&V Epol un) TLOTEUNTE, TOLG EPTYOLG TLOTEVETE, [V YVOITE KO

ywaoknTe 01t v épol 0 TaThp KGyw év 7@ warpl. This argument reverses the direction of
thinking: if one does not depart from the presupposition that Jesus is one with God and then
conclude that the works that he does are also from God, then one may just as well start from
the works and this will equally lead to the same conclusion: namely that he is /n the Father (=
one with God). Be that as it may. To be one with the Father, to be in the Father and to accept
the works of Jesus as works of the Father, are all one and the same thing. If one does not view
these statements in the context of the author’s ideology - Noyog became flesh -, then one may
conclude that Jesus is an ordinary man claiming to be God. However, if one accepts that the
author’s perspective - e.g. about the incarnation, the authority of Jesus, the command that he
has from the Father, etc. - then it is possible to believe that Jesus is one with the Father, in the
Father and that his works represent the will of the Father. This perception has important con-
sequences for the shepherd discourse. In the same way that the symbolic conflict between
Jesus and the Jewish leadership concerning the signs and related discourses earlier in the narra-
tive bring about important changes to the Jewish perception of the nation, the leadership, their
tradition and their ritual and ceremonial practices, the shepherd discourse draws the lines of the
conflict even clearer. The use of the shepherd metaphor places this conflict as well as Jesus’
consciousness of his oneness with the Father in pastoral context. Therefore, we may conclude
that who Jesus is as well as the nature of allshis works, serve a pastoral purpose. The changes

in official Judaism’s practices which he brings about do not have conﬂicf as goal but a realiza-

tion of God’s care, compassion and love in history!

The question which remains, however, is what the nature of the one-ness is. Busse (1991 13)

regard 1t as aﬁmcnona/ unity and not a unity in substance. He explains:



20
In the context (verses 24-9) only the deeds (e.g. chapter 9) and the profession of the
shepherd (10:1-18) which God conferred upon Jesus are in view. Thus God acts through
him, as is confirmed by the Johnannine Jesus himself in verses 37f. (cf. 14:10). This 1s
alluded to already in verses 14-18. Yet, it is not until verses 24-28 that the christological
conviction comes to full expression. By means of the image of the shepherd, then, the

author metaphorically describes the office held by Jesus (Busse 1991:15).

Even the a minori ad majus argument in 10:36 does not support the idea of a unity of sub-
stance. None of Jesus’ or John’s audience would have concluded from this argument - and Ps
82:6 which it quotes in support - that it is an argument for the unity of substance. The quota-
tion of Ps 82:6f, is a quotation from the context of God's judgment of the “divine” (kingly/
priestly) council who represents him in their judgment of human affairs.. Even though they are
‘gods’, they are judged - because they did not rule appropriately - and condemned to die like
mortals: 12DR TWA TR IMBA OIRD 19X @270 7oy 5330 OPR DP9 TR *IX.  Busse

(1991:15f) concludes,

The most that can be concluded is that they (the judges - m.i.) stood in a special
relationship with the one who commissioned them. The proximity to God of the one
who may exclusively call himself *‘Son of God” must be much greater. All this is only
recognisable to Jesus’ audience via his deeds (verse 38c-e). He and the Father are one
because he performs only God’s deeds. Only the one who 1s commissioned by God, the

one who does and says everything in accordance with the Father is capable of being

God’s representative.

As a functional one—nesé, the relationship between God and Son, and later in the narrative
between Son and disciples and ﬁltirnately between Father, Son, disciples and those who will
come to faith through the witness of the disciples, are functional. The content of this func-
tional relationship is such that the Son has *seen’ the Father, the Son is the Aoyog incarnate and
everything that the Son does, represents who and what the Father is. This is true to such an

extent that the disciples and all who will come to faith through their witness, will look/see
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what the Son does, and in this ‘seeing’, also ‘see’ the Father.

" 1.2 THE OLD TESTAMENT AND JEWISH BACKGROUND OF THE SHEPHERD
DISCOURSE

In addressing this theme, Beutler (1991:18) focuses on the exploration of the Old Testament
and Jewish ‘Bildwelt’ or ‘field of images’ underlying John 10. Whereas Brown (1967) and
others regard the background of the field of images of shepherd, flock, thief, robber, hireling
and wolf as that of the Old Testament and Judaism, Robinson (1971) regards it as that of
Gnosis. Beutler (1991:18) points out that since Gnosis has its own background in the Old
Testament (at least to a certain extent), and it is certain that John was written in a situation
where he addressed a Gnostic context, these two approaches do not exclude one another.
Focusing, however on the Old Testament and Jewish backgrbund, Beutler addresses this prob-
lem by concentrating first on the synchronic and diachronic literary contexts of the text (*Form
und Gattung’ and the composition or redaction historical process), then on the background of
the distin&ion between the motifs of good and bad shepherds and finally on the motif of the

door.

1.2.1 The literary context of John 10

Following Busse (1991), Beutler (1991:20) regards the primary context in terms of which John
10 as polemical text is to be understood as 10:1-13, the healing of the blind man in chapter 9,
and in the larger context, chapters 7-10 or even 5-12. John 10:.‘1-13 turns on the antithetical
sections in 10:1-3a between those who climb over the wall and the shepherd who comes
through the door and in 10:3b-5 between the shepherd whose voice the sheep know and with-
the stranger whose voice they do not know. The shepherd and thief/robber are again con-
trasted in 10:7-10 and in verses 11-13 we find the contrasting of Jesus as Good Shepherd and

the hireling.  Jesus’ opponents are identified as Pharisees (9:13,15-16,40) and as ‘Jews'

(10:18,22).
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Following Fascher (1942), Beutler (1991:21) regards 10:1-5 as a parable which is interpreta-
tively elaborated on in 10:7-18 (cf.A Mt 13:24-30 which is elaborated on in 13:36-43). It is
especially the two markers, 7 §0pa in verses.7,9 and é._ ToLuTy in vefé'e‘_s- 1114 which provide
the interpretative links with the parables in verses 1-5. In 10:7-8, the éyd elui-statement 18
positively evaluated and contrasted with §aot Tpo épod (those who came before Jesus). who are
negatively evaluated. In 10:9-10, the positive evaluation of Jesus is the dominant and his func-
tion as door is contrasted with the activities of the thief. The positive evaluation of the Good
Shepherd who lays down his life for the sheep in 10:11 is contrasted with the actions of the
hired servant in verses 12-13. Verses 14-18 comprise the positive evaluation of the Good

~ Shepherd. Verse 16 is a central verse and draws on all the prior metaphors for its understand-

ing.

In the larger polemical context of John 10, verses 19-21 link up with 10:1-18 and also with the
healing of the man born blind in chapter 9. Based on the view that Jesus 1s the Good Shepherd
(10:1-21), verses 22-30 link up without any breaks. It is especially verses 26-30 that link up
with 10:1-18, that deepens the unity of action between Father and Son. This in turn is fol-
lowed by verses 31-38 and finally 40-42. Against the background of this view. Beutler
(1991:22) states: ‘Es besteht also kein zwingender Grund, die vorgefundene Textanordnung in

Kapitel 10 durch Umstellungen zu verandern’.

As far as the redaction history of Joh:n 10 is concerned, Beutler (1991:22) states that the dif-
ferent levels of interpretation of 10:1-5 found in verses 6ff, do not necessarily indicate later
redactional activities. The redactional view usually departs from the presupposition that these
later redactions were constructed as counter-measures against false teacher§ in the church.
Even though one can acknowledge that John 10 together with John 21:15-17, Acts 20:28f and
1 Peter 2:25; 5:2f deal with pastoral aspects related to ecclesiastical life, this is still no argu-
ment for a preference for redactional studies and the related argument that ecclesiastical sec-
_tions were added to John 10 at a later stage. A more appropriate view (which does not con-

done the redactional view), 1s that all these pastoral texts have a common ground in the Old

Testament. Beutler (1991:22) states,
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dass frihkirchliche Mahnungen zu rechter Hirtensorge gegenuber Irrlehrern aus dem
kirchliche Bereich selbst, ...und die johanneische Auseinandersetzung mit falschen
Hirten, Dieben und Réubern eine gemeinsame wurzel haben, ndmlich alttestamentliche
und friihjiidische Texte gegen unrechte Hirten Israels (m.e.). Der vierte Evangelist hitte
sie dann in threr urspringlichen Zielsetzung ibernommen, die librige, die eher spitere
neutestamenthche Literatur libersetzt in eine neue Situation, die durch die gegen Ende

~des 1. Jahrhunderts beginnende Kirchenspaltung gekennzeichnet war.

It 1s against the background of this argument that Beutler addresses the Old Testament and

Jewish background of John 10.

1.2.2 The Old Testament Jewish background of John 10:1-18,26-30

1.2.2.1  Literal links with the Old Testament

In contrast to Freed (1965) and Reim (1974) who do not find any literal links between John 10
and the Old Testament, Beutler (1991:24ff) follows Tragan (1976) in identifying some of the

possible literal links between John 10 and the Old Testament. These comprise:

- The shepherd who leads his sheep (Is 40:1 1);

- the servant that gives himself over to die (Is 53:12);

- the bringing together of the sheep (Is 56:8; Ez 34:13; 37:21-22);

- the “one’ Shepherd (Ez 34:23; 37:21-24) |

- the shepherd, who leads the righteous to green pastures (Ps 23:1-3)

- God as Shepherd of Israel, who has a ‘people of his pasture and sheep of his hand’
(Ps 95:7)

We may add some expressions of which we can not be sure: call by name (Is 43:1 - Jn 10:3);

the in- and out leading of the sheep (Dt 31:2; Nm 27:17 - In 10:4,9); God’s love of wis-

dom/his Son (Pr 8:3 - In 10:17); the promise of life for those who trust 1n GOd’“s*“.\'\}ord”(Lv

18:5-Jn 10:10).
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1.2.2.2  Thematic links in the Old Testament and Pseudepigrapha

a The corrupt shephefds and wolves

In contrast to the practice among other oriental nations who described their kings as shepherds,
originally, Israel did not do it (Jeremias 1959:484ff). It is only at the time of the
Deuteronomist at the end of the monarchy that Israel started to use this metaphor for their
monarchs and rulers (Beutler 1991:25f). In Jeremiah 23:1-8, the shepherds of Israel are
judged because their exploitive practices brought about the exile and the fragmentation of
Israel (Jr 10:21). The judgment of the shepherds in 23:1-2 is followed by the announcement
that God will collect his people from all lands and that he will give to them new shepherds
(23:3-4 - cf. also 3:14-15). Jeremiah 23:5-6 voice expectations of a new branch from David
who will rule as king. This is continued 1n Jeremiah 23:7-8 which emphasizes the leading of
Israel from bondage under the northern nations in a similar way that God lead Israel from

Egypt.

Ezekiel 34 holds a similar view. The main theme, a call to prophesy against the shepherds of
Israel (¥19°%y X227) and an accusation that they are feeding themselves (1*¥7) and not feeding
(%y‘i’) the flock, is present in 34:1-2. This is developed in verses 3-4 with specific references
to their mistreatment of the sheep and their carelessness concerning their well-being. This
caused them to be scatteréd and to become food for wild beasts (34:5-6). These statements are
followed by an analeptic reference to the irresponsible behaviour of the shepherds (34:7-8), the
calling of the shepherds to judgment (34:9-10), the announcement that God himself will
shepherd his flock (34:11-16) and that he will separate them through judgment (34:17-22).
This is followed with promise$ that God will raise a shepherd from David who will feed them
(34:23-24) and that he will make a covenant of peace with them (34:25-31). Whereas
Jeremiah judges the monarchs and rulers, Ezekiel criticizes not only the king but the whole
corpus of leaders (cf Beutler 1991:26). This view is supported by the description of all the
governing personnel in Judea as wolves in Ezekiel 22:27 (cf. the parallels in Zph 3:3). The
judgment of God between lamb and lamb in Ezekiel 34 is changed to read as a judgment

between ram and ram and calf and calf in the fragmentary Ezekiel-Apocrvphon which dates

between 63 BCE and 50 CE (cf. Beutler 1991 :27).
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The theme of the judgment of shepherds is continued in Deuterozechariah (Zch 9-14).  The
reference to sheep without a shepherd in Zechariah also refers back to Numbers 27:17, 1 Kings
22:17, and Judith 11:19 (cf also Mk 6:34 & Mt 9:36). The judgment of the shepherds 1s espe-
cially found in Zechariah 10:3 and 11:4-17. (We are not certain whether this refers to the

shepherds of Israel or the rulers of the alien nations.)

References to the corrupt shepherds are also found in the Pseudepigrapha, especially in 1
Henoch 83-90, 4 Ezra and the Testament of Gad 1:2-4. The twelve sons of Jacob and their
descendants are described as sheep, Egypt as wolf (89:12ff) and Saul as someone who rejects
his flock (89:42-44) in Henoch’s dream. The alien rulers of Jerusalem after the exile are
represented as seventy shepherds who leave the flock and give them over to the wild animals.
The same imagery is used of the thirty five rulers who ruled between the return from Babylon -
and Maccabean times (89:74-76). God’s judgment of these shepherds is proclaimed in 1
Henoch 90:22-25. (Matthew Black dates this section of 1 Henoch at ca. 175 - 165 BCE - cf.
Beutler 1991:27.)

b The eschatological good shepherd

The following catalogue provides information from the Old Testament which refers to God as
Shepherd of Israel: pre-exilic, Genesis 49:24, 48:15; Hosea 4:16; Psalms 28:9, 80:2 and prob-
ably 23:1-3; exilic or post-exilic, Psalms 78:52, 74:1, 79:13, 77:21, 95:7, 100:3. God is
represented as the coming Shepherd of his people who will gather his flock after the dispersion
in exilic and post-exilic prophetic texts. The most significaht references to the coming
shepherd are found in Isaiah 40:11, 49:9bff; Jeremiah 50:17-19, 23:3, 31:10; Ezekiel 34:11-
16; Zephaniah 3:19; Micah 2:12; 4:6-7; Lamentations 12:11; Sirach 18:13. In addition to .thAc.a'
theme that God will rule his flock as Sheph'erd in the future, the promise of a coming Shepherd
who will care for his people on his behalf arises around the time of the fall of Jerusalem in S&7
BCE. These texts are found in Ezekiel 34:23-24; 37:21-24 and Jeremiah 3:13; 23:4-6. Micah
5:3 1dentifies this coming Shepherd as a messianic-political figure who will-be born from a

woman. These references link up with the one shepherd ahd one flock image in John 10:16.
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The post-biblical translator of Psalm 2:9 in the LXX alludes to the care of the one shepherd for
all people. The statement, ‘you shall break them with a rod of iron’ is translated with ‘you
will give them pasture’ (cf. Rv 2:27; 19:15 & PsSal 17:24,40). The nature of God’s care is
described in Ezekz’él—Apocr}'phon 34:11-12 1n terms of him leading them home and healing the
bruised. Here, God’s nearness is compared to the closeness of a coat to the skin. His nearness
indicates that when they call on him, he will hear them. The Damascus document 13:7 also

refers to God’s care and links up with Ezekiel 34 when 1t says,

‘Und er soll Erbarmen mit thnen haben wie ein Vater mit seinen Sohnen und alle thre

Verstreuten zuriick[bringen] wie ein Hirt seine Herde’ (cf. Lohse - Ez 34:12,16).

The fact that the shepherd metaphor is used in the Old Testament in the context of wisdom and
Law provides an important indication of the context in terms of which the care of the shepherd
must be interpreted - also in John. The reference in the Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 77:13-
17, strengthens this idea: ‘the shepherds of Israel are not any more, but the Law and wisdom

nave been given to the people as shepherd, lamp and source’ (free translation from the German

- Beutler 1991:30).

c The death of the shepherd and the salvation of the sheep

Even though there is no evidence of a suffering and dying shepherd in the Old Testament,
'scholarg_haverpainted out that [saiah 53:1-12 - and especially the referehces to lamb and sheep
in Isaiah 53:7 - provides the closest parallel to this notion. Zechariah 13:7, 1yI-nN 95
X35 PXIDM, with its consequent changes in Mark 14:27 and Matthew 26:31 may be added as
.a reference. Zechariah’s statémént 1s here changed to denote that the scattering of the sheep
(flock - Mt 26:-31) will be followed by Jesus’ resurrection and his "going before’ (mwpodtw) the
sheep to Galilee. This positive evaluation of Zechariah 13:7 may be explained with the pos-
sible equation of the struck shepherd (Zch 13:7) with the pierced one (NPT WNX) of Zechariah
12:10 whose death introduces the purification of the people (Zch 13:1-2) (cf Beutler 1991:30).
Even though there is no direct link bétween John and Deuterozechariah; John’s redaction in

16:32 (va gxopriofire) may allude to Zechariah 13:7 ("839mM) and John 19:37 ("Oyorrou eic
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6v eEekévryoar) to Zechariah 12:10 (1MPT-IWR).

The change from the judgment-statement in Zechariah 13:7 to a statement of salvation in the
context of the covenant and grace for (the poor of) the flock is present in the Damascus docu-

ment 19:7ff. It reads:

Er bewahrt den Bund und die Gnade denen, die ihn lieben und seine Gebote befolgen, in
tausend Geschlechter .... ... wenn das Wort eintrifft, das geschrieben ist durch den
Propheten Sacharja: Schwert, wache auf wider meinen Hirten und wider den Mann, der
mir nahe steht, ist der Spruch Gottes. Schlage den Hirten, und die Schafe sollen sich

zerstreuen, und ich will meine Hand wider die kleinen wenden. Und die, welche ihn

bewahren, sind die armen der Herde. Diese werden gerettet werden zur Zeit der

Heimsuchung, aber die iibrigen werden dem Schwert ausgeliefert werden, wenn der

Gesalbte komimt aus Aaron und Israel (Lohse 1986:101).

The flock’s salvation and the destruction of the rest by the sword are linked to the coming of

the anointed one from Aaron and Israel.

d The door

Jeremias (1965:178-180) has already pointed out that the most probable interpretation of the
dopr—sayiﬁg's of Jesus in John 10:7,9 is to be found in their relationship to the Tapowuic in
10:1-5. This interpretation relates 10:7 to the image in 10:1-2 where Jesus is portrayed as the
door of the sheep in contrast to those who shepherd the sheep with destructive consequences;

In 10:9, Jesus is the door for the sheep. This relates to 10:3b-4 where Jesus is portrayed as the

Shepherd who leads the sheep out to pasture (cf Beutler 1991:31).

Two other possibilities are that this motif connects with the Jewish and New Testament mes-
sianic understanding of Psalm 117:20 (LXX), avm 7 wiNy 700 Kupiov, Slkatot elgeNetoorTan
év avry (cf Jeremias 1965:1791), or that it infexpréfs the temple veil (Ex 26:31ff) in a‘way

similar to Hebrews 10:19-21. Even though -Beutler does not argue the point, this second pos-
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sibility links the Shepherd as door (10:9) with the equation of the temple veil and the body of
Jesus which opened a new way as in Hebrews 10:19-21. In John, it is then primarily Jesus’
resurrection which opens the way eic ™y glgodor T deyiwr (Hb 10:19-20). Such an inter-
pretation will also provide firm links with John 10:17f, 11:1ff and 14:6. Beutler (1991:31)

quotes Stuhlmacher (1986) in this regard,

Als Tiir zu den und fiir die Schafe erdffnet Jesus als der sein Leben fiir die Schafe
hingebende gute Hirte die prosagoge eis ton theon ebenso wie er selbst den kommenden

Gott reprasentiert.

The identification of possible links between John and the Old Testament and Jewish texts is not
dependent on direct. influence. It is more adequate to regard it as an influence which fortns

part of a process in terms of which these notions have been developed through time (cf. Beut-

ler 1991:32).
1.3 THE HISTORY OF RELIGIONS ORIGIN OF THE SHEPHERD DISCOURSE

Since the Gospel of John originated in a particular religious situation, 1t 1s reasonable to accept
that the beliefs and concepts of these religions did have some influence on its genesis. The
same 1is true of the shepherd discourse. Following Turner (1991:33), this section focuses on
the ‘Graeco-Roman conceptual sphere and the question of possible relationships to
Gnosticism’. Even though I acknowledge that ‘Gnostic mythological structures’ reside in or
behind the text, this stance does not mean John depends on these structures for his text. As

Turner (1991:33) points out, John’s uptake of some of these ideas were part and parcel of the

natural developments of the Hellenistic Jewish wisdom tradition, itself moving already

on a trajectory leading toward classical Gnosticism at the time of the gospel’s compo-

sition’.
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Therefore, this approach does not mean that the interpretation of John has to be reduced to
‘Grosticism. A key element of this tradition is the distinction between the literal or plain and
-revealed or hidden understanding of phenomena. This distinction as well as the concepts of
and relationships between sheep, shepherds, the sheepfold, the door of the sheep and the hirel-

ing will be further explored in this section.

1.3.1 The distinction between plain and revealed

In the larger literary context of John 10, the reader of John experiences information which is
revealed by Jesus’ speech and activities and which is not taken up or perceived by the charac-
ters in the narrative: e.g. the healing of the blind man is only perceived as a contravention of
Sabbath regulations by ‘the Jews’ - they do not perceive the revelation of Jesus’ glory and who
he really is. Hence, whilst this sign highlights the (spiritual) blindness and the deafness of the |
Pharisees, it simultaneously reveals information about Jesus which is to be accepted by the
reader. This is also true of the shepherd discourse. The use of the mapopuicr in 10:1-5 causes
‘the Jews’ to experience it as ambiguous speech and results in oxiopa (10:19-21). Their
request of Jesus to eime nuiv wappnowy (10:24), represents their preference for ‘plain’
information and not the revealed. They are uﬁable to perceive the hidden. This distinction
between plain and revealed or literal and hidden was a common Gnostic practice. Even though
both those in the narrative who perceive the hidden and the reader who progressively perceives
the information about Jesus revealed in the narrative, become acquainted with Jesus, the final

moment of revelation for them is held back fill— 16:25-30.

1.3.2 Shepherd and sheep in Asia Minor

In the Dorian and Ionian contéxt, the term mpéBarov refers in general to ‘four-footed, grazing
domestic animals often intended to be slaughtered either for food or for sacrifice’. In Attic
prose and comedy (not in tragedy) it refers to sheep in particular (Turner 1991:35). Further,
sheep 1s a metaphoric term for human beings as frail and dependent creatures who are not able
to conduct their lives on their own. It is in this light that the ‘shepherd’ is understood as a
leader of people. In Homer, this metaphor refers to Greek mili_ta'_ry leaders. Plato likens the

sheep to people, who in the Golden Age of Cronus were nurtured and provided for by a
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heavenly daemon as shepherd. When God let go of the cosmic tiller and the universe began to
devolve at the beginning of the age of Zeus, humans were deprived of the care of the heavenly
daemon. They became weak and helpless and wefe ravaged by wild animals. According to
Plato, this situation necessitated the coming forth of another shepherd - a human statesman - to

nurture the herd.

According to Turner (1991:36), the characteristics ascribed to Apollo and Hermes - two Greek
deities which were regarded as shepherds - are similar to characteristics of the shepherd of
John 10. His argument is that Jesus’ role as gatekeeper reflects ideas about Hermes’ function
as shepherd present in Homer’s lliad, Hesiod’s Theogony and also referred to by Rausanius.
These features include: Hermes increases sheep/herds, cares for and rules over both human
beings and domestic animals . including sheep, is both master shepherd/herdsman and master
thief, and guards/defends the gates of temples and sanctuaries. The characteristics found in
Homer’s Odyssey, Aeschylus’ Choephoroi and Diogenes Laertius’ Vitae comprise Hermes’
function of leading or escorting people to ‘meadows’ or souls in graves to the underworld or to
the uppermost regions (above). The two prominent similar features between Hermes and Jesus
as metaphorical shepherds are, 1) their function as gateke_eprer and 2) the leading of. the sheep

by the shepherd to pasture or the realms of the after-life (Turner 1991:36f).

Capitalizing on Nilsson’s research of Macrobius and Pindar, Turner (1991:37) identifies the
following characteristics which Apollo shares with Jésus: he is described as attendant of the
sheep (0wdwra punhar) and the epithets véuiog (pastoral) and "Ayueig (door-keeper or one
who averts evil from entering the gates of the city) are ascribed to him. To this may be added

the evidence from Hesychius’ list of epithets (cf Turner 1991:37) where Hermes is called 68t0c

(guardian of roads) - which again links up with Jesus as door.

I agree with Turner (1991:37) that even though there is no indication of * genealogical connec-
tion between these understandings of Hermes and Apollo and the functions of Jesus as
shepherd and door’, the similarity of characteristics reveals at least similarities in what may be

called ‘worlds_of thought’.  Although John 10 doubtlessly stands closer to the Old Testament
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than these writings, we can not exlude the possibility of the influence of Greek thinking and
philosophy on John. Further, evenr though the historical accuracy of the Greek imagery cannot
be proved in the respective texts themselves (cf Turner 1991:38), it is in keeping with
philosophy and religious belief in the hellenistic world at the time of the writing of the Fourth
Gospel. This means that there is a possibility that even though Hellenists reading John were
removed in time and place from the place of origin of the Hellenistic writings themselves, they

would have used this knowledge to understand John 10,

1.3.3 Shepherd and sheep in the Ancient Near East

Turner (1991:38) points out that the imagery of the shepherd and flock (goats, sheep, cattle) 1s
used in the Ancient Near East more freciuently than in Greek literature. The shepherd’s crook
is usually an emblem of royal authority. The Egyptian Pyramid texts apply the shepherd image
to ‘the ruler of the world to come’. Osiris or the dead Pharaoh is here portrayed as the one
who protects his subjects - even in the underworld. During the time of the Middle Kingdom,
the reigning king or even a god - e.g. Amun - is portrayed as shepherd. The depiction of the .
king as a shepherd was also quite common in Ancient Mesopotamia. Dumuzi, the fifth king in
the line of antediluvian kings in the Sumerian King list 1s referred to as ‘shepherd Dumuzi’.
In the list of one hundred elements of civilized life in the Sumeria.n poem Innana and Enki:
The Transfer of Civilised Arts from Eridu to Erech, the office of ‘shepherdship’ is ranked
eighth between ‘the exalted throne’ and ‘kingship’. In the Hymn to Enlil, the All Beneficent,

Enlil is also referred to as shepherd (cf Turner 1991:38).

Apart from its use of the shepherd metaphor for Joshua (Nm 27:17) and Moses (Dt 31:1) who
lead the flock out and brought them in, the Old Tesrémem does not use the shepherd imagery |
for the Israelite kings. Here, it is reserved for J17° - especially to portray his care and the
nature of his rule of the people of Israel (Ps 23:1-4; 74:1; 77:20-1; 78:52; 79:13; 80:1; 95:7;
100:3; 121:4; Gn 49:24; Is 40:10-11; 49:9; Jr 23:3; Ez 34; Zch 11:4-17; Mi 2:12 etc.), his
promise of the Davidic Messiah (Ez 34-37) or the struck shepherd (Zch 13:7). It is especially

the Deuteronomist that uses the motif of the flock that do not follow other gods, but M as

Shepherd, e.g. 1 King 14:8; 18:21; 2 Kings 23:3; Dt 31:1-4; Ps 68:»7; Jr 2:2-8; 3:15; 10:21.;
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22:22: 25:34-6; 50:6. Similar references to God, Moses, David and faithful leaders and
teachers of Israel are also found in both Pharisaic Judaism and the Qumran literature. Since
the activities of robbery and banditry increased during the first century and since these robbers
were usually regarded as nomadic shepherds, these terms acquired negative connotations within
official Judaism. Even though Philo uses the shepherd imagery for 711°, he sporadically uses
this metaphor to denote the voig as the shepherd of the irrational powers of the soul and the

Adyoc as the nourisher of the world (cf esp. Jeremias 1968:487-488).

In the New Testament, the application of the shepherd metaphor to God 1s continued n Jesus’
parables (Lk 15:4-7, par; Mt 18:12-14; GThm -1,07). The sheep metaphor is used for ‘those
who are lost with no one to provide for them’ (Mk 6:34; Mt 9:36; 10:6; 15:24; Lk 12:32;
19:10). Jesus is referred to as Shepherd who cares for the lost (in line with the imagery of
Ezekiel 34), the one who will be struck down (which alludes to Zch 13:7) and as the Son of
man who will separate the sheep from the goats at the last judgment‘ (Mt 25:32). In 1 Peter
2:25, 5:4 and Hebrews 13:10, Jesus as Shepherd oversees the flock. In Revelation 7:17, he is
described as both the ‘victorious shepherd’ and the ‘Lamb who leads those who survive the

tribulation to the springs of living water’.

1.3.4 The origins of the shepherd metaphor

In ancient times, a distinction was made between herdsmen who were part of the city-state
economy and resided just outside the village in the countryside on the one hand and pastoral
nomads who shepherded their flocks through uninhabited territories together with their non-
agrarian fellow tribesman on the other. Due to their positive appreciation of city life - which
provided the only form of social organization - Egyptians and Ancient Mesopotamians per—'
ceived the herdsman favorably. Ancient Israel, however, regarded the city as a source of
luxury, corruption and social inequality. They nostalgically viewed the nomadic (and also the
shepherd’s) desert existence as spiritually advantageous. The real duplicity of the shepherd’s
real existence, however, comes to the fore in the figure of Enkidu in the Akkadian Gilgamesh
Epic. Enkidu’s transition from wild to civilized life at the shepherd’s hut situates the hut on

the border between civilization and the wild. This indicates the liminality of the shepherd’s
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existence as well as the shepherd himself to be a liminal figure, ‘oscillating between two
worlds, between the isolation of the wilderness and the hustle and bustle of the setiled com-

munities’ - between nature and culture (Turner 1991:40).

In the use of the shepherd-image as activity and as metaphor, the Old Testament also
represents this liminality. After Moses inherits a flock from Jethro, he leads them into the
wilderness and encounters God in the burning bush-episode. In the kingship history of Israel,

David the shepherdboy is chosen and the city candidates rejected. It seems as if the with-
| drawal from the city signified innocence and moral virtue. Amos is also called a 7P - a

‘lowly sort of shepherd” (Turner 1991:40).

It is against this encyclopedic background information about the liminality of the shepherd’s
social existence that we can easily understand why metaphoric imagery associated with the
shepherd was used to denote the ideas of mediation between the divine (the untrammeled
wilderness inhabited by the divine) and worldly (the city and marketplace). In this context, the
calling of the shepherd and the following of the sheep is not a calling of a shepherd leading'

sheep, but the calling of the sheep out of the ‘mixture’ of the world. Turner (1991:41) states,

the sheep uniquely recognise their shepherd’s voice not on the grounds of habit, but
because they are the shepherd’s ‘own’; they share some affinity with the shepherd that

enables them to recognise his voice above all others.

The calling out of the world links up closely with John’s perception of the koouog as evil and
in darkness as well as with the idea that the pwrn (voice) with which Jesus calls - in distinction’
to the Adyog - is the divine voice of revelation. To ‘hear’ the ¢wwry of Jesus (5:25,28;
10:3,16,27; 18:37) one has to stand in the realm of truth - éx 79¢ &Apbeiac (18:37) - and not
that of the world (8:47). This means that one inhabits the same sphere of existence that Jesus
inhabits and this signifies a ‘certain affinity, sympathy, even identity or con-substantiality’
(Turner 1991:41). As Turner (1991:42) points out,.- this idea in John is dosely related to the

Gnostic concept of the revealing voice in the Gnostic treatise, the Trimorphic Protennoia
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(X1, 1), e.g. It is I. who lift up the Speech of the Voice to the ears of those who have known
me (TP 42.14-16 - Jn 10:14-16; Evans et al. 1993:405) and for that voice which we listened to
is foreign to us, and we do not recognize it (TP 44.6-8 - Jn 10:5,8; Evans et al. 1993:407). In
the hierarchy of revelation, the First or Original Thought of the Invisible Spirit reveals itself in
the first instance through a ‘pure but not fully articulate Voice’ which empowers the members
of the Protennoia; second a more articulate Speech which informs the members is revealed;
third, the fully articulate Logos appears in the same human form as the members. The hierar-
chical relationship between Voice through Speech to Logos in human form is also found in The
Apocryphon of John. Here, the Voice appears in the form of the Father (Adamas) in whose
image Adam is made; this is followed by Speech as the Mother - the spiritual Eve - who
reveals to Adam his spiritual origins; it finally culminates in the appearance of the Son, who,
in the form of the Logos, grants full enlightenment. Even though John’s scheme of enlighten-
ment is closer related to revelation through ambiguity in the wapowuier, with a final revelation

in the event of the crucifixion, both John’s gospel and the Trimorphic Protennoia

clearly associate the Logos with the final, definitive stage of revelation. Also, both

understand the Logos in terms of a wisdom-like figure’ (Turner 1991 :42).

The similarities between the Fourth Gospel and the Trimorphic Protennoia is therefore not to
be sought in substantial agreement, but both rather belong to the common religious environ-
ment of Hellenistic Jewish Wisdom to a greater or lesser degree. In this context, John presents
Jesus as the manifestation of the divine Wisdom who speaks with a divine Voice in the mas-
culine form of the Logos. Another link lies in the presentation of Wisdom as a fountain or
spring (Sirach 24; Philo De Fuga 109) fr;)m which the Logos flows like a river and from | |
which people drink instruction (Sirach 24; Jn 4:13-14).

1.3.5 The shepherd and the sheepfold

Traditionally, scholars have eXplained John 10:1-6 as a) a reworkirlgof the Old Testament

imagery found in Ezekiel 34 where God or the Israelite king is presented as the shepherd of his

flock Israel; b) one of the (lost) parables of the historical Jesus; ¢) as a derivation from Gnostic
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portrayals of the saviour (cf Mandaean Right Ginza V,2 and the Book of John - Turner
1991:43)

As is evident from similar motifs found in John and the Old Testament, Ezekiel, Psalm 100
and other passages undoubtedly form part of the background of John 10. However, thelideas
of the ‘model shepherd who gains entrance into the sheepfold through the door as opposed to
the thief and robber who steals into the sheepfold by another, illegitimate way’ and the robbers
(1) who “call the sheep with a strange voice’ (Turner 1991:43 - m.e.) are not found in the Old

Testament.

The parable explanation also falters on this point. If John 10 is measured against Crossan’s
(1963) features of Jesus’ parableé, we do n0£ find sufficient similarities to identify a common
background.  His features include elements of seeking, finding, discovery, surprise and
mystery concerning the advent of the kingdom as well as the radical reversals of established
values and perceptions in the parables. On the contrary, this passage has to do with ‘the
advent of a habitually recognized figure through the expected or proper entrance’ (cf Turner

1991:44). These features are either original ideas of John or derive from a different back-

ground.

: FolloWing Bultmann (1971:364ff) and Fischer (1973:245ff), Turner (1991:44ff) discusses the
possibility that these features derive from the Gnostic tradition, and more particularly, the
Mandean tradition as found in the Right Ginza V,2 and Book of John. The argument is that
the sheepfold corresponds to the world in the broader context of John. The human soul is then
regarded as being imprisoned in the world or sheepfold. Jesus as Shepherd is the redeemer
figure or the divine voice or message who is sent from the divine world of light ‘in order to
| awaken the soul to its present condition and restore it to its true home from which it has fallen’

(Turner 1991:44). Fischer (1973 in Turner 1991:44) states in this regard,
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Only he 1s the Redeemer who comes out of the light-world through the gate, which 1s
located between the world of light and the world o.f darkness, into this world (i.e. avh7g),
in which the soul is caught. But he who comes from elsewhere (namely from the world
of darkness), is a thief and robber. He who comes through the door is the (real) |

shepherd of the sheep.

Against this background, the door-keeper represents the boundary between pleroma and the
lower created order through which the redeemer figure (in his crucifixion according to John)
must descend and through which the redeemed souls must eventually ascend. The door-keeper
might also represent the cosmic powers which the Saviour has to deceive and pass by 1n his
incognito descent to impart revelation to the fallen humans below. This motif s expressed in
the Trimorphic Protennoia (X111, 1,47.24-28; 47.28-31; 47.31-33; cf Evans et al. 1993:412)

as follows:

And none of them (the Powers) knew me, [although] it is | who work in them. Rather
[they thought] that the All was created [by them] since they are ignorant, not knowing
[their] root, the place in which they grew. .... [I] am the Light that illumines the All. I
am the Light that rejoices [in my] brethren, .... I came down to the world [of] mortals‘

on account of the Spirit that remains [in] th.at which [descended] (and) came forth.

Fischer further identifies the calling motif - the calling by name - with the advanced knowledge

and eventual call found in the Gospel of Truth (1,3:21.25-34),

Those whose name he knew in advance were called at the end, so that the one who has

knowledge is the one whose name the Father has uttered. The names of those not called

were regarded ignorant.

To this may be added Gospel of Truth 1,3:22.2-12 (cf Evans et al. 1993:29),
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Therefore, if one has knowledge, he is from above. If he is called, he hears, he answers,
and he turns to him who is calling him, and ascends to him. And he knows in what
manner he is called. Having knowledge, he does the will of the one who called him, he

wishes to be pleasing to him, he receives rest.

The motif of the leading of the shepherd and the following of the sheep 1s ‘the saving ascent of
the redeemer with the redeemed’. This motif 1s very common in the Gnostic literature. The
thieves and robbers who do not enter via the door-keeper are identified by Fischer (1973) as
the ‘hostile spiritual powers or Archons of Gnostic mythology’ (cf Turner 1991:45). Even
though Fischer identifies all these passages, nowhere in Gnostic literature are these motifs
related to the activities of a shepherd. However, as Turner (1991:45) points out, his intent”i_.o‘n
is not to identify the motifs as related to a shepherd figure with John 10. Rather, he inte.nds to
identify a mythological ‘deep Stmcture’ or Urmodelle which seems to underlie John 10 and
which in any case is not accounted for in any of the extent Old Testament and other Jewish lit-
erature of the time as pointed out above. The prime example is found in The Exegesis of the‘
Soul 11,6. Here, a woman is separated from her spouse, falls to earth, is seized by the
Archons who abuse her sexually and leave her in a whorehouse, unable to return. After hear-
ing her mourning and taking notice of her repentance, the Father has pity and sends her spouse
_ the Monogengs - who unites:v&.)ithwh:ér and purifies her from the pollutions of the world in the

bride chamber. Then follows her rejoicing:

This is the true resurrection from the dead; this is the redemption from captivity; this is

the ascent to go to heaven; this is the way to go to the Father’ (Fischer in Turner

1991:46).

The fact of the matter is that no real convincing argument for this Urmodelle-hypothesis can be

found in these arguments, i.e. apart from some superficial points of contact between the

 Gnostic Literature and John 10. Even when the mythological ‘Urmodelle’ is applied, t66 much

“information in John 10 is unaccounted for. Therefore, Turner’s (1991:46) argument that this

exegesis of the soul does indeed stand close to the shepherd discourse and especially the myth-
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ological sub-structure of the gospel as a whole is not to be accepted. The descending and
ascending motifs in John is clearly related to the incarnation, death/resurrection of Jesus.
Moreover, the world is not described as whorehouse in John. The ‘darkness’ in John 1s related
to the conduct of people - more particularly the darkness is a result of leaders who did not do
what God expected them to do: to care for the flock. It also links up with the motif of ‘blind-
ness’ in John. This blindness is not a blindness which is due to a rejection of Gnostic wisdom.
It is rather a blindness which does not acknowledge the spiritual realm, the revelation through
Jesus as incarnated Logos. Jesus’ acts also do not purify a fallen person in a bride chamber
but on a cross! This is the ultimate revelation as well as the glorification of Jesus. And as

John 10:17f explicitly states: it could have been different, but God intended it to be like this.

1.3.6 Jesus as the door of the sheep

Turner (1991:46) agrees that John 10:7-10 functions as a 'commentary on the preceding verses.
Here," '—Jesils presents himself as the door for the sheep and not as the shepherd who enters
through the door. It is here not Jesus who comes to the door-keeper; instead, it is others who
come to him as door and through wham they enter. Moreover, here, the thief and robber are
equated with a stranger whose voice the sheep do not recognize (10:5). They are not those
who get into the sheepfold through the other side anymore. Turner (1991:46f) then speculates
that the reference to those who came before Jesus as the door could be ‘the Jews’, Jewish
teachers, prophets, the spiritual movement from which the Johannine community originated or
disciples of John the Baptizer. Here, he does not take the literary context of John 10 into con-
sideration. Even his view - following Bultmann - that ‘10:8 clearly relates not to the door, but
again to the shepherd, conceived as the revealer who is superior to all his predecessors who are
deceivers’ is only partially correct. The parallelism clearly shows that these who came before’

him were thieves and robbers who paraded as ‘door’. Jesus as door (1) is here contrasted with

‘bogus saviours’ (Barrett 1967:308).

The question about ‘into which” and ‘out from which’ the shepherd leads in 10:9 is ambiguous.
Even i'h(Numbebrs 27:17 where Moses iis requested by God to appoint Joshua who éfehetoerar

TPO TPOOWTOV QUTWY KL 00TLS ELOENEVOETAL TPO TPOTADTOU aiTGY Kal GoTic &EGEe QUTOUC
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kol SoTic elodel alTolg, kol obk EoTan 0 ovvaywyn kuplov @oel Tpofara, olc obk EoTww
Touiv, it sounds ambiguous. However, if we accept that this going in and out signify the
going in and out of the cultic space (Ex 29:30; Lv 12:4; 16:3,23) or camp or the holy space of
Israel or the group’s existence (cf Lv 134:8; 16:26,28; Nm 12:14; 19:7, etc.), then in John, it
signifies the going in and out of members into the Johannine group. Even though Turner does

link this idea to John 10, his comment is limited and not explanatory. He states,

Perhaps ... the implication is that ‘sheep’ enter the sheepfold by joining the Johannine
community from which they then go out, as it were, to find ‘pasture’ in the light, that is,
experience the higher insight to which the Johannine church thought it had access

(Turner 1991:47).

Turner refrains from explaining whether this going out to find pasture is a going out at death
or not. It seems as if he realizes his problem and then abandons his argument halfway. Fol-
lowing Fischer, Turner’s (1991:47) Gnostic interpretation focuses on the going in and out of
the sheep at the sheeps’ ‘original entrance into the world, perhaps a sort of elementary “fall”
of souls into the world’. These views do not seem plausible - not only because one gets the
impression of a continuous going in and out - ‘to find pasture’ - of the sheep, but also that the
‘going in’ does not allude to the idea of a ‘fall’. This statement must rathe; be interprefed In a
different context - the context of a gping in and out of the Johannine community or just as

metaphoric reference to protected, safe and sheltered life. This view lies on a different level as

1.3.7 The Good Shepherd versus the hireling

Referring to Fischer, Turner (1991 :471) states that Fischer does not regard the thief and robber
as the primary opponents of the shepherd in John 10. The main opponent is the hireling who
cares nothing for the sheep and abandons them to the wolf. In a Gnostic context, Fischer

interprets these statements in terms of| The Exegesis on the Soul 11,6:129.6-22 and its view of

Jeremiah 3:1-4 (cf Evans et al. 1993:210).
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For he said to the prophet Jeremiah, If the husband divorces his wife and she goes and
takes another man, can she refum to him.after that? Has not that woman utterly defiled
herself? ‘And you prostituted yourself to many shepherds and you returned to me!’ said
the Lord. ‘Take an honest look and see where you prostituted yourself. Were you
not sitting in the streets defiling the land with your acts of prostitution and your vices?
And you took many shepherds for'a stumbling block for yourself. You became shameless
with everyone. You did not call on me as kinsman or as father or author of your

virginity’ (m.e.).

Acco‘,rd_ing to this text, Israel prostituted themselves by following after and submitting them-
selves to many different shepherds who deprived the sheep of knowledge. In the context of

The Exegesis on the Soul this would mean that,

also the soul has been misled by many false rulers during its journey in the world. In
this sense, the hireling would be a ruler figure, perhaps an Archon in the Gnostic sense

(Turner 1991:48).

The same view is expressed in Authoritative Teaching V1,3:32.9-33.3 where evil shepherds
enslave the soul by nurturing it through the satisfaction of bodily desires. The ‘true shepherd’
on the other hand nourishes it with knowledge. The Shepherd’s care and willingness to give

his life for the sheep is equated by Fischer to the shepherd’s giving of knowledge to the

sheep/soul.

Even though Fischer does not provide a Gnoétic identification of the wolf, Turner (1991:48j'
identifies it as ‘a metaphor for the distracting and enslaving bodily appetites to which the hirel-
ing, the false shepherd, abandons the soul’. Turner rightly observes that the ideas of capturing
(&pmafel) and scattering (okopmife - which are also present in other New Testament contexts

representing activities of the enemies of the disciples’ mission or the church - Mt 10:16; Ac

20:28f, 1 Pt 2:25; 5:1-2) do not fit this logic.



41
The idea of the shepherd’s laying down of his life is present in Gnostic context and can be

found in Irenaeus’ Adversus Haereses. Valentinus’ view which is represented here is that,

the Gnostic saviour must take on a psychic body in his descent in order to deceive the
cosmic rulers, but must also put off the psychic body in order to re-enter the world of

light on completion of his mission” (Turner 1991:48).

Even though there is no extent Gnosti‘c interpretation of Jesus’ intentional laying down of his
life, an appropriate interpretation would be that ‘the saviour discards the body with which he
descends in order to receive it again in the form of souls he has come to rescue’ (Turner
1991:48). ~ Following Bultmann, (1971:384f) Turner rightly rejects thié view. These state-
ments of Jesus find their significance in his death on the cross as his ultimate moment of

glorification.

1.3.8 The Jews’ disbelief |
Turner (1991:49) points out that there are no allusions to Gnostic thinking in John 10:19ff.
Except for the references to Psalm 82:6 in 10:34-36, and we rﬁay add, the reference to éud
¢ duwriic pov axoder (Jn 10:27), the argument here reflects John’s own creative use of the
Jesus tradition. The main point - and this will be taken up again later in the dissertation - is
that belief in Jesus prirﬁarily rests on ‘hearing Jesus’ voice and seeing that he does the Father’s
works, is one with the Father, and is the Son of God’ (Turner 1991:49) and not on either the
signs or testimony. As reflected in 10:41f, the reader (from the circle of the Baptizer?) is also
expected to believe - like some of the characters in the narrative - on the basis of John the Bap-
tizer’s witness and not on the basis of either the words of Jesus (the revealer) or the signé. To
a lesser extent, the witness does play a role - i.e. if 1t is the witness of John. The opponents,
however do not believe. They do not comprehend that Jesus’ works are év 7&p ovouar. Tov
TaTpdg pov Tavta paprupel wept £pnob (10:25). Moreover, Jesus judgment for the reason of
their unbelief stands: &AN& Upelc ol moTelere, 01t obk 0Te éx TGV TpoRdTwy TGV Uiy, T
- mpoBara T& éu& NG GWYNG pHov dkolovoLY, KAy® YLYVQOKW QUTA kal &koNovfobaty .L;OL. Their

failure is that because they were not his own, they could not hear the voice of the true
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shepherd and also did not follow him.

1.3.9 Conclusion

Turner (1991:49ff) summarizes the findings of his research into the history of religions back-

ground of John 10 in five points. These are as follows.

a) The real-life situation of the existence of shepherds in ancient societies req‘uired of them to
move to and fro between civilized city life and the wilderness. This fact of shepherd life
endowed the profession of the shepherd with an aura of liminality. Applied to divine beings
who represented contact between the divine sphere and human life, the image of the shepherd

(and related images of shepherd life) endowed these figures with liminal characteristics.

b) Modelled on Old Testament concepfs found in Numbers 27:17 and Ezekiel 34, John pre-
sents Jesus - and not the Jewish leaders - as the only and true shepherd of the community of
believers. This could represent the post-Easter situation of conflict between the Johannine
churches and extent official Judaism.™ John 10:7-10, however, portrays Jesus more in imagery
drawn from revelatory discourse than from the possible real-life situation of the Johannine
community. Turner agrees with Bultmann that the motifs in these verses cast Jesus in the:
mould of a heavenly revelatory figure. Bultmann (1971:384f) sees the figure of the shepherd
here as a gnostic redeemer who leads fallen souls heavenward by means of a saving revelation.
This view also excludes the Old Testament concept of the shepherd as king. The main points
of contact between John 10 and Gnostic literature are i) the mutual recognition of sheep and =
shepherd, i1) the sheep’s recognizing of the shepherd’s vbice, and iii) the imparting of eternal

life by the shepherd as revelatory figure.

c¢) Even though there is no evidence in the Jewish wisdom traditions that ‘Wisdorh’, the female
figure representing wisdom in these traditions, is called a shepherd, functions as door to salva-

tion or lays down her life, the religious mythological structure of the
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pre-existent divine wisdom descending from the divine world in search of her own,

underlies much, and perhaps most, of the Fourth Gospel, not only its prologue (Turner

1991:50).

d) Consonant with the Gnostic preference for the vertical relationship between the divine and
the worldly and feelings of enmity, criticism, disappointment at human blindness to spiritual
knowledge and the sectarian community’é alienation from the unbelieving world on the
horizontal axis of this-worldly existence, the main motifs in 10:7ff emphasizes the vertical

relationship. This is especially present in the parallelisms between

the shepherd and the Gnostic revealer, the sheepfold and this world, the pasture and the
divine world, the door and the entrance to the divine world, the thieves and robbers and
the hostile archons, the wolves and the bodily passions, the shepherd’s voice and the
Gnostic call to awakening, leading' out to pasture and the ascent to the divine world, and
the shepherd’s léying down his soul and the Gnostic redeemer’s stripping off his psychic _

body on return to the divine world (Turner 1991:50f).

It is within this vertical framework of Gnostic thinking that the conflict and hostilities toward
the Jewish réligious leaders on the horizontal plane, signify the polemical slant throughout the

Fourth Gospel. This polemic reaches its climax in the shepherd discourse.

e) The strong parallels between Apollo and especially Hermes on the one hand and the
shepherd of the Fourth Gospel on the other, do reveal information about Jesus as Shepherd

which indicates Jesus’ su;;eriority over these figures. Turner (1991:51) makes the point that,

Jesus was more than Hermes: not only a divine shepherd, but rhe true shepherd who

gives his life for the sheep; not only a guardian and shower of ways, but the very way,

truth and life themselves; not only the keeper of sacred doors, but the very door itself;
- not only the leéder of souls to their post-mortem destination, but the grantor of

eternal life; not only a son of god, but the Son of God.
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Dodd’s (1992:53) statement about the relationship between John and the Hermetica can also be

applied to the comparative religion study of John. He states that,

.. as a whole they represent a type of religious thought akin to one side of Johannine
thought, without any substantial borrowing on the one part or the other. It is when we
have done justice to this kinship that we are likely to recognize the full significance of
those elements in Johannine thought which are in striking contrast to the Hermetica (all
extra-Biblical literature - m.1.), and in which we must seek the distinctively Christian

teaching of the Fourth Gospel.

This is only possible if we study the significance of John 10 in terms of its function within the

Gospel of John as narrative.

1.4 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TRADITION, HISTORY AND JOHN’S INTER-
PRETATION OF THE SHEPHERD DISCOURSE

In his attempt to understand the significance of the &nﬁu-sayings, the rapopia, the &yd eipt-
sayings and other complexities in the shepherd discourse, Painter (1991) relates John 10 to the
larger context of conflict in John 5-10. Following Jeremias (1968:494f), he argues against the
disruption theories of Bultmann. His main argument against the disruption theory (cf. Bult-
mann 1971:363-390) is_ that 1L0:26 presupposes at least the wapouior of 10:1-5; also, that there
is no ‘textual evidence, no convincing explanatory hypothesis or textual reconstruction’ of the
purported disruptions or displacements, (Painter 1991:54). Moreover, it appears as if the link-
ing of the discourse in John 10:1 to the preceding discourse is similar to the link of John 15:1 :
to the last verses of chapter 14. Here - just as in six other instances in John 10 - the double
‘Apmp-saying does not necessarily introduce a new beginning. There is also no indication of
the introductory quotation formula - Aéyei/elmer oby abrowg 0 "Inoobs - used in other parts of
John, nor an indication of a new time, place or audience which could signal the beginning of a
new section in the narrative: “Since this type of break is typical of Johannine style it mlght be

explamed as the result of ‘a process of composition’ (Painter 1991:55). Brown (1966:388-
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-392) argues that the style and function of the shepherd discourse within the context of the
whole of the Fourth Gospel seems to be purposeful and is stylistically as well as thematically
related to the larger whole. Information represented and revealed in John 10 links up with
information, themes as well as the style (cf the narrator’s reflection on the function of the
wapowpior in 16:25ff) used earlier and later in the narrative. Some earlier themes are drawn
together in John 10 and others are introduced which are dealt with later in the narrative - espe-
cially in terms of the relationship between Jesus and his works; the christology of John.
Painter’s alternative to the disruption theory - to interpret John 10 as a continuation of chapter
9 and to understand it in the context of conflict - is therefore better accounted for. This
“approach also enables him to use the conflicts in the great debates and disputes between Jesus

and ‘the Jews’ in the five chapters preceding John 10 as key for the interpretation of John 101'”%‘

(Painter 1991:54).

The incidence of conflict in John is introduced by the references to persecution in 5:16 and the
attempt to kill Jesus in 5:18 (cf Painter 1991:53). This event takes place after the healing of

the man at the pool of Bethesda. The narrator informs us that it is because Jesus healed the

man on the sabbath (notice that the command to take up the bed and walk takes place on the
sabbath - which indicates that the healing itself is related to a breaking of sabbath regulations)

that the Jews persecuted him: kol 8ux TobTo 86Lwl<ov oi "Tovdaioc Tov "Inoobr, 67 TaiTar éToist

év oafBBdry. Jesus’ response to this comment of the narrator - and we may infer: to those
who confront him in their persecution - is: 6 82 ['Inootg]. &mekpivaro abroig, ‘O marip pov
gwg GpTL épyafeTal, k&yd pydfouar. The narrator informs us that Su Tov7To oby [N
éMmrovr avtov ol ‘lovdator &moxTelvan, 671 ob povor ENvev 10 odBParor, dANG kai TaTépa
idtov ENeyev 1OV Oedv Toov sauTov TOLdY TG few. The three reasons that the narrator provides’
are related to Jesus’ breaking of the sabbath 4nd to Jesus calling God his own Father and

making himself - éavror Toudw - equal to the Father.

This links up with other incidents where ‘the Jews’ attempt to kill Jesus: 7:19,20,25,32,44;
© 8:20,59; 10:31-33,39. For the purposes of providing a link with John 10, Painter (1991:53)

extracts the point that Jesus
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justified his action (work, &pyor) by appeal to his relation to the Father (5:17-18), a
~ theme taken up in 10:14-18, 29-39, where another attempt to kill (stone) Jesus is

described’.

- In the context of John 10, the main charge is blasphemy - a charge already implicit in 5:18. In
order to refute this charge, Jesus appeals to both his relation to the Father and to his works.
Whereas Jesus’ appeal to his relation to the Father justifies his works in 5:17, Jesus justifies
his relation to the Father with a claim to his works in 10:25,37f. This double interaction
between claim and justification of the claim is typical of Johannine sty_le. Whereas Jesus’ heal-
ings constitute sabbat-h-breqki,ngw_ works and his discourses blasphemy for ‘the Jews’ (who
remain blind), these represent healing, restitution and the demonstration of the presence of the
spiritual which the Logos-Jesus represents in the material world for those who ‘see’ and com-
prehend his real character. This link of the division or schism (10:19-21) with the very promi-
nent motifs of the identity of Jesus and people’s reaction to him ties up very closely with the
rest of the Gospel. The perceived bfeak between 9:40f and 10:1 - which also includes a-
change in topic, from blindness to the shepherd discourse - is then accounted. for. With this
understanding, it becomes important for us to treat the shepherd discourse as intended by the

author and to reject the ideas concerning displacement, rearrangement or disruption (cf also

Jeremias 1968:494-495).

I provide an overview of Painter’s views on the allegorical interpretation of the ecclesiastical

conflict between ‘the Jews’ and the Johannine community as represented in John 9-10.

1.4.1 The wapoipice .Of John 10:1-5 ..
In his comparison of John 10:1-18 with 15:1-11, Bauckham (1987) has pointed out that John
15:1-11 comprises an allegorical exposition in the form of an extended &ya eipi-saying of a
presumably lost parable of Jesus. If this structure 1s compared to John 10, 10:1-5 represénts
the parable, 10:6 a transitory statement and 10:7-18 the allegoncal explanat1on of the parabl
In both these allegories, the relation between the Father, Jesus and the behevers 1s elucidated.

Together with Jesus’ parabolic sayings in 5:19f and 12:24, the parable in 10:1-5 and the two
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allegories in 10:7ff and 15:1ff are the only incidences of the parable-allegorical exposition .
complex so frequently encountered in the Synoptics (cf also Mk 4:8-20 & Mt 13:37-43). This
seems a more plausible explanation than that of Barrett. For Barrett (1967:304) the discourse
is neither a parable nor an allegory, because it lacks the form of the Synoptic parables. He
regards the shepherd discourse as a symbolic utterance which is related somewhat to a parable

and an allegory.

In John 10:1-18, we find that both the mapowpuia proper and the allegorical explanation are
introduced with the double Ap%v statement by Jesus. The main purpose of this duplication of
the "Apsjr-formula adds solemnity to the saying of Jesus which follows (Barrett 1967:155 & |
Painter- 1991:55). [ agree with Painter (1991:57) that to regard this as an indication of a
quotation of the speech of the historical Jesus from the tradition (cf Lindars 1972':355:) 1S
negated by the fact that many other sayings introduced by the ’Ausr-formula in John (25
incidences) clearly reflect the evangelist’s own hand. If we accept this view, then the next
question to be answered is the question about the historical probability that the mapouuio

belongs to the tradition, 1.e. is it a traditional parable of Jesus or was it constructed by John?

Painter’s (1991:58) view is that ‘10:1-5 is a Johannine construction making use of traditional
themes and motifs’. His argument is that even though there.’ is no direct evidence that this
parable belongs to the tradition, it does reflect characteristic.s of John’s reworking of traditional
material (Painter’s 1991:56ff). His argument 1s three-fold: a) the strongést evidence is th_at.:l
10:7ff does not continue the motifs of the TAPOLL (10:1-5) adequately, thereby indicating
that 10:1-5 1is an earlier stratum, that John's allegorical explanations - where he addresses
issues which were regarded as important for his community - are secohdary and that it has tc.>'
do with the judgment upon the Jewish authorities for their attitude towards Jesus; b) 10:1-5

represents themes and motifs present in traditional Synoptic material, e. g. Mark 6:34 (= Mt

9:36); the Q parable of the lost sheep (Mt 18:12-14 = Lk 15:3-7); Mark 14:27 (= Mt 26:31

= Zch 13:7 & cf also Jn 10:12 & 16:32 on the scattering of the sheep); ¢) the reworking of
Old Testament motifs m gospel material is a procedure used by both John and the Synoptics, cf

the depiction of God as Shepherd of Israel (cf Ps 23:1; 80:2; 74:1; 79:13; 95:7; 100:3; Is
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40:11; Jr 31:9) and the leaders of fhe people as true or false shepherds in Ezekiel 34, Jeremiah

7:1, etc. (cf Nm 27:17; Ps 78:70-72; Jr 2:8; 10:20; 12:10; Ez 34; 37:24; Mi 5:3 PsSol 17:45
| & also Dodd 1992:358ff; Barrett 1978:373-375). A primary vpoint of contact between all these
reférences is that a ‘need’ for a shepherd exists. This need has arisen because of many circum-
stantial realities in the situation in which the authors of these various texts find themselves. To
various degrees, these circumstances are attributed to the neglect or exploitive and destructive
practices of the leaders of Israel. The same is true of John. (This will be further researched in

chapter 3ff of this dissertation.)

Painter (1991:57) puts forward this view against Robinson’s (1955:233-240) who holds that
10:1-5 is a parable which was merged from two distinct parables in the tradition. He finds the
theory of the two conflated parables unconvincing on the basis of his arguments as explicated
above. To this may be added that the argument for the two conflated parables does not rest on
the wmapowpic itself, but on the allegorical exposition of verse 7ff. Moreover, Robinson’s view
that 10:1-3a represents Jesus’ challenge of the ‘watchmen’ of Israel (represented by the
Bupwpog in the first parable) makes Jesus’ entering of the sheepfold dependent on their recog-
nition of Jesus - of Which there is no evidence either in the immediate context of John 10 or in
John's narrative as a whole. Since Painter holds that 10:7ff represents a second substratum,
Robinso”r-la’s (as well as Kysar’s [1986:159] who argued that John 10:1-18 comprise of four

allegories) argument falls away.

Turning to the interpretation of the wapowpic, Painter (1991:57f) regards the allegorical identi-
fication of the fupwpdc as a special problem. Viewed from the perspective of the story’s sig-
nificance in its traditional form, the Baptizéf m;ght be regarded as the fupwpdc who opens the
way or door for Jesus as Shepherd. Viewed from the perspective of the significance of the
story for the Johannine community, Jesus might be regarded as the Bupwpog and the leaders in

the community as the shepherd(s). Be it as it may. Painter (1991:58) accepts that the

mapouuice refers to the Baptizer and the shepherd to Jesus.
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1.4.2 The wapopic and the Johannine community

Departing from his earlier argument (Painter 1986:31-61) that John 9 comprises three strata
(miracle story: 9:1-3,6-11; the dialogues: 9:13-38; judgment pronounced by Je;us: 9:39-41), |
‘Painter (1991:58) states that the third stratum, 9:39-41, is continued in John 10:1-5. Since he
believes that the Tapowpia 1s a Johannine construction in which traditional motifs were used,
he argues that the Tapowuia basically ‘fits the context of the Johannine community rather than
that of Jesus’. The judgment of Jesus in 9:39-41 is then primarily used to ‘execrate the author-
ities who have cast out the Johannine believers’ and together with 10:1-6 ‘express the perspec-
tive of the Johannine community in the face of excommunication from the synagogue’ (Painter
1 991:59). These words are addressed to some of the Pharisees_, éx TV dapioaiwy TwEg who
in 9:16 criticize Jesus for not keeping the sabbath. Others in 9:13-17 (&\hov) do no take this
into consideration but concentrate on the significance of the sign. Within these ranks, a
oxiopa is said to arise. If this is compared with 10:19-21, Painter (1991:59) believes that the
majority (7ro)\)\_oi) who accuse Jesus of being mad in theological terms, represent those who
accused him earlier of breaking the sabbath. Those who believe (&\\ot), represent those who
concentrated on the onpeia of Jesus. Since Jol}n uses ‘the Jews’ and ‘the Pharisees’ 1inter-
changeably, and the oxiouo exists in both groups, the judgment of Jesus in 9:41 is a judgment
of the unbelieving Pharisees and Jews (9:39,41; 10:1-5) - those who cast out the man who was

healed from his blindness from the synagogue (9:22,34).

Applied to the situation in the Johannine community, ‘the authority of the recognized
shepherds of Israel is challenged’ (Painter 1991:60) in John 10. The unbelieving Pharisees and
Jews are the thieves and robbers who did not enter by the door. The sheep - the Johannine
Comin.unity - did not listen to them. Whereas action is taken against Jesus himself in John 5-8
and 10, John 9 reveals action taken against those who confess Jesus to be the Christ. The
blind man in John 9 represents the .Johannine community which is in conflict with the

synagogue and which has been cast out by the unbelieving Jewish leaders.

- 1.4.3 The allegorical interpretations of John 10:1-18

Painter (1991:60f) distinguishes three strata in John 10:1-21: the Tapopia of 10:1—5f, the first
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allegorical interpretation of 10:7-10 and the second allegorical interpretation of 10:11-19. He

holds that 10:19-21 links up with 10:11-18.

On the issue of the identification of the intra-narrative audience, Painter argues that Jesus
addresses the same audience in John 10 as the one referred to in 9:41 and 10:6 in 10:7-10 - the
unbelieving Pharisees. Even though 10:6 and the use of waAw may imply a change of
audience - the bélieving readers (cf Schnackenburg 1980:288) - Painter argues that the
allegorical links provide a unity between the different sections in John 10 and therefore also for
the intra-narrative audience. Since the mapowpia and 10:7-10 ‘condemn the false shepherds
whom Jesus addresses in 9:41°, 10:7-10 is addressed on the intra-narrative level to the
unbelieving Pharisees. The Jewish authorities are condemned for their failure to recognize and
believe in the only true shepherd of the sheep, as well as for their unwillingness to submit to
his authority and teaching in spite of both his teaching and works or signs. Since the broader
audience referred to in 10:19-21 presupposes 10:11-18, these verses are addressed to them.
On the extra-narrative level, the author was addressing the believing community, giving them_
‘assurance ... that they have found life, salvation’ (Painter 1991:61). The éy& eipi-sayings
then function on two levels - both as an address to the unbelieving Pharisees and as an address
to the believing community. This two-level communication event is also in keeping with the
christology of John. On the intra-narrative level,. Jesﬁs 1s rejected because of \;/hat he says to
his opponents. On the extra-narrative level, Jesus has to be accepted in terms of what.he

reveals to the readers about his real nature. They recognize Jesus as the door which opens up

to salvation. Consequently, they follow him as Shepherd.

It is against the background of this argument'thaf Painter (1991:61ff) proilides interpretations

of both 10:7-10 and 10:11-18.

1.4.3.1  The interpretation of 10:7-10
Although a new theme is introduced with the £y® eipe-sayings and we encounter a change from
Jesus';éntering the sheepfold as_. Shepherd in 10:1-5 to Jesus as the door thfough \.vhom the

sheep enter and exit in 10:7-10, 10:7-10 can basically be regarded as an allegorical interpreta-
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tion of the mapowpice. Painter (1991:61) states that the change was most probably influenced

by

the evangelist’s characteristic christocentric treatment of a theme from the gospel
tradition (Q, Lk 13:24 = Mt 7:13-14) concerning entering the door to life/salvation,
a development reflected in John 14:6, which may have influenced the interpretation of

Jesus as the door in 10:7,9.

John 10:8,10 has links with the mapotuicc. The main difference is that whereas the Tapoipic
contrasts Jesus as Shepherd (wowunr) to the ‘self-styled shepherdsu(;f Israel’ who are the thieves
and robbers (kNéwnc kat ApoTig) this thread is modified to portray Jesus as the door of life
and to lay the groundwork for identifying Jesus as Good Shépherd in the second interpretation. - -
Painter (1991:62) then argues that even though 10:7-10 is addressed to the unbelieving
Pharisees, it was primarily aimed at ‘waverers in the synagogue, affirming that only by facing
excommunication and entering the Johannine community could they have life’. It was

obviously also addressed to the Johannine community to ‘assure them that they had eternal

life’.

1.4.3.2  The interpretation of 10:11-18

In this section, the contrast between Jesus as Shepherd (mow7r) and the Pharisees as the
thieves and robbers (kNéwrng kai Aporig) is replaced by the nevi} contrast between Jesus as
Good Shepherd (6 mowuny 6 kahdg) and the Jews as a hireling who allows the wolf to ravage
the sheep (uofwrog; Nokog). The contrast is between the sheep that ‘belong’ to the Shepherd
together with the argument that he gives his life for the sheep on the one hand and the hireling’
to whom the sheep do not belong and who flees in a situation of danger. This motif most

probably refers to experiences of the Johannine believers (cf Painter 1991:62).

On the question of the identity of the hireling, Painter (1991:63) argues that since there is no
link with the thieves and robbers ‘(K)\éﬂ'T‘I]g kol A\poric) or the unbelieving Jews, the ﬂia()wrég.

may refer to an individual in the Johannine group. This character has a legitimate position in
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the.group. In the shepherd discourse, ﬁowever, his authority is relativized in favour of Jesus
as the Good Shephé.rd. This contrast may then indicate a conflict inside the Johannine com-
mﬁnity. The shepherd discourse - and for that matter the whole narrative - emphasizes that no
leader cén replace Jesus - not even Peter. The tradition about Peter’s denial and his reinstate-
ment portrayed in Mark 14:27-31 (and par.) is also taken up by John (cf Jn 13:36-38; 21:15-
19). In addition to the thematic links between John 10 and 21 - which I have already referred
to - these facts provide a further link: no shepherd or leader (of the Johannine flock) and not
even Peter can replace Jesus as Leader and Shepherd. This goes for the piofwrog too. To

qualify as Shepherd, one has to lay down one’s life for the sheep in line with the divine will.

The general identity of the ;LLO’@(;)TE)Q can be recovered from the respanse of forsaking the sheep
and fleeing (&pinow ra wpoBara kai ¢eiyer) before the Aokog. This response of the
pobwroc is based on the fact that 0 ptofwrog kail ovk Gy mowuqy, ob ovk Eorw 1& TpdBara
iStae. The identity of the wolf (6 Nukog), likewise, can be retrieved from the context as well as
from other incidences where the New Testament refers to the activities of ‘wolves’. Painter
(1991:63) argues that the references to the activity of scatte'ring“ (okopwilel) of wolves in
Zechariah 13:7, Acts 20:28, Matthew 7:15, 1 John 2:19 and 4:1 represent false teaching in the
believing communities. It is these teachings which shatter the unity of the communities and
cause schisms within the community. In contrast to Jesus, the hired servant flees and leaves

the sheep to the wolf (heretic teaching) 6t wiobwroc eorv kai ov péher alTd wepl TOWY

mpoBaTwy. Painter (1991:64) states in this regard,

The wolf takes his opportunity in the neglect of the hireling. Once the situation of con-
fusion has arisen, the hireling, claiming to be the shepherd, seeks to assert his authority.
The evangelist, however, argues that the scattering of the flock is a result of the flight of

the hireling and that confusion can not be remedied by an appeal to authori.ty.

This argument can be accepted as far as it goes. However, to infer that the hireling’s claim to
authority is a claim to ‘institutional authority’ founded in Peter, takes it too far. The only evi-

.dence for this view is the interpreter’s interpretive links between John 10 and 21.
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In John 10:14-18, John expresses the relationship of Jesus to the sheep and to the Father. This
relationship is a common theme in the whole gospel. However, the theme’s expression in
these terms in these verses, is unique in the whole gospel. In contrast to Bultmann’s
(1971:380f) view that a mystical (Gnostic) tradition - emphasizing the unity of a heavenly
being with the intermediary and the Gnostic community - underlies John 10:14-18, Painter
(1991:64) argues that the mutuality formula can also be explained as a portrayal of ‘sectarian
consciousness’. As such, ‘the evangelist’s image of the community (is) ... the mirror image of
his christology’. The loose-standing reference to a similar unity in the Q-tradition (Mt 11:25-

27 = Lk 10:21-22) may support this view.

Painter (1991:65) coﬁtinues and states that the content of the mutual knowledge can be
retrieved from the wapowpic - referring to the relation between Jesus and his own - and from
10:15 - referring to the relationship between Jesus and the Father. The Son’s knowledge of his
own 1is expressed in his calling them by name, which call is expressed in him giving his life for
them and his taking it up again. This knowledge of him is expressed in the sheep who know
his voice and who follow him, i.e. their obedience to his call. The mutual knowledge of Jesus
and his Father, can be seen in him Jaying down his life and taking it up again (10:15b,17-18)
and that he dog:s this on the Father’s command. The Father’s knowledge of the Son can be
seen in the Son being sent and commanded by the Father. The Son’s knéwledge of the Father
is portrayed in Jesus’ obedience to the will of his Father. Hence, it is this unique relationship

that makes Father, Son and believing community one.

It is against the background of this argument that Painter (1991 :65) argues that the metaphoric
expression of Jesus as 6 wowuny 0 ko transcends that ;)f Jesus as 7 Opa 76w TpoBdTwy. In
both the &vyw slm-sayings in 10:11-13 and 10:14-18, the statement that the Shepherd gives his
life for the sheep and takes it up again plays the most umportant role. Jesus as Shepherd,
therefore, reveals more important information about who he is than his function as door. It is
especially in this assertion - about Jesus’ death and resurrection - that John’s g‘dspel transcends
Gnostic views. Moreover, the other sheep which Jesus as Shepherd intends to bring into the.

community (Jn 10:16) may not refer to Gentile Christians but either to other Jewish Christians
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or perhaps the scattered Johannine community (cf 1 Jn 4:1 and Mt 7:15).

1.4.4 The response to the shepherd discourse

In the response of John 10:19-21, the discourse returns again to the surface level. The state-
ment that the oxioua occurs again (ralw) is an analeptic reference to John 7:43. Here, as in
John 10, the oxiopa occurs because of the words (7&y Noywr ro0Twy) of Jesus. The majority
rejects his words because they regard him as a demon and that he is raving. The minority
accepts his teaching with an appeal to his works (the healing of the blind man). This appeal to
Jesus’ works provides the basis for the discourse in 10:31-39. What is significant, however, is
that it is the appeal to Jesus’ words about his identity - i.e. the christological appeal - that
causes-the oxw;za Whereas the break with the synagbgue occurred in chapter 9 in terms of
the Jewg who cast out the healed man, 10:19-21 brings the conflict between Jesus and the Jews
to the fore. The reader realizes that the final conflict is still in the future. On a second level
of interpretation - the question about legitimate leadership in the believing community - the

schism indicates the priority of Jesus over and above the Jewish leaders (cf Painter 1991:66f).

1.4.5 The controversy between Jesus and the Jews
With regard to the controversy or disputation in 10:22-39, Painter (1991:67ff) addresses two
basic issues: 1) the question about Jesus’ identity and the attempts to kill him and 2) the appeal

to the special relationship between Jesus (and his words and works) and the Father in the

defense of Jesus’ messianic status and role.

1.4.5.1 The question about Jesus’ identity and the attempts to kill him

The theme of conflict, controversy and rejectionro% .Jesus’ claims about his identity has been
introduced in chapter five. This theme is developed through both the incidence of some dis-

ciples who were seeking to betray Jesus (6:60-71) and the attempts to arrest (miqoar - 7:30,

32,44; 8:20; 10:39; 11:57) and kill or stone (&moxTevau; Nifovg ... - 7:19,20,25; 8:59;

10:31,33; 11:49-50) him. These are responses to Jesus’ actual words and/or works or his

claims about his words and/or works or éb(;ut his identity. The question put to Jesus in John

10:24 prompts a defense of these issues as well as the response to attempt to kill Jesus in
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10:39. Jesus’ defense is a defense against

the Jewish charge of ditheism, but also against the charge laid by Christian Jews that this

christology is not true to Jesus’ messianic status and role’ (Painter 1991:68).
The defense itself occupies most of John 10:22-39.

1.4.5.2  The appeal to the special relationship between Jesus .(and his words and

works) and the Father in the defense of Jesus’ messianic status and role.

Painter (1991:68) distiﬁgeishes Six distinct elements in the defense. These are: a) Jesus refers
to his earlier revelations about who he is and that they did not accept his words then; b) his
claim about his identity 1s supported by the works done in his Father’s name; c) their unbelief
is founded 1in the fact that they are not his 0\;'n sheep; d) his own sheep hear his voice and fol-
low him; e) since he gives his own sheep eternal life, they shall not perish and not be snatched
from him (the greatness of the Father will also prevent them from being snatched); f) ‘I and

the Father are one’ forms the climax of the defense.

~John 10:37-38 takes up the theme of a and b and asserts the particular Johannine conception of
Jesus as it finds expression in the title, ‘Son of God’ (cf also 20:31). The argument in ¢,d and
e reveals the sectarian consciousness of the Johannine community: it draws a line- between the
mass of the people who do not belief and the Johannine community who do. The few are then
assured of the correctness of their belief and the security which‘it brings with it. The defense
culminates in the argument that the security is dependent on the believers’ belief in the correct
relationship between Jesus and the Father. Basic motifs in the mapouuior and its interpretation
in 10:1-18 are used as background material throughout the argument, e.g. the motifs attached

to the shepherd and sheep, the role of the wolf, the motif of security in the Father’s hand, etc.

Central to the whole argument is ‘the paradox that is central to Johannine chrisfology’ (Painter

1991:69). Jesus is both etlual to the Father and subordinated to him. Painter (1991:69) argues
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the closest we can get to the formulation of John’s view is that he proposed an ontolo-
gical equality and a functional subordination, because, if Jesus did not do the Father’s

will, he could not make the Father known."

The equality is then situated in the fact that Jesus does make the Father’s will known - indicat-
ing an identity of action. As Son of God, Jesus functions as the Father’s emissary. Painter
(1991:70) points out that this ‘emissary christology has its roots in the Synoptic tradition’ (cf Q
= Mt 10:40; Lk 10:16 and also Mk 9:37). This indicates the functional relationship betweexi.
Jesus and the Father. However, the christology here is also more than a mere emissary

christology. Painter (1991:71) points out that

the emissary is not only sent, he is the one “whom the Father sanctified and sent into the
world” (ov 0 TaTnp Nylaoer kal dwéoTeley gig Tov koapov, Jn 10:36). ... It implies
that the emissary is not merely a human messenger but comes from the divine side of
reality into the world. With the combination of functional and ontological sonship we
find the distinctive Johannine christology, \_yhich 1s the result of a reinterpretation of the

tradition.
The argument ends with an appeal to the works of Jésus () thereby indicating that

the provisional acceptance of the emissary status of Jesus is an acceptable beginning,

though Jesus’” own words call for the acceptance of an ontological soriShip (Painter

1991:71).

The primacy of the works, coupled with the oneness (10:30), or the fact that Jesus is in the
Father and the Father in him (10:38) and the Jewish Christians’ rejection of Jesus provides an

important thread with regard to the social significance of the Johannine christology.

The significance of the christology in the conflict with the synagogue is further énhanced by

the reference to the time-indication in 10:22. It took place during the feast of Dedication - a
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celebration of the purification of the temple after Antiochus Epiphanes’ acts of profanation.
The symbolic significance is that Jesus’ unity with the Father and the believers in itself sig-

nifies a purification of Jewish cultic life.

1.4.6 John 10:40-42

Redactional critically speaking, these verses could have followed either 20:30f or the Tapoiuia
- identifying the fupwpdg with John the Baptizer. Be it as it may. In the present position, 1t
functions as the conclusion to the defense of Jesus’ identity. As sucﬁ, it reveals that the masses
believe on the basis of signs (cf 2:23; 3:2; 6:2,14; 11:45,47f; 12:18,37,42) - and not on the

basis of the words which one would expect in this context.

1.5 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE SHEPHERD DISCOURSE AND THE
SYNOPTICS

The presupposition that the author of the Fourth Gospel depended on the synoptic tradition for
the composition of John 10 can be argued on the basis of the respective links of 10:1-18 and
10:22-38 with Synoptic material. The links of 10:22ff comprise a) the Synoptic trial narrative
character of 10:22ff (linking up especially with Lk 22:66ff), b)the double disputes in 10:24-30
and 32-38 and c) the christological self-revelation in Jesus® confession of his sonship of God.
The links of 10:1-18 with the Synoptics comprise a) the reference to Zechariah 13:7 (cf Mk
14:27; Mt 2631, implicit reference in Jn 16:1,32), b) Jesus’ willingness to lay-down his life
(cf Mk 10:45) and c) the fact that this precedes the anticipated passion narrative which in turn

brings the whole shepherd discourse into the ambit of Jesus’ death (cf Sabbe 1991:75-93).

In his argument, Sabbe (1991:76-85) first addresses the possible links of John 10:22-38 with
the Synoptics and then proceeds to address possible links of 10:1-18.

1.5.1 The trial nature of John 10:22-38
The Synoptic trial narrative character of 10:22ff is evident in its narrative framework (10:24a,

31,39), the question “Ewg wére v Yuxir fudv oipec; & ob & o Xpiorog, elmé quiv
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mappnoie, (10:24b-30) and Jesus’ defense that he is the Son of God (10:32-38). The narrative
framework reveals similarities in the portrayal of Jesus’ opponents as hostile (10:24,31), the
use of ékixhwoay olv alrov o Tovdator indicating a hostile ‘encircling’ of Jesus (cf Jn 1:26;
20:19,26; Lk 2:46; 22:27; 24:36; Mk 14:60; Mt 18:2; Ac 1:15; 17:22; 27:21) and the
reference to the Jews threatening to kill Jesus (8:59a; 10:31; 11:8 - even though the reference

to stoning is not attested in the Synoptic passion tradition, the threats to kill Jesus are) (Sabbe

1991:76f).

The trial frame present in the narrative framework is further developed in the double disputes
of 10:24-30 and 32-38. These disputes form part of the trial elements spread out over the
whole gospel: the temple logion is placed at the beginning (2:19), Jesus reveals himself as
Messiah and Son of God throughout the narrative (4:25f; 5:17f; 8:58; 10:30-38), the Jews
attempt to arrest or kill him at various points in the narrative (5:18; 7:32; 8:59; 10:31) and an
official condemnation to death already occurs in 11:47-53. Against this background, the trial
scene of John (18:19-24) ‘cannot really be considered a trial of Jesus’ (Sabbe 1991:77). When'
the information in 10:24-30 is compared with the trial scenes in the Synoptic Gospels, John
reveals the closest similarity with Luke 22:66ff (Sabbe 1991:78). The high priest’s question in -
Mark 14:65 and Matthew 26:65 and Jesus’ self-proclamation are split in two in Luke 22:66ff.

The double NéyovTeg el ob &l 0 XpLoToc elmov nuwv (Lk 22: 67) and 8L7rav 8& TawTEC" OV 0w £1
0 viog 700 Beod; (Lk 22:70) are here similar to ENeyor alTd (OL Iovéacm) ... &l oV el b
Xpiotog, eime nuiv wappnoia (Jn 10:24), and Jesus’ revelatory answer ... & 7ob vow EoTan o
viog 70U arbpdmov kalfijuevos &k Sefidv The duvapews Tov Oeob (Lk 22:69). Likewise, his
response to the question of whether he is the Son of God, Tpelc Neyere 671 éyG elpu is similar
to 57¢ elmov, Tiog T0b Bgob eipe (Jn 10:36). Additional arguments for ]bhn’s dependence on
the Lukan account include the similarity of Jesus’ adversaries in John and Luke, Jesus’ answer
in John 10:25 which seems like a paraphrase of Luke 22:67, the concept of unbelief (10:25
and 26) and the union between Jesus and his Father (cf Sabbe 1991:81).

Even though the christological self-revelation in Jesus' confession of his sonship does not

easily match Luke’s account, Jesus’ overt expression of who he is in John 10:36 is precisely
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similar to what Sabbe (1991:81) calls ‘a synthesis’ of ov oy &l 0 vidg 70U Oeol; and Tpeic
Néyere 67 éya eipe (Lk 22:70). Since there is no other explicit reference by Jesus himself
that he is Son of God in John (but cf 10:36 = a midrash of Ps 82:6), the most appropriate
place to find a link is with the Synoptic tradition, especially Luke. Sabbe (1991:82) further
argues that the charge of blasphemy (Jn 10:33,36) links more closely with Matthew 26:65a (=
Mk 14:64) and that other similar charges in John (5:18; 10:33; 19:7) are elaborations of the
Synoptic charges - especially as found in Luke. John 10:32-38 can then be regarded as an
expanded midrash argument of the Tiog 700 feob eipe (Jn 10:36) statement of Jesus. Sabbe
(1991:84f) holds that despite the possibility that these similarities may indicate the existence of
a particularly Johannine tradition or pre-Johannine documents which influenced both John and
the Synoptics, there is enough evidence for direct influence of John by the Synoptic Gospels.
Even though we cannot develop the argument here, his arguments are not convincing. Smal-
ley’s (1992:38-40) identification of a common tradition from which both the Synoptic Gospels

and John drew seems more appropriate.

Following Robinson, Smalley’s (1992) basic argument is that the dependence theory does not
account for historical information in John which can be arguied to be more correct than that -
found in the Synoptics. A more appropriate view is to place both John and the Synoptics on an

equal footing, namely that both the Synoptics and John used the tradition for their own keryg-

matic and historical purposes.

1.5.2 The discourse of the shepherd and the sheep (John 10:1-21)

Sabbe (1991:85ff) argues that the links between 10:1-18 and the Synoptics can be identified in
terms of the motifs associated with the shepherd and the sheep (Zch 11:9,15-17; 12:10; 13:7 -
Mk 14:27£,50; Mt 18:12-14; 26:31f,567; Jn 13:36-38; 16:31f; 19:37; Lk 15:4-7; 22:31-34; Ez
| 34:12-16 - Mt 10:6; 15:24), the willingness of the shepherd to die (Zch 13:7 - Mk 10:45 =
Mt 20:28; Lk 22:27; Jn 13:34; 15:12-14), the motif of mutual knowledge befween shepherd
~ and sheep on the one hand and Jesus and the Father &n the other (Lk 10:22 = Mt 11:27), the
~ door of salvation (Mt 7:13f; Lk 13:24; and echoes of sheep and wolf in relation to entering,

salvation and knowledge - Lk 13:25,27 = Mt 7:23; 25:12), the relationship between John's



60
mapowuio and the Synoptics’ Tapafolg (Mk 4:10f = Mt 13:10f; Lk 8:9f; cf also Mk 4:33f;
7:17; and Is 6:9f - Mt 13:13-15 = Mk 4:12; Lk 8:10b) and the division of ‘the Jews’ after
Jesus’ shepherd discourse (Jn 10:19-21 = Mk 3:22°& par. and Mk 3_:21). All these links and
especially the use of Zechariah provides a common cluster of characteristics for both John and
the Synoptic Gospels. The oracle of Zechariah 12-13 - which has to do with the siege of
Jerusalem, the protection oKits inhabitants and their mourning for the man who was wounded
and killed - is transformed into a situation of conversion and blessing on the day of the Lord.
Accordingly, the suffering figure (Zch 12:10; 13:7) is ‘understood as a prophetic symbol com-
ing to its fulfillment in the death of Jesus’ (Sabbe 1991:86). The fact that John 10:22-38
precedes the passion r’iéxfrative has the Tunction of bringing the whole shepherd discourse into
the sphere of Jesus’ death. Jesus’ death, then, is the ultimate sign confirming his legitimacy as
Shepherd. It is also the sign which brings the dispersed and scattered ﬂéék (which may

include those still in Judaism) together and restore it.

The evidence of shepherd imagery which proleptically refers to Jesus’ death in the Synoptic.
Gospels leads Sabbe (1991:93) to conclude that John depended on the Synoptics for the con-

structing of his gospel. He states that the

striking inspiration from the Synoptic Gospels, which is valid for John in general, helps

us to explain its compositional aspect and its theological significance (Sabbe 1991:93).

~This view is, however mistaken as pointed out above with reference to Smalley’s views.
Applied to John 10, the argument may be that the similarities between John 10 and the Synop-

tics’ use of sﬁépherd imagery formed part of the tradition and that both John and the Synoptics

used the tradition in their respective constructions of their texts.
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1.6 THE STRUCTURE OF THE SHEPHERD DISCOURSE IN ITS SYNTACTIC AND
NARRATIVE CONTEXT

1.6.1 Demarcation, co-text and narratorial interpretation
Du Rand (1991b) places his interpretation in the syntactical and narratorial interpretive or

hermeneutical context. In the broader theoretical discussion of hermeneutics, he states,

the relationship between text and interpreter within a certain perspective of interpretation
~ and context results as a whole in meaning. The perspective on the text determines

therefore the outcome of the interpretation (Du Rand 1991b:95f).

The most appropriate perspectives are those which take the text’s own internally used dis-
cipline into consideration as well as use a contemporary analogical discipline. This is impor-
tant, because the interpretive meaning one arrives at will be determined by the rules and ques-
tions asked and answered particular to a discipline. He chooses the syntactical and narratorial
approach because the nature of the text as a narrative or a ‘linguistic literary phenomenon’ is
then accounted for. That means, the language of the text, the relationship of werds in the text
to each other, the understanding of certain concepts at the time of the encoding of the text ;and
the understanding of these concepts by the people of the time are taken into consideration in
the syntactic narratorial interpretation. This approach is important, because it allows us to

arrive at the true meaning of the text - at least within the context of the narratorial feédi'ng of

the text.

Du Rand (1991b:94f) argues that a narratorial inf&pretation of John should take John 5-10 as a
unit. In this complex, the breaks between kol Tapdywy (9:1) and 8:57, the change of locality
here as well as the break between the ending of the shepherd discourse complex in 10:42 and
the start of a new narrative about Lazarus in 11:1, identifies John 9-10 as an even closer unit

and should be interpreted as a whole. Viewed from the perspective of John 10, this chapter
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has a variety of points of contact with chapter 9, e.g. the same audience, locality, references to
time, the reference to the healed man in 10:21,»;_1nd other concepts (viog: 10:36 - 9:35;
oxtopa: 10:19-21 - 9:16). As far as the time referé-nces in 10:22 and 7:10 is concermed, Du

Rand (1991b:95) points out that if we read the gospel of John on two levels,

that of the Jesus events and that of the community situation, the order of events need not
be synchronised chronologically according to the feasts. However, 1t should be noted that

10:1-21 serves as a hinge and points forward to the feast of Dedication, ... in 10:26-7.

This péint of &eparture_allows Du Rand to interpret the three motifs of the relationship
between shepherd and sheep, the contrast between the shepherd and the thieves, robbers and
hireling and the relationship between Jesus, the Father and-the sheep in John 10 against the
background of John 9. Tﬁe importance of-these motifs come to the fore in the rising unbelief
and hostility towards Jesus in chapters 5-10, ‘especially from the religious establishment in

Jerusalem (spatial framework) around the time of the mentioned feasts (cultural framework)”

(Du Rand 1991b:95). In order to provide an adequate interpretation of these featu'res of the

larger context, Du Rand (1991b:94) draws on ‘the theoretical pluralism in the humanities, par-
ticularly from general linguistics and literary science’. In contrast to the sociological and
psychological approaches, this app;oach draws on syntactics (to explicate the text-internal sign-
relations), semantics (to- éxplicate sign-relations with text-external meaning) and pragmatics (to

explicate relations between text-internal signs and the recipient). He explains,

to bind the text together, its cohesion and coherence on the surface level should be
anﬁinéd to respond methodologically to the syntactic dimension. The logical and‘
temporal relations underlying the text form the conceptual patterns of the semantic
organisation of the text, and the pragmatic dimension, then, makes use of the syntactic

and semantic analyses and describes the meaning to be materialised in the relation

between narrator and audience (Du Rand 1991b:96).
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Du Rand (1991b:96) puts this approach in a narrative context of interpretation. He defines the
basic approach in terms of the categorical distinctions employed by Greimas (1966 & 1971),

Bremond (1977) and Genette (1980):

the story (histoire) forms the content of the narrative text (recir), while the act of nar-
* ration (narration) points to the manner in which the narrated text is presented. The text
cannot be a narrative unless it tells a story and it cannot be text unless somebody tells it

or writes it down (Du Rand 1991b:96).

Applied to John 9-10, Du Rand follows two steps in his syntactical and structuralist narratorial
exegesis: a) a syntactical reading of the story which starts with Jesus and his disciples who
come across a blind man.(9:1-3) develops and concludes with a statement about those across
the Jordan who believe in Jesus (10:40-42); b) an analysis of plot utilising actantial analysis of

the functions or roles on story level (Greimas), serie analysis (Bremond), a narrative inter-

pretation of the relationship between text and time (Rimmon-Kenan) and the analysis of author- ..

narrator 1deology. In the concluding section, Du Rand (1991b:114f) interprets the relationship

of the results of the analysis with the larger complex of John 5-10.

1.6.2 A syntactical reading of John 9-10

Du Rand’s (1991b:97-108) syntactical reading aims at the illumination of the effective (prag-
‘matic) communication of meaning (deep structure) which takes‘place through John*9-10 by
- founding it in the explication of syntactic coherence and cohesion in the text as narrative.
There are especially three elements which have to be taken into consideration in such a reading
approach to John 9-10: a) the onueior (9:1-7) and mapowuio (10:1-6) - which belong to ‘the '
semantic field of the mapaBoiat - interact and influence the other parts of the narrative; b) the
temporal progression of the themes and logical progressioﬁ - 1.e. the propelling of the narrative
through successive instances of dialogue, the revelation of the identity of both Jesus and the

disciples and narratorial commentary - provides unity to the different parts of chapter 9-10.
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Applied to John 9;10, Du Rand (1991b:98) states that if one looks at John 9-10 retrospec-

tively,

the change from physical blindness to spiritual insight in the one line (the condition of
the blind man - m.1.) and the pretense of sight but actual spiritual blindness of the
Pharisees in the other line (the condition of the Pharisees - m.1.), with Jesus as the point
where both lines meet, is the thematic focus. That is why the unfolding of the thematic

unity on the syntactical and semantical levels is organised temporally and also logically.

A diagrammatic overview of the whole section can be depicted as follows:

Figure 1

9. - 17 Semeion A
9-34 Explanation: Identity B
34-41 Reaction: Division C
10: 1-6 Imagery A
7-18 Explanation: Identity B
19-21 Reaction: Schism C

22-39 Intensified explanation:
Identity B
40-2 7 Reaction: Belief elsewhere C

In this diagram, A denotes the work or word of Jesus, which in turn signifies his identity, B
the deed or word signifying identity which results in conflict and C the reactions of intra-

narrative characters developing from division to schisms in contrast to those who believe.

1.6.2.1 The syntactic structure of John 9:1-7, 8-34, 35-38, 39-41

a John 9:1-7

The additive consequential function of the narrative progression and cohesion becomes evident
when 9:1 - where Jesus saw (e{6ev) and the mentioning of the man’s biindness from birth (8«
yeverig) - Is introduced and carried further by the question and answer (pdryoav ... and
&mekpifn) which provide logical cohesion in 3-5. The linear performing of the sign and the
outcome of the sign (2-7) lead to a temporal as well as a causal- -logical development and

. climax. Syntactlcal markers are the two complexes, ldev (1), SAEmwr (7), va pavepwby (3),
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rupnév (1,2,6) and 7ob wéuYavTog (4 - Jesus as ‘the sent one’), aweoTanuérog (7 - Siloam as
‘one sent’). References to 7o Epye (2X) and épydtesfor (2X) in 9:3 introduces the notion of

the ‘work’v-of Jesus which is continued as theme in 10:32.

b John 9:8-34
This complex is progressively and logically developed by the questions concerning Jesus’
identity, four dialogues and the narratorial discussion of anticipated audience responses. Du

Rand (1991b:101) depicts it as follows.

Figure 2
a 8-12 Interrogation: the man’s identity
b 13-14 Information through commentary
c 15-17 Interrogation: Jesus’ identity (division)
al  18-21 Interrogation: the man’s identity
bl 2223 Information through commentary
cl 2434 Interrogation: Jesus’ identity (division)

This basic structure shows that each of a!, b' and ¢! is an intensification of the first cycle.
Moreover, a! and ¢! emphasize the healing of the blind man and Jesus’ identity even more -

Jesus 1s not a sinner nor just a prophet; he is Tapa feov (cf 9:24,17,33).

The first dialogue (8-14) emphasizes the identity of the healed .man (8-12), introduces the ques-
tion about the identity of Jesus (12), the logical progression to the Pharisees (13) and the nar-
ratorial commentary that the healing took place on a sabbath (14). Verses 8-12 are propelled

by three successive questions or interrogations: oux ovrog (8), mag (10) and mov (12).

The second dialogue (15-17) progresses through three questio'n's by the | Pharisees, a.‘
preliminary finding, Olroc 6 &wbpwmoc ovk Eori Tapd Tob Oeod, 61 70 safBaror ol THPEL
and from the initial description of hisr healing by the healed man to his answer: IIpo¢iryg
¢oriv (17). The division among the Pharisees - some respond by saying, g Siwarar

arbpwmoc auapTwhog TolUTa onpele wowety - 1s a new development in the logical develop-

ment on surface level.
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The third dialogue (18-23) changes the Pharisees as audience to ‘the Jews’. The reference to
their unbelief - obx émioTevoay - about the healing is treated in this section in two elaborate
parallel stanzas: the Jews’ question and the answer of the parents of the healed man. The
semantic function of ovk émioTevoay is that it contrasts and proleptically refers to the confes-
sion by the healed man, Iliorebw Kipie (38). The references to the man (4X in the first and
3X in the second stanzas) retrospectively emphasizes the healing performed by Jesus. The nar-

ratorial comment about the decision of ‘the Jews’ #én y&p ovveréfewro ol "lovdaiol, ivar Edw

Tig abrov opohoyiop XpLoTor, QmOOUYEywyoS ~vévran (23) proleptically refers to the

excommunication of the healed man(34-35).

The fourth dialogue (24-34) propels the narrative through five question-answer series (24-25,
26-27, 28-33, 34a, 34b). In the first three, the Jews ask the questions and the healed man ans-
wers. The syntactic markers 7ov &Gvfpwmor 0¢ Ny TUPNOC/Ey olda, 8TL TUPNOG v, EpTL
BANETw/opBaNpoic/ddBaipolg Tuphob (24, 25, 26, 30, 32) and ﬁuocfé/ézl)écp‘g’é (26, 30, 32)
provide both progression and analeptic references to the healing. The seven references to otda
emphasize the certainty of the man. The certainty of thé healed man is further foregrounded in

the chiastic built-up of 9:24f.

The reference to pafnrar (27) introduces the qu‘estion of following after Jesus. This is ans-
wered by the Jews’ contrasting statement kai éNoidbpnoar abtov ki eimov, L pabnrig el
_éxaiyou, nuelg 8¢ Tov Mwicéwg éouér pabnrai-  The Jews’ statement NUELS oldauer OTL
Muwioel NeN&Ankey 6 fedg, TovTOY 88 0UK Oldrpey Tohev doTiv is ironic for the reader. If they
believe that God has spoken to Moses, then they should know where Jesus comes from - the
reader knows he comes from above - and have é:/en more reason to believe in the one who is
from above on the basis of his opening of the blind man’s eyes (30). This is stated openly by
the healed man in verse 30:&mekpifn 6 &vhpwros kai elmev abroic, 'Ev TolTe Yap 70
favpaoror éoTiv, 0TL Uuels ovk oidate obev éoTiv, kal fyvolkéy pov Tovg oPphapolc. As is

evident from the contrasts in 1:17', 6:32a, 7:19, 22f, 8:5, 9:28 with 1:45, 3:14, 5:45f, 6:32b,
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the quéstion as to the nature of ‘Moses’, is a question of perspective. The main thrust of the
narrative is that it uses the motif of misunderstanding to indicate that the one who does

understand who Jesus is and therefore accepts him as such, is a disciple.

This brief overview of Du Rand’s (1991b) research shows the role that the question-answer
series play, that there is progression and cohesion, that Jesus’ identity (which 1s linked to God
in 15-17, 24-34) is central to the text and that who Jesus is, brings about a response of

rejection or acceptance by individuals and a schism in groups.

¢ John 9:35-41

This section functiolns as the climax of chapter 9. The dialogue betwéen Je§gs 'and the healed
man and his dia]ogﬁe with the Pharisees divide it into 9:35-38 and 9:39-41. The interchange
between Jesus and the healed man is structured as a chiasm, abba, where a indicates the act bf
believing and b the fitle of Jesus (viov Tov dvfpomov and Kipie). Together with Kipie - which
functions ironically - the chiasm foregrounds the signified of the onuetor (9:1-7), ie. to
believe in Jesus. In the self-revelation of Jesus, Kai éwpakag abrov kai 0 NaNoy uerd oov
éxeiuélg_ goTw, éwpakag stands semotactically parallel to moTebw and indicates the message:
believe in Jesus as Lord. The healed man has received back his sight physically and in accept-

ing Jesus’ self-revelation, also acquires spiritual insight.

The fate of the healed man - to be cast out (8£Bahov) of the synagogue in 9:34c - and his ~ ~
reaction to the self-revelation of Jesus - wpooexivmoer in 9:38b - contrasts the attitude of the
Jews with that of the healed man. Du Rand (1991b:102) concludes: ‘The healed man is cast

out from worship in the synagogue but has found community with Jesus the Lord".

In John 9:39-41, the antithetical parallelism in 9:39 foregrounds and contrasts 7 SAérorrec -
BNémwor and BNEmorTeg - TudhoL yevwrrar. (Since the two external as well as the two inter-

nal elements of the chiasm indicate different subjects, it seems more appropriate to view 9:39
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as an antithetical parallelism and not as a chiasm as Du Rand [1991b:102] argues.) This con-

trast is further elaborated on in John 10. Analeptically speaking, John 9 can be structured as

follows:
Figure 3
1-7 The sémeion: Blind man healed
8-34 Dialogues on identity: Only he whose eyes
are opened can witness about Jesus.
35-41 The meaning of the sémeion: Division.

Du Rand (1991b:103) concludes that chapter 9 functions as a hinge which links John 10 with

5-8, and that ‘the meaning of the sémeion will be the essential door to disclose the meaning of

* chapter 107,

1.6.2.2  The syntactic structure of John 10:1-21, 22-39 and 40-42

a John 10:1-21

If we take the internal cohesion and progression m John 10:1-21 into consideration, this sec-
tion may be divided into 1-5, 6, 7-10, 11-18 and 19-21. It can be depicted structurally as in

figure three.

Figure 4
1-3a
1-5 Imagery
3b-5
6 Commentary: ‘Jews’ do not understand
7-10 Explanation of the door
11-13
11-18 14-16 Explanation of the shepherd
17-18
- 19-21 Commentary: ‘Jews’ divided

Du Rand (1991b:103) distinguishes 10:1-3a (as metaphor/parable of the gate) and 10:3b-5 (as
metaphor of the shepherd) in the rapowpior of 10:1-5. In the first metaphor/parable (1-3a), the
parallelism forégrounds the syntactical markers 6 [un] elogpxopevog (1), 8Vpa and bupwpodg
(1,2 and 3a). The coordinate and subordinate relationships highlight the pattern abcach, where
a reveals content: ‘he who enters’, b the contrastive: ‘but climbs in by another way’ or the

result: ‘to him the doorkeeper opens’, and ¢ the contrastive qualification ‘to be a thief and a
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robber’ or ‘is a shepherd of the sheep’.

In the second metaphor/parable (3b-5) the syntactical markers mpoBara, pwrn, kalet and
axobel foreground the reaction of the sheep. This reaction is pértrayed through what Du Rand
(1991b:103) calls ‘effect by contrasf’ - the contrasting of shepherd and stranger produces an
effect on the reader. Du Rand describes the relations in the build-up of verses 1-5 as a ‘logical -
reason-results’ relationship contrasting the relationship between t'hevsheep and the shepherd and

the sheep and the stranger.

John 10:6 refers back to the parables in 1-5, emphasizes the expression ok &yvwoar and con-
stitutes ‘contrastive and compafative dyadic “coordinate relationships’ (Du Rand 1991b:104)
which functions as the basis in terms of which 7-10 and 11-18 are further interpreted. John
10:7-10 and 11-18 elaborate on the distinctions in the parables in terms of the contrasting of
the relationship of the »shepherd-sheep and thief/robber-sheep and the Son-sheep relationship

which 1s compared to the dyadic relationship between the Father and the Son.

In John 10:7-10, verse 7 is parallel to 9 - Jesus is the door - and verse 8 is parallel to 10a.
These parallels are also contrasted with one another: Jesus as door is contrasted to ‘thieves and
robbers’.  John 10:10 contrasts the robbers’ and thieves’ activities of stealing, killing and

destroying with Jesus’ coming which means abundant life.

John 10:11-18 contrasts the good shepherd’s relationship with the sheep with that of the hirel-
- ing and emphasizes the relationship between Jesus and the Father. Whereas the hireling flees
in the presence of danger, the good shepherd gives his life (10:1 1-13); the éélf-revelatory T
am’-saying receives further emphasis in the grounding of the conduct of the good shepherd in
Jesus’ relationship with the Father which is founded on a mutual ‘knowing’. The prepositions

vmep (11,15) and wepi (13) emphasize the contrasting relations which Jesus and the hireling

respectively has with the sheep.
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John 10:17-18 1s an exfended chiasm in which the reference to the love/commandment of the
Father form the inclusio. John 10:17b-18d - the chiasm proper which is organized in an
abbaab relatidnship - emphasizes Jesus’ &¢ovoia in the laying down of his life and his taking it

up again.

The depiction of the response of the intra-narrative characters in 10:19-21 foregrounds the
division which results because of Jesus’ identity as portrayed in John 10:1-18. The causality in
the whole section comes to the fore when the response of ‘not knowing’ (6) culminates in
oxiope (19) - many who say that he has a demon and is insane (Sawpbvior Exer kai paiveTou,

19) and others who argue that it cannot be because a demon cannot open the eyes of the blind

21).

b John 10:22-39

This section may be divided into two diéﬂogues: 24-30 and 31-39. After the reference to the
feast of Dedication - which functions as ‘demarcative marker’ of the setting - the first dialogue
is introduced by‘ the Jews’ question, &i oV £ 6 Xpto7éc which sets the agenda. The syntactical

markers 0 Xpioroc (24¢), eimor, Tou®, oU TLOTEVETE (25a, 28a), 1 wpoBaTar T Epoe THG

dwyiG pov akolovowy, kay® ywaokw avTd kol GrkolovBovoiy pou (27) link up with 10:1-18,

draw the lines concerning those who believer and those who do not more clearly in terms of the

relationship between the Father, the Son and the sheep and intensifies the nature of the identity

of Jesus. The self-revelatory éyw kai 0 wmarip €v éouev (30) forms the climax of this section.

The syntactical parallelisms in 28c-29a and 29b-30 foregrounds the relationship of Jesus-sheep

and Father-sheep (28c and 29b) and the greatness of the Father and Jesus (29a and 30) in an

abab pattern.

In the second dialogue (31-39), verses 31 and 39 depict the responses of ‘the Jews’ and ‘in
between is filled out by the invitation to believe in Jesﬁs and his works (verses 32-38)’ (Du

Rand 1991b:107). This starts out with a reference to ‘the Jews’ who attempt to stone Jesus
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because of his blasphemy (31, 33) and Jesus’ argument (34ff) that climaxes in verse 38. Du
Rand (1991b:107) identifies the markers which depict the relationship between Jesus and the
Father (32a, 33b, 36b, 37, 38b) and the use of moTevew as the prominent markers in this sec-

tion.

¢ John 10:40-42

John 10:40-42 again contrasts belief with those who do not believe (25, 26, 37-38). The con-
trast between John who said (eiwev) certain things about Jesus but did not do a miracle himself
(lwdrrne pév onusiov émoinoey obdEr), refers back to 9:1-7 as the basis_ of the whole discus-

sion of the identity of Jesus in 9:8-10:41.

1.6.3 A narratorial reading of John 9:1-10:42

In this section we concentrate on Du Rand’s (1991b:108-115) application of a few narrative

theories to John 9-10.

1.6.3.1 An actantial analysis of John 9-10 _

For the actantial analysis of John 9:1-10:42, Du Rand (1991b:108ff) utilises Greimas’ (1966)
actantial model. This narrative model does not describe or interpret characters but abstract the
roles characters play in events in the narrative and place these roles in logical ‘actantial’ rela-

tionships. Placed in the framework of a communication model, the intra-narrative donor

provides an object for a beneficiary. The object comprises of a subject which is either opposed.
by opponents or assisted by helpers. Depending on the outcome, the object is successfully
transferred to the beneficiary or not (cf Du Rand 1991b:108).

Du Rand (1991b:108f) applies this theory to four objects: 1) physical sight, 2) spiritual sight,
3) spiritual sight for Pharisees and ‘Jews’ and 4) belief. 1In the first, Jesus’ identity (donor)
provides physical sight (object) to the blind man (beneficiary) with the opponent, blindness,

which is’successfully overcome by Jesus the subject. In the second, the onueior and dialogues
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(donor) provide spiritual sight (object) to the blind man (beneficiary) while Jesus (subject) is
assisted by the blind man’s personal contact with him (helper) and opposed by the Pharisees,
‘Jews’ and parents (opponent). This takes place successfully. In the third, the dialogues after
the onustor (donor) is not successful in providing spiritual sight (object) to the
Pharisees/‘Jews’ (beneficiary). The healed man’s witness as helper of Jesus the subject is not
successful in overcoming the Pharisees/Jews’ (opponents) spiritual blindness and unbelief. In
the fourth, the personal contact with Jesus (donor) provides belief (object) to the people across
the Jordan successfully. John’s witness and personal contact with Jesus function as helper for

Jesus as subject.

From this brief analysis, Du Rand (1991b:109) concludes that the main issue concerns the fact
that spiritual sight provides the appropriate perception of Jesus’ identity. This is especially
revealed in the dialogues. As far as the Pharisees/‘Jews’ are concerned, the shepherd discourse
(following on 9:42) should have been addressed directly to them, it should have assisted them
to acquire spiritual sight and convinced them to believe. However, this is primarily addressed
to followers of Jesus and it is for their benefit that the identity of Jesus is spelled out more
clearly. Even though Du Rand does not say it, this strategy - to address the shepherd discourse
to the followers and not to the Pharisees/‘Jews’ - brings the response of rejection even more to

the fore.

1.6.3.2 A serie analysis of John 9-10

Du Rand (1991b:109ff) utilizes Bremond’s (1977) narratorial model for a serie analysis of
John 9-10. In this model, the initial objective to be achieved by a character is defined (OD =

objective défined) as potentiality. This is followed by steps taken (ST) or not taken»(.SNT) to

actualize the objective. This then leads to success (objective reached [OR]) or failure

(objective missed [OM]). Depending on the outcome, each series-end sets the stage for the
beginning of a new series. Following this model, John 9-10, is divided into 9:8-10:21 com-

prising of four successive series (9:8-18, 19-34, 35-37, 9:40-10:21) and 10:22-42 comprising
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of five successive series (10:22-30, 31-33, 34-38, 39, 40-42).

a John 9:8-10:21

The potentiality (OD) of the healed man’s witness about the onueiov to state Jesus’ identity is
actualized (ST) in his witness to neighbours/Pharisees, ‘Jews’. The witness fails in that Jesus’
identity 1s not acknowledged (OM). This leads to the second series. The potentiality of action
against he healed man (OD) is actualized in the casting out from the synagogue (ST) which
then leads to the third series. The potentiality of spiritual sight for the healed man (OD) is
actualized (ST) through Jesus’ dialogue with the blind man and it comes about through Jesus’
revelation of his identity (9:37). The healed man believes and the objective is reach_ed (OR).
The fourth addresses the potentiality of spiritual sight for the Pharisees (OD) and is actualized
(ST) through Jesus’ dialogues on his identity (10:1-18). They do not believe and failure results
(OM).

b John 10:22-42 _
The potentiality of 'acknowledging Jesus’ Messiahship (OD - 10:22—24) 1s actualized m
dialogue with the ‘Jews’ (ST - 10:24-30) and results in failure when ‘the Jews’ do not accept
Jesus (OM). The second series addresses the potentiality of action against Jesus (OD), i1s
actualized in ‘the jews’ who Vtook up stones (ST - 10:31) and fails when Jesus asks questions
(OM). The thirzd“series introduces the potentiality of insight that Jesus does not blaspheme
‘God (OD), is actualized through dia]ogue (ST - 10:34f) and fails (OM). The fourth series
introduces the potentiality of action against Jesus (OD), is actualized in the ‘Jews’ who attempt
to arrest Jesus (ST - 10:39) and fails when Jesus escapes (OM). The fifth series addresses the

potentiality of belief of those from across the Jordan (OD) and success when many believe

(OR).

Du Rand (1991b:112) concludes that,
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it is clear that every series ends with a positive or negative reaction to the protagonist
Jesus. And the biggest success is belief in Jesus (9:38 and 10:42). ... The function of the

dialogues is to bring the beneficiaries to acknowledgment of Jesus’ identity.

1.6.3.3 A narratorial analysis of text and time in John 9-10
Referring to the narrative theory of lemon-Kenan (1983), Du Rand (1991b:112f) addresses
the function of prolepses and analepses, the relationship between story rime and narrative time,
the question of character development and the function of spatial indications. Prolepses (9:3;
10:11, 16, 18) function to increase the tension in John 9-10 and the analepses (9:2, 11, 15,
25, 35; 10:6, 15, 17, 25, 29, 34, 36, 41) to portray the identity of Jesus. The relationship
between story time and narrative time is described in terms of ‘scenes, summaries and pauses’
comprising one or two days (9:1-41), a day (10:1-18) and a day during Jesus’ second year

(10:22-39). An ellipse follows John 10:21.

As in the other gospels, there is no character development in John 9-10. The character
portrayal is typological and static. Jesus characterizds himself by his deeds and words: he calls
himself 7ov vior Tob avfpdmov/feob (9:35), dpag el T0v koapov (9:5), 'Eyw eipt 0 wowuny o
kahog (10:11, 14), o Xpiorog (10:24f - indirectly) and éyw kot 0 warnp &v éottsv (10:30).
The healed man refers to Jesus as wpopirne (9:17) and the Pharisees as one who opposes
Moses (9:28f). The healed man is characterized through what is done to him - he is healed by
Jesus and is cast out by the Pharisees - and what he does - he witnesses about the onueior and
his identity. The Jews and Pharisees are characterized by their deeds - trying to kill and arrest
Jesus, casting out the healed man - and by their words - they describe themselves as jueic 88

700 Mwodws éopev pabnraw (9:28). Du Rand (1991b:113) concludes that

the blind man, his parents and the disciples are only catalytic agents to emphasize the

contrastive views of the protagonist and the antagonist on the issue of the identity of

Jesus. -
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The significance of the spatial indications emphasizes the nature of the sign - Siloam which
means ‘sent’ is the place where the sign is performed and therefore links up with Jesus’
identity (9:4) as well as with the divine nature of the sign. | It contrasts belief and unbelief in

the contrasting of the temple and the region across the Jordan.

1.6.3.4 ;I‘he ideological point of view

In John 9-10, the author-narrator and the protagonist have the same ideological point of view
concerning Jesus’ identity as Messiah and Son of God and the sheep who show spiritual
insight. This point of view is the perception which the implied reader is to hold too. This
effect on the implied reader is achieved through the particular plan of events (plot) of John, the

sympathy or antipathy aroused by actions taken by characters and the narrator’s commentary

©(9:35-41; 10:6, 19-21, 22f, 40-42). Du Rand (1991b:114) concludes that,

the narrator is not impartial but influences his readers with a running challenge to an
orientation that effects their faith. It is decisive to accept the ‘from above’ perspective of

Jesus’ origin and destiny as Son of God.

The onuetor, the dialogues with the Pharisees and the Jews, and the contrasting of their words
and deeds with that of Jesus, serve to define the ‘above’ and ‘below’ perspective ever more

clearly. In this process, the healed man and those from across the Jordan - intra-narrative

characters - accept this perspective.

1.6.3.5 The unfolding of the plot in John 9-10

R'é"ferring to Culpepper (1983), Du Rand (1991b:114 & 163, nl9) identifies the introduction of
the motif of unbelief in John 5 and the escalation of unbelief in John 6-10 as :iprimary motif.

This escalation is brought about through

a) the contrasting of Jesus’ walking on the water - which functions as an epiphany of the new
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exodus - and his giving of the bread of life with the murmuring of the Pharisees against this
new Moses (6:60f);
b) the antagonists who seek to kill Jes.us (7:1, 19, 25), Jesus’ brothers who do not believe in
him (7:4-5), the crowds who charge Jesus with demon possession (7:70 - cf also 10:20f) and
the continuous ignorance and misunderstandings (7:27, 42, 52);
¢) ‘the Jews’’ argument ‘from below’ in John &;
d) the contrasting of the reality of the physical and spiritual restoration of sight of thg plind
man and the spiritual blindness of the Pharisees and ‘Jews’ in John 9;
e) the contrasting of the unity among Father, shepherd and sheep with the thief, robber and

hireling in John 10.

The contrasting has the effect of identifying those characters who believe and on a second
level, the purpose of moving the reader into an acceptance of the author-narrator’s 1deological

viewpoint. Even the crowds’ fear of ‘the Jews’ (7:13; 9:22; 12:42; 16:2) 1s used for this goal.

The author-narrator then uses contrasts to confront the reader. The reader does not want
to be lead by thieves and robbers and hirelings but by someone who says that he lays
down his life for his ov;m (10:17-18). And the guaraﬁtee for this 1s that Jesus and his
Fathe_r are one. The unfolding of the plot éc;ﬁceming Jesus’ identify that can only be
grasped ‘from above’ leads to ;iivision. ... The new community which has come into
existence by ‘sight’ is tied to Jesus, just as he is one with his Father. Ackrowledge-

ment of the true identity of Jesus, or the rejection of it, determines the reader’s own

position ... (Du Rand 1991b:115).

1.7 THE LITERARY CONTEXT OF THE SHEPHERD DISCOURSE WITHIN THE
FOURTH GOSPEL

Thyen (1991:116ff) departs from the hermeneutical presupposition that no interpretation allows -
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the text to ‘be itself’ or to ‘speak for itself’. On the contrary, all our reconstructions of the
- Biblical texts use the ‘Geschichte des historischen Jesus’ or the ‘friihen Christenheit’ or the
‘Intentionen’ of or the ‘urspriinglichen Autoren’ themselves as sources for our research. This
said, he then provides his own perspectives on a variety of issues related to the history of
research of John 10, discusses the unity and relationships of John 10 with the rest of the gospel

and concludes with a section on the internal organization and interpretation of John 10.

1.7.1 Thyens’ views on issues in the history of research of John 10

1.7.1.1  Whereas some critical approaches to John 10 depart from the assumption that the
experiences and circumstances of the Early Christian? in their own time and context provide
the avenue into an adequate interpretation of John 10, Thyen (1991:116) takes the literary
unity of the text as his point of departure. This approach allows him to interpret even con-
stituents smaller than the sentence in terms of the inspired world of the gospel text as whole.
His main argument is that such an approach is in line with John’s purpose, e.g. to make the
readers inhabit this ‘world’ and to let them participate iﬁ eternal life in this world (cf Thyen
1991:117).  Moreover, a comparison of this approach with ‘all ‘the ‘Literarkritik’,
‘Quellensuche’ and ‘Redaktionsgeschichte’ makes it evident that none of these can account ade-
quately for the unity of John - whether through the postulating of a ‘Prologvorlage’, a Séméia
and Passion-source, redactional critical analyses of texts or the identification of any pre- or
post-history of textual parts. The traditional break between the prologue and the body of the
gospel, thew-break between John 20 and the epﬂoguc;. the problems related to the identity of the
"young man whom Jesus loved’, the identity of the author and the Peter-text problem are the
best accounted for when the unity or coherence of the gospel is taken as point of departure.
All these problems find their unity in the postulating of an implied author and —t-fleir climactic
synthesis in John 21 (cf Thyen 1991:117). This view then gives preference to the finding of
meaning in the actual use of and structural identity and/or difference between texts on the syn-
chronic level of the whole text. As such, this approach is also radically different from the

literary approaches that attempt to read the meaning of the text back into the author’s purposes



78
and intentions or the reader’s empathy with the origihal author. The so-called objective
approaches - e.g. that of Hirsch (1967) - which légitimate their findings in theory, are also
rejected by Thyen (1991:117f & 163 n2). Against the ‘deuthschen neutestamentilichen.
Beitrﬁge grassierende rabies theologorum’, Thyen (1991:118) recommends immunization. He

states that this vaccination is found in our acknowledgement that

alle unsere Lektiiren zusammen mit denen unserer Viter nur Beitrage zu dem Gesprach
sind, worin sich unter der Fihrung des ‘Parakleten’ hinein in die ‘ganze Wahrheit’ {iber

die Jahrhunderte bis zum Eschaton der Sinn des Johannesevangeliums vollendet ....

1.7.1.2  In contrast to the approaches that attempt to find the ultimate truth in the intention
of the Author - or any other final truth for that matter - Thyen (1991:118) proposes that all
possible interpretations be taken into consideration. Interpretations which transgress the gram-
mar of the text, however can be excluded as impossible interpretations. Quoting Eco, Thyen
(1991:118) follows the literary approach that finds the identity of the meaning of texts in the
téxt-inte_mal relationships - i.e. the text produces its own meaning through the correlation and
correspondence of form and content. This view is even more true when we acknowledge that
the text as production process or woinoig (in time or history) became independent of its
original authorial intention and its ostensive reference to the world of its original readers. The
possible multiple interpretations of the text must therefore be used to account for the unity

between form and content in the text - otherwise it will not be an interpretation of the text

being studied.

With regard to the time- and culture-relative natufe_ of J\ohn, Thyen (1991:119) uses Bult-
mann’s concept of ‘demythologising’ as example. He argues that even though it is true that
the Aufkldrung brought with it the project of demythologisation, the rediscovery of the original
myth is an indispensable first step - even though just a first step - in any study of the gospel of

- John. He states: ‘ohne die Form des Mythos lasst sich der Inhalr des Evangeliums {iberhaupt
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nicht sagen’ (Thyen 1991:119). On this level of the argument, Thyen (1991:119) also refers
to Frye (1971:201ff) who bemoans the fact that Christianity lost its home or accommodation
(‘one of the gravest calamities in the intelleciual ‘history of Christianity’) when it lost the
culture- and time-relative mythos of the Bible. Frye’s argument is that this ‘home’ can only be

found and inhabited again in literary theoretical studies.

1.7.1.3  Addressing the question of John’s relationship with the Synoptic Gospels, Thyen
(1991:119f) accepts the view that John at least knew the Synoptic Gospels and - that he used
their themes and perspectives for his own kerygmatic purposes. He quotes Hoskyns (1947),
Neiryrick (1977), Dauer (1972) and Bultmann (1971) in suppbrt. Their arguments are that
both the author and the readers were at least familiar with both the form and content of the
synoptic material (Hoskyns 1947:82); that even though John wrote his passion history inde-
pendently of the Synoptics, his account 1s enriched (‘gespeisst’) by their accounts (Dauer
1972); that John knew the synoptics in their traditioned ‘Gestalt’ (Neirynck 1977:73ff) and that
the ‘kirchlichen Redaktor’ of John presupposed knowledge of the synoptics (Bultmann 19771).4
Against Windisch who holds that John regards the Synoptics as the thieves and robbers oi° John

10, Thyen (1991:120) argues that John,

will die Synoptiker weder verdringen noch ersetzen. Als ihr Interpret setzt er sie

vielmehr voraus und damit in gewisser Weise sogar in Kraft.

Thyen also uses the canonic argument in support of his perspective. In contrast to con-

temporary research that transcends the traditional distinction between canonic and heretic liter-

ature, Thyén (1991:164, n10) states,

der geistliche Grundkonsensus der Kirche iiber die Kanonizitit der Bibel ist durch keine
sachgemdss-theologische Wissenschaft je iiberholbar. Die historische Kritik am Kanon ist

nichts anderes als die neuzeitliche Gestalt des alten Widerspruchs gegen das ‘Argernis
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des Kreuzes’, wiederholt sich doch am ausgegrenzten und singuldren Bibelkanon als dem
mittelbaren Zeugnis dieses Skandalons nur der Einspruch der Vernunft gegen das
Partikulare, Zufillige und Negative der Wahrheit Gottes, die jenseits der Relativitét
solcher Vermittlungen zur nominalistischen Ideologie wird. Zudem ist der Kanon ja nicht
nur Dekret der Kirche und damit der Triumph der Sieger, sondern ... sphon der Grund

der Kirche ....

1.7.1.4  The nature of the Johannine group is another topic in the study of John with which
Thyen (1991:120f) takes issue. His perspective is that all views which manipulate John’s use
of his own sources or tradition, his High Christology, radical dualism or statements about
predestination as evidence for the descriptibn of the Johannine group as a sect which is
estranged from the world, totally concentrated on in-group love and only a marginalized com-
munity existing on the boundary of mainline Judaism, are seriously mistaken. John does not
mirror the situation in this sense, nor does it function as a mission document. If John 1s used
as mirror, then in two senses: First, John - just as the Synoptic Gospels - may be viewed as a
mirror of the controversies with the synagogue. The primary point of the controversy is then
the messianic confession and John’s argument against the presumed docetic haeresis is an argu-
ment against the ‘Apostaten von dem lebensgefahrlich gewordenen Christusbekenntnis’ (Thyen
1991:165, nll). Second, (and more importantly) is to view John as a mirror for the reader.
The reader must get to know him or herself in the reading of John and in this process, move
out of the darkness into the light. It is a text for Christians who experience opposition to their
faith. John’s emphasis on the witness to Christ afid the importaﬁce of ‘brotherly’ love is not
only there for ‘insiders’ of the particular Johannine group; it is universal and for all believers
of all times. Thyen (1991:121) grounds this viéw on his presupposition about the nature of the
text (i.e. the unity of form and content on the literary level of the text) and on the idea that all
readers - both the original readers and all subsequent readers - become insiders while reading

the text. The insider group comprises any or all believers and is not a
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durch eine homogene Ideologie gepragte In-group. Auch die primare Leser befinden
sich dem objektiven Text gegeniiber in keiner grundsétzlich anderen Lage als alle

spateren’ (Thyen 1991:121).
Quoting Eco, he continues,

in Wirklichkeit kann keine Theorie der hermeneutischen Legitimation legitim sein, ausser
durch den Prozess des hermeneutischen Lesens. Am Ursprung der hermeneutischen

Praxis steht ein Zirkel, und es ist ganz unerheblich, wie heilig oder vitiés er ist (cf Thyen

1991:121).

1.7.1.5  Turning to the question of the historical situation of John, Thyen (1991:122) per-
ceives it to be a situation in which John’s group was excommunicated from the synagogue.
Their excommunication simultaneously meant a loss of a social home, economic subsistence
and the relative protection which the synagogue provided against the ‘gottesldsterlichen For-
derungen der Teilnahme am imperialen Kult’ (Thyen 1991:122). This situation made them an
open target for persecution. Moreover, the Thomas-confession, ‘My lord and my God’ (Jn
20:28 - which also links up with the prologue’s revelation of the God that became human) is
the direct opposite of the confession of Caesar Domitian as god: 'Dominus ac Deus’,
Likewise, John’s emphasis of Jesus’ kingship contrasts with the apostasising statement by ‘the
Jews’, ‘We have no king except Caesar’ (Jn-19:15). Against the béckgr‘ound ‘that this 1s a
portrayal of the general decor of both John and the letters of John, Thyen (1991:122) regards
the warning agai.nst the eiédAwv in the last verse of 1 John, Texvia, puhdfare savra &wo TGOV
eidohwy (1 Jn 1:1) as applicable to both the Gospel andhl John. It is then as the only ()
revealer and the only one who gives the real bread of life that Jesus is different from idols -
&y gl 0 GpTOg 0 {@r 0 €k TOD oUpavol kaTaBAC Edv TIC daryn &k TolTOU TOU GpTOU {foEL

ELG TOV Qlwya, Kok 0 GpTog 08 OV Ey® dWow 7 aGpé pol oty Iwép ThHe Tob KdTuOU fwijc: Jesus

dies for his own and changes them from being slaves to being friends (Jn 13:11f; 15:9ff). This
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confession of Jesus as reveaier is not to be reduced to Bultmann’s reduction of the Johannine
christology of Jesus as the mere dass of revelation. John reaches back to the historical Jesus
(1) and uses these facts in his Gospel. Thyen (1991:122) states, ‘insofern ist der Riickgriff des
Johannes auf die Form der Historia Jesu, ist sein Spiel mit den Texten der Synoptiker

theologisch notwendig’.

Concluding his overview of some of the issues in the history of Johannine research, Thyen
(1991:123) concedes that John’s emphasis on the hating of the world and the experience of
alienation, persecution and martyrdom in the Johannine community did indeed lead to the par-
ticular evangelical portrayal of Jesus as ‘alien’ (cf also Meeks 1972:44ff). It 1s precisely
because. of this that cause and ‘Wﬁvirkung’ (i.e. the effective history of the text) not be confused |
in our research. If one does confuse these two, one will move back behind the coherence in
the text and elevate the tensions behind the text, the ‘aporia’ in the text, the authorial intention
or a demarcation of the Johannine sect to meaning. However, Thyen’s argument is that if one
does this, then the effects (‘“Wirkung’) of the text go missing. Without laying words in his
mouth, it seems to me that his argument is that each reader and researcher - while giving atten-
tion to the coherence in the text - must take up his and her place and role in becoming a

participant in the ‘Wirkung’ of the text.

1.7.2 The unity and relationships of John 10 with the rest of the gospel

Based on the grammatical link between 9:40f and 10:1ff (Jesus is subject, the pronoun iy

refers to ol &k 7aw Papioaiwy in 9:40) and the reference to the blindness of the Pharisees (9:41

- who function here as the representatives of the "lovdator responsible for the excommunication

of the healed man) Thyen (1991:123) finds ample evidence for the unity bethen John 9 and
10. The end of John 10 (10:24, 31, 39) forms the climax of the progressive development of
the opposition to Jesus introduced in John 7 and also refers back to the prologue (in response

to the Jewish opposition, Jesus returns to the area where he was.l.)aptized, the truth of his mes-

sage 1s confirmed and many people believe in him - 10:40-42). John 10:40-42 forms an
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envelope structure with the prologue. In this context, Thyen (1991:124) accepts the hypothesis
that John 10 comprises an apologetic polemic against Pharisaic Judaism. However, due to a
lack of evidence, he rejects the view that it also includes an argument againstAa Baptizer sect.
Referring to Josephus’ (Ant 18:116ff) positive appreciation of the Baptizer and his apparent
silence about Jesus, Thyen (1991:124) supports Wrede’s (1903:64f) view thét the Jews played
the Baptizer off against Jesus. The argument would have been that John the Baptizer baptized
Jesus and is therefore greater than Jesus. John’s polemic is against this view and aims to show

that Jesus is indeed the Son of God and greater than'the Baptizer.

Thyen (1991:124f) does not accept Rissi’s (1983) division of the different sections of John I-
10.7 Following a logical-chronological model of Jesus’ travels, Rissi divides John 1-10 in three
parts: the first starts in Perea, proceeds through Cana in Galilee and ends in Jerusalem where
Jesus meets with opposition (1:19-3:36); the second starts in Samaria (an area discriminated
against by Jews), proceeds through Galilee where Jesué meets with acceptance and faith of
people and ends again in Jerusalem where the plans to kill Jesus are introduced (4:1-5:47); the
third starts from the eastern side of the Sea of Tiberias, proceeds to Galilee where Peter con-
~ fesses Jesus as Messiah (6:66f), and then moves through a progressive build-up of the opposi-
tion and plans to kill Jesus, to a climax in Jerusalem (6:1-10:42). Thyen does not accept this
division because a) the first journey only starts in 1:43ff and not 1:19ff; b) the ending of th‘e
first cycle is indicated by an analeptic reference to the death of the Baptizer and not by Jesus’
presence in Jerusalem (3:36); c) the reference to Moses links chapters five and six (cf 5:46 and
6:11f); d) the caesura break between chapter six and seven is conspicuoué - which allow a divi-

sion of 4:1-6:71. These details provide a unity of John 7-10 and not John 6-10.

As far as the relationship between John 10 and 11 is concerned, Thyen (1991:125) argues that
the caesura between John 10:42 and 11:1, the analeptic reference to the Baptizer in 10:4ff and
his return to Perea in 10:40ff all indicate a break between chapter 10 and 11. Following Sabbe

(1991), Thyen (1991:126) endorses the view that John 10 also represents John’s account of the
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trial of Jesus. The narrative about Lazarus’s resurréction in John 11 points forward to the
resurrection narratives of John 20-21 and forms an envelope structure indicating the unity of
John 11-21. If this section is interpreted from the perspective of John 10, then Jesus shows

both his authority as 6 wouusv 6 kahog and his fearlessness of the ‘wolves’ (Thyen 1991:126).

With these narrative arguments (following Staley 1986), Thyen (1991:126f) rejects both Rissi's
division and Bultmann’s (1971) ‘Textumstellungen und -ausscheidungen’ distinction between
‘Die Offenbarung der Doxa Jesu vor dem Kosmos’ (Jn 1-12) and ‘Die Offenbarung der Doxa
Jesu vor der Gemeinde’ (Jn 13-20). True to his narrative approach, Thyen (1991:127)

emphasizes the unity of the text as canonical text. He states,

Wie die Stellung der ‘Tempelreinigung’ schon im zweiten Kapitel und zumal der
Passarahmen des gesamten Werkes zeigen, ist bei Johannes vielmehr Jesu Passion als
seine gottliche Aktion zum durchgehenden Darstellungsprinzip geworden (Thyen

1991:127).

Against this background, Thyen (1991:127f) argues that the‘ markers, ‘revelation’, and
‘kosmos’ are better accounted for in terms of the karaBaoic and &rvaBaoic of JéSuS and not
the other way round. This view allows the division of John in terms of the activities of the
Baptizer as the one who inaugufates Jesus’ avaBaoig (Jn 1-10) and the emphasis on the resur-
rection (Jn 11-21) as the goal of both kardBaois and &vdBaocig. Referring to the highly sym-
bolic representation in John, Thyen (1991:128) argues that the demarcation of Johﬁ 1:19-2:1ff
in six days (with the revelation of Jesus’ glory on the sixth day at the wedding in Cana), the
possible division of John 11:1-12:1 in six days and the division of 12:1-20:30 in six days
(starting with the meal in Lazarus’ house in 12:1, six days before Passover and ending with the
death of Jesus on the sixth day when the Passover lambs were slaughtered) we have sufficient

evidence for founding the unity of John in narrative theory. Thyen (1991:128) states,
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Wegen des nachdriicklichen Hinweises auf die ‘Stunde Jesu’ in 2:4 muss die Weinspende
bei der Kanahochzeit im Zusammenhang mit der lebenstiftenden Spende von Blut und

Wasser aus der durchbohrten Seite Jesu bei seiner Kreuzigung gesehen werden.

This evidence then leads us to perceive John’s gospel as the oldest ‘harmony of the Synoptic
Gospels’ (cf Thyen 1991:127) and not as Gnostic text. Although John portrays marked dif-
ferences with the Synoptic Gospels, the basic kerygmatic content about Jesus remains the

same.

1.7.3 The internal organization and interpretation of John 10

Against the backgrour;d of his argumeht as accounted for above, Kiefer’s (1967) argument for
the unity of John 9:41-10:42, Busse’s (1991) account of the unity of John 9-10 and the argu-
ment that John 10:21 indicates a typical Johannine plot-device (and not a redactional break),
Thyen (1991:128) rejects interpretive theories based on the idea of a post-Johannine redaction.
He also rejects the choice of the minority reading in John 10:7 as well as the ecclesiological |
interpretations - e.g. Haenchen’s (1980) subordination christology - based on this reading. He
states, ‘Nicht einen besseren Text zu konstruieren, sondern den iiberlieferten zu interpretieren,
ist die Aufgabe des Exegeten’ and that the minority readings ‘verwechselt den hier vor-

liegenden symbolischen mit einem allegorischen Modus des Diskursus’ (Thyen 1991:128,

His interpretation of the question about how Jesus as ‘door’ relates to the thief, robber, wolf,
alien and hireling is that Jesus is simultaneously good ‘shepherd” and ‘door’ and that he is both
the entrance to the sheep and the door through whom the sheep can go in and out; Quotiﬁg |
Odeberg (1974:313) with approval, and rejecting Simonis’s :(1967) reconstruction of the
shepherd discourse as an echo of a Zealot uprising, Thyen (1991:129) interprets the subject of

the whole discourse as,
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the spiritual reality, ...: the Divine-spiritual world and Jesus as the all-inclusive center of

that world by virtue of his unity with His Father (Odeberg 1974:313).

Such an interpretation, based on the coherence of the text itself, takes precedence over any
conclusion drawn on the basis of textual interpretations founded on text-external phenomena.
Even thoug;h' the world in the text is constructed in terms of ostensive reference to text-external
events and phenomena, these are all of secondary importance if compared with the world
which the text itself creates (cf Thyen 1991:130). When the world in the text is compared to
the available text-external information that we have available, then such can be found in the

Old Testament criticism of Israel’s leaders. Thyen (1991:130) states,

Das alles bestimmende Thema der Hirtenrede ist Jesus als der ‘gute Hirte’. Die Reaktion
seiner jlidischen Zuhorer zeigt sehr genau, dass sie begreifen, was hier geschieht:
Némlich nichts weniger als eine neue Vertextung der alten Gortesrede *“Wider die Hirten
Israels’ (Ez 34; Jer 23; Sach 11). Darum ist allen Versuchen gegeniiber, ‘Dieb’,
‘Réauber’, ‘Wolf’, oder ‘Mietling’ mit irgendwelchen Figuren der Zeitgeschichte und die
‘Herde’ mit einer ‘johanneischen Gemeinde’ identifizieren zu wollen, usserste Skepsis

geboren.

In addition to the relationship between John 10:1-18 and the Old Testament, Thyen
(1991:130f) - following Bornhauser (1928). and Fiebig (1925) - also identifies a relationship
with Mishna Shebuot 8 and Baba Mezia 7. This is based on the thematic unity between the
actantial relationships of good shepherd, sheep, wolf, thief and hireling present in both John 10
and the Mishna texts. The motif of the ‘good shepherd’ is a traditional rabbinical motif which
is used by John not to emphasize that Jesus is a good shepherd (with a generic understanding of
the articles), but that Jesus is 6 Towuny 6 kahog 1n an exclusive sense - ‘Der bestimmte Artikel
vertritt also eine particula exclusiva’ (Thyen 1991:131). In this sense Jesus as o TOLUNY 0

kAo 1s contrasted not with David (who was regarded as good shepherd in the Jewish tradi-
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tions) but with ‘Moses’ (whé was also described as ‘good shepherd’ - Odeberg 1974:313f).
That this is the case is evident from the repeated Céntrasting of Jesus with Moses in John ‘(cf
1:17; 3:14; 5:45f; 6:32; 7:22f; 9:28f - cf Meeks 1967). Following Odeberg (1974:138f),
Thyen (1991:131) also endorses the view that the establishing of a relationship between ‘door’,

shepherd and God is found in Mekhilta 13b. 14a.

In the final section of his essay, Thyen (1991:131) turns to the question of the unity and divi--
sion of John 9-10. He takes the time and spatial reference in John 10:22 as an indication of
caesura and divides John 9-10 in 9:1-10:21 and 10:22-42." He interprets the reference to
gykawia (the feast of Dedication) in 10:22 as a symbolic representation of Jesus as the true
temple, God’s dwelling with his people. This view regards Jesus’ glorification as the defini-

~tive &ykawvia and the temple of the old aeon only as a proleptic sign of its coming.

1.7.3.1  John 9:39-10:21

Thyen (1991:131) divides John 9:39-10:21 into a) the wapowpiar of the door and the shepherd‘
(9:39-10:6); b) the Meaning of the 7rap.0L/,L[a in terms of Jesus’ self-identification with the key
metaphors ‘door’ (10:7-10) and ‘shepherd’ (10:11-18); ¢) the renewed schism (cf 7:43 and
9:16) among the Jews as reaction (10:19-21). Thyen (1991:132) then continues to interpret
this section with reference to Mark 4:1ff and Matthew 13:3ff (standing behind 9:39-10:18).
He argues that John 9:39-10:18 follows both the Deutung of these synoptic texts and their use
of Isaiah 6:9f. Those who do not ‘see’, nor ‘hear’ remain in their sins - this is emphasized in
the narrator’s commentary that they did not understand (10:6) what Jesus said in the parable.
The main point here - just as in Mark - is that Jesus himself is the pvoripior riic Baoiheiac
(cf Mk 8:14-21 and Jn 6). Thyen (1991:132) continueé, ‘Darum muss er - wie in Kapitel 6
das Brot - hier den ‘Logos’ der markinischen Parabeldeutung mit dem &y Jesu identiﬁzieren;
(Thyen 1991:132). The reference to the schism (Jn 10:19-21) refers to a symbolic use of the
healing of the sight of the blind man in John 9, the spiritual blindness of the Pharisees in 9:39-

41 (cf also 7:43; 9:19) and their spiritual blindness in the Synoptic tradition (cf Mk 3:21f).
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1.7.3.2 Jolm102242

Following Sabbe (1991), Thyen (1991:132) regards 10:22-42 as John’s reworkmg of the
Synoptic trial tradition. Jesus’ statement in John 18:20 is an analeptic reference to earlier
reworkings of the motifs in this verse: "Eye mappnoiy NeNdNpka 7@ KOORW, &YW TAVTOTE
8idata év ovvarywyl (cf 6:26ff) kal év i iepd (cf 2:14ff; 5:14; 7:14ff; 8:12f & 10:22ff),

§mov wavreg of lovdadol auvépxovtal, kal év kpuTTy eENdNnoa ovdér (cf also Lk 21:371).

Thyen (1991:132) divides John 10: 22 42 also in three sections: a) the ‘trial of Jesus’ (10:22-
29); b) the attempts to stone Jesus (31) and ‘to take’ him (39) form an envelope structure
around Jesus’ apology (10:31-39); ¢) Jesus and his followers return to the place of his baptism
where many believe in him (10:40-42). The most significant element in this section is Jesus’
statemeht, éy& kai 0 maryp v éoper (10:30). Thyen (1991:133) identifies the adra (referring
to the sheep of 10:27) as the object of this statement. The reason why the opposition ques-
tioned Jesus (24) and attempted to stone him (31) is not because they misunderstand the unity
of Jesus’ activities and that of his ontological relationship with the Father, but because theyi
regard him as just an ordinary human being (&rbpwmog Gv - 10:33) who is making these
claims - and therefore blasphemes (Thyen 1991:133). FoHowing- the rabbinic interpretation of
Psalm 82 which regarded the judges of Israel as the object of ©¢oi (¢f Thyen 1991:167f, n49
& Ackerman 1966:186ff), Jesus’ use of Psalm 82:6 in his answer (10:34ff) is also not to be
understood as if he claims to be just one judge amongst others. Nor is John 10:34ff to be
understood as an a minori-ad-majus argume.ﬁ't where O¢ol is to be applied to Jesus as Son of
God. The key to the answer lies in the parallelismus membrorum in Psalm 82:6f and the sym-
bolic interprétation of John 10:35: éxeivovc elmev sovc and wpdg obc o Aoyog Tov feov-
gyévero. In the text-internal world of John, these expressions refer to Israel that is still subject

to “death’ and the Noyog that came to give them life. Thyen (1991:133f) concludes,
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Dies Todesgeschick, das iiber die einst ‘Gotter’ Geheissehen gekommen 1st, hat offenbar
mit ihrem Verhalten des Logos gegeniiber zu tun, der an sie erging, damit, dass sie ihn
nicht aufnahmen, als er in sein Eigentum kam (1:11), so dass sie nun ‘in ihren Sinden
sterben miissen’ (8:21). Doch: die ihn aufnahmen, denen gab er die Vollmacht, Gottes
Kinder zu werden, denen, die seine Stimme horen, gibt der gute Hirte das ‘ewige

Leben’.
One may add to this view of Thyen what John says in 10:35, kal oU siratan Nvfijvan 7 ypad.
1.8 CONCLUSION

An important aspect which came to the fore in this overview of the history of research of John
10 is that each question related to the particular approach, identified its own evidence in John
10 with which it worked. The 1dentification of evidence, the use of the evidence as well as the
interpretation of the evidence are then all determined by the particular questioﬁ imderiying the
approach and the theory used to interpret the evidence. The most irnportaht conclusions which
can be drawn on the basis of the overview of the history of research of John 10 is presented

here.

1.8.1 With rega}rfi to the ‘problems of the shepherd discourse’, I argued that I basically accept
“Busse’s views on the literary and the thediogical problems in John 10 which he discusses - i.e.
except for his text critical choice with regard to John 10:7. As far as the literary problems are
concerned, I work with the unity of the narrative and the function of John 10 in the narrative
as a whole. With regard to the question of the genre of 10:1-18 or 10:1-5, I regard it loosely
speaking as a parable similar to the 2Wn, i.e. I use John 10:1-5 as conventional story which
has moral significance with regard to shepherding when it is abstracted from the text and

~studied on its.own. In the Gospel narrative, however, some of the basic.elements in the
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parable are abstracted and metaphorized as part of the narrational ideology of the narrative as a
whole. As far as the theological problems are concerned, I basically accept Busse’s views with
regard to the question about the appropriate context for the interpretation of the relationship
between the legitimate and illegitimate shepherd, the salvation-historical framework of the

gospel and Jesus’ consciousness of his mission and his one-ness with the Father.

1.8.2 The overview of ‘the Old Testament and Jewish background of the shepherd discourse’
has revealed very strong links between the Old Testament and the John, especially as far as the
the use of the shepherd metaphor is concerned. This metaphor is virtually exclusively used as
a reference to M or to the promised Davidic branch in the prophets. This fact will be
worked out further, later in this dissertation.

1.8.3 The most important fact that came to the fore in the overview of ‘the history of religions
origin of the shepherd discourse’ is that John 10 shares some of uses that the shepherd imagery
have been used for in other religions. The use of revelatory language, the use of the relation-
ship of care and compassion between shepherd and sheep in the metaphorical description of
important leaders and Gods, the positive use of the idea of the liminality of the shepherd’s
existence in ancient Judaism as well as the functional relationship between ‘Voice’, ‘Wisdom’
and ‘Logos’ in the Gnostic writings show links with the shephc?rd discourse. Even so, I have
argued that the shepherd imagery can not be read back into these sources, because the shepherd
discourse has unique function in John 10 and should be interpreted in terms of the narrative as
a whole. Moreover, the strongest links exist between John and the Old Testament and not
between John and the hermetica. As far as the Gnostic links are concerned, research over the
last four decades have shown that the Gnostic writings depended 6n the New Testament»(éspﬂé—' |
cially John) and not the other way round. Where elements in the Gnostic writings are older

than the new Testament, these can be accounted for in terms of the Jewish wisdom traditions.

-1.8.4 In the discussion of ‘the relationship between tradition, history and John’s interpretation
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of the shepherd discourse’, it has become clear that Painter’s-allegorical approach is plausible
as far as the ecclesiastical interpretation of John 10 is concerned. I accept his view (against
Bultmann) that John 10 forms a unit and that it was related to John 9. No transpositions or
cut-and-change strategies are necessary if we want to interpret the text adequately. However, I
do not accept his allegorical approach to the wapowuic. I provide a more adequate approach

later in the dissertation.

1.8.5 ‘The relationship between the shepherd discourse and the Synoptics’ addressed the ques-
tion of the interrelationship between Johvn 10 and the Synoptics as indicated by the occurrence
of a similar use of shepherd imagery in both complexes. Since the hypothesis that Sabbe
works with holds that there is very little or virtually no historical information to be found in
John, his basic approach was rejected. It seems as 1f he 1S not conscious of this basic presup-
position underlying his approach. Based on Smalley’s argument (which basically encompasses
his whole book) that John is just as historically reliable as the Synoptics, we may state that the
shepherd imagery in John 10 and all other allusions in the Gospel. are drawn from the common
tradition underlying both the Synoptics and John. John and the Synoptics independently drew
on this common tradition for their use of the shepherd imagery. The consequence of this view

is that much more of the imagery may go back to the historical Jesus than dependence theorists

would allow.

1.8.6 The overview in ‘the structure of the- shépherd discourse 1in its syntactic and narrative
context’ reveals very lucid perspectival explications by Du Rand. He makes an important con-
tribution to the syntactic and narratological analysis of John 9-10 as well as to the use of narra-
tive theory in the interpretation of .Gospel texts. 1 basically follow his suggestions with regard:
to the demarcation of the structure of John 10 in my own exegetical labours later in the dis-

sertation and take his introduction of the ideological point of view further.

1.8.7 The discussion of ‘the literary context of the shepherd discourse within the Fourth
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Gospel’ revealed Thyen’s very productive z;fguments concerning the literary gnity of John, the
multiple interpretation theory, theA nature of the Johannine group, the historical situation of
John, the unity and relationships of John 10 with the rest of the gospel and the internal organi-
zation and interpfétation of John 10. His main flaw, however, 1s his endorsing of the Synoptic
dependence theory. As Smalley showéd, this is unacceptable. This liberal view does not take

the historical accuracy of John into account.

In the next chapter, I provide an overview of the theory used in this dissertation. In a few
instances, the theory 1s more elaborate than used. This, however, is important in so far as it
provides the theoretical context of the theoretical concepts used. Some concepts are not used

because the evidence does not call for it to be used.
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CHAPTER TWO
THEORETICALLY-FOUNDED EXEGESIS EXPLAINED FROM JOHN 10:1-18

2.0 INTRODUCTION

Scholars have used exegetical and interpretational methods and procedure_s of exegesis since
the beginning of Christianity. Since many of the initial approaches are either ob.s‘olete or inca-
pable of providing an adequate reading and interpretation of an ancient text in our own modern
society, the exegete has the task to develop contemporary exegetical procedures that will
‘enable us to hear and understand Scripture in our own situation. Since society and the theories
used in research change, the developing of exegetical procedures is therefore an unending

process.

This dissertation participates in such a use and development of new and more adequate proce-
dures for exegesis and interpretation. The basic guideline for the development and use of ade—l
quate exegetical theories and methods in our own context is that it must serve as a vehicle
which provides results based on exactness concerning tbe Word of God. This means that
Scripture must be interpreted as it is recorded, 1.e. in its unity, totality and without positing a
hypbthetical and/or different text alongside the canonic text. On the one hand, this presupposi-
tion then eliminates all Source-Critical, Form-Critical and Redaction-Critical procedures which
aim it is to postulate or reconstruct hypothetical texts alongside the canonical texts and to use
these as the main texts to be interpreted. On the other hand, to account for the unity and
totality of the Fourth Gospel, we must treat John as a literary work of art. John can be inter-
pretéd as a literary work ofvart,and wecan draw on Linguistics and Literary Theory to illumi-
nate the significance of the text. Hence, if we are to understand and interpret the Fourth
Gospel, we must take cognisance of its language, its form and its poetic elements.
Theoretically-founded Exegesis forms the framework within which these elements of the
shepherd discourse are interpreted. This approach will enable us to hear the Word of God

clearly - even today.
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2.1 THEORETICALLY-FOUNDED EXEGESIS AND THE NEW TESTAMENT

2.1.1 The aims of Theoretically-founded exegesis
As a method, Theoretically-founded Exegesis enhances the understanding of the exegete within
the boundaries of the rules used in its method. The term ‘exegesis’ is here used as a technical

term for ‘interpretation’ and provides the procedures which enhance the understanding of a

particular text. Theoretically-founded Exegesis can be defined as,

an explication of the language structure of a given text against its socio-cultural and
historical background in order to give the reader a better understanding of the text

(Maartens, 1989:3).

2.1.2 Theory and exegesis

The term ‘Theoretically-founded Exegesis’ is given to the particular rheorefical Sframework
within which the process of interpretation is controlled. By using the rules of this theoretical
framework, the exegete can interpret the text while adhering to the rules and the controlling
procedures of the theory. Hence, exegesis done according to the rules and the controlling pro-
cedures of the theoretical framework will subsequently result in an interpretation supported by
evidence present in the text. The results of Theoretically-founded Exegesis are therefore
testable within its own framework as well as in terms of the ev“idence in the text which 1t

accounts for.

2.1.3 Exegesis and method

Wheq a reader ;ﬂeads., understands or explains a text, the reader follows certain exegetical pro--
cedures. Since the New Testament text is an ancient text and since the tradition of understand-
ing in which a reader functions does not always provide adequate understanding of a text, the
reader will encounter difficulties or problems in the understanding process, e.g. problems
caused by the peculiarities of the text like how to understand the text’s language, imagery,
eschatological themes, parallelism, metaphorS, etc. When the reader encounters difficulties in

the understanding process, the reader will direct special attention to these problems and diffi-
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culties. In this case, the reader will seek more scientific help in order to understand the text.
As theoretical approach, exegesis is aimed at a theoretically-founded understanding of precisely
these peculiarities and difficult passages in the text. The peculiarities and problems that the
reader encounters in the process of understanding the text is the very reason for the developing
and using of a Theoretically-founded .Exegesis. Theoretically-founded Exegesis may then

account for the causes of these peculiarities and problems.

Since the New Testament is determined by its linguistic and literary _gharacter, the exegete
must account for the causes of the difficulties in terms of acknowledged Linguistic and Literary
theory. The analysis of both language an_id structure is important. Such an analysis will enable
the exegete to account for linguistic elements, structuring devicés and- structuring principles,
which in turn will explairi the causes of the different difficulties fhe .eié;ete encounters in the
text. The ultimate aim of the exegetical process is the explanation of the causes of the many
difficulties which the reader encounters, based on the peculiarities in the text of the New Testa-
ment. Theoretically-founded Exegesis then correlates the results of Linguistic as well as a

Literary analyses. As such, it is able to provide an objective understanding of the text - i.e.

objective in terms of the theoretical procedures used.

Since Theoretically-founded Exegesis is a viable method for an accurate interpretation of a
given text in terms of the text’s linguistic and literary peculiarities, it must now be further

expanded to show how it can also account for the text’s socio-political and cultural back-

ground.

2.1.4 Text and context

Since all textual understandings include the interplay and merging of both micro-textual con-
text with macro-textual context and that of text and extra-textual context, Theoretically-
founded E)gegesis must also account for this fact. Since the New Testament is an ancient text,
many of the difficulties in interpretation are linked to how and what the relationship is between
the text and its extra-textual meaning. Theorétically-founded Exegesis accounts for these

causes of the problem in a historical and ;con.temporary sense. It seeks to understand both the
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historical framework of the acquired knowledge of the people to whom the text was initially
addressed as well as the contemporary framework of the acquired knowledge of the exegete
him or herself or fﬁat of the people to whom the exegete seeks to explain the text to. These
two historical frameworks comprise cultural, social, political and other background knowledge
in terms of which the text must be interpreted. I now address the understanding of an ancient

text in the contemporary context.

2.1.5 Text and hermeneutics

Hermeneutics comprises that process which aims at the understanding of the communication of
the meaning of a text in a contemporary society. Tb account for the process of the com-
munication of an ancient text in contemporary society, at least three fundamental points are
important. First, the exegete must recognize that the New Testament text belongs to a radi-
cally different ‘horizon’ than the contemporary horizon.. Following Thiselton. (1980), one can
then speak of two horizons which come into play when the text is interpreted. Thiselton

(1980:xix) describes this notion as follows:

*horizon’ is used metaphorically to denote the limits of thought dictated by a given
viewpoint or perspective. The goal of biblical hermeneutics is to bring about an active
gr_ld meaningful engagement gé;tween the interpreter and the text, in such a way that the
interpreter’s own horizon is reshaped and enlarged. In one sense it is possible to speak,
with Gadamer, of the goal of hérmeneutics as a ‘fusion’ of horizons. In practice,
because the interpreter cannot leap out of the historical tradition to which he belongs, the

two horizons can never become totally identical; at best they remain separate but close.

Second, the exegete must recognize that his or her understanding of the text is already
determined by the tradition that he or she belongs to and that there is a tension between these
two horizons. Also, that it is not easy - and ultimately not totally possible - to jump out of
one’s own tradition to the first century and to understand the text as if one is part of the first™
century community. Third, interpretation of the text depends on what Gadamer callg a ‘fusion

of horizons’. The fusion of horizons or the hermeneutic task ‘consists in not covering up this
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tension ... but (in - m.i.) consciously bringing it out’ (Gadamer 1975:273).

If the meaning of a Jewish-Christian text is to be propagated in a meaningful way in the con-
temporary context, the exegete must examine the background of the text, i.e. one must
understand how the text came into being and why it waé written. Further, the exegete must
understand the historical, social and cultural background in which the text was originally
explained and propagated. Without changing the author’s intentions for recording a text, the
exegete has to apply its message to another environment, where culture, history and social
structures differ from that of the author. For the text to be communicated to a different
society, the exegete must have a good knowledge of the language and structure of a given text.
Theoretically-founded Exegesis as a tool serves to enhance the communication of the message
of a text; taking into consideration the author’s background and the background in which the
text is to be understood. Hence, hermeneutics uses Theoretically-founded Exegesis as method
- both for the understanding of the text in the first century and contemporary context. In this
way, the theory providés the framework in terms of which language, text structure as well as

the background of the author and the background of the people or society for which the text is

interpreted, are accounted for.

As far as the methodological procedure is concerned, the use of Theoretically-founded
Exegesis as method follows three steps. First, it is required that one first interprets the text in
terms of the socio-political and historical background of the place and people where the text

was understood originally. Without this initial step, there cannot be any hermeneutics in the

true sense of the word.

Second, for hermeneutics to take place, a fusion of horizons must take place, i.e. the author’s
background must be fused with that of the reader. This step safeguards the exegete from a
one-dimensional or subjective approach in the reading or understanding of the text and
provides a more objective approach. Third, one must explain the meaning of a text for one’s
own or the _co‘n't.emporary soc'iety. Since language and culture are alwayé changing, this means

that the tex;’s meaning will also always change. However, it also entails that the main reason
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or meaning of the text not be distorted. The meaning will always be contextualised and re-
contextualised, depending on the nature of the historical and socio-cultural climate in which the
text is understood. A hermeneutics using Theoretically-founded Exegesis can, however
account for these changes in meaning with a certain degree of objectivity. Even though
ultimate objectivity is not possible, and all interpretive endeavours include an element of objec-
tivity, the results of the theory and method can be tested in terms of the procedures used and

the evidence identified as being relevant.

In the history of research into hermeneutics, conceptual distinctions between hermencutics,
interpretation, and other theoretical concepts have been made. Ebeling (1971:33) argues that
since both ‘interpretation’ and ‘hermeneutics’ refer to the explanation of texts, no distinction
should be made. Achtemeier (1969:13f) again, - very much like Schleiermacher - limits a)
exegesis to an explication of the original understanding of the text in terms of the original
author’s intentions and the meaning of the original message in the original context; b) infer-
pretation (or appropriation) to the meaning of a text for the present, and ¢) hermeneutics (or
understanding) to the rules to close the gap between the original author and text on the one

hand and the reader reading the text in the present on the other.

However we may agree or disagree about the conceptual distinctions and definition of
hermeneutics, we cannot escape the fact that hermeneutics does include steps of explanation,
interpretation (or appropriation) and hermeneutics proper (or understanding). These stepS,
however, do not comprise a mere number of rules for the interpretation of a text which must
be applied in a purely simplistic and mechanical fashion. Even Theoretically-founded Exegesis

concedes that understahding includes the subj>ectivity and intuition of the exegete as well as
more subtle questions about the nature of language, meaning, understanding and the influence
of the exegete’s own subjectivity, language, tradition and environment. These can only be
addressed in the context of the Philosophy of language, theories of meaning, Literary Theory,
Semiot_ics?_ and; cher theoretical research into the nature and procedures of the theories which
we use. Furthermore, the ‘use. of Theoretically-founded Exegesis-in H‘ermen.eutics provides a’

domain of research where one can both account for the degree of objectivity in terms of which
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the text 1s iﬁterpfeted as well as explicate in what sense the text is distorted when it is co-opted
for political policies and philosophies which violate the meaning inherent in the text. Closely
related to these facts is the concession that all texts are open to multiple interpretations.
Theoretically-founded Exegesis, however, attémpts to uncover both the micro- and macro-
structures of a text and in doing so, participates in a critical dialogue with other approaches.
Theoretically-founded Exegesis, then is open to test the validity and accuracy of its results not
only in terms of its own theoretical framework, but also against the micro- and macro-
~ structures in the text and the results of other interpretations. This critical dialogue guards
against a grossly subjective approach.

Yy

2.2 EXPLICATING THEORETICALLY-FOUNDED EXEGESIS

Theoretically-founded exegesis accounts theoretically for the linguistic or syntactic, semantic
and literary features of a text. The results of the exegesis can then be interpreted in terms of
the social, cultural or political context in which the text functions. Following Maartens ( 1989
& Smit [1995]), this section provides an overview of the procedures or method of )

Theoretically-founded Exegesis.

2.2.1 The linguis_tic analysis of sentences

2.2.1.1  The syntactic specification of the sentence

A linguistic analysis. of a text is used to identify syntactic constituents of seﬁtences, their

semantic representations and the transformations of syntac't'ic"féétu.rég in the surface structure of

a text. The point of departure is the syntactic specification of a sentence as consisting of a

noun phrase (NP) and a verb phrase (VP). The specification of all other sentence constituents
relate to either the NP or the VP. The sentence as well as. its components have both a linear

structure and a hierarchical structure. The linear structure comprises the linear sequence of

' constltuents and the hierarchical or paradlgmatlc the relations of the sentence constituents to ..

the classes they belong to (cf Maartens 1989:4).
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2.2.1.2  The semantic representation of a sentence
The semantié representation of sentences in a text requires the identification of the presupposi-
tions and the focus of sentences. The presupposition of a sentence comprises the inforrnatiQn
which the reader can deduce from. the content of each sentence and which the reader therefore
shares with the author. The content of a sentence is the statement or question in a sentence.
The focus of a sentence comprises the new information in contrast to the given information

which is known to the reader (Maartens 1989:5f).

In John 10, the identification of the Pharisees of John 9:40 with o u7n eloepxopuevos dx 77¢
Bipac eic ™y avNyy TRV wpoBdTQv AAN& avaBaivwyr aANayoley Eketvo¢ KNETTNS E0TLY KO
Mporic (10:1) and &Ahorpiw (10:5f) and of Jesus with o 8¢ etogpxopevog S Th¢ Bvpag
mowuny ot T@v wpofarwy, the fact that the gatekeeper opens the gate for him and the
activities of the shepherd comprise the new information or the focus of the sentences (10:2ff).
The.reader is here introduced to new information or new ideas which have not been revealed
earlier in the narrative. The presuppositions of these sentences comprise the knowledge which
both author and reader share with regard to the use of the shepherd metaphor for the leaders of

Israel as found in the Old Testament.

2.2.1.3 The transformations of the syntactic features of a sentence

The transformations of the syntacfic features of a sentence have stylistic functions with literary
import. The movements of sentence constituents in a sentence comprise syntactic peculiarities
such as topicalization, NP shift, Adjective shift and deletion. Topicalization is a transformation
which moves a sentence constituent to sentence initial position. A good example can be found
in John 10:5 where the indirect objects, 7olrw and &NNorpiw, are found in sentence initial
positions. The stranger is the topic of the sentence here. The NP shift and Adjective shift are
transformations which move the noun phrase or adjective in a sentence to the sentence final
position. Examples can be found in John 10:8, where 7& Tp6Barer is moved to sentence final
position (NP shift) and in 10:11 where the adjective, 6 xahog is found in sentence final posi-
tion. Deletion is a transformation which deletes a sentence constituent present in the deep

structure of a sentence from the surface structure. In John 10:1, &igc ™y adMjy TGY TpoBdTwy

. TaeNNA4
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in the first line of the parallelism is deleted after &\N& avoBaivwr &NNaxdfev. All these

transformations have stylistic functions.

The explication of fhe linguistic analysis of séntences forms a crucial phase in the. use of
Theoretically-founded Exegesis. This phase is crucial because it allows for a scientific explica-
tion of the problems encountered in sentences in terms of the method as it relates to syntactic,
semantic and transformation problems in the sentence. The problems are accounted for in
terms of recognized procedures of linguistic and literary analysis. This procedure eliminates
bias and the subjectivity of the exegete and allows the exegete to first treat the text in its own
right and then to interact with the text through é process of critical dialogue. It is not only the
exegete who interacts with the text in a critical and theoretiéal manner. The exegete must also
allow the text to critically analyse and address him/her. It is only in this two-way interaction
between text and exegete that the interpreter can ultimately come to an adequate understanding
of the text. Since Theoretically-founded Exegesis is theorétically grounded, the results of an
exegete’s interpretation can also be confirmed or falsified by other researchers following the
same theoretical and methodological procedures. Since Theoretically-founded Exegesis may |
be enriched with other theoretical procedures or changed to accommodate different linguistic
and literary analytic procedures, each theoretically-founded interpretation will only provide a
particular truth‘perspective of the text. Truth is then determined by the perspective or theoreti-

cal operations used by the exegete (cf Smit [1995]).

2.2.2 The literary analysis of texts
In order to account for the literary character of a text, the exegete must theoretically account
for the cohesion of the text. This is done by accounting for the stylistic features of a text and

the unity these features create between text sequences. Leech (1970:120) provides one of the

standard definitions of the cohesion of texts. He defines cohesion as,

the way in which independent choices in different points of a text correspond with or
presuppose one another, forming a network of sequential relations.... In studying

cohesion, we pick out patterns of meaning running through the text.... We also notice
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how tightly organised the relationships are ... cohesion is the dimension whereby the
foregrounded features identified in isolation are related to one another and to the text in

its entirety.

In John 10, the ‘network of sequential relations’ is primarily created through the use of meta-
phors and through foregrounding as extra patterning. I now provide a brief overview of these

two stylistic figures.

2.2.2.1 The metaphor
The development of metaphor theory has a rich history (cf Maartens 1989). For my purposes,
1 only provide a brief overview and concentrate on five uses and analytic approaches to meta-

phor.

a - The nature of metaphor

A word is metaphorized when it is used in a sentence in such a way that ‘we have two thoughts
of different things active together’ (Richards 1936:93). One part of the sentence is used in its
literal sense and the metaphorized term figuratively. Weinrich (1967:6) regards the meta-
phorized word as a word in counter-determining context (cf Smit 1991a & 1991b). Black
(1962:28) calls the literal part of the sentence the ‘frame’, Abraham (1975:22) the ‘remainder’
and Richards (1936:93) the ‘tenor’. The metaphorized part of a sentence 1s called. the ‘focus’
by Black (1962:28), ‘part’ by Abraham (1975:22) and the ‘vehicle’ by Richards (1936:93).
Where both the tenor and vehicle or the frame and focus are present in a sentence, such meta-

phors can be called ‘surface metaphors’ (cf Miller 1971:128). The surface metaphors in John

10 are metaphors such as &yw eipe 1 Gupa (10:9) and éyw sipe 6 ToLuy b kaNdC (10:11, 14).

b The interaction view of metaphor
As far as the interaction of the metaphorized word with the literal parts of a sentence is con-

cerned, Blgck (1962:39,42,44) regards the metaphor as a filter. He states that the metaphor as
filter, |
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selects, emphasizes, suppresses, and organizes features of the principal subject by

implying statements about it that normally apply to the subsidiary subject.

In a semantic theory, this interaction implies that semantic features of the vehicle in ité literal
sense are suppressed and characteristics of the vehicle which are compatible with the new con-
text of metaphoric application in the sentence transferred to the frame or the principal part(s) in
a sentence. The features which are transferred to the frame or the principle subject in a
sentence form the fertium comparationis between the word in its natural extension of meaning
and the tenor’s influence on the vehicle. Abraham (1975:27) explains this transference as a re-

topicalization of features. He states,

Applied to the interpretation of a metaphor this is a process which must depart from the
normal ordering of (combléx) features of a lexical meaning: features with low priority in

- the normal meaning of a lexeme (which contribute only marginally to th.e’hmeaning of a
lexeme or which do not contribute to the ‘normal’ meaning at all) have to be given
higher priority (have to be ‘re-topicalized’) in a semantic analysis that remains

unchanged otherwise.

“In the context of this dissertation we have to determine the semantic features of ‘thief’ and
‘robber’ which are then transferred to the Pharisees. Likewise, the features of ‘shepherd’ and
‘good shepherd” which can be applied to Jesus have to be identified too. The semantic features
of these metaphors are not only to be recovered from ‘common knowledge’ or the
encyclopedic information of a lexeme but also from the stereotypical use of these metaphors
both in the Old Testament and the contemporary context of the text. In the process of interac-

tion, some features will be suppressed. These will not acquire any significance in the text (cf

Smit [1995]).

c The suspended metaphor
A suspended metaphor’s tenor is mentioned in the macro-context of a text but not in its micro-

context. The tenor is only terhporarily suspended from the context (cf Miller 197 1:128-134).
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Suspended metaphors can have either a resumptive or a proleptic function. Metaphors with a
resumptive function ‘resume temporarily suspended metaphors of which the proper term, the
tenor, 1s fnentioned elsewhere in the macro-context’ of the text (Maartens 1989:16). Meta-
phors with a proleptic function ‘exhibits a proleptic character determined by the eschatological

frame of reference in the counter-determining context of the Gospel’ (Maartens 1989:17).

d  The submerged metaphor

The submerged metaphor is a metaphor of which the tenor is never mentioned in either the
micro or fhe macro context of the text. This does not mean that the tenor’is not present in the
text. Maartens (1989:17) points out that Ingendahl statés that the submerged metaphor’s

vehicle has become self-reliant in the text.

e . The Genitive-link metaphor
The genitive-link metaphor is a metaphor which is linked through a genitive construction to the
vehicle (cf Brooke-Rose 1958:24, 149-152). An example can be found in John 10 in Jesus’

saying, &y eipt 7 Olpa 16w wpoPdrwy (10:7).

2.2.2.2 Foregrounding as extra-patterning

Prague Structuralism worked with the assumption that ‘the striking unconventional use of lan-
guage’ 1s a basic feature of metaphoric language. The scholars contributing to research on this
level aimed at the formulating of a descriptive literary theory which analyses such language
usage that highlights sentence constituents. Havrﬁnek (1964:10) called this device of highlight-
ing sentence constituents ‘foregrounding’.  Havrinek recognized foregrounding by a

"deautomatized” (i.e. unconventional) use of language. He defines foregrounding as follows:

By foregrounding, ... we mean the use of the devices of the language in such a way that
this use itself attracts attention and is perceived as uncommon, as deprived of automa-

tization, as deautomatized, such as a live poetic metaphor (as opposed to a lexicalized

one, which is automized) (Havranek 1964:10).
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Mukafovsky (1964:18), another Prague Structuralist qualified the phenomenon of fore-

grounding as an

esthetically intentional distortion of the linguistic components of the work, in other

words, the intentional violation of the norm of the standard.

Mukafovsky’s ‘aesthetically intentional distortion’ is further characterized by Leech (1966:141)
as a ‘unique deviation’ from the norm of standard language usage. Deviant language - espe-
cially as it relates to metaphor - comprises paradigmatic foregrounding. However, fore-
grounding aiso functions on the syntagmatic level. This can be explained in terms of paral-
lelism, chiasm and coupling. All three these devices are grounded in Jakobson’s (1960:358)
basic deﬁnition of the poetic function which states that ‘the poetic function projects the princi-
ple of equivalence from the axis of selection into the axis of combination’. This implies that
the creation of parallelism comprises two processes, namely an activity of selection on the

paradigmatic level and an activity of combination on the syntagmatic level.

a Parallelism as syntagmatic foregrounding

Parallelism can be explained as either synonymous or antithetical parallelism. In synonymous
parallelism, the paradigmatic relations between‘two parallel lines in a stanza are synonymous
and therefore semantically equivalent. In antithetical parallelism, the paradigmatic relations

between two parallel lines in a stanza are antithetical and therefore semantically contrastive or

exclusive (cf Smit [1995]).

b Coupling as syntagmatic foregrounding
Levin (1969:33) identified coupling as the grouping of semantically equivalent forms in “
syntagmatically equivalent positions. Coupling ‘requires a stricter correspondence in syntag-

matic position of the semantically equivalent forms’ (Maartens 1989:22), e.g. AB/AB.

c Chiastic parallelism as syntagmatic foregrounding

Chiastic parallelism represents an inverse relationship between the parallel or antithetical con-
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stituents in a parallelism, e.g. ABBA.

The use of all these stylistic figures of extra-patterning are present in John 10. They vwill be

used as part of the interpretation process below.

2.2.3 Narrative analysis

In order to account adequately for the discourse nature of John 10 it has to be situated and
interpreted in terms of its function in the Johannine narrative as a whole. This point introduces
us to the next stage in the theory and methodology, namely to account for the narrative nature

of John.

Rimmon-Kenan (1983:3) uses Genette’s (1972) distinction between histoire, réci_é‘_and narra-
tion to account for the analytic categories used in narrative theory. She translates these as
- story, text and narration. Story comprises the logical chronological fictional events which
provides the narrative with the ‘raw material’ in terms of which the narrative is told. The text
comprises the narrative text which we read. Narration is the category that accounts for the
process of the narrative production, i.e. the existence of narrative implies that someone has
written the narrative and has intended it to be read as message by a reader or readers.

Rimmon-Kenan (1983:3f) states that,

within the text, communication involves a fictional narrator transmitting a narrative to a
fictional narratee. Of the three aspects of narrative fiction, the text is the only one;
directly available to the reader. It is through the text that he or she acquires knowledge
of the story (its object) and of the narration (the process of its production). On thejother'
hand, however, the narrative text is itself defined by these two other aspects: unless it

told a story it would not be a narrative, and without being narrated or written it would

not be a text.

In the next section, I provide a brief overview of the concepts, story, text and narration.
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2.2.3.1 Narrative theory: story
Following Bremond (1977; - cf Rimmon-Kenan [1983:22ff] and the review of Du Rand [1991]
above), an account of the story of John has to take the nature of the events and the characters

into consideration.

a  In the macro-narrative of John, the function of events can be explicated through the
potentiality of the narrative (objective defined) and its progression through either ‘steps taken’
with the result of ‘objective reached’ or ‘missed’ or the ‘steps not taken’. The function of
John 10 within the logical chronological development can be accounted for in terms of its rela-

tions with earlier (analeptic) and later (proleptic) events in the story.

b For the definition of character on story level, Rimmon-Kenan (1983:40ff) ﬁlakes a dis-
tinction between ‘flat’ and ‘round’ characters. Flat characters only have one trait, quality or
idea-attached to them. Round characters are more complex and ‘involves having more than
one quality and developing in the course of the action’ (Rimmon-Kenan 1983:40). In John,
the blind man who has his sight restored by Jesus is a flat character who only exhibits one
dominant trait. The Pharisees are round with a few qualities attached to them. Jesus is com-
plex to a greater degree in so far as he has many characteristics, labels and qualities attached to
him during the course of the action in the story running from John 1-21. Jesus’- cv:v’om.pléxity,
however, does not involve his internal development. He is a static character in so far as his

nature 1s defined from the very first verse in John 1. Who he is is only defined in greater

detail in the logical progression of the story.

2.2.3.2 Narrative theory: text

Whereas the story only has a relation with the fext', the text stands in a relation to both story
and narration. In order to account for the narrative tekt, Rimmon-Kenan (1983:43) distin-
guishes between the categories of rime, characterization and focalization. Time and character-

-ization stand in a relation to the story and focalization to the narration.
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a The study of fime concerns ‘the textual arrangement of the event component of the story’
in the text (Rimmon-Kenan 1983:43). In the text, the narrative does not correspond to the logi-
cal chronological succession of events in the story. On the contrary, it deviates from it.
Rimmon-Kenan (1983:45) remarks that even though time in the narrative text as we read
through it is ‘inescapably linear’, a comparison between text-time and conventional story-time
reveals that ‘a hypothe.tical “norm” of complete correspondence between the two is only rarely
realized’. The ‘discordances’ that these deviations in the text create can be studied through
comparing the order, duration and frequency of the recounting of events in the text (cf Genette
1972:33ff). Order specifies the analeptic (or ‘flashback’) and proleptic (or ‘foreshadowing’)
relations between the story and text-time. Examples in John 10 can be found in the analeptic
references by Jesus to his works (10:25, 37f) and in the foreshadowing of his trial and death in
the accusations and violent response of ‘the Jews’ (10:24, 31, 33). Duration specifies the dif-
ference between the length of time an event takes in the story and textual levels, e.g. the read-
ing of Jesus’ discourse in 10:1-5, 7-18 basically takes the same time as what it has on the story
level. The brief summary of the response by the Jews in John 10:19-21 could have taken
much longer than the time it takes the reader to read about it. Frequency specifies the number
of times that an event in the story is recounted in the text. A single event can be repeated once
(singulative) or more than once (repetitive) or an event that occurred often can be recounted
once (iterative) (cf Rimmon—Kenan 1983:57f). Most of the events in John ére singulative.
Even though there are similarities in the signs of Jesus, his sayings, the responses of the

crowds and his opposition, all these have a singulative character.

b Characterization concerns ‘the representation in the text of the character component of

the story’ (Rimmon-Kenan 1983:43). Rimmon-Kenan (1983:59) states that characterization in

the text

can be described in terms of a network of character-traits. ... By assembling various

character indicators distributed along the text-continuum and, when necessary, inferring

the traits from them.
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Following Ewen, she further distinguishes between two basic character types. The one which
is presented in the text through ‘direct definition’ and the other through ‘indirect presentation’.
The first type ‘names the trait by an adjective, an abstract noun or possibly some other type of
noun or part of speech’. The second type, ‘displays and exemplifies’ the character in .van'ous
ways and leaves the task of inferring the quality of the character from the representations to the
reader (Rimmon-Kenan 1983:59f). Indirect presentation takés place through the character’s
action, speech, external appearance and habitual environment in which the character finds
itself. An important addition to the process of characterization in narrative is the use of anal-
ogy in the names (or labels) of characters, analogy in landscapes and the analogy between
characters (cf Rimmon-Kenan 1983:61-70). In John 10, the.characterization of Jesus takes
place primarily through his action, speech and the analogy. in the names or labels applied to

him (cf Smit’s [1995] treatment of the Jesus character and his opposition in Mark).

¢ Focalization ‘is the angle of vision {or ‘prism’ or ‘perépective’ - Rimmon-Kenan 1983:3
- m.i.) through which the story is filtered in the text, and it is verbally formulated by the nar-
rator’ (Rimmon-Kenan 1983:43). Focalization is here distinguished from the narrator and nar-.
ration. The reason being that even though a first or third person narrator narrates a story, both
may use different characters in the represented world of the story as a ‘centre of consciousness
(or “reflector”)’ as focalizer or focalizer character (¢f Rimmon-Kenan 1983:71-73). More-
over, ‘narratives ... are riot only focalized by someone but also én someone or something’, i.e

focalization has both subject and object (Rimmon-Kenan 1983:"74). Rimmon-Kenan (1983:74)

further explains,

The subject (the ‘focalizer’) is the agent whose perception orients the presentation,

whereas the object (the ‘focalized’) is what the focalizer perceives.

The explication of the three facets of focalization that Rimmon-Kenan (1983'77-82) - following

-'Uspensky (1973) - identifies are important for my purposes. These are the perceptual facet,

the psychological facet and the ideological facet.
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ca The perceptual facet (sight and hearing) is determined by fime and space. In terms of
time and space, the focalizers in John 10 are all internal and not external to the action and
interaction. Except for the narrator’s commentary (which is panchronic and which proyides a
bird’s eye-view of the responses of the characters to Jesus), the focalizers do not provide a
bird’s eye-view of the action but participate in the action and are ‘limited to the ‘present’ of

the characters’ (Rimmon-Kenan 1983:78).

¢b  The psychological facet of perception has a cognitive and emotive component. The cogni-
tive component (knowledge, conjecture, belief, memory) of the external narrator-focalizer 1s
such that he knows everything about the represented world and about the Jesus character. The
characters in the narrative do not. They all function as internal focalizers with limited knowl-
edge (Rimmon-Kenan 1983:79f). This discrepancy creates a powerful effect oﬁ the reader
who shares the knowledge of the narrator in Biblical narrative and therefore also in John (cf
Smit [1995]1). The emotive component comprises the emotions of the internal focalizers
(Rimmon-Kenan 1983:80f). John 10:19-21 is an example. Here, the external focalizer focal-.

1zes the emotions of ‘the Jews’.

cc  The ideological facet of focalization comprises ‘the norms of the text’ which consist of ‘a
general systerﬁ of viewing the world conceptually’ (Rimmon-Kenan 1983:81). In the narrative
text, the narrator-focalizer’s norms or ideology provide the ‘single dominant perspective’
which ‘is usually taken as authoritative, and all other ideologies in the text are evaluated from
this ‘higher’ position’ (Rimmon-Kenan 1983:81). In John, the norms and the ideology are all
implicit in the orientation the narrator provides throughout the narrative through implicit and
explicit commentary as well as through the speech and action of Jesus, the main character.
The 1deology of Jesus is positively evaluated by the narrator-focalizer and is the same as his
own. This ideology 1s'communicated to the narratee as the ideology which the narratee must
hold too. The focalization through the opposition focalizers - ‘the Pharisees’ or ‘the Jews’ -
provide a conflicting ideological perspective of who Jesus is. Since this ideological perspective
1S ev;luated: negatively by the narrator-focalizer, this ideology is to be rejected by thAe narratee.

Moreover, if the focalizer is a character who opposes the main character - Jesus - then the cog-
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nitive, emotive and ideological components of this character’s perceptions are part of the story

(cf Smit [1995]).

2.2.3.3  Narrative theory: narration

Narration is that analytic category in narrative theory which accounts for the act of narrating
or the telling of a story. Following Rimmon-Kenan’s (1983:86) semiotic assessment of
Booth’s (1961) and Chatman’s (1978) development of the notions of the implied author and
reader on the one hand and the narrator and narratee on the other, I accept her formulation of
the notions of the narrator and narratee as relevant for my purposes. The narrator is the
implicit addresser of the text and the narratee the implicit addressee.~ Minimally, the narrator
can be defined as ‘the agent which at the very least narrates or engages in some activity serving
the needs of the narration’ (Rimmon-Kenan 1983:88f). The needs of the narration - as they
pertain to John 10 -, in turn are primarily determined by the narrator’s perceptions of fime and
space and/or the fime-space (‘chronotope’), the level of narration, the narrator’s commentary,
the narrator’s cognition of objects and characters and the narrator’s ideological norms am_i
values. In addition to these elements, the narration can be studied in terms of the nature of the

speech representation in the narrative text too.

a In John, narrative fime is determined by ‘ulterior narration’, i.e. the narrative events are
narrated ‘after they happened” (cf Rimmon-Kenan 1983:89). Two important distinctions have
to be made with regard to the narrating of what the Spirit will do and be for the disciples and
what the nature and the function is of the time-space that Jesus embodies. First, even though
the narration about the Spirit’s activities is ulterior from the perspective of the narrator, from
the perspective of the narrative present, these are anterior. Second, the time-space that Jesus

occupies is divine_ and timeless in scope (cf Smit [1995]).

b The level of narration in John 10 is both ‘extra-diegetic’ and ‘diegetic’. The whole nar-
rated story of Jesus in John is extra-diegetic. The parable (Jn 10:1-5), howéver, is diegetic. It
is Jesus as intra-diegetic character who tells the parablé. Just as in the discourses of Jesus in

John, this distinction is important if the performative function of the text is to be addressed.
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¢ The narrator’s commentary provides narrational explanations and commentary on the
speech and action in the narrative. As such, it provides lines of direction and indirection to the

reader or listener (cf Smit [1995]).

d  The narrator’s cognition of objects and characters comprise the cognitive elements
which the narrator holds. The narrator’s knowledge about Jesus and his opponents is conveyed
through the narrative to the narratee. The narrative structure and impact on the narratee 1s

such that it wants to persuade the narratee to accept this knowledge too (cf Smit [1995)).

e  The narrator’s ideological norms and values are also to be shared by the narratee. This
is closely related to the previous point. Smit ([1995]) points out that even though these ele-
ments of narration can be studied in terms of narrative focalization as they are revealed in the
text, they must also be objectified and analysed as part of the discourse of the narrator, 1.e. as
elements which form part of the interpretive community that the narrator represents. Such an
objectification provides the interpreter with the contents of the symbolic world and the prac-
tices used by the narrator and members of this symbolic world. For the purposes of this dis-

sertation, I refer to this phenomenon as the ‘narrational ideology’.

f  The speech representation in John is both diegetic and mimetic. In mimesis (scene), the
narrator creates the illusion that it is not he who speaks. He 1s only ‘showing’ the action.
Therefore, all dialogue and direct speech in general in John (and iﬁ 'the other gospels) are
mimetic. Since the narrator does not create the illusion that it is not he who is speaking in his
direct ‘telling’ of the story or in indirect speech, his narration here is diegetic. In diegetic rep-
resentation, the narrator does not hide the fact that he is the one who tells the story and that the

views presented are his views (cf Rimmon-Kenan 1983:106ff).

Smit ([1995]) points out that the distinction between diegetic and mimetic speech is important
on two accounts. First, the critic has to recognize that mimetic speech is not that of the his-
torical persons, i.e. Jesus or his opponents. Everything found in the narrative is ultimately

created by the narrator and represent his views, ideologies, etc. On this level, we cannot dis-
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tinguish ‘between telling and showing, but between different degrees and kinds of telling’
(Rimmon-Kenan 1983:108). This critical approach provides an avenue to the critic to objec-
tify the symbolic world of the interpretive (i.e. ecclesiastical) community of the narrator. Sec-
ond, in the context of the study of the Biblical text in terms of its performance, the effect or
impact of mimetic speech 1s such that it does not only address the real reader as it was/is read
in the congregation. It also functions in such a way that it does not only come with the
guarzlntee of the reliability and truthfulness of the authority and integrity of the narrator, but
with that of Jesus as the ‘real’ extra-diegetic divine Being (!). It is then Jesus as the ‘real’
extra-diegetic divine Being who addresses the congregation directly as if in the present (cf Smit

[1995]).

2.2.4 Intertextuality

Intertextuality is a concept which was developed from the notion of dialogism as used by
Bakhtin (cf Smit 1994:46ff; 1994b:55ff & [1995]). As the word, ‘dialogism’ indicates, this
concept denotes a particular aspect of the communicative or dialogical interaction between two
people or more. It can be linked to the communicative interaction between narrator and nar-
ratee in Narrrative Theory. Applied to the interaction between narrator and narratee in Bibli-
cal narrative, intertextuality occurs when a word, phrase, sentence or utterance in the narrative
has two possible meanings of which the denotative one is picked up by the character in the nar-
rative - revgaling his/her misunderstanding of the narrational ideology - and the significant

meaning - which is revealed to the narratee is picked up by the reader or listener (cf Smit

[1995] for a full elucidation).

2.2,5 The performance of a text

Reader-response criticism has introduced the notion that a reader, while reading the Biblical
text, participates in the production of meaning in the text. Views range from critics who place
more emphasis on the text itself (Iser) and critics who hold that all meaning 1s produced by the
- reader or listener - who is ultimately determined by the interpretive community to which s/he
belongs (Fish). The dialogical and dialectical interaction between text and reader/listener may

take either the textual features or the narrator’s tradition as a point of departure (cf Smit
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[1995]). As stated in the introduction of this chapter, both these facets of interaction have to
be taken into account. In order to eliminate the biases of the interpreter or the critic, the
approach itself must remain as objective as possible. In the following section, I provide a brief
overview of some of the basic notions which have to be taken into consideration in the descrip-

tion of the performance of the text of John 10.

2.2.5.1 The éignificance of the performance of linguistic, literary and
narrative elements

Smit ([1995]) points out that texts like Mark and John were written to be ‘performed’ in the
early Christian congregation(s). If John 10 is interpreted in terms of its performance, - i.e. as
it was being read in a congregational setting - then the linguistic and literary features of the
text explicated above, achieves added significance. Smit ([1995]) points out that the syntactic
specification, semantic representation, transformations, metaphor theory, foregrounding as
extra-patterning and categories of narrative analysis acquire a performative character in the

text’s performance in the congregational setting.

2.2.5.2 Speech-act theory

Speech-act theory aims at the description of why people understand one another and why they
respond meaningfully to one another in ordinary daily conversation. Applied to a description
of the performance of speech between characters in a text, the same procedure can be used to
account for why the characters represented as interlocuters in a text, understand or do not
understand one another. Thé basic theory and its application to textual communication com-
prise three basic elements, namely the notions of mutual contextual beliefs, the three assump-

tions of speech interaction and the cooperation principle or the five maxims regulating con-

versation (cf Smit [1995]).

a  The basic presupposition of the theory is that communication between two people is only
possible because they share ‘mutual contextual beliefs’ (MCB’s). These beliefs are related to

the mutual knowledge they share about themselves, their traditions, their culture, their society,

etc. (cf Smit [1995]).
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b  In order to communicate effectively, the interlocuters must adhere to three assumpfion&
of speech interaction - which basically is ‘a communicative contract or a universal conyention’
(cf Smit [1995]) -, namely the liﬁguistic assumption, the communicative assumption and the
presumption of literalness. The linguistic assumption assumes that both the one making an
utterance and the one receiving it‘ are competent language users of the language used in the
speech interaction. The communicative assumption assumes that the intention of the one
making an utterance will be understood. The presumption of literalness assumes that if the one

making an utterance intends it literally, then it must be taken literally (cf Smit [1995]).

¢ The cooperation principle or the five maxims which regulate ordinary conversation are
the maxims of quantity, quality, relation, manner and sequence. The maxim of quantity
requires that an utterance be as t'erse as necessary, the maxim of quality, that the utterance be
sincere and not intentionally false, the maxim of relation, that the utterance be relevant to the
communicative interaction, the maxim of manner, that the utterance be perspicuous and the
maxim of sequence that the utterance be ‘appropriate to the talk-exchange’ (cf Smit [1995]).

This last maxim is especially important where we have to treat the aporia in John 10.

This then brings us to the end of our explication of Theoretically-founded Exegesis. In the
next chapters, the theory is used to analyse John 10, Jeremiah 23:1-8 and Ezekiel 34:1-6.
These two Old Testament texts provide the traditional background for an adequate understand-

ing of the shepherd discourse in John 10.
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CHAPTER THREE
THEORETICALLY-FOUNDED EXEGESIS OF JOHN 10:1-18

3.0 INTRODUCTION

John 10:1-18 occupies a special .place in the Gospel of John. The parable in 10:1-5, the theme
of the relationship between the shepherd and sheep and its contrasting with the exploitive rela-
tionship between the thief/robber and the sheep, the self-revelatory language of Jesus - espe-
cially as it manifests in the &ya eipe - sayings - as well as Jesus’ comments on his authority and
the purpose of his work all coﬁtﬁbute to make John 10:1-18 one of the most significant sec-
tions in fhe Gospel. If we add to these facts the polemical or conflicting interaction between
who .and what Jesus represents and what ‘the Jews’ and the Pharisees represent, then one can
safely assume that John 10:1-18 fulfills a very important function in the Gospel narrative as av
whole. In this chapter, some of the main points of this interaction are researched. 1 first
attend to the structure of John as a whole and then situate and explicate the significance of John

10:1-18 in terms of this structure.

3.1 THE STRUCTURE OF JOHN AND THE INTERACTION OF JOHN 10:1-18 WITH
THE GOSPEL AS A WHOLE

3.1.1 The prologue as programmatic structure for the whole Gospel
Deeks (1968:1071f) divides John’s prologue into four sections, 1:1-5, 6-8, 9-13 and 14-18.

He regards these four sections as summaries of the content of the four main sections of the

Gospe_l of John as whole.

1115 =1:1-18

> =L The cosmological section
1:6-8 = 1:19-4:54 The witness of John
1:9-13 = 5:1-12:50

et The coming of the Light

1:14-18 = 13:1-20:31 ..o, The economy of salvation
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The main drawback of this structure is that it is too general and that it does not account for the
literary complexities of either the prologue or the Gospel as a whole. It is precisely on these

. two accounts, that Staley’s proposal is more comprehensive.

Staley (1986:241ff) departs from the carefully constructed double chiastic structure of John
1:1f. Following Culpepper (1980/81:9f), Staley (1986:244) takes the ‘repetition of Leitwérter
... coupled with concentric form’ as the basic indication of the delimitation of both the struc-
ture of the prologue as well as the narrative structure of John as a whole. This symmetrical
structure of the prologue in turn, is regarded as the main point of influence on John’s theolqu.
Hofius (1987:1-25) too researched the structure of the prologue and likewise concludes that
both form and content or ‘Gestalt und Gehalt’ (cf Hofius 1987:25) are closely related and

informs the nature and theology of John.
Staley (1986:245ff) delimits the structure of the prologue as follows.

A....... 1:1-5 The relationship of the Aéyog to God, creation, humankind

2 SO 1:6-8 The witness of John (negative) _
Covvrneennn, 1:9-11 The journey of the light/Aéyoc (negative)
| D T 1:12-13 The gift of empowerment (positive)
Clo.. 1:14 The journey of the Aéyog (positive)
Bl.......... 1:15 The witness of John (positive)

Al......1:16-18 The relationship of the Aéyoc to humankind, re-creation, God.

The implications of this structure of the prologue is that 1:12-13 forms the centre off- the
extended chiasm, that C!, B! and A! are in inverted order and are related to A, B and C, that
Al follows an inverted order of A and finally, that )\6'ybg forms the central key word in the
prologue. Staley (1986:249ff) then divides John’s narrative structure into a prologue (1:1-18),
| _and four missionary tours (1:19-3:36; 4:1-6:71; 7:1-10:42; 11:1-21:35). He explains that the
whole Gospel ‘exhibits a symmetrical, concentric rstructure which is built upon that of the

prologue’ (Staley 1986:262). He further explains that each of the five sections into which the
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book can be divided are progressively larger than the one previous to it, ‘and each one ending
by climactically resolving some minor discordant story problem which opened the section’
(Staley 1986:262). Even though Staley (1986:256ff) does not treat John 10:1-18 and 1its inter-
action with the prologue, his two most significant comments for our purposesvare that ‘the key
word, oida appears in John 7:1-10:42 33% of the times in John and that John 10 forms part of
the reaction to the extreme antagonism to Jesus’ teaching. The function of oida will be further
researched in the intertextual engagement of John 10:1-18 with the rest of the Gospel below.

With regard to the reaction to the antagonism, Staley (1986:258) states,

References to excommunicatioﬁ and blasphemy, madness and demon possession,

illegitimate birth and Samaritan ancestry, lying, decepfion, moral blindness and

sinfulness, arresting, stoning and killing show that antagonism to Jesus’ teaching has

reached its zenith. Even Jesus’ “parable” of the good shepherd is interspersed with the
- violent motifs of thieves and robbers. Yet in the midst of this strife, the contrapuntal

voice of the narrator reiterates the theme of belief (7:12,40,46; 8:30-31; 9:38; 10:21).

Except for the last comment and his competent explication of the prologue itself, Staley’s
attempt to describe the structure of the Gospel on the basis of the prologue is not satisfactory.
His basic problem is his inadequate access of theory. 1 do not belabour this point further here.
It will have to be researched and theoretically explicated in another context. Departing from

the perspective of John 10:1-18 itself, I make an initial contribution to this problematic below.

3.1.2 The sources of John and the structure of the Gospel

Another important approach which has proved fruitful for the explication of the structure of
John is the Formgeschichtliche identification of the sources underlying the Gospel of John.
Even though Bultmann’s Formgeschicﬁtliche use of the sources identified is not useful to expli-
cate the structure of the Gospel - especially because he uses transposition methods to ‘restore’
the original sources for form critical purposes - his identification of the pdssibility of the exist-
ence of the sources was extremely important for Johannine scholarship. ’I just provide a brief.

overview of the nature of these sources. This is important, because in what follows below, I
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follow Smalley’s (1992) use of the source critical distinction between the signs, the discourses

and the &y& iyt - sayings in John.

Following Smith’s (1965) explication of Bultmann’s theory, Smalley (1992:103ff), explains
Bultmann’s distinction between the signs source, the discourse source and the passion source as

follows.

The signs source: Smalley (1992:104) points out that Bultmann holds that the six signs found
in John 2-12 could have belonged to a signs source (SQ or Semeia-Quelle). The reference to
“first’ and ‘second’ in John 2:11 and 4:54 as well as the &Aha onpeic in 20:30 may indicate
that there might have been more signs recounted in this signs source. An additional proposal s
that the signs source was written in Greek but influenced by Semitic languages - especially

Aramaic.

The discourse source: The second source, the discourse source (RQ or Reden-Quelle), is
described by Bultmann as consisting of Offenbarungsreden, or ‘revelation speeches’. Apart
from the prose sections, this source comprises poetic speeches written originally in Aramaic.
In this context, Jesus is portrayed as the definitive Revealer of true knowledge. John’s own
contributions can then be identified in the evident chahges from poetry to prose in_ the dis-

courses.

The passion source: This source originally comprised of a narrative source dealing with the
death and resurrection of Jesus. According to Bultmann, this source was also written in Greek
influenced by Semiticﬁ languages with contacts with the Synoptic passion tradition. The evi-
dence of the source’s influence is present in the material which does not reflect the evangelist’s

own style in the passion section, e.g. the factual details of the trial of Jesus before Pilate in the

first few verses of John 19,

Against this background, I now turn to Smalley’s literary use of the signs and discourse

sources for the explication of the literary structure of John.
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3.1.3 The prologue, signs, discourses, 8y ipt - sayings and epilogue
Following Bultmann, Smalley (1992:87) takes John 1:14, the saying on the notion of the
incarnation, as the basic principle determining the significance of the signs. In the incarnation,

Smalley (1992:87) says,

God took a fact of material existence (flesh) and expressed himself by it. From then on,
the historical and supra-historical merge in a particular manner. - Jesus, who comes to do
and continue the Father’s work (5:17), performs signs which express as well as

symbolise their basic meaning: that there 1s new life in Jesus who is the Christ.

Against this background, the central theme of John can then be formulated as: the interrelation

of spirit and matter which manifests itself in and through the signs, discourses and &yd eip -

sayings of the word incarnate, gives life.

This theme 1s especially foregrounded in the way that the seven signs are bound together with
the seven discourses. The seven themes of the related signs and discourses link up with the
seven &yo eiu - sayings in John. The discourses may be _regarded as elaborations of the signs,
elaborating on the spiritual significance of the signs and finding their own main point in the use

of the &y el - formula (cf Smalley 1992:86). This can be portrayed as follows (cf Smalley
1992:91f).

Sign ~ Discourse 8v& sipt-saying

Water 1nto wine (2) - New life (3) - the true vine‘(15:1)

Official’s Son 4) - Water of life (4) - the way, the truth and the life (14:6)
Siék man (5) - Son is life-giver (5) - the door of the sheep (10:7)

Feeding 5 000 (6) - Bread of life (6) - the bread of life (6:35)

and Spirit of life (7)
Blind man (9) - Light of life (8) - the light of the world (8:12)
Raising Lazarus (11) - Shepherd, life-giver (10) - the resurrection and the lifeﬂ(lnl :25)

- Catch of fish (21) - Disciple life (14-16) - the good shepherd (10:11)
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Apart from the bread of life (6:35), the light of the world (8:12) and the resurrection and the
-life (11:25) éyw eipe - sayings which appear in close textual proximity to the discourses and
signs, four sayings have to be linked to the signs and discourses on the basis of thematic cor-
respondence. Even though it is possible to relate these four sayings as well as some of the dis-
courses in a different sequence, this scheme provide some insight into ﬁle literary structure of

John and the theological significance of the theme of ‘life’ in the structure of John (cf Du Rand

1991a:94).

As far as John .10 1s concerned, it is important to note that Smalley relates the John 10 dis-
course to the resurrection of Lazarus. On this point, he sees a link between chapter 10 and 11
where many scholars - including Bultmann - saw a decisive break. Even more important is
that the John 10 discourse as well as the two &yd eyt - sayings in John 10 can not be related to
the discourses and signs with confidence. This fact provides an important argument for the

view that John 10 basically impacts on the Gospel as a whole.

Of all the approaches reviewed above, this approach is the closest related to the explication of
John 10:1-18 below. Even so, there is much more in the interaction between the structure of
John 10 and the Gospel as a whole. When the listener arrives at the conventional parable in
John 10, s/he has already acquired a whole body of knowledge and information about the nar-
rational level of the narrative. While the listener listens to the reading of the parable, the
listener i;rocesses the different elements of the pafable through this body of narrational knowl-
edge. In the following section, I first analyse the story- or conventional level of the
understanding of the parable (John 10:1-6), then continue to develop the idea of its intertextual
interaction or engagement with the preceding and following sections in the Gospel narrative as

a whole, and then analyse the themes present in the parable as they are developed in John
10:7-18.
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3.2 A THEORETICALLY-FOUNDED EXPLICATION OF THE SHEPHERD PARABLE |

3.2.1 John 10:1-2
’Ayﬁv auny Néyw vpty,
A B
0 yﬁ sioepxbpuevoc St TG Oipag el THY aONY T@Y TpofaTwy  -=---- |
GANG &vaBaivwr AANNaX00sy Eketvog KNETTNG 0TIV Kol NROTHG™ ===
Al B!

0 68 eloepxoperog Sue TG 0UPOGC voveniniiiiiiiie s
PN wouy éoTiw TOY wpoBdTwy.  =—eee-

John 10:1-2 form two incomplete antithetical parallelisms, ABCD/A![BIC!]D!. The antitheti-
. ;
cal nature of the two parallel statements is foregrounded in the syntagmatic equivalent positions'
that the contrastive elements occupy in the two statements. This foregrounding emphasizes the
semantic contrasting of the behaviour of the thief and robber with that of the shepherd. The
contrasting behaviour is present in 0 uy eloepxouerog Sy THS BUpag &ic ™y CUNGY TGV
mpoBarwy and o 8& siaepxé;iéuog S ¢ Bipag. The further specification of the negative
behaviour by &A\\a dvaBaivwr &NNaxofer heightens thé negative behaviour. The double
negative, 0 un sloepxopueroc ... and GANG ... is stated as a negative againsf the norm of con-
temporary Mediterranean convention, namely that such behaviour does not conform to normal
behaviour concerning sheep in a sheepfold. Further, &\A& ... introduces an added explanation
to the deviant behaviour, strengthening the negative value of such behaviour. The entering by
another way reveals a deviance from the norm. This deviance is then contrasted with
appropriate behaviour, namely to enter by the door. The door, here, signifies both the place

of entry and the transparency of the one entering here in contrast to the deviant behaviour of

entering by another way.



123
The occurrence of kNéwc &o7iv kal Anomic and mouuniy 07w TV TpofaTwy in syntagmatic
equivalent positions in the two antithetical parallelisms has two functions: First, the providing
of two objects to whom the deviant and normal behaviour can be ascribed within each state-
ment respectively, reveal the objects as subjects of behaviour concerning the sheep. According
to Mediterranean convention, a person acting as a thief and a robber does not have a personal
relationship of care with sheep. The double synonymous description of the singular o u7y
slogpxopevog St ¢ Bipag ... with kNéwmyg oriv kol ApoTng emphasizes the negative
behaviour of such a person concerning the sheep. The sheep is an object to be exploited for
such a character. The hendyadis - a thief and a robber - is a foregrounded substitution for the
more appropriate noun plus qualifier that one woﬁld expect. The foregrounded k\érrng €oriv
kol Nporig bring into play the normal qualities and activitieé of thieves and robbers concerning
sheep: (breaking of unity of the flock/scattering) (non-care) (slaughter sheep without tending .
them or providing for their well-being). These inferred qualities can be narrowed down to
(exploitive behaviour concerning the sheep and the ﬂock).. There 1s then a certain distance
between such a character and the sheep. This deviant and exploitive behaviour concerning the
s_heep 1s contrasted with the object, Towuiv éorv 170w TpoBdrwr. The close, no_rmal and trans-
parent relationship between the shepherd and the sheep is such that the shepherd enters the
sheepfold by the door as normally expected. The closeness is further emphasized by the geni-

tive of possession, wowuny ... 7&v wpofdTwr. This genitive also signifies ownership.

Second, the paradigmatic contrasting of kNéwrng &ariv xai Aporic and wowiy éomw 7w
mpofarwy foregrounds the opposing semantic features revealed in the analysis above. The
thief and robber’s features of (exploitation) (distance) (non-ownership) (deviancy) (breaking of
uniﬁy of the ﬂock/scattering) (non-care) (slaughter sheep without tending them or providing for
their well-being) (exploitive behaviour concerning the sheep and the flock) are contrasted with
that of the shepherd, (care) (closeness) (ownership) (transparency) (normal relationship) V(con—
serving unity of the flock/bringing together) (feeding sheep and tending them or providing for

their well-being) (preserving/protecting/defending behaviour concerning the sheep and the

flock).
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3.2.2 John 10:3

7007Q O Bupwpog Gvoiyer,

kol & TpoBaTa TN¢ wris aUTob akovel | =----- B
kol 7O Ui TpoBaTa pwrel kar ovopor === A
kol eEdryeL abrge. == C

The indirect object, 7007w, is here topicalized in sentence initial position. 7oi7e repr_eéents_the '
shepherd who has been described in terms of the semantic features related to his care for,
closeness to and ownership of the sheep as well as his transparent behaviour and normal, con-
ventional relationship with the sheep. It is because of these qualities that the door-keeper
opens the door for him. Three complete sentences with indicative verbs follow then. These

three sentences provide information about the normal interaction between shepherd and sheep.

The activities which follow when a shepherd enters his sheépfold, namely 1) to call his sheep
by name, 2) the sheep hearing his call and 3) he leading them out of the sheepfold, are here.
logically inverted - BAC. The fact that kot 7a mpoBara ¢ dwriic avrov akovet 1s placed
first, emphasizes the personal relationship between shepherd and sheep. The placing of the
indicative verb, d&xoler in sentence final position is a verb transformation emphasizing the
sheep’s activity of héaring or positive activity of response to the shepherd’s voice. The
inverted stacking and the syntagmatic deviation have the stylistic function of emphasis while

simultaneously providing content to the relationship between shepherd and sheep. The rela-

tionship is now further developed in A and C.

The‘ punning in the paronomasia of 77¢ ¢wrijc abrov &robet and ... pwrel foregrounds the' :
interaction between the sheep and the shepherd: they hear his voice and he calls. The adding
of the adjective, {Swr in the sentence, xoi 76 (ot TpdBara dwrel kar’ évoucr, adds the addi-
tional element of a personal relationship of the shepherd towards the sheep - i.e. from his side.
His calling them by name, develops this personal relationship to the relationship of the
shepherd with the individual sheep. If we add the knowledge that, to know a person’s name is

to have intimate knowledge of the person according to Mediterranean custom, then this rela-
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tionship acqu1res the greatest intimacy possible. kat 8£OZ’YSL avra signifies the shepherd’s lead-
ing out of his own sheep as in normal conventional behaviour. Moreover, since the shepherd
calls his own sheep, it is implied that there are other sheep in the sheepfold which do not
‘belong to him as was customary. The shepherd then calls his sheep out amongst the whole

flock belonging to different shepherds.

3.2.3 John 10:4

bTav TG Sta wavTar EXBANY,

Eumpoabey alTOV TopebETOL,

kai T TpoBarTa avT® akohovlet,  ------ A

oTL oLdaiow THY Wy aTODT  —----- B

The oray ra b wavTa éxﬁé)\n expression 1s an adverbial tirhe indication, indicating the '
activity which follows the previous activities of hearing, calling and leading out. Whereas the
narratee takes a step backwafd with the narrator or character when the yap-clause is used in
Biblical narrative, the narratee takes a small step forwér_d with the narrator/character - Jesus as
intra-diegetic narrator in this instance - when 67¢ is used. It is then further followed by the
shepherd going before them and the sheep following. The reference to i emphasizes the
personal relationship (which include the elements of (trust) and (ownership)) between shepherd
and sheep. The use of av7( reflects back to the topicalized shepherd in verse 3 and 2 who is
contrasted with the thief and robber in verse 1. &xolovfel is another addition to the activity of

the sheep hearing the sheph‘erd’s voice 1n verse 3, with a third addition following: they know

the shepherd’s voice.

The phrase, 67 oidaow v pwrijy abrod, is an explanation of cause or reason explaining why
the sheep follow him. It points back to the reference to the sheep’s hearing of the shepherd’s
voice and his call. As such, it reveals elements like, (knowing the shepherd) (commitment to
the shepherd) (trust). The Jesus-character now returns to the relationship between the sheep

and the personified opposing one who is nothing more than a thief and robber. .
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3.2.4 John 10:5

&NNoTpiw 88 ob un &kohovbijoovoy, —  -==mes Al
ANNG pedEovTan &’ abTOY,

O7L 0UK oLda oLy TOY ANNOTPLWY THY Puwriy.  -——--- B!

The indirect object, &A\No7piw, is here topicalized in sentence initial position and contrasted
with a7 in verse 4 and 7ov7w in verse 3. These features reveal a loose chiastic structure:
XYY!'Y2X where X = verse 1a, Y verse 1b, Y! = verse 3, Y2 = verse 4 and X! = verse 5.
The sheep’s reaction of not following together with the further specified reason why they do
not follow, is contrasted with 7rp6[3a.7'oz auT® akoNovbel, 67t oldaawy THY dwry alTOD In verse
4. It foregrounds antithetical coupling between verse 5 and 4 The further elaboration on why
the sheep do not follow, &AN& pevforTar am’ avTov, 1s an additional element emphasizing the
negative behaviour of the sheep concerning the stranger. Then follows an explanation of cause
or reason explaining why the sheep do not follow a stranger.. It contrasts their not-knowing of
the stranger with their knowing of the shepherd and also the object of the not knowing - the
stranger’s voice - 1s contrasted to the shepherd’s voice. As such, it reveals elements like, (not

knowing the stranger) (no commitment to the stranger) (no trust of the stranger).

3.2.5 John 10:6

Tatry v Tapowpiar eimter abroic 0 'Inoode, éxelvor 8% ok Eyvwoay tiva Hv & éNdhel

avToLC.

The narrator’s commentary here, informs the narratee directly about what Jesus has done: he
has told them a parable. As with all parables, the parable can be explained theoretically as I
have done. On this level, the parable only acquires moral significance in so far as it merely
explains the good relationship which rﬁust exist between a shepherd and his sheep. This rela-
tionship is then contrasted with the adverse, antagonistic and hostile relationship which exists
between a stranger and one acting as a thief/robber and the sheep. However, such an explana-
tion will leave the interpreter and listener only on the story level of the parable and the larger

~narrative. Within the whole narrative, different elements in the parable itself is metaphorized.
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For the narratee, such a metaphorization happens retrospectively and prospectively.

Retrospectively, the statement introduced by 8¢ in éxsivor 82 ok Eyvwooav Tiva 7w & ENGAEL
avTotg, brings th.e listener to play out interactions between the parable and the earlief narra-
tive, and in this process, to uncover meaning on the level of the metaphorization of elements in
the parable. It is on this level that theological content is provided to elements in the parable.
The listener here has to supply information which has not been revealed to the characters ear-
lier in the narrative but only to the listener through the narrator’s commentary. The reference
to the fact that Jesus’ audience did not know what it was that he spoke, brings the disparity
between the characters’ knowledge and the listener’s knowledge to the fore. This device is a
device which 1s frequently used by Biblical narrators in narratives and has a retrospective
(analeptic) and/or a prospective (proleptic) fqnction (cf Smit [1995]). Its retrospective function
1s to draw the narratee or listener intc;“the narrative by opening a space for the narratee to pro-
vide information which has already been revealed earlier in the narrative and by doing this, to
participate in the process of the production of meaning. Prospectively, this device creates
expectations of more incidents -.of misunderstanding by the intra-diegetic characters in which

the narrator provides more or the final revelation to those characters or the narratee/listener.

The elements in the parable which resonate with the narration earlier in the narrative are first
and foremost the syntactically topicalized and foregrounded elements. These include 7ic
Pwrng abrov, &kobet, (dia, pwrel kar' Gropa, dkohovdel and oidaow THy dwviy abrod. If the
intertextuality of these elements are taken into consideration, the narratee can retrospectively
infer that the shepherd is Jesus and that the one acting as a thief and robber is ‘the Jews’. In

the next section I identify the elements with which the text is intertextually engaged.

3.3 THE SHEPHERD PARABLE AND ITS INTERTEXTUAL ENGAGEMENT WITH
THE GOSPEL AS A WHOLE

3.3.1 The voice of the shepherd and its co-text

3.3.1.1  Retrospectively, the voice of the shepherd resonates on narrational level with earlier



128
references to the significance or theological meaning of ‘voice’. In John 1:23, it resonates
with the promise-fulfilment scheme and‘the‘activities of John the Baptizer, 'Eya ¢wvy Bowrrog |
év 19 épiuw, EvBUvare v 0doy xypiov, kafog elTey ’Hao[fag. 0 wpodntne. In Johp 5:25,
Jesus states, &uiy quiy Néyw bulv 61t Epxetar Opa kol vy £0TLy OTE 0L VEKPOL GKOUGOUOLY TG
$wriic Tob viob 1o feod kai ol dkoboavres {Hoovoww. This links the well-known narrational
signifiers of ‘hour’, ‘to hear’, ‘Son of God’ and ‘to live’ with the call of the shepherd. The
same miotif is continued in John 5:28, i) fawpd fere TobT0, 671 EpxeTan Gpa v § TavTEC 0L &V

TOIC pImuetol Gxoboovaty TN duwrig avrob .... Between these two statements, we also find

the very important christological expression, wowep yap 0 TaTip Exel oy &v EQUTR, OUTWG
kol 7o vie Edwkey {wny Exew &v éavre (John 5:26) which equates the life in the Father with
that of the life which he gave the Son and which is in the Son. This is then followed by the
statement, kot éEovoiaw Edwkey alrd kpiow moigiv, 61t viog avbpomov gotiv (John 5:27).
Here, the explanatory é7i-clause gives a reason based on information revealed to the narrator
earlier in the narrative - especially in John 1:51 about the Son of man. The link to the motif of

judgment also resonates with Daniel 7:14.

Jesus as Son of God and Son of man represents the divine chronology and has the life of God
in him. The hour which will arrive is also the hour in which he dies his glorious death on the
cross in John (Jn 17:1). The fact that he gives life is the divine ljfe that he gives. This is the
life which is with God. All these elements are drawn into the narration via the voice of Jesus.
When the narratee arrives at the parable in John 10, these narrational elements are already

presupposed. The voice of the shepherd is then the voice of Jesus as Son of God and Son of

man who is also the life-giver.

3.3.1.2  Prospectively, the listener will later encounter how the shepherd’s voice resonates
with John 10:16, kai &NNa TpéBarta Exw & otk SoTw éx TG aUNG TavTNG" K&Keva Sel pe

QYQYEW Kol TG wrije pov dkoloovowr, kol yerijoorton pia woipvy, eic woudy. This motif

s contmued in John 10:27, 76 mpéBara t& éud Tic dwriic pov GkobovoLy; k&yd Yirdokw
aura ko akoNovBovoty poi, in John 11:13, kai Tabra siwdw dwry peyaln éKpozf).'yaoev,

Adcfape, Setpo Efw, in John 12:28, wdrep, 86§ aody oov 70 Gropa. Nbev obw dwry Ek Tob
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ovpavod, Kal £866aoa kal mdhw Sofdow, in John 12:30, &mexpitn ‘Inoobc koi simev, OV 8
dus 1 Pwry abrn yéyover aNNa & vpag and in John 18:37, eiwev ovw ab1®d 0 IINaTog,
Olkoty Baohede &l ab; dmexplfn o “Inoolg, LV Néyewg 67 Baoihels eipt. &yw &ig T0UTO
yeyéuﬁnuat kai sic ToDTo ENINVBQ gl TOV KbOpOY, (v papTUpRow TH GNnlsia” TaG 0 GY K

iic &Anbelac dwobel pov Tiig dwriic. These texts all relate the listener directly to the narra-

tional level of the narrative and therefore also to the christology of John.

3.3.2 The hearing of the sheep and its intertextual engagement
3.3.2.1  Retrospectively, &kovet, interacts with John 8:47, 0 & éx Tob Ogov Ta pRpaTa TOU

Bc0b dxodel St TovTO UMELG oUk &kobeTe, 0TL &k ToU Beov ovk éo7é. The contrasting of being

able to hear the words of God or not is grounded in the 6n—.clause and its antithetical parallel.
The argument is that if one is ék 7o feov, then one hears the words of God. If this statement
is drawn into the context of the shepherd parable, then the shepherd’s own sheep are the ones
who are £x 7ov feov and who 7o pRpaTa Tov fgob M.. The placement of the indicative
verb in the sentence final position foregrounds the activity of hearing, accepting and obeying
the word of God. In the context, it also interacts with the element of truth in verse 46. The

argument is that since Jesus speaks the truth, people should believe him.

Another statement in the immediate co-text of the parable is John 9:31. The healed man says:
oldaper 61 GpapTwNey b 00 obk &xobel, &N ddwv Tic Ogo0eBic 7 kal 70 0é\qua abrod
wouf) TovTov diolet. This statement is from the perspective of God as the hearing agent. The
presupposition is that if one stays in one’s sins, God does not hear that one. This presupposi-
tion has the ring of a convention in Jewish thought. This is emphasized by the introduction of
the statement with oidaper.... The new information is present in the &AN’ édv 7ic fzo0eBijc 13
kol 70 0ENNp df)'rof), woLt) TOUTOV &Ko{)sL. Even though to be ‘God-fearing’ and ‘to do his
will’, also has the ring of conventional Jewish thought, it functions here as new information.
The context here is pastoral - God listens to those who suffer and who are also God-fearing

and doing his will. The foregrounded sentence final position of &xoet emphasizes this.
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3.3.2.2  Prospectively, the narratee will find that &xover interacts with John 18:37 later in
the narrative: simer oov abvr®d 6 ILN&roc, Obkobr Baoihede &l ob; &mexpifn o "Inoobg, Tv-
Néysic 6Tv Baoheig elpt. &yd gig TobT0 Yeyévimpuon kal glg TovTo ENJAVB €lg TOV KOOKOY,
tva papTupiow T dAnfei Tac 0 v &k ¢ dAnfelag dxovel pov TG dwrig. Jesus’ king-
ship is here thematized. It is especially the final statement, wag 0 G &k T0g GAnfsiag dkolel
pov Tic dwrijc, by Jesus that achieves significance in terms of the narrational level in the
dialogue. To hear Jesus’ voice, is to be éx )¢ alnfeicg. To be éx ¢ aAnbeiac 1s here
paradigmatically the same as éx 7ov fsob 1n John 8:47 aﬁd also contains the elements of being
God-fearing and doing God’s will. To hear his voice in this sense is not only to hear the voice
of Jesus as shepherd, but to hear his voice as King. As such, he is as King also in John 18

contrasted with Pilate and the regime that he represents.

3.3.3 The relationship of ownership between the shepherd and the sheep and its inter-
textual engagement

3.3.31 In the parable, the two statements by Jesus, kai 7¢ (St TpoBata pwrel ket Gropa.
(10:3) and orav 7a (b wavtor éxBahy (10:4) refer to the shepherd’s personal relationship
with the sheep. Since the shepherd is intertextually and refrospectively equated with Jesus as
the incarnated Logos, Son of man and Son of God. the personal relationship between the
shepherd and the sheep, together with the use of the adjective, iSicr, provide the sheep with the
narrational meaning of ‘Israel’. Intertextually, this is especially evident in John 1:11, where
the narrator:states, gig & S 5ké§v, kal ot tdov abrov ot wapéhaBoy. 1If the use of i is
contrasted \\éith the universal statement, Goor 82 ENafov alrér, Edwker abroic éEovaiar Tékva
eov yevéafou, Toig mioTelovow eig 70 Gvopa abrob in John 1:11, then {Sic most probably
refers to Isréiel. On story level, it may just refer to the ethnic nation, Israel. On narrational
level, 1t refers to the spiritual or real Israel, i.e. the Israel which is &k 79¢ &Anbeiac and éx 70D
feov and which is equated with .the shepherd’s own sheep in the parable in John 10. The inter-
textual use of Israel in John which can be compared are: kdy® oi fidew autor, AN’ iva
pavepwby 76 ‘lopan\ 8 TobTo HNfor Eyi v UdarTi Barrif‘wv (1:31), amexpibn alrd
Nobarvaih, ‘PapBi, ob & 0 viog ob Oe0b, ov Baoiheve £ Tob TopapN (1:49), &wexpiby

Inoovg kal eimer avrd, LV & 6 Sddoxalog Tob TopaA kol Tabra ob ywdokeig; (3:10),
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abrog yap ‘Inoovg éuapripnoer 6T TpodNTNG €V TR ibigy waTtpidt Ty ovk Exe (4:44) and
E\aBor 18 Bala TGOV Powikwy kol éfﬁ)\Oov glc Umavmnow olT® kal ékpatyalov, ‘Qoovva:

ebhoynuévog b dpxoduevog &v ovopary kupiov, [xai] 6 Baoihevg 700 "TopaA (12:13).

In John, the Baptizer’s baptism introduces the revealing of Jesus to Israel - the historical,
story-level nation. Nathaniel’s confession is a confession of Jesus as King of the spiritual
““Israel. Jesus® statement to Nicodemus reveals Nicodemus to be an ethnic Israelite but noit to
belong to the spiritual Israel. The relationship between Jesus and Israel on story level is con-
tinued in John 4:44 where the narrator states, avrog y&p 'Inoobc éuapripnoey ‘6_TL TPOPNTYG
év 7 bl maTpidt Tiuny ok Exet. This statement rerﬁains on story level and 1s contrasted with
Jesus’ relationship to the real, spiritual Israel. The cry of fhe crowds in 12:13 is ambiguous.
Some of the characters, obviously, must have expected a political king. The narratee - who
has been party to what has been revealed on the narrational level throughout the narrative,
knows that Jesus is the King of the spiritual Israel. In the céntext of the shepherd parable, the
relationship of ownership between the shepherd and the sheep, is then the relationship between

Jesus as the King of the spiritual Israel and the members of the spiritual Israel.

3.3.3.2  Prospectively, the relationship between Jesus and his own sheep is continued and
contrasted with that of the relationship between the sheep and the stranger in John 10:12, 6
pLobwrdg kol ok &y Touuiy, o ovk EoTw T& TpdBarTa i, Oewpel Tov Nokoy Epxodpevoy kol
adinow 18 TpofaTa kal ¢elyel - kal 6 Nokog GpTater alrd kol okopmifer - and also in John
16:32, (sov Epxeran &por kol ENGAvVOer iva mcopmbﬂﬁra ExaoTog €lg T I kGpé pbvov
apfTe” Kal ovk elpt pbvog, 611 O TaTip per éuob éorw. Whereas the stranger is one who

does not have a relationship with the spiritual Israel, as Shepherd-king, Jesus has such a rela-

tionship.

3.3.4 The sheep’s following of the shepherd and its intertextual engagement
In the parable, &rolovfel refers to the conventional following of the shepherd by the sheep. .
Prospectively, éaxohovfel acquires significance on the narrational level. This is especially evi-

dent in John 21:19 and 22. In John 21:19, 7ob70 82 simer onpaivwy Toly Bavartw Sokdost Tov
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k3 ~ ) 7’ 3
Beév. kol ToTO Eimdw Néyel abr®, 'Axolobfe pot, the narrator’s commentary draws Peter’s

death into the divine chronology by linking his suffering and death - which refer to the extra-
textual legend of Peter’s death on a Roman cross - to that of Jesus. Jesus’ command,
' Axohoifet pot, then indicates a following of the shepherd. In Peter’s case, it inclu.ded his
own death through suffering. The same idea is repeated in John 21:22, Néyer av7® 0 "Inoobg,
"Edw abrov 08w pévew Swg Epxopan, i Tpog d€; av pow &kohovBer. This time, however, it is
contrasted with (presumably) John himself who did not die a death of suffering or who has not
died as yet at the time of the writing of this section in John. Returning to the shepherd
parable, Peter’s following is then a special case in the spiritual following of Jesus. In his case,

it includes a death similar to that of Jesus, the Good Shepherd.

3.3.5 The sheep’s knowing of the voice of the shepherd and its intertextual engagement

3.3.5.1  In the parable, o7t oidcxow v dwriy avrov in 10:4 linké up with the knowing of
the spiritual narrational domain revealed earlier in the narrative, as well as Jesus’ voice as it 1s
directed to both the intra-diegetic characters and the extra-diegetic listeners. Retrospectively,
this explanation engages the motifs of understanding (knowing) and non-understanding (not
knowing), the ironic disjunction between the knowledge revealed to the rnarratee and the
limited knowledge of the characters in the narrative, the knowledge that Jesus himself has of
his mission, who he is and from where he is as well as his foreknowledge in the narrative

about his fate and how it links up with the divine will.

The motif of non-understanding is present in 1:24, where we read that &weorahugrol foay &k

7o Papioaiwr (1:24) do not perceive who he is. This reveals an element of conflict in the
understanding of who Jesus is. This is continued in the Baptizer’s statements in 1:26, ’Eyé'
Bawri{w év Udaty péoog vudv Eoner bv busic obk oidate, in 1:31, k&yd obk Hdew QUTOY,
AN’ lva pavepwbi 13 "lopai\ S TobTo NNBov &y &y VL Bawrifwy and in 1:33 K&')/é oUk
fidew alrov, &GANN' 6 Téuyag pe Bamrilew év Udar éksivée po eimey, "E¢’ ov av idng 70
rvafiya kaTafatvoy kol pévov &t alTow, Qf}Tég gorw 0 Barwrifwy dv Tvebpart &yiw. All
these have a preparatory function in the narrative in so far as it creates expectations about both

who Jesus is and about the conflict in understanding about who he is later in the narrative. It
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therefore prepares the narratee for the progressive revelation of who Jesus is and for the 1nci-
dents of non-understanding and conflict. The ironic playing out between understanding and

non-understanding reaches its first climax in the discussion with Nicodemus.

The irony becomes evident in that even though Nicodemus says the right thing in 3:2, the sub-
sequent discussion with Jesus reveals that he does not have the right knowledge about Jesus.
This is evident in his statement in 3:2, "PafBi, oidauer 67¢ amo feov ENJNVBOG Sbokahog
obdslg yap dUvaral TAUTA TG ONUEIX TOLELY & OV TOLELS, GV i) 7 0 0g0¢ per’ avrod, Jesus’
statement in 3:10 I¥ &l 0 duddiokahog Tob "lopan kal Tabra ob ywagkerg; John 3:11 - which
is placed in the mouth of Jesus - sounds more like the narrator’s polemical commentary. He
says, Quiy Quny Neyw oot 6Tt 0 otdapuer NaNoUueEy kol O éwpo'mozyev ,uozpfvpofmsv, Kol TV
papTvpioy nuav ob NapfBavere. John 4:22 has a similar functibn: UUELS TPOOKUVELTE O OVK
oidare” Nyl Tpookvyovpey 0 oidaper, 0Tt 1) owtnpia éx T@y lovbaiwy éoriv. The statement
in 4:42 by the crowds from Samaria is the ultimate synthetic. and correct statement, Ovkére S
™y ony ANy moTedoper' alTol yop dxnrdousy kol oidapey 6ri ovTéC E0TLv AARORC b'
owrip Tov koopov. The themes of ‘hearing’, ‘knowing’ and ‘being saviqur of the world’ are
all present in this statement. All these are equivalent to Fhe hearing (on the narrational level)

of the shepherd’s voice in 10:4. The universal statement is also further continued in John

10:16.

The irony is taken further in 6:42 and 7:27, where characters in the narrative do not have the
correct narrational knowledge about Jesus while the narratee is already in possession of such
knowledge, e.g. 4:10, Ei fideic v Swpedw Tob feod kai Tic éoTiw b6 Néywr dot, Adg pLoL TELW,
oV Qv fiTnoag alrov kol Edwkey &v oor Udwp (v, in 6:42, Obx olréc dorw ‘Inootg o vibé'
Twond, ol Hueic oidauer 1o TaTéoa KAl ™Y pnTépQ; TG vov Néyer 61v 'Ex 10V obpavod
karaféfnka; and 7:27 &AN& TobTov oldauey wobev dariv: & 88 Xpioroe Graw EpxnTaL oUdelc
ywaoker wo0ev éoriv. This clash of information requires of the narratee to provide‘ the knowl-
edge s/he already has. By doing s0, the narratee finds confirmation of his/her knowledge and
is moved into the sphere of the understanding of who Jesus is. This spheré is ultimately

determined by the Spirit. This is evident in 3:8 where Jesus says, 70 TrEVUQ Smov Béer Tvel
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Koi THY ¢pwviy abTob &Kovelg, GAN olk otdag Tober EpXETOL Kol WOV UTCrYEL OUTWG E0TLY
Tac O yeyevimuévog éx Tob Trebparog. The narratee knows where Jesus, the Spirit as well as

the reborn person is from - from above, or from God.

In 4:25, the narratee is conscious that the proleptic statement by the woman at the well, %
67t Meooiac EpxeTar 0 Neyouevog vXprég' otav ENOY éxkevog, avaryyeNel MUy aATayTA, 1S
already fulfilled and present tense. The reader knows that Jesus is the Messiah. The irony
here has the function of strengthening the relationship between the narrator’s and the narratee’s
knowledge. In this contexf, we can say that the pragmatic function of the text is such that
every time that Jesus speaks, the nérratee is the receiver who has to appropriate and accept
what he says. Returning to the parable, one can then say that if the narratee heérs and accepts
what Jesus says, if the narratee believes, then the narratee becomes ‘a sheep’ who knows the

voice of the Shepherd and who follows the Shepherd.

The act of knowing also plays an important role as far as Jesus himself is concerned. In 5:32,
he says, GA\og &o7iv 0 papTUP@Y TEPL £uOU, Kol ()Zﬂ oTL ANnic éaTw n papTupia Ny
paprupel wept épov. This statement does not only have the function of confirming the witness
of the Baptizer. It also confirms the self-conscious knowledge that Jesus has about his own
mission and the fact that his opposition does not know the Father - from whom he is. This is‘

stated more clearly in 7:28: Ké&pe oidare kol oidate wobev eipi’ kol &m émavtol olk

ENTNVBa, GAN EoTww aNpbwdc O TEuYac pe, By Upelc olk oidare. This is further streng-
thened by both Jesus’ statement thgt he knows the Father as well as the double perspectival
reason which he provides in 7:29 (after the explanatory 671): &y oida abrév, 61 Tap' abrod
ey kiketvds pe améoreher. This same theme, together with the contrasting of the peoplé'
knowing him and knowing the Father, is taken further in the contrasting sayings in 8:14 when
he says, Kav éya poprupd mepl épavrot, dnic &otw i paprupio pov, 61 @g T60sy NAov
kol mob UTayw' Upels 8& ok oidare woher Epxopan 7 oD vmayw, in 8:19, ENeyor oy alrd,
Hov éomwv 0 warip oov; dmekpify "Inoode, OVre dus oidare oite Tov TaTépa pov' &l Eu
n8eire, kal TOV TQTEPQL POV G feire, in 8:37, i&g ot oméppa "ABpacp do7et ANNG {nTElTé

He amoKTEVOL, OTL 0 NOYOG 0 Epog ol Xwpel &v bulv and in 8:55 kai olk dyvékarte abTov, EYw
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52 olda alTéV. KO EiTW 6TL OUK ofﬂ altéy, Eoopon Gpolog Uuty YebaTng' GANa oZﬁ aUTOY
Kol TOV NOyov QuTOU mypd. The statement by the healed man in 9:30, "Ev rolre yap 70
" BavpaoTov éoTw, 8L Vgl obk oldate Tober EoTiv, kol fivolEév pov Tovg 6¢>0a)\yoﬁg, brings
the theme of the conflict to the fore - ‘the Jews’ do not know from where (!) Jesus is. The
moments of non-understanding which follow Jesus’ signs, also continue the theme or rather the

‘from where’ or ‘who’ - question, e.g. 2:9, ¢ 82 éyeboaro 6 &pxiTpikAwog TO Udwp olvov

veyevnuévor kal obk [del wofey oriv, ol & Suakovol fdsloay ol MYTANKOTES TO Udwp, dwrel
OV yupdior 0 apxiTpikAwog, in 5:13 0 8¢ iabeic ovk idel Tic éoTiw, 0 yap "Ingovg é&évevoer
Sxhov ovTog év T@ ToOTw and in the reactions of the Pharisees after the healing of the blind man
in 9:24, Adc Sotar 7¢ Bed usic oldauey 671 ovToC O &VGpw'lrog QpapTwhog €Ty, in 9:29,
Nuels otdapey 6Tt Mwioet NeNankev o 0o, TouTor 8& ovk otdapey wobev goriv, and in 9:31
oldapey 0Tt GpopTwN@Y 0 0g0¢ ovk axobel, GAN éav Tig fgooefng 7 kol 70 08\qua abTob
mot) TobTov axover. At first, the Pharisees state that they know that Jesus is a sinner (9:24),
then they confess that they do not know from where he is (9:29) and finally, their statement
that if one 1s God-fearing and does his will, God hears him, are - in view of the knowledge’
that the narratee has of Jesus - the requirements (and much more - because he is the ultimate

saviour) that Jesus adheres to.

Likewise, the narrative commentary about Jesus’ foreknowledge, creates suspense and expecta-
tions in the narrétee, e.g. 1n 6:6 when the narrator states, rovro 82 ENeyer Tepdiwy alrov:
auTog yap Hder 7L Eperher woielv and in. 6:64, when he states, &N\’ gigiv 8§ im&fu TLVEC OL O
moTebovowr. f1dst yap €& &pxiic O 'Inootg Tivec eloiv ol ui fLJTsf)oVTag KO[Z: TIC 0TV O
Tapadwowy abréy. This last statement about those who do not believe is equated with dis-
ciples murmuring against Jesus’ explanation about him being the bread of life and a statement.'
that ‘the flesh does not profit anythingf. This is then contrasted with a statement that Jesus as
Son. of man ‘goes up to where he was before’, the ‘Spirit who gives life’ and the words of
Jesus which are spirit and life in 6:61-63; eldwg 8¢ 0 'Inoodg év éauu;b oTL yoyyutovaw mepl
TOUTOV 0L pabnral abrob eiwer alroic, TovTo buag okavdalifel; éav oy fswpiite TOV viov Tov
avbpomov dvaBaivorta 8mwov v 1O TpdTEPOV, TO TVEVUA E0Tv TO {womoloby, 1 0dpf ovk

whehel 000" TA pRpaTa & Y& NeNGNKe Uiy Tredud dotwy kai {wn goTw.
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Throughout the Gospel narrative, all the sayings and statements of Jesus are equivalent to the
voice of the Shepherd. The explanatory comment in the parable in 10:4, 67¢ oldaow Tiv
$wriy abTod, provides the reason why sheep or people in the narrative follow after Jesus. All
the incidents where the correct knowledge about Jesus 1s explained have the pragmatic function
of providing the listener with the correct knowledge about who Jesus is as well as to move the
listener into a narrational level ‘knowing’ of who Jesus is and from where he is. The charac-
ters who respond positively in the narrative, provide examples of how one is to respond to
Jesus. The most important example is present in the response of the crowds of Samaria. Since
this was continuously contrasted with those who do not understand and those who understand
incorrectly, the parable in John 10 has the function of concentrating th_is distinction not only in -
terms of the relationship between the listener and the real Shepherd in distinction to the rela-
tionship with those who are thieves, robbers or strangers, but also in terms of the distinction

between Jesus and the Pharisees or ‘the Jews’.

3.3.5.2  Prospectively, the same threads are continued. The motif of understanding (know-"
ing) and non-understanding (not knowing) is continued. The contrasting of 6 weptrardy év 14
oxorig and viol ¢wrog in 12:35f is equivalent to the contrasting of those who know the
shepherd’s voice and those who do not know his voice. We read, girer obw adroic 6 "Inoovc,
"Eri pukpor xpbvoy 10 $pég &v Upiy daTwv. Tepimartsite Go¢ 1O dag Exsre, va un axo}Za VoG
KaTaNGBn" kol O TepLTaT@Y &V TR OKOTIQ OUK 0lder oD UTaryet. O¢ 70 Gg ExeTe, TOTEVETE
balg 70 $g, o viol pwrog yévnabe. Tadra éNahnoer "Inootc, kai dmeNdoy éxplfn &r’

auT®.

The thread of the ironic disjunction between the knowledge revealed to the narratee and thé'
limited knowledge of the characters in the narrative is also continued iﬁ Martha’s statement in
11:22, xal viv olda 67 S0 & airijon T0v feov ddaer gou b fedg which is correct according to
the knowledge which the narratee has of Jesus, but which is subsequently revealed to be ironi-
cally insufficient. This becomes evident in the second step in the revelation of the content of
what she knows in 11:24. Jesus’ communicative interaction with her in 11:23-26 places this in

context: Avaorioerar 6 &deNos oov. Néyer abrd § Mdpba, Oidsa 67t avaorioeral év T4
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&vaordos. év T4 doxdmn nuépg. eimey abth o ‘Inoobs, "Eyd sip i avdoraog kol g {wi’ 0
ToTEDWY gic dud kb amobdvy {HoeTal, kal Tag O {Gv Kol ToTelwy £lg EuE ov wy amwofary |
glc Tov aldva” ToTebewg TovTo; As 1n the}fevious instances, the narrator subtly moves from
the interaction betweeh Jesus and Martha, to a statement by Jesus which has significance both
in terms of their communicative interaction and which is also directly addressed to the extra-

diegetic narratee.

In the logical progression of the story, the disciples’ not knowing, prolepticallilu.‘créates
expectations that a moment of greater revelation and clarification lies in the future. This is
evident in the saying by Jesus to Peter in 13:7,10 "O &y 7r0L&> ov olk oldac GpTi, yrdoy 83
perd Tavra.... and ‘O helovpévog obk Exel xpeiav el pi ToUg wodag viyaolor, ANN' EoTwy
kaBapog 6Nog* kal vuelg kabapol éate, AN ovxl wavreg. Then follows the narrator’s com-
--mentary, clarifying the &AN" ovxi wavreg: dst yap 70v Tapadidovra avrdy: S TOUTO elmey
ot OUxi wavreg kabapoi €ore. This contrasting is then further developed. It is introduced by
the question in 13:12f, Twaokere 7i memoinka vuiv; Upels pwreiré pe "0 dddaralog kal ‘O
KUpLog, kol kahdg Neéyete, el yap. The references to the disciples’ acknowledgement of
Jesus as teacher and Lord, together with his eipl ydp- confirmation, draw this into the narra-
tional domain. Then follows the reference to Jesus’ feet washing as vw6deryua and his saying
in 13:16f &unr apnr Néyw vpiv, ok o7y Sovhog peilwy Tob Kvpiov aiTol 0U8E &TdOTONOC
peifwy Tov wépyavrog avtéov. In 15:15, this is closer specified with olkér Néyw Upbc
SolNoug, 67t 6 Sobhog ok 0idev Ti Tolel alTod b KUpog® Dudc 8 elpnka dilovc, 5.7'1, fdwa o
nKOVOQ TOPX TOU 7ro:sz6g pov Eyvapioa vpty and also in 15:21, &M\G rabra wavra
ToLoovoLy &ig URGG Ll TO Groud pov, 7L obk oidaow Tov méuyavrd pe. This also refers to
the idea of following after the shepherd in the parable in John 10. It is strengthened by &i
TaUTO 0ldaTE, pakaplol E0Te Eqv woufte abrd. In 13:18, ob wepl wavTwy Dudw Aeyw' &yw
oida Tivag sEenetduny refers to those who know and do (and follow) and is contrasted with
GAN" (v 1) ypad TANpwdf, ‘O Tpdywy pov Tov EpTov Emipey Eue Ty mTéprav abrod,
which is a reference to the intra-diegetic character, Judas. John 13:19 then proleptically refers
to Judas’ handing over of Jesus, &7’ &p7i Néyw uiv mpd 10D yevéobou, (va moTebonTe 57011):

Yérmraw 61t &yd i, The proleptic reference is also an indication that its fulfillment in story
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time will confirm the narrational &y& eipt-nature of Jesus.

The interaction between Jesus and Thomas in 14:4ff again provides information about what 1s
known and not known as well as about Jesus’ destiny. In 14:4, Jesus says, kai 6mov [éyw]
UTdyw otdate Tiv 086y, and Thomas answers, Kipie, otk oldaper mov vmayes g
Suvapeba v 080w eidévar; Jesus then responds with one of the seven I am-sayings, "Eyd eip
N 660¢ kol ) GNjbeia kol ) Wit oLdels EpxeTan TPOG Tov waTEpa el un &t €uov. This is one
of the crucial moments of revelation of the knowledge which the disciples as well as the nar-
ratee have to appropriate about Jesus as ultimate Sheph'e_rd, i.e. the Shepherd who is also the
door. Jesus’ statement in 14:7, again contrasts the correct knowledge with those who do not
have this knowledge, &i &yvokaté pe, kal 700 TATEPQ pov YrOOEohe” kol AT GPTL YLVQOOKETE
avroy kal Ewpdkoate avrov. .. The same thread is continued in terms of Jesus’ destiny in
16:16ff, Mupov kol ovkéTe Qewpelré pe, kai TENw pikpdr kol SYecls pe. elmay oy &k T4
pabnTir avtob Tpog aANGNovg, Ti éoTw TovTo 0 Néyer Nuiv, Mukpov kal ol fewpelré pe, kol
TENw pkpov kol 8Yeclé pe; kai, “OrL brdyw Tpog Tov TaTépa; ENeyor oy, Ti éoriw Tod70 [0
Néyet] 10 puikpov; ok oidaper i hahel. Eyvw [0] "Inoolc 67t 0ehor adTov dpwrdry, kal eimey
avroic, Ilepl TolTov {nTeite per GANGAwy 670 elmov, Mukpov kat ob Oewpelré pe, kol waAw
pekpov kol oyeodé pe; The disciples’ response that they do not know, provides the occasion
or the revelation of more knowledge to both intra-diegetic characters (the disciples) and extra-
diegetic narratee. The disciples’ response after Jesus® explanation about his allegorical sayings

in 16:29f provides an important moment of revelation: "18¢ viv &v wabpnalq ANOAEC Kkl

Tapopiow ovdepiar Néysic. viv oidauer 67t oldag mwavTa kal ol ypelav Exec va Tic oe
EpwTQ’ v ToUTw MoTEDOUEY OTL Ao Og0D EENDeg. This is also the response that the narrator

expects from the narratee.

Pilate’s non-understanding of who Jesus is in 19:10, "Epol ob Nahgic; ok oldac é1u &Eovaiaw
exw amoNvoai oe kol Efovalar Exw oTavp@oai oe; becomes evident if his statement is com-

pared with the knowledge that the narratee has of who Jesus is. It 1s Pilate (!) - the intra-

diegetic character - and not Jesus who does not understand.
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Despite these elements of revelation, the narrator’s commentary in 20:9, olésTw yap pdeLoay
Ty ypadny 6T Sel alrow éx vekpdy avaorivae, links up with both the activity of finding ful-
ﬁlme‘nt from the Old Testament in the life and acitivities of Jesus - which was farely
widespread in the first churches - as well as with the idea that Jesus as Shepherd can take up
his life again in John 10:17f. Mary Magdalene’s statement in 20:2, "Hpav ov kiptov & Tob
pvnueiov, kol ok oidapev wob E9nkav abréw, the narrator’s commentary in 20:14, rabra
elmodoa 0Tpddn eic T& oTiow, kal Bewpel Tov 'Inooly £0TdTR, KOl OUK 1idEL 7L “Inoovg 0Ty,
and his statement in 21:4 that the disciples did not know that it was the resurrected Jesus that
they encountered on the morning of his resurrection, mpwiag 8 %6y yevousrmg Eorn "Incovg
glg TOv alytaNov, ov pévrol fdeloar ol pabnTal o7 ’Inong_e’cmu, all function to create ironic
twists in the narrative. The story-level characters do not know where Jesus is. The narratee
- may infer, that they do not know this, because they have not taken up the revel.ations about
Jesus’ resurrection in the narrative. The‘ narratee knows that 1t is not the question of ‘where’,
but ‘who’ Jesus i1s. If one accepts that he is the one who would have been and was resurrected,
- then one can accept the narrational information that he 1s indeed the Shepherd who has power
to both lay down his life and take it up again. The narratee, do however find that the disciples
do perceive who Jesus is when he appears to them at the sea, ovdeic 8¢ érolua Tav pabnrow
dkeTdioon abtéy, TV Tic &, £16076C OTL 0 KUpLoG 0Ty (21:12). The narratee may infer that the

disciples do perceive who Jesus is, i.e. after his previous appearances.

The narrational knowledge in John is given legitimacy on the basis of the content thai the one
witnessing knows in 19:35, kol 0 éwpakag pepapripnker, kai &Anbuwy abrod éorw 7
papTupic, Kol Ekelvog oider 61 aAnBR Néver, iva kol vpetc motel[clnTe and 21:24, Obroc
07w 0 pabnTiC O popTUPGY TEPL TOUTWY KAl O YpaYac TadTa, Kai otdapey 011 aAndg aizToz";

N papTvpic $oTiv.

The knowledge that Jesus himself has of his mission, who he is and from where he is also con-
tinued in 11:42, éy& 62 fidew 67 TavTo7é pov &koleic, dANY Sudt TOV oxNov 7oV Teptsoréfa
elmov, va moTebowow 6ri ob pe &méorehac and in 12:49f, 6r éyo &t éuavrob olx

ENGNoa, GAN' O TEuYag pe TaTip abTée pou gvroNy 8€8wkey Ti lTw Kkod T{ NaNfow. kol
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oida 671 ) &vToN) abTOD (W) aidwide €0Tiv. @ vy €y NaNd, kabwg elpnkey poL O ToTNP,

oUTWG NaAD.

Jesﬁs’ foreknowledge about his own fate and how it links up with the divine will, is continued
in the narrator’s commentary in 13:1, TIpo 82 7ij £op7iic TOU TGOXQ ELSGG O "Inoovg o7t N
airréf; B &pa v petaBf éx ToV KOOROV TOUTOV TPOS TOV TATEPQ, »éz'yawﬁaag Tobc iiovg TOUG
v 1Q KOOUW ElG TENOG NYATNOEY avTobg, in 13:3, &idwg oTL TavTXL ESwkey a1k 6 TATP €IS
T8 xeipac kol 671 &wd feob EEGNOev kal wpog TOv Bedv Umdryst, in 18:4, fInong oy £i8wg
TavTa T& dpxoueva & albtov dEfNfey and in Jesus’ saying in 13:18, ol wepl wavTwY VpQ@Y
Neyw” &yw oZﬁ Tivag EEeneEauny AN v 1) ypodm W)\nprﬁ, ‘O Tpdrywy-frov TOV QPTOV
éripey ém éué v wrépvav avro. When Jesus is on the cross, the narrator’s commentary
gives a similar indication in 19:28, Merd Tob7o &idwg 0 'Inogolg 8ru 16y wawTa TETENEOTAL,

tva TeNewwby 1 ypadn, Neyer, Awd.

In this discussion, 1 addressed the intertextual interaction between themes in the shepherd
parable and the larger co-text of the narrative. These are, the voice of the shepherd, the hear-
ing of the sheep, the relationship of ownership between the shepherd and the sheep, the sheep’s
following of the shepherd and the sheep’s knowing of the voice of the shepherd. Both
retrgspectively and prospectively, these themes acquire content in the parable. In the
immediate context of John 10, John 10:7ff continue some of the themes addressed in the
parable. As Smit ([1995]) points out with regard to the interprefation of parables, it is not
necéssary to identify allegorical signifieds for each and every element in a parable. Further-
more, the author-narrator may choose to abstract only some elements which are then further.
elabbrated on. The abstractions themselves do not have to cohere with one another. This is
the case in John 10:7ff, where Jesus is equated both with being the door and being the
shepherd. What follows on the parable in 10:1-5 may be regarded as metaphoric abstractions

from the parable. These abstractions are then provided with more content - especially on the

narrational level.
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3.4 ABSTRACTIONS FROM AND FURTHER ELABORATIONS OF THE SHEPHERD
PARABLE IN JOHN 10:7-18

3.4.1 The structure of John 10:7-18

This section may be divided into four sections, 10:7-10, 10:11-13, 10:14-16 and 10:17-18.
John 10:7-10 forms a unit because Jesus the Sheﬁherd as door of the sheep is here contrasted
with thieves and robbers. John 10:11-13 forms a unit because Jesus as Good Shepherd who
lays down his life for the sheep is here contrasted with the hired servant. John 10:14-16 forms
a unit because Jesus’ relationship as Good Shepherd 1s explicated to those who belong to him -
whether they are from historical Israel or not and John 10:17-18 forms a unit because Jesus’
main act as Good Shepherd - to lay down his life for the sheep - 1s provided with narrational

content and grounded in the commandment of the Father.

3.4.2 John 10:7-10
Eimev ovv wahw o "Inooug,
._’Ayﬁu auny Néyw vuty 67t

&yo gl N Bvpa TV TpoBdTwy.

TavTeg 600t NNGov [Tpd éuov)
KNETTOU €LY KOl NpoTad,
AN obk fikovoay abTdy T TpéBarta.

Y@ eip ) Qlpar............. " [ty mpoBatwr] -

3" Epov v Tig £loENDY cwhhoeTan
KOl ELOENEVOETOU
kat éEeheboeTon

KQL YOy €VPN0EL.
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0 KNETTNG OUK EPXETOL
el Un tvor KNEYD
ko Qoo
kol ATONETD”
éya \fov
o {wyy Exwow

Kal TEPLOCOY EXWOTLY.

John 10:7-10 forms a unit because Jesus the Shepherd as door of the sheep is here contrasted
with thieves and robbers. John 10:7 and & form an incomplete introductory contrasting paral-
lelism. Jesus the Shepherd is here as door of the sheep contrasted with wdvrec oo HNov
[mp0 épob] KNémran eiolv kal Aporai. In a fashion similar to the parable, the negative, &AN
ovk fixovoay autey To TpoBaTta can also be read back into the first statement about Jesus as
door of the sheep. It is as door of the sheep, that the sheep listen to him but not to the thieves

and robbers.

As indicated in the discussion of the retrospective intertextual engagement of the shepherd
parable__ with the preceding co-text, the narratee has enough information to infer that the
shepherd in the parable, is Jesus. When Jesus now says, &yo eiput % 8opa 74w wpqﬁdrwu in
10:7, the-narratee infers that it is Jesus as Shepherd (!) who is the door of the sheep. The
metaphoric equation, here, is then, ‘Jesus a.s.the shepherd 1s the door of the sheep’, ‘with ‘the
shepherd’ the tenor and ‘door bf the sheep’ the vehicle. The interaction between ‘:shepherd’
and ‘door’ provides a transfer of semantic features from ‘door’ to shepherd. These can be
speqified as (transparency) (passage) (entrance) (access) (exit) (going out) (trustwforthiness)'
(protection) (safety) (defense) (shelter).' These are some of the semantic features which can be
applied to ‘shepherd” and therefore in terms of the narrational level of the narrative, to Jesus as
Shepherd who is the door. The genitive-link metaphor 76w mpoBaTwy reveals that these
semgntic features belong to or is the possession of the sheep - who the narratee knows from the -

intertextﬁa] engagement of the parable, signifies those who belong to Jesus the Shepherd.
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It is as door, that further content is provided with regard to the activities of the shepherd in
10:9 and 10b where it is stated that Jesus as Shepherd who is the door of the sheep, provides
entrance to salvation - 7ic loéN0y owbioeTar.... Intertextually, salvation acquires theqlogical
content on the narrational level - cf 3:17. The explanations, xoi eiceheboeTan ko E§eNeloeTan
kai vouny ebpioet, indicate parable content. On the narrational level, it indicates total (trust)
and (dependence) on the shepherd as door. This is then provided with more explicit theologi-
cal content in 10:10b when Jesus says, &yw INfov (va Lwny Exwoly kal Teptooor Exwow. The
pasture which the shepherd as door provides for the sheep is here theologically explained as the
giVing of abundant life. By stating it in terfné 6f the purpose why Jesus came, this content
forms part of the narrational ideology, namely that Jesus came to bring abundant (i.e. in terms

of quality and quantity) life.

In John 10:7-10, Jesus as Shepherd who functions as or is also door of the sheep, is then fur-
ther contrasted with thieves and robbers. The contrast between shepherd and thief/robber in
the parable 1s here abstracted and provided with more information. Moreover, the contrasting
semantic features in the parable are explicated in greater and more concrete detail. The
activities of those who came before Jesus (10:8), are closer specified in 10:10a and contrasted
with what he as door does for the sheep in 10:9 and 10b. The statement, K\éwrat eioiv xal
Apotai, &AN ovk fkovoay aUror ta wpofara links up with the parable, and draws the
semantic features of kKAémrat kal Nporai identified in the parable into this section in the text.
These are (exploitation) (distance) (non-ownership) (deviancy) concerning the sheep. To this
is‘added the activities which afe the manifestation of the purédse of one acting as thief in
10:10a, {var kNEYp kol BUop kal &mwonéo, i.e. (steal) (kill) (destroy). The sheep’s relationship

to the one who acts as thief and robber is such that they do not ‘hear’ him.

3.4.3 John 10:11-13

"Eya elpt 0 mouuny o kahbe

0 TOUNY 0 KOG TV Yuxny abTob Tiflpow vmép 14w TpoBdrwy”
0 uobwTog Kol ok &y Toup,

ov ovk EoTw T& TpoBaTa (S,
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Bewpel TOV NUKov EpxopgvoV
kol dpinow & TpoBaTo
kol ¢pelryet -
kol 0 Nokog qpralel auTa
Kol OKOPTLLEL -
671 pLobwrog oy

KoL 00 UENEL QUTY TEPL TV TPOLATWY.

John 10:11-13 forms a unit because Jesus as Good Shepherd who lays down his life for the
sheep is here contrasted with the hired servant. At this stage in the narrative, the narrator
finds it sufficient to reduce the parabolic statement about the Good Shepherd to the laying
down of the life of the shepherd. The 'Ey& eipt - introduction draws the whole statement
about the shepherd laying down his life into the narrational domain. As such, it contrasts it
with the activities of the hired servant. These activities are parabolically explicated in terms of
a conventional event, i.e. when a wolf stalks the sheep. In such an event, the narratee knows_
from conventional wisdom, that if the owner of the sheep is also the shepherd, the owner will
guard and defend the sheep - even if it costs his life. The hired servant, however, is not the
shepherd, which is the same as to say that he does not own the sheep. Since there is no per- |
sonal attachment between hired servant'and sheep, the hired servant leaves the sheep and flees

in the face of danger. The result is that the wolf captures the sheep and scatters them.

- The reason why the hired servént_flees: is explained with xai ok &v oy, ob obk Eorw T&
mpoBara (S, which indicates conventional wisdom: there is no personal attachment between
a hired servant and sheep that belongs to someone else. The hired servant also does not care
for the sheep. All this results in the capturing and scattering of the sheep. In terms of the nar-
rational ideology, any person acting in a manner which results in the capturing and scattering
of the flock of God relegates him or herself to the domain of the hired servant éutside the nar-
rational ideology. Returning to the idea of the Good Shepherd, these activities of the hired

servant are now contrasted with Jesus as the Good Shepherd.
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3.4.4 John 10:14-16
"Ey@ glpt 6 Touny 0 KOOGS
KOl YIVQOK® TO EUA
KOl yLrOoKoVOL e TO EUQ,

KOO YLV@OOKEL UE O TATNP

> W oW >

KAy YLOOKW TOV TOTEPQL,
kol THY Yuxny pov Tifnut

UTEp TV TPoBaTwY.
kol AN TpoBaTa EXw
Q OUK E0TLY €K THC di))\ﬁg TOUTNG’
KQKEWQ SEL pLe Qryaryely
kol TN GWYC pov GKovoovaLY,
ko yevijoorTon pla Tolppn, Elc oLy,
After Jesus’ &y eipe-sayings in 1:7,9 which reflect on him being the door of the sheep in con-
tradiction to the thieves and robbers (10:1,8,10) and strangers (10:5) who kill and destroy and
whom the sheep do not follow, trust or listen to, the éycb glpL 0 oY 0 KANOG-saying in
10:11 states that the Good Shepherd lays down his life for the sheep and can provide true pas-
ture. The giving of his life is the ultimate sign of his care and compassion (10:11). The con-
trasting of his attitude and conduct towards the sheep with that of his opponents is then taken
further in the contrasting of them being hired servants (6 ptofwrdc) who do not own (ov otk

éwol 7o TpoPBarta tbie) and do not care (uelew) about the sheep but ﬂee.:Then follows 10:14ff.

The éy& eipu-saying that Jesus uses in John is the formula of self-revelation commonly used by
Greek-speaking gods and goddesses in the Mediterranean world, including the God of Israel in
the Septuagint. This saying introduces information which is revealed to the reader in the paral-

lelisms that follow. It is this revealed information which defines the goodness of Jesus’

shepherding.
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In John 10:14-15, we find two parallelisms which foreground the mutual knowing of good
shepherd/Jesus-sheep/disciples and the Father-Jesus in an ABBA inverted parallelism or
chiasm. In the parallelisms, the mutual knowing can be explicated when we take the alternat-

ing foregrounded 1st person - 3rd person and 3rd person - 1st person verbs into account.

1/Jesus ---------- > mine/my own (A) I/Jesus <-----mmmm- mine/my own (B)

[/Jesus < --------- the Father (B) [/Jesus --------- > the Father (A)

This argument specifies a chiasm where Jesus’ knowing of the sheep/disciples is equivalent to
that of his knowing of the Father, and the sheep/disciples’ knowing of him is equivalent to that
of the Father’s knowing of him. The similarity of the M of the mutual knowledge of the
Father and Jesus and that of Jesus and the disciples is foregrounded in the similitude, intro-
duced by kafwg. This adverb introduces commentary or an interpretive key that draws the
relationship between Jesus and the sheep/disciples into the narrational ideology of the whole
gospel narrative. The similitude together with the reference to Jesus both as subject and object
in the initial positions in each of the stanzas focus the attention on him and that the knowledge

or the content of the knowing which is mutual is related to him.

KO YWVQOKW T EUC
KOl YLv@Okovol e TQ Epud,
KofwG YwvdoKeL pe 0 TATHP

KQY® YIVDOKW TOV TOTEPC,

The content of the knowing or knowledge is provided in the final xai-clause which offers”
strategically withheld information: kal iy Yuxiiv pov 1inum vmée row TpoBdrwy. In 10:11,
the reference to the Good Shepherd laying down his life is stated in the third person and that
Jesus will lay down his life is only revealed through inference. The first person statement of

Jesus in 10:15, is the climax of the built-up in Jesus’ speech, running from 10:11-15.
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Together with the revelatory 8y eipe 0 mouny 6 kaNog-saying and the similitude introduced
by xafag, all the information revealed - 1) that he is the good shepherd, 2) that he knows
(ywwdokw) the sheep and 3) regards them as hié own (ra éua) - is drawn into the narrational
ideolégy of the whole gospel narrative. In contrast to ‘the Jews” who should have acted as the
leaders and shepherds of the flock, but ended up as hirelings who do not care, do not know -
and db not have a personal relationship with the flock, Jesus as the incarnated Aéyog has a per-
sonal relationship of care with the sheep. The statements which emphasize mutual belonging
and knowing and the fact that he lays down his life for the sheep draws God, Jesus/shepherd
and flock/disciples together ina closely knit unity within the spiritual realm. That this is a
total fransparent realm, comes to the fore in the use of YOOoKEY which may be linked to the
Hebrew ¥7° bwhich emphasizes the mutual total, permeating and transparent knowing which
exists between God and his people and has its analogy in the total unique, open, trustworthy
and naked relationship between husband and wife. It is the sheep’s existence in this spiritual
realm which has been advocated throughout the gospel and which finds ultimate expression in
the metaphor of Jesus as Good shepherd. The fact that all the verbs are in the gnomic Present

tense, universalizes Jesus’ statements. John 10:16 then takes this global and universal claim

further.

Traditionally, the statement by Jesus, xai &N\« %rpéﬁam EXW O OUK E0Tw €K THG QNG
TavTng, has been interpreted to signify a different congregation than the Joham;ine o;le or to
signify one that includes the heathen in distinction to ethnic Israel which is taken to be the
origin;al flock. Be that as it may. This ambiguity will not be solved.l The important fact is
that this statement opens the way to include more people than a unitary closed circle of
beli_ev:ers. And this is important. Four facts are here important. First, from the perspective of
a closed circle or group of believers, this statement opens the acknowledgment of the fact that
there will always be other people not belonging to the closed circle, who are or might be
believers. Second, the activity of the bringing in of these believers (sheep) forms part of the
narrational ideology of John. This becomes evident in the use of S&i in xdxeiva Sei UE
“&yoryeiv.  Third, these believers are drawn in on the basis of the fact that they hear the

Shepherd’s voice, 1i¢ ¢pwriic pov &kotoovory. Fourth, the unity of the one flock and the one
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Shepherd (excluding all others) continues the idea of the unity created in 10:14f, xal
YeviooYTOL Wi TOLUYT, elc wour. This last statement opens the way even more.to a
universal interpretation of this section. If there is only one Shepherd, and if the flock compris-
ing many different people from different groups or circles (at least two) is a unity, then there is
no reason not to accept this as one of the most universal statements by Jesus in John. It is
against this background - the one Shepherd, the unity and the universal idea of the one flock,
that John moves to the final section of John 10:1-18. This section links up with the main
thread of the narrator’s ideology, that of the divine initiative which manifested itself in and

through all the events recounted in John.

3.4.5 John 10:17-18

SL& TOUTO pe O TaTHP QYT - A
OTL £y TiOue THY Yuxvy pov, mommmmomemososeooe B
va waw NaBw abmy. - C
oUSElS alpel QUTHY & EpoD, - -Cl!
QNN éye TiOpue abmyy aT’ EpavTol. B!
gtovoiar Exw fetvar abTiy, : B
kol Efovalay Exw wakw Nafety abmiy: C
Ta0TNY TV EVTONY ENQBOV TOPQ TOV TATPOG JOU. =wmmmmmmeemmiemmnommcomeeee A

Awce TovT6 here continues the theme broached in 10:11, 15b. Even though this is the case, the
fact that it follows on the universal statement of Jesus provides édditional reason for the love ‘of
the Father. In this section itself, the reason for the love of the Father is 67 Eyw 7ibnuL Y
yuxnv pov. This continues the theme of Jesus’ obedience to fhe commandment he has from
the Father. Since this command is from the Father, and since the Father is ultimately
responsible for the Jesus;events in John, Jesus’ statement, ivo 7dNew NGB avrqy, indicates the
authority he has over the salvation events. He lays down his life precisely for the purpose to
take 1t up again. This is reiterated in 10:18 when he says, obssic aipet avmy &m’ pot, GAN
eyw Tifpe by & duawTod. dfovaiay Exw fetvan abmiy, kal éfovoiar Exw TaAw AaSey

abrir: And that this all happens on the basis of the commandment of the Father, is stated
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explicitly in the final line, ra0mqy v évToNy ENaBoy Tapd 700 TaTpdc pov. The love and
commandment of the Father function as the narrational content which confers the authority on.
Jesus. Jesus’ obedience in both the laying down and the taking up of his life again draws his
saying, his works as well as who he is, into the narrational level. This contrasts with the story
level where the narratee will learn later in the narrative that Jesus 1s killed by his opposition.
Since his opposition acts contrary to the narrational level ideology, they find themselves out-
side the ideology which is to be appropriated by the narratee. If the listener responds by
appropriating the ideology, the listener becomes part of the community accepting the narra-
tional level information, i.e. the spiritual Israel. The narrator’s commentary in John 10:19-21

takes this issue further, and drives the point home.

3.4.6 John 10:19-21

Lxiopoa makw &yévero év Tolg lovdaiog due Tobg Noyoug Tofnovg.

ENeyov 8& ToONNoL €€ auT@Y, Aaupovior Exel kal paiveTar T{ abTod dkolere;

aN\ou ENeyor, Tavra 7 pipata obk Eorw Sawpovifouévov ui Sawubvior Stvatal TUGAQY.

opfalpovs avoifau,

The narrator’s commentary in John 10:19-21 functions to both portray the response that the
message of Jesus illicits as well as an additional nudge to bring the listener to make a choice -
to choose for or against the narrational level ideology and to become part of the spiritual Israel
or not. The 6de Topg Aoyoug here does not only refer analeptically to Jesus’ discourse in John
-10:1-18.  The narratee is also expected to know that Jesus is the incarnated ANoyoc. The main

point causing the division is then precisely this point - whether one accepts Jesus to be the

incarnated Aéyoc or not.

The response by some that Aawpuérior Exer kai paiverar and the question, 7¢ alrob &kobvere

show that these characters do not *hear’ or respond positively to the narrational level ideology.

Moreover, the narratee understands that the response of those who say, uij Scupdrior Sivara

TUPAGY opfalpols dwolfau; is also a reference to the healing of the blind man. As such, it is

- then both the verbs of ‘hearing’ and ‘seeing’ which have a reference both in the physical and
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spiritual realm. Those who accept what they physically hear what Jesus said and those who
accept that the blind man physically sees again are also those who accept the spiritual or the
narrational ideology. This then .is the main point which draws the whole shepherd discourse in
John 10:1-i8 into the realm of the relationship between signs and discourses - which I have
pointed out above, are embedded in and find their basic thematic unity in the Gospel of John in

John 1:14, the notion of the incarnation.

In the following section, I provide a brief theoretically-founded exposition of the shepherd
metaphor in Jeremiah 23:1-8 and Ezekiel 34:1-6. The basic results of this exposition is then

compared with John 10:1-18 in the final section of this chap;er.

3.5 A THEORETICALLY-FOUNDED ANALYSIS OF JEREMIAH 23:1-8 AND
EZEKIEL 34:1-6

3.5.1 Introduction
Both the texts in .Jeremiah 23 and Ezekiel 34 are structured in terms of the three facets of

criticism, judgment and salvation. I use these three themes to explicate the significance of the

shepherd metaphors in Jeremiah 23:1-8 and Ezekiel 34:1-6 in the following sections.

3.5.2 Jeremiah 23:1-8

Jeremiah 23 forms part of the larger section, Jeremiah 21:11-23:8 which corﬁprises ‘threats
against the :kings of Judah’ (cf Eissfeldt 1974:356). Even though it ‘cannot be dated with
certairity’- (cf Eissfeldt 1974:357), it most certainly represents the situation in Judah during
Jeremiah’s adult life. The references to kings in Jeremiah 23 refer to kings that Jeremiah
knew. In the larger context, the whole section starts with an analeptic reference to the death of
Josiah and then deals in order with Jehoahaz-Shallum, Jehoiakim, Jeoiachin and Zedekiah.
The basic criticism is that these kings did not do what was required of the Davidic monarchy,
namely to establish justice in society, especially as it relates to-the defending of the rights of
_the helpless as demanded by covenant law. An important aspect here is that the section con-

cludes with a messianic section in the last verses (cf Eissfeldt 1974:356).
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Jeremiah 23:1-8 can be divided into three sections as follows.

Crtique of M>  mmemeeeeeeeoeee- 23:1
Judgment by mn>  —meeemmeeemeeeee- 23:2
Salvation through the new king =~ ------------------ 23:3-4
The messianic king 23:5-8
3.5.2.1 Jeremiah 23:1

VORI YR JRX"NX D321 D*T72RD 2’y "

The LXX translates this verse as follows, "Q oi Toiuéveg oi écaaxopwifovrag Kol QTONNDOVTES
78 TpoBata Thc vounc mov. In Jeremiah, oi wouéreg is frequently used to refer to the kings
in distinction to the priests and the prophets. This indicates the political leadership of Judah.
Because the political leadership rebels against 7%7°, it 1S continuously criticized in Jeremiah.
This is evident in 2:8, ol ispeic ovk simar Ilob oy kiptog; kai ol &vTexduevor ToD voROU 0UK
NTLOTOVTO UE, KOL Ol TOLUEVEC NOELOUY EIC EUE, kal oL TpodpNTaL ETpodnTevor 1) Baak Kol
OTioW duwés)\oﬁé émopevfnoar, in 10:21, 67 oi wouéveg fppoveioarTo kai TOV Kipiov ovk
gkefnmoar dux TouTo OUK Evomoey Tao ) voun kol Steokopmiofnoar and in 12:10, woyuéveg
TONNOL SLEPBetpoy TOv ApuTeENDVA pov, EpnoNvvay v pepida pov, Edwkay pepida Emupn iy

pov gig Epnuov &Barov.

The description of the shepherds as those who X513 D"[:;IS?Q is rendered 1n the LXX with ot
Stokopmiforteg kal &moN\lovTec. These are also the two';verbs used to denote the judgment
of M (cf 1:10; 5:10; 6:5; 15:3,6,7; etc and 9:16; 13:24; 18:17; 49:32, 36). However, they

are used in Jeremiah 23 to denote the activities of the kings a'gainst covenant Israel.

An interesting variation in the LXX version of this verse is the replacement of the phrase,
711°7OR3 with a genitive of possession linked to the noun, ‘the sheep’, 7& mpéBara TG POUTIC

pov. This foregrounds the element of possession or ownership.
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3.5.2.2 Jeremiah 23:2
IR DY DYITDY DRI CIOR M1 MR 197

7pD *337 DX DNT2D K21 DINTN *INET OIS IR By

FVTORY D2°279R YV IR 02y

This verse is translated by the LXX as &uxx ToUro 7a:de Neéyer kiptog €l ToUG ToLpodvovTag TOV

Naoy pov "“Tuels Sieokopmioate T& TPORaTE pov Kok EEDONTE QUTQ KQl OUK ETETKEYxole

QUTQd, 160U EY® ExdLk® &P VUAC KATA TQ TOVNPQ ETLTNOEDUOT UUQY"

The metaphoric eciuation, ‘my people’ is the ‘flock’ is evident here. The basic criticism here
1s that the shepherds have actively scattered and driven away the people of 7°. They have

also not tended the flock. -

3.5.2.3 Jeremiah 23:3-4
PIRYIR YIRR X
“YY 1INX "NV OV OOR PANTITIWR NIZIRG Y0 TN

2371 1193 100

TIY IRTIKD DN n5y‘1 Dby TR

:IORI ITRDY K21 10K

The LXX translation here is kai &y® eiodéfopan Tovg karaloimove Tob Naob OV GO TAOYG
™S Yig, ov EEdoa abrolg éxel, Kal KQTaOTHOW obTolC &g Y vouny abT@v, Kod
avEnfioorrar kal TAnburbioorrar kal dvaoTiow abToic TOLUEVQS, Ol TOLUQYOUGLY QUTOUC,

Ko ob pofnbigovrar Emi 008 wrondigovrar, Néyel kipiog.

These two verses signify salvation for Israel. Three important points should be mentioned
here. First, the gathering of the remnant and the bringing back of the flock-by mM7* is con-
trasted with the scattering and driving out of the flock by the shepherds in verse 2. The results

of being fruitful and their multiplication, signifying prosperity for Israel. Second, the promise
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by 7171 that he will set up shepherds who will tend the flock in verse 4, contrasts with the not
tending of the flock in verse 2. The result of the shepherds who will tend the flock is that the
flock will ‘fear no more, nor be terrified; nor will th_‘ey be missing (anything)’. Third, the
activities of scattering and driving away are presumably references to the causes of the exile.
These activities are ascribed to the bad shepherd’s behaviour in verse 2. However, in verse 3,
the voice of 1171” states that he was the agent who drove them into the alien lands. This is in
keeping with the idea of corporate personality. Eveﬁ though the exile took place because of
the neglect and activities of the shepherds, the exile is ultimately the act of God. In terms of
the narrational ideology used here, the significance of the exile is that of divine judgment and
punishment. Punishmenf here has the purpose to bring the flock back to 71 and to restore

the covenant people of Israel through the return of the remnant.

3.5.2.4 Jeremiah 23:5-8

PYIS MY T TP MO D°X3 D) 737

YWI IRTH LRYD AP 20 970 7o

nb3? W7 PRI AT YN TR

MIRTE | WP WY

IR M0 T ITNCTRPY ORI ORI D023 137

OISR PR PRI 72T AT

WK TITT0TOR D
7201 N30 P PRIV 12 YUDK X037 WKL A7Y7

:DDRTR"2Y 1Y DY DANTI WX MW

This last messianic section forms the conclusion of the ;:omplex dealing with the threat against-
the kings. 1t is especially verses 5 and 6 that deals with the righteous Davidic branch which
M will raise in the last days, that provide the positive aspects of this shepherd or king.
- These are that he will act and reign wisely, and that he shall do Justice and righteousness in the
earth. This will‘ result in the salvation of Judah and in the fact that Israel shall dwell safely.
His name, 13P78 M, contrasts with the unjust and unrighteous acis of the kings. It also func-

tions as the label which comprehensively draws together the acts expected of a king and true
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shepherd of the covenant people. Eissfeldt (1974:99) states in this regard that Jeremiah 23:5f
forms part of the messianic sections in the Prophets (e.g. Is 9:3-6; 11:1-9; Mi 5:3) which
. glorify the virtues of the Messiah and the times of happiness and peace which he is to bring
about’. He continues to say that all these songs must also be understood ‘as an echo of the
songs which glorify the reigning monarch’ (Eissfeldt 1974:99). In contrast to these kings,
however, the messianic king will ensure thef ‘Justice and equity’ will prevail in both life and

land (cf Harrison 1977:820).

3.5.2.5 The covenant demands in Jeremiah 21:12 and 22:3
M MR 7 T 3

- PUIY 1 23339780 vEYR TpaY 1T

1321 PRI AP T UKD RINTTE

020+ DYy ¥ 21

DIN? 93] PITY 17 2A13 3908 M ARTEY LOYR WY M WK 1D

;717 OIPR3 12DYNT2R *p3 D7) IOBNAIR WAIR "I

Four issues present in the larger section of Jeremiah 21:11-23:8 link up with Jeremiah 23:1-8.
In the larger section of the criticism against the kings of Judah, they are criticized concerning
their not keeping of the covenant. The criticism is based on their not fulfilling of the demands
of the covenant as explicated in 21:12 and 22:3. The demands in 21:12 to executegjustice ar7
vEYUN) and to deliver the robbed ones from the hand of the oppressor (PYIY 1 ‘711.3 1’?’331)
together with the demands in 22:3 that the king should do justice and righteousness and deliver
him who is robbed out of the hand of the oppressor (PIUY 120 213 1'?’3;‘11 ARTE LRYD WY),
not to do wrong, nor do violence to the stranger, the fatherless or the w1dow and not to shed
innocent blood (193YN"?X *p3 O W0BAN"OR WA'YX NIM9RY DN 13Y) are typical socio- pastoral
eovenant demands placed on the king. Since Jeremiah 23 relates the requirements for acting as
shepherd as well as the non-fulfilment of these requ1rements by the kings, these covenant
demands prov1de content to the elements of neglect by the kings. The socio-pastoral demands

are also related in the lament in 22:13, 72y INYI2 132 %9 wggﬁp X232 YNy P3RS i
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A9+ XY 19yD1 03N, These are all social activities which should be regulated by the kings in
accordance with the demands of justice. It is, however especially 22:17 which relates the
activities of the kings concerning their own enrichment plainly, ‘53_7'!5?_( o) 1]:;1‘?1 PPYPROD
MYy AN PYYaoY TIRWY *p3ncDT 21 Y33, Moreover, the devastation which will
follow the oppression is explained in the statement put into the mouth of the passers-by in

22:9, :DIT2Y7 DOIX DTOXY MORYN DPPAOR M IMI3TTK 121y WR 2 WK The main

reason for the destruction (and exile) is the fact that they (i.e. the city) have forsaken the

covenant of 173",

3.5.3 Ezekiel 34:1-6

Ezekiel 34 cannot be dated with certainty. We may assurﬁe that it refers to the time of the
exile of the ten tribes, i.e. 575-550 B.C.E. Even though it might have specific significance to
this period, it is better to assume that it functions here as a generalization and that it does not
refer to a particular period or circumstances. We may then.assume that the basic view is that
the kings did not do what was required of the Davidic monarchy throughout Israel’s history,
namely to establish justice in society by seeing to it that the kings themselves as well as the
nation live according to the covenant law. Central to the prophetic criticism is that these kings .
did not defend the rights of the helpless as demanded by covenant law. The basic structure of
Ezekiel 34 can be explicated as follows. | |

Introductory formula and theme (34:1-2)

The shepherds/kings and their conduct (34:3-16)

Critique of M1 34:3-6
Judgment by MV 23:9-10
Salvation oo 23:11-16

The flock/Israel and their conduct (34:17-24)

Critique of M B --- 34:17-19
Judgment by M7 23:20-21 + 22 (hinge)
Salvation through new king ~ —ooemoeeme 23:22 (hinge) + 23-24

-Covenant promises (34:25-31)

Closing covenant formula and theme ‘ 34:25-31
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3.5.3.1 Ezekiel 34:1-2
SRY VPR MPT27 0
*yinTPy X130 OTX12
AP | I D DY DR TN K33 YR

;DY WY IRED XIPT DOIR QYT P WK XY

The basic criticism against the shepherds of Israel is that they 0MX ©°Y7 (LXX: pn Bookovory
mowpévec éavroic) in stead of the flock. The basic theme is that the shepherds fed themselves
and not the flock. The rhetorical question, B°¥17] W7 X33 X177, invites the response from
the listener, ‘Yes, the shepherds shouid feed the flock’. It becomes evident in the whole of the
chapter that this feeding or nourishment refers to both the'material and socio-religious well-
being of the covenant people. This is painted in metaphoric language throughout.the chapter.

In the following section, I explicate the significance of the metaphoric language usage.

3.5.3.2 Ezekiel 34:3-6

AYIN KD IXID NITA TRII0 WIPR MYINRY I2IKA 25007 NR

N7 NRY DAY K2 NNava21 DnXDTRY NINaTNRY onpIn XY nivnan iy
71923 BIX DIPTY ARIN2Y DAYRI K? MTIRDNXY DRI KO

pem 1Y M-ygh AhaNY arvam ay1 v Apyem

PX)*INE 199 YT *32722 YY) M) MYXY3 YY1 B3 <533 NS

WPID PRI YT

The critique of the M against the shepherds has two sides in Ezekiel 34:3-6. On the one
hand, the shepherds are criticized for what they do for themselves. On the other, they are’
criticized fqr what they did not do for the flock, i.e. their neglect, as well as for their exploita-

tive activities concerning the sheep. The influence of these activities on the flock or the people

of Israel, is then explored in verses 5 and 6.

The metaphoric catalogue of criticism concerning what they do for themselves comprise the

following: eating the fat, clothing themselves with the wool and sacrificing the fat ones. On
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the level of the conventional understanding of a shepherd’s relationship withA his flock, the
three metaphoric descriptions of the shepherds’ activities relate to the ordinary use that a
shepherd makes of his flock, namely to use the flock for nourishment (eating the fat), for clo-
thing (clothe themselves with the wool) and for religious purposes (sacrifice .the fat). This
indicates the normal conventional behaviour of a shepherd concerning his flock. The presup-
position, on this level of the conventional behaviour is that the shepherd should .feed the flock,
where feeding indicates the shepherd’s general care for his flock. In the immediate co-text,
however, the narratee has information that the shepherds or rulers of the nation who are meta-
phorically criticized in this text, did not adhere to this basic conventional requirement.
References to the command of Mi1° to prophesy against the shepherds, the ‘woe’, as well as
the thematic statement at the end of verse 2 provide information concerning the criticism of
mMn°. The reiteration of the basic theme in the concluding phrase in verse 3; WAN XXX,
functions as additional point 6f reference for the evaluation of the shepherds’ activities and
analeptically links up with the information which the narrateé already has. From this perspec-
tive, the activities of (eating the fat), (clothing themselves with the wool) and (sacrificing the.
fat) appear exploitive. The narrational ideology evaluates these activities negatively. The
a(;tivities of the shepherds in the three domains of nourishment, clothing and religious practice
are- then revealed to be exploitive of- the flock and in non-figurative terms indicate the

shepherds’ use of the produce of the covenant people of Israel for their own benefit without

any care for the people themselves. This assumption is then further elaborated on in verse 4.

Verse 4 comprises the catalogue of activities which, stated in the positive, would signify the
normal behaviour of a shepherd concerning the ‘feeding’ of his flock: making the weak strong,
healing the sick, binding up the broken, bringing back the banished or those exdluded from the’
- flock and seeking the lost. On this conventional level, these activities comprise the normal
behaviour of a shepherd concerning the tending and caring of his flock, i.e. tending and cé.ring
for the weak,. the sick and the broken, the exclude from and the lost of the flock. These are
five crucial areas of a shepherd’s conventional care of his flock. On this level, it also com-
prises a catalogue of activities with which the narratee is familiar and in the co-text provide

content to the use of the verb metaphor, ‘feeding’ the flock. Since all these activities of a
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shepherd’s conventional care for his flock are here stated in the negative, the rulers’ activities
of neglect concerning the covenant people of Israel are here negatively evaluated. The
shepherds’ active interaction with the flock is then contrasted by way of a summary statement
“with what is conventionally expected from a shepherd in the final phrase of verse 4, DRUR2
77923 DIk D77 APIN2Y. In stead of care, the shepherds ‘rule with force and harshne;s’.
This statement functions on the ideological level and draws the activities of non-care into the

domain of the criticism of the rulers of the covenant people by 1>,

The influence of these activities on the flock or the people of Israel, is then explored in verses
5and 6. Since the activities of the shepherds basically leave Israel without a shepherd, verse 5
states that the flock is scattered for the lack of a shepherd and that they became food for all the
beasts of the field when they were scattered. Verse 6 states what is the case by providing a
metaphoric description of what happened to the sheep, they strayed in dangerous places
(mountains and every high hill) and they were scattered very far from Israel (on all the face of
the earth). In this situation, the lament is thaf ‘none searched and none sought (for them)’.
The section comprising the criticism is then followed by the judgment of M (34:9-10) -

which basically repeats the criticism and judges the kings -, and the announcement of salvation

(34:11-16).

The salvation by God comprises the facts that he will search, rescue, gather and bring back the
flock, feed them with good pasture, seek the lost, bring back the strayed, bind up the injured,
strengthen the weak and judge those who functioned as the exploiters (34:11ff). He then
announces that he will appoint a Davidic shepherd over Israel who will feed and care for them
(34:23f), :ny7 107 MATRIN DX 7Y XIT VT TIY K IR AYT TR NY 0°by omepm

PRT3T MV 03X 09I RO T C7ay) PRy On? Ax M ). This act includes a
covenant of peace, DI%Y N2 on? 1121, which will ensure prosperity (34:25-29). The éhap-
ter closes with the covenant formula, OX3 PX719° 173 "By 7T OAX DIPHR 7T 3 02 W

STV 237X OX3 D22 I¥ ORX DR TPV IXE 23K 1A 70 237X, in 34:30f
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3.6 A COMPARISON OF JEREMIAH 23:1-8 AND EZEKIEL 34:1-6 WITH
JOHN 10:1-18

3.6.1 A summary of the fmd{ngs

At least three important conclusions can be drawn from the analysis and interpretation of John
10:1-18, Jeremiah 23:1-8 and .Ezekjel 34:1-6. First, in both Jeremiah and Ezekiel, the meta-
phor, ‘shepherd’ is used to denote kings. This is important in so far as the idea of the kingship
of Jesus is also addressed in John - especially in the context of him being the Son of God.

This idea will be further explored in the next chapter.

Second, all three these Biblical texts draw on the historicall‘y-specific conventions concerning
shepherding. In John 10:1-5, the conventions which are used later in 10:7-18 and infused with
ideological content are stated in parable form. In Jeremiah 23:1-8 and Ezekiel 34:1-6, these
are juSt assumed. These conventions - and the parable in tHe case of John 10 - are then pro-
vided with theological content in the texts. Throughout, metaphorization takes place in terms

of elements which were abstracted from the parable.

Third, since it is difficult to date and to find specific referents for both the Jeremiah and the
Ezekiel texts, it seems appropriate to treat John in the same way. This approach, ther.l.,
relegates an allegorical or historically-speciﬁc interpretation of John 10 to a secondary level.
We have already seen in the dverview of the history of research that it is notoriously difficult
to treat John 10 in this way. As far as John 10 is concerned, an allegorical interpretation
would attempt to find stable referents in terms of conventional schemas related to a gnostic
Christian community or the historically contingent exclusion of Christians from the Synagogue’
by ‘the Pharisees’ or ‘the Jews’ at some point towards the close of the first century. Numerous
interpretations in the past have shown that these interpretations run into trouble on vafious
points. A metaphoric interpretation, however accounts for the abstraction of certain elements
from convention or the parable. This was done comprehensively in this chapter. Such an
approach does not have to find extra narrative referents in the historical circumstances of the _

Johanannine church, but can be applied and used metaphorically in all possible circumstances -
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in the same way that Jeremiah and Ezekiel were applied to different kings of the time and not
to one or two in particular. According to such an approach, anybody who then acts towards
the sheep, the flock of the Lord, in a fashion similar to the thieves and robbers in John, is
excluded from the narrational discourse of the Gospel according to Johr;. Anybody aéting n
terms of the shepherd discourse and Jesus’ activities, acts within the contours drawn by the
narrational ideology. As the incarnated Aoyog and also as messianic King, Jesus is the only

one who can claim to have acted as shepherd in fulfilment of the promises of the messianic

Shepherd-king.

The evidence uncovered in the analysis of John 10:1-18, Jeremiah 23:1-8 and Ezekiel 34:1-6
will be summarized and used in the next chapter. Here, this information is used to address the

question of the christology of John as it is presented through the pri'sm of John 10:1-18.
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CHAPTER 4
JOHN 10:1-18 AND THE CHRISTOLOGY OF JOHN

4.0 INTRODUCTION

It is virtually axiomatic that the christology of John forms the central theme in the Gospel of
John. The study of christology involves the identification of the picture, nature or meaning
that Jesus has according to John. In this study, I have concentrated 6n the study of this theme
from the vantage point of John 10:1-18. Even though the christological titles used in John are
obviously not the only prisms through which we can identify the nature or meaning of Jesus,
they form the main anchor points in the Gospel. In this chapter, I first provide an overview of
the results of the research as it pertains to the understanding of who Jesus 1s according to John
10:1-18. 1 then provide an overview of the interaction of the christology of John 10:1-18 with
the rest of the Gospel and finally return to study the interaction of the information uncdvered

up to this point with Jeremiah 23:1-8 and Ezekiel 34:1-6.
4.1 THE CHRISTOLOGY OF JOHN 10:1-18

4.1.1 Introduction

I have pointed out that the metaphoric interpretation of the parable and the conventions con-
cerning shepherding in Jeremiah 23:1-8 and Ezekiel 34:1-6 takes presedence over an
allegorically-contingent interpretation towards the end of the previous chapter of this disserta-
tion. Reinhartz (1992) makes a different distinction. Her distinction, however, amounts to the
same approach as my own. In the narrative content, signified or story of John, she distin-
guishes between a historical tale, an ecclesiological tale and a cosmological tale in John (cf
Reinhartz 1992:2ff). The historical tale comprises an account of the events concerning the his-
torical Jesus at the story time early in the first century C.E. (Reinhartz 1992:2,5). On this
level of interpretation, John reports that Jesus as historical figure‘ acted as Shepherd concerning
the true Israel of God. The ecclesiological tale recounts the fate of the Johannine church

which was excommunicated from the synagogue in the story-time late in the first century C.E.
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(Reinhartz 1992:3f,5). In this context, the Jesus events are placed within the context of the
Johannine community. Jesus is .then equated with the Christian preacher or pastor in John 10.
The Christian preacher or pastor has Jesus as example of how to act concerning the true Israel
of God. The cosrnol;)gical tale - which I have described as the ‘narrational ideology’ of John -
relates the theological or spiritual ideology of John, especially as it is based in John 1:1 and the
idea of the incarnation in John 1:14. Reinhartz (1992:5) states that the historical Jesus events

are here

placed in the continuum of the Word’s pre-existence with God and the eventual return of
the Word and his disciples to God’s realm, that is, the ‘story time’ of the cosmological

tale.

Following Smit ([1995]) I regard this domain as the ideological domain, because this forms the
primary point of evaluation and judgment of all the events recounted in Biblical narrative.
This ideology is narrational because this is the primary domain in which the narrator functions
and which he expects his reader to function too if s/he would come to an understanding of who
Jesus 1is or then the chrisfology of John. This is a stronger and I believe more adequate view
than Reinhartz’ view that the cosmological tale merely ‘intersects and parallels the historical

and ecclesiological tales at many points’ (Reinhaﬁi 1992:4f).

4.1.2 The christological themes in John 10:1-18

I have indicated that; the basic theme of John can be formulated as ‘the interrelation of spirit
and matter which manifests itself in and through the signs, discourses and évd eip - sayings of
the ‘word incarnate, :gives life’. In John, the mediation of the spiritual reality through the
material is then the basic underlying_ mechanism for the understanding of the idea of the
incarnation as well as the spiritual significance of the signs, discourses and the YW 81’,[1.1, -
sayings of Jesus. The important theme is that it is precisely through the material events of

Jesus’ signs, discourses and &y sip - sayings that the real spiritual Iife 1s imparted to the nar-

ratee!
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John 10:1-18 uses the conventional relationship between shepherd and sheep or flock as the
material substance which is used to reveal real spiritual life to the narratee. The basic material
used is the contrasting of the relationship between shepherd and sheep/flock on the one hand
and the relationship between thieves/robbers and the sheep/flock on the other. The contrasting
on the material level is continued in John 10:7-18. Thematically, the contrasting addresses the
spiritual or narrational ideological themes: Jesus the Shepherd is the door of the sheep (10:7-
10), Jesus as Good Shepherd lays down his life for the sheep (10:11-13), Jesus the Good
Shepherd’s relationship to those who belong to him - whether they are from historical Israel or
not (10:14-16) and Jesus’ main act as Good Shepherd is to lay down his life for the sheep in
accordance with the commandment of the Father (10:17-18_). All these themes relate to the
material and conventional level of shepherding. These themes are metaphorized and provided
with theological or the narrational ideology. I provide a summary of the findings of my

research in the following section.

4.1.2.1 The relationship between shepherd and sheep/flock - the parable
From the shepherd’s side, the relationship between the shepherd and the sheep has been sum-

marized semantically as follows: (care) (closeness) (ownership) (transparency) (normal rela-

tionship) (conserving unity of the flock/bringing together) (feeding sheep and tending them or

providing for their well-being) (preserving/protecting/defending behaviour concerning the

sheep and the flock). When the listener listens to the reading of John 10:1-5, the narratee

knows that all these features can be applied to Jesus.

His care, tending, providing for people’s well-being or his preserving, protecting, defending

behaviour concerning people has become evident in John 1-9 - especially through his healings’
of the official’s Son (Jn 4) and the sick man (Jn 5), the feeding of the five thousand (Jn 6) and
the healing of the man born blind (Jn 9). His personal attention to each has revealed his close-
ness, ownership as well as his transparency or openness with which he did this. On the
pastoral level, this signifies that Jesus provides exemplary conduct towards people in need. On

the christological level, these were all occasions on which different aspects of his nature were

revealed. These elements are explored by John in 10:7-18.
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4.1.2.2 Jesus the Shepherd is the door of the sheep (10:7-10)
Central to this theme and the three following ones is the control Jesus has over his self revela-
tion. Itis as door of the sheep, that the sheep listen to him. This is based on the semantic fea-

tures which we identified as (transparency) (passage) (entrance) (access) (exit) (going out)

(trustworthiness) (protection) (safety) (defense) (shelter). The genitive of possession indicates

Jesus’ ownership of people. All this function to reveal that Jesus provides entrance to salvation

- theologically speaking. The nature of salvation which he provides is the giving of abundant,

quality life.

4.1.2.3 Jesus as Good Shepherd lays down his life for the_shee'p (10:11-13)

In the event of danger, the Good Shepherd lays down his life for the sheep. The giving of his

life is the ultimate sign of his care and compassion.

'4.1.2.4 Jesus the Good Shepherd’s relationship to those who belong to him - whether they
are from historical Israel or not (10:14-16)

The social unity created by the Shepherd is more important than the care for individuals. The
Good Shepherd’s care for the individual believer is embedded in the corporate unity of Jesus,
the believers (those who hear/see/know spiritually) and the Father. However, the individual is
not excluded. S/he finds his/her unity with the Shepherd through the corporate unity of the
mutual knowledge which exists between the Father, Jesus and the individual(s) as well as the

Father and Jesus’ ownership of the individual and the flock. The mutuality of knowledge

about the fact that Jesus lays down his life for the sheep creates the unity. This mutuality is

then taken further in Jesus’ universalizing statements in 10:16. This universalizing embeds
those outside the group and not belonging to the group - but who will be brought in - in the

corporate complex of the knowledge of Jesus’ death shared by the Father, himself as well as

the believers. Christologically speaking, both the individual, the mutuality and unity as well as

the globalizing of the ‘flock” are all embedded in the knowledge that Jesus lays down his life
for the sheep (10:15).
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4.1.2.5 Jesus’ main act as Good Shepherd is to lay down his life for the sheep in accord-

ance with the commandment of the Father (10:17-18).

Central to this theme is that Jesus has control over his destiny as determined by the divine

initiative. His obedience is then an obedience which defies the activities of Judas and his

opposition which would plot and bring about his death. The theme of the divine initiative runs

.throughout John and is the main determining factor of the christology of John.

4.1.2.6 Discipleship
Discipleship is especially developed through the references to the spiritual following, hearing,
.knowing and seeing of who Jesus in reality is. These metaphors are used to denote belief or
faith in Jesus .the Godd Shepherd. The spiritual relationsﬁip with Jesus 1s of an individual
‘nature - he calls by name. There also exists an element of trust between Jesus ahd the sheep as
well as total dependence on him for salvation. However, this individuality is embedded in the
corporate identity created by the mutual knowledge betweeﬂ Father, Jesus himself as well as
the believers. Following Jesus as Good Shepherd and being part of the spiritual Israel might'
include the death of the believer - as in the case of Peter. However, if the minister of the
| “word does this in and while serving the flock, even this death and suffering will form part of

_ the love of God for his covenant people as indicated in John 21.

4.2 THE CHRISTOLGGY OF JOHN 10:1-18 AND THE GOSPEL AS A WHOLE

:Since the listener to John’s Gospel already has the knowledge revealed about Jesus through the
various titles and his activities and discourses recounted earlier in the narrative, the christology
fof John 10:1-18 is informed by all this information. However, the study of the intertextuality’
between John 10:1-18 and the rest of John revealed that there exists thematic relationships
between John 10:1-18 and the rest of the Gospel which inform the christology of John 10 rﬁore
closely. I have researched the elements which draw the christological elements in the rest of
the Gospel into the domain of the Shepherd parable in the previous chapter. These are the
voice of the Shepherd, the hearing of the sheep, the relationship of ownership between the

shepherd and the sheep, the sheep’s following of the shepherd and the sheep’s knowing of the
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voice of the shepherd. Eight main points can be made on the basis of this research.

4.2.1 Jesus as Shepherd-king | |

" In 18:37, Jesus® kingship as well as his ‘testifying to the truth’ constitute the purpose of his
birth and the reason why he ‘came into the world’. The ambiguity 1n this verse draws both his
nature (being king) as well as his activities (‘testifying to the truth’) together. The following,
wag 0 v éx TS dAnbeiag &xobel pov THg dwric relates his followers to the truth and through
equivalence, to Jesus as king - those who are also out of the truth listen to his voice as the
voice of the king of truth. To be ‘out of the truth’ is in the larger context of the Gospel as a
whole equivalent to be ‘from God’ (8:47). This is evident because one that is ‘from God’
hears ‘the words of God’. This also makes the ‘words of God’ (8:47) equivalent to ‘my voice’
(18:37). If one is out of the truth, from God and héars the words of God as well as listens to
Jesus’ voice, then one is God-fearing, does his will and can be sure that God hears one also
pastorally speaking (cf 9:31). Jesus’ kingship is further grounded in 1:49 where ‘Son of God’
and ‘King of Israel’ are equated (cf 12:13 also where Jesus comes in the name of God and is
the king of Israel, the covenant people) and in 19:19 where Pilate’s inscription, Inootc 6
Na{wpaiog 0 Baoihevc 14w lovdaiwy, is not altered despite an alternative suggestion by ‘the

Jews’. One can then say that Jesus is the Shepherd-kingw(')f spiritual or covenant Israel if

viewed from the perspective of John 10.

4.2.2 The Shepherd-king as Son of God and Son 6f man

The life which is in Jesus and the life which Jesus gives is the same as the life which is in the
Father. This links Qp with Jesus being both Son of God and Son of man. It is as Son of God
- that he has and gives the life. Those who have done good receive this life and will hear the
voice of the Son of God for the purpose of resurrection of life. Judgment is related to the
activity of Jesus as Son of man. Judgment - his activity as Son of man - involves those who
have done evil. Those who have done evil will hear his voice to the resurrection of condemna-

tion.. The conclusion which can be drawn here is as follows: in the life of goodness in this

world as well as in the resurrection of life, believers will encounter Jesus as Son of God (and

King). In the life of evil in this world as well as in the resurrection of condemnation, non-
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believers will encounter the Son of man.

4.2.3 The Shepherd-king as the incarnated Aéyog

- The relationship of ownership between Jesus as Shepherd and the spiritual Israel is grouhded in
the incarnation. The use of s both as adjective and noun emphasizes the personal relation-
ship between the Shepherd and the sheep. 8w is also used in 1:11 where it denotes both the
historical Israel and the group of people delimited through the narrational ideology. On story
level, it may just refer to the ethnic nation, Israel. On narrational level, it refers to the
spiritual or real Israel, i.e. the Israel which is éx 'rﬁg'&)\nGaZag and &k Tov feov and which 1s
equated with the sheep in the parable in John 10. This link between the prologue and John 10
also infuses the nature of the Shepherd with what is said about the Néyog. The relationship of
ownership between Jesus as Shepherd and the spiritual Israel is grounded in the incarnation.

Therefore, the Shepherd is also the incarnated Aéyog.

4.2.4 The Shepherd-king as the saviour of the world

The knowing of the voice of the Shepherd in John 10 is to know and share the knowledge that‘
Jesus has about God, himself, from where he is, his mission and the foreknowledge of his fate,
and how all this link up with the divine will as pointed oﬁt above. This knowledge which the
listener progressively acquires in the listening to the reading of the narrative is contrasted with
the non-understanding of characters in the narrative. This has the function of movihg the
listener into the domain of accepting what is revealed as well as revealing that the acéepting of
this and the life according to this knowledge will bring about conflict with Jesus’ opponents in
the narrative. In 4:42, the motifs of ‘hearing’, ‘knowing’ and ‘being saviour of the world’ are
all linked. All these are equivalent to the hearing (on the narrational level) of the shepherd’s:
voice in 10:4. The phrase, ‘saviour of the world’ in 4:42 is found in the mouths of the
Samaritan crowds. That this universal statement is made in John by those who wer.;t.rvad.i.-
tionally excluded from Judaism links up - i.e. through the idea of the knowing of the
shepherd’s voice in John 10 - with the universal statement by Jesus in John.10:16. So, we

may conclude that the Good Shepherd is ‘the saviour of the world’ universally speaking - i.e.

if we take it together with 4:42 as explained.
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4.2.5 The Shepherd-king as the realization of the covenant promises

To know the voice of the Shepherd in John 10 is - i.e. in the narrative as a whole - tq know
frdm where or who Jesus is, i.e. that he is from the Father, speaks the words that he has seen
with the Father (12:49f), is to believe and accept him as Shepherd. He is the Shepherd who is
the representative of the Father (7:28,29; 8:14-19,371,55). Those who .do not accept this, do
not know either Jesus or the Father. Even if they claim to be the descendants of Abraham
(8:56) - i.e. they belong to the covenant people - they do not beiong to the covenant people if

they reject Jesus. Jesus is then the Shepherd who fulfils the promises that God made to

Abraham. The Good Shepherd, therefore, is the realization of the covenant promises God

made to Abraham.

4.2.6 The Shepherd-king as the giver of covenant and spiritual life

The pasture or abundant life that the Shepherd gives in John iO relates to the eating of the flesh
of the Son of man and the drinking of his blood in 6:53-64. This represents the paﬁicipation‘
) in the eucharisf. To do this is to participate and to believe (6:64) in the true food and drink of
the words which are spirit and life (6:63). In the context _of the reference to the desert trek of

Israel (6:58), this signifies the participation in the fulfilled covenant as brought about by the

Son of man who ascended to where he was before. In this context, the Good Shepherd gives

covenant life which is also the life of the Spirit.

4.2:.7 Jesus is the Shepherd-king in whom people can believe
In the same way that the Son of man is the one whom can be regarded as merely another
human being or as the one whom a person may believe in (6:64) to be the one appointed by

God for judgment, the Shepherd, likewise evokes a response of belief of rejection (10:19-21).

4.2.8 The metaphoric interpretation of the shepherd discourse
On each of the occasions that the elements of John’s christology as it links up with John 10 are
revealed throu‘ghout John, the listener encounters a conflict between the knowledge that is

revealed through the Jesus character and by the narrator’s commentary on the one hand and
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character who do not understand, who do not want to believe or who oppose Jesus. The oppo-
sition to Jesus as Good Shepherd is explicitly stated in the narrator’s commentary in John
10:19-21. Apart from confirming and grounding the knowledge of the listener, this device
also has the function of excluding the c;haracters who act in this manner from the Johannine
community. The significance is that all the characters and the views, knowledge and ‘practices
they represent are excluded from the co?enant community of the true spiritual Israel as it real-
izes itself in the Johannine community and by implication by the universal spiritual ‘Israel’.
Therefore, on each point, the christology of John or in each moment of the revelation of who
Jesus 1is, the listener is confronted with a choice: to follow the Shepherd and the practices he
represents or to follow the various characters and the practices they represent, e.g. the
thief/robber, hireling, ‘the Jews’, ‘the Pharisees’, and the regime represented by Pilate. This
element is especially important when we now proceed to discuss the interactioﬁ between John

10 and Jeremiah 23:1-8 and Ezekiel 34:1-6.

4.3 THE CHRISTOLOGY OF JOHN 1021-18, THE GOSPEL AS A WHOLE AND ITS
INTERACTION WITH JEREMIAH 23:1-8 AND EZEKIEL 34:1-6

4.3.1 The christology of the Shepherd discourse

The main points made about the christology of John related to the shepherd discourse include
the following: the Shepherd represents (care) (closeness) (ownership) (transparency) (normal
relationship) (conserving unity of the flock/bringing together) (feeding sheep and tending them
or providing for their well-being) (pres;erving/protecting/defending behaviour concerning the
sheep and the flock); as door, the Shepherd is (transparent), provide (passage) (entrance)
(access) (exit) (going out) (protection): (safety) (defense) (shelter), is (trustworthy), gives -
abundant life and in the event of danger, the Shepherd lays down his life for the sheep. The
mutuality of knowledge about the fact that Jesus the Shepherd lays down his life for the s.heep
creates the unity of the universal flock or covenant community. Central to these issues is that

Jesus has control over his destiny as determined by the divine initiative.
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4.3.2 The christology of John

All these elements present in John 10 are grounded in the eight elements of the christology
explicated above. These can be summarized as follows: Jesus as incarnated >‘E’7°§ 1s the
Shepherd-king of spiritual or covenant Israel. As Shepherd-king, he is also the saviour of the
world universally speaking and gives covenant life which is also the life of the Spirit. As
such, Jesus as Shepherd-king is the realization of the covenant promises God made to Abraham
and creates unity in the covenant community (which has universal dimensions). In the life of
goodness in this world as well as in the resurrection of life, believers will encounter Jesus as
Son of God (and king). In the life of evil in this world as well as in the resurre’ction of con-

demnation, non-believers will encounter the judgment of the Son of man.

4.3.3 John’s christology in conflict

In the context of John 10 as well as in the interaction of John 10 with the whole narrative, the
christology of John is contrasted with the thief/robber, hireling, ‘the Jews’, ‘the Pharisees’,
and the regime represented by Pilate. These characters and character complexes represent
activities which are contrasted wifh the activities of Jesus as Good Shepherd as well as with his
relationship with the covenant or spiritual Israel. The activities and semantic features have
been described as (non-care) (distance) (non-ownership) (deviancy) (relationship of exploita-
tion) (not conserving unity of the flock) (scattering of the flock) (no feeding and;tendirig or
provision for the well-being of the sheeﬁ) (no preserving/protecting/defending behaviour con-
cerning the sheep and the flock) in the context of the relationship between the one iacting as a
thief and robber and the sheep/flock. In the context of the relationship between the hireling
and the sheep, the following semantic features have been identified: (deviancy) (do not provide
passage/entrance/access into the covenant community) (is not trustworthy) (do not pfovide pro-
tection) (do not provide safety) (do not defend but exploit) (do not provide covenant life). In
the event of danger, the hireling flees because he does not own the sheep. There is also no
mutually shared knowledge which people can trust and which can form a universal corporate
body of believers. All this information reveals that these characters do_not participate in,

represent or continue the divine initiative.
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In this context, discipleship is impossible because the person belonging to the covenant people
of the spiritual Israel would not follow, hear, know and see the true realities of life and the
spirit in these characters. This is so because none of the characteristics of care, compassion,
giving of life, etc. are present with these characters - not for the individual and also not for the

flock.

4.3.4 The function of the Shepherd in Jeremiah 23:1-8

Jeremiah 23 is aimed against the political leadership of Judah and more specifically the kings

who have forsaken the covenant and its socio-pastoral demands. The main criticism 1s that the
kings rebelled against 71171 and that they destroyed, scattered and drove away the covenant

community of Israel instead of tending them in accordance with the covenant and ownership of
Israel by 1. These covenant demands comprise: in 21:12 to execute justice and to deliver

the robbed ones from the hand of the oppressor; in 22:3 that the king should do justice and

righteousness and deliver him who is robbed out of the hand of the‘oppressor, nor do wrong,

nor do violence to the stranger, the fatherless or the widow and not to shed innocent blood.
These typical socio-pastoral covenant demands are the demands that the kings and political

leadership had to fulfill. Instead, they have exploited the covenant community socially and

economically. The social and economic exploitation by the political leadership is thematized in

22:13 as the practicing and living of unrighteousness, injustice and the use of another’s labour

without payment. Instead, they enriched themselves through dishonest gain; the shedding of

innocent blood and the practicing of oppression and violence.

Jeremiah announces salvation for Israel in this situation of exploitation by the kings and politi-
cal leadership. This includes the gathering of the remnant and thé bringing back of the flock
(to Israel after the exile) by 11171, The iesult is that Israel will again experience prosperity - an
indication that God is with them. In this situation, the promise is that 37 will set up
shepherds who will tend the flock, with the result that the flock will ‘fear no more, nor be ter-
rified; nor will they be missing’ (anything). The promise of these shepherds will find fulfill-
ment in the righteous Davidic branch which 7371* will raise in the last days. This last messianic

section forms the conclusion of the complex dealing with the threat against the kings. It is
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especially verses 5 and 6 that deals with the righteous Davidic branch which 7117 will raise in
the last days, that provide the positive aspects of this shepherd or king. He will act and re_ign
wisely, and he shall do justice and righteousness in the earth. This will result in the salvation
of Judah and in the fact that Israel shall dwell safely. His name, 33278 77, contrasts with the
unjust and unrighteous acts of the kings. It also functions as the label which comprehensively
draws together the acts expected of a king and true shepherd of the covenant people. This will
happen after the exile. The exile is however necessary in so far as this ‘punishment’ has the
purpose to bring the flock back to M and to restore the covenant people of Israel through the

return of the remnant.

4.3.5 The function of the shepherd in Ezekiel 34:1-6

Instead of ‘feeding’ the flock, the shepherds of Israel fed themselves. It is evident in the con-
text of Ezekiel 34 that this feeding or nourishment refers to both the material and socio-
religious well-being of the covenant people. The critique of the shepherds includes criticism
because of both neglect and active exploitation for their own benefit. The result is that the
covenant community is the object of the exploitation by the shepherds who eat the fat, clothe
themselves with the wool and sacrifice the fat ones, i.e. Israel is exploited for nourishment,
clothing and religious practices by the kings and political leadership. Instead of ‘feeding’ the
flock, 1.e. making the weak strong, healing the sick, binding up the broken, bringing back the
banished or those excluded from the flock and seeking the lost, the kings exploit the flock.
Instead of care, the shepherds ‘rule with force and harshness’. These activities leave Israel
without a shepherd, make them an object of exploitation by others and result in a scattering of

the flock. In this situation of being scattered, none has searched for the flock.

The salvation by God comprises the facts that he will search, rescue, gather and bring back the
flock, feed them with good pasture, seek the lost, bring back the strayed, bind up the injﬁred,
strengthen the weak and judge those who functioned as the exploiters (34:11ff). He then
announces that he will appoint a Davidic shepherd over Israel who will feed and care for them
(34:236), :7YY 107 MITRIT DK TYT KT VT TIY R IR 7Y IR 7YY 009y omspm

PR T IR 0INY ROV M TN O9RY DY X M1 ). This act includes a
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covenant of peace, DiPY n°13 Dr__l'g *A12Y, which will ensure prosperity (34:25-29). The chap-

ter closes with the covenant formula, OX3 PX®* 1°3 *nY 7971 OOR DITTOR NV W 2 W)

ST 237X XD DD°TOR TIX DNR DX R0 NS IR [IRY (70 °JR, in 34:301.

4.3.6 The interaction between the christology of John 10:1-18, the Gospel as a whole,
Jeremiah 23:1-8 and Ezekiel 34:1-6
In Jeremiah 23:1-8 as well as in Ezekiel 34:1-6, the metaphor, ‘shepherd’ denotes a king,

kings or corporately speaking, the political leadership of Israel. The narrational ideologies of

these two texts therefore include the element of political leadership required by the covenant
community. In accordance with the general conception of political leadership and rule of the

time, this notion of political leadership does not exclude economic, socio-pastoral and religious

functions of the king. These functions had to be practiced by the kings in covenant
responsibility to M°. One may say that their response to 711” had to manifest in their pastoral

or shepherd-like behaviour towards the covenant community of Israel. To be a shepherd-king,

then, was to practice covenant justice and covenant righteousness towards and on behalf of the
covenant community or ‘flock’. However, the kings did not do this. Since the main critique
against the kings was that their rule ‘destroyed’ and ‘scattered’ the covenant community, we

may infer that the primary demand of the covenant-rule of the shepherd was to serve the unity

and oneness of the covenant community through activities which are metaphorically described

as making the weak strong, healing the sick, bindi.x{g up the broken, bringing back the

banished or those excluded from the flock and seeking the lost - an explication of the metaphor

of ‘feeding’ the flock.

Instead of tending covenant Israel in accordance with the c}ovenant and ownership of Israel by
.‘Hﬁ’, the shepherds rebelled against God and the covenant, ruled with force and Harshness, did
not do justice and righteousness, did ﬁot deliver him who is robbed out of the hand of the
oppfessor, did wrong, practiced violence to the stranger, the fatherless and the widow and shed
innocent blood. Their social and economic exploitation is described as the use of another’s
labour without payment and the enriching of themselves through dishonest gain and the practic-

‘ing of oppression and violence. This left Israel without a shepherd and made them an object of
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exploitation by others and resulted in a scattering of the flock. In this situation of being scat-
tered, none has searched for the flock. The promise of restoration has the restoring of the
covenant community as aim.
) |
If we allow Jeremiah 23:1-8 and Ezekiel 34:1-6 to interact with the christology of John 10 as it
was interpreted in terms of the Gospel as a whole above, then we can draw six conclusions

concerning this interaction with John 10:1-18.

4.3.6.1  The root presupposition underlying John 10:1-18 is that covenant Israel is without
a shepherd. That is why God provided for the ultimate Shepherd, Jesus who is the incarnated
Noyog, the Shepherd-king or Son of God and the Son of man. This, we may infer, is true of
both the historical time of Jesus, the ecclesiological time of the Johannine:community as well
as any subsequent situation. The.basis, the ground and the ultimate reason for the coming of
Jesus as Shepherd-king 1s therefore based in the shepherdless situation in which covenant or the
spiritual Israel of God finds itself. We may therefore conclude that the divine will of sending
Jesus as well as Jesus® total obedience to the divine will are founded in God’s pastoral concern -

for his people.

4.3.6.2  This pastoral concern is most lucidly portrayed in Jesus’ signs in John. The chang-
ing of water into wine symbolizes the replacing of the old order with the new order -
inaugurated by the Shepherd-king - which promises new life from above; the healing of the
official’s son, with the new life and eternal water - provided by the Shepherd-king - which
provide eternal spiritual life; the healing of the sick man, with the new life which the Son of
God or Shepherd-king gives; the feeding of the five thousand with the true bread - provided by
the Shepherd-king - which gives eternal spiritual life; the healing of the blind man with the
true sight, hearing and knowledge of the abundant life which God gives through the Shepherd-
king; the raising of Lazarus with the eternal life after death which the Shepherd-king gives.
The individual events of the signs here, therefore, signify both the Shepherd-king’s individual
care for people in specific circumstances as well as the Shepherd-king’s pastoral concerns as

portrayed by the narrational ideology in its universal dimensions. The Shepherd-king, there-
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fore is the ultimate and final Shepherd who fills the gap of the shepherdless situation in which

covenant Israel finds itself. -

4.3.6.3  As the Shepherd who fills the gap of the shepherdless sifuation through his ﬁastoral
signs, the Johannine Jesus is the ultimate fulfillment of the promise of the Davidic branch in
Jeremiah 23 and Ezekiel 34. The Shepherd-king is the ultimaté Shepherd who provides
ultimate pasture, feeding and abundant life or as the Old Testameht texts explicated it meta-
phorically, he makes the weak strong, heals the sick, binds up the broken, brings back those

excluded from the flock and seeks the lost.

4.3.6.4  Covenant Israel is incontrovertibly expanded to .include people from other nations
and not only from ethnic Israel. In this sense, this expansion of God’s love cuts fhrough his-
torical Israel, through ecclesiological Israel as well as through the universal Israel to include
those who believe, in the one flock. The unity of the ﬂo'ck 1s grounded in the knowledge
which the Father, Jesus the Shepherd-king as well as ‘his own’ all share, naniely Kol T
Yyuxiy pov 7ilpue vrep v wpoParwv (10:15¢) ... obdeic ailper abryy &’ éuod, alN &yw
Tl abmy an’ éuaurov. éfovaiay Exw fetvar al’)TﬁV_, kol Efovaiay Exw TANWY )\deZV

by Tavmy ™y évtoNyy ENafor Tapa Tov Tarpdg wov (10:18).

4.3.6.5  Jesus is the universal Shepherd-king of the covenant or spiritual Israel because he is
the incarnated Aéyoc. In the words of Reinhartz, the shepher’d discourSe, therefore, 1s
grounded in the universal cosmological tale. God’s pastoral concém both for his people but
even more importantly, for his cosmos, therefore, finds expression in the Noyog that became
flesh. The ultimate sign of God’s universal pastoral concern is ftherefore grounded in the
Aoyos that tabernacled in the world to manifest God’s glory and love to the individual, the cor-
porate ecclesiological as well as the‘ universal to save the world, the corporate body of
believers and the individual. The ultimate realization of this act of salvation is found in the
glorious death of the Shepherd-king on the cross - crucified by his own, i.e. ethnically speak-
ing. This is the ultimate sign of establishing unﬁy and peace in contrast to those who cause

and bring about the scattering of the sheep through their neglect of the covenant community
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and their exploitive behaviour.

4.3.6.6  Even though Jesus is crucified for political reasons and for being ‘a king’ (18:37),
his universalized pastoral kingship dissolves the ties with political kingship as expectéd from
the kings ruling covenant Israel in the Old Testament once and for all. Jesus did in no way
whatsoever expected a political kingship or even a restoration of covenant kingship which had
both political and socio-pastdral responsibilities. This is especially ”evident in John 6:15. In
the context of Roman oppression and the secondary rule of Jewish governance agencies, the
covenant people was not cared for socially and economically by ‘the Jews’ and ‘the Pharisees’.
As Sheph.erd—king, Jesus did not aspire to universal poli.tical pdwer - 1.e. to overthrow the
Roman or Jewish political powers. What he aspired to and éstablished, 1s the universal rule of
the universal covenant community. His kingship is grounded in the incarnation.and in his
responsibility and obedience to the command of God. It is as ultimate Shepherd-king that he
establishes a new” order, a new life and a new covenant. This covenant can rightly be
described as the ‘covenant of peace’, the DI?Y N™132. That is also why Jesus emphasizes in

John 14:27, Eipvyr adinue vulv, elpfompv miv éuny Sidwpt ulyv: ob kabdc o kbopoc Sidway

dye Sidwpt buiv. pn Tapaooéshw Uudw 1§ kopdia unds Sekudtw and in 16:33,. TOUTO

NeNGAKke: Vpty ivor €v Epol sipivmy Exnre’ év TY Kkbopw ONYw Exere; GANG Qaposite, éyd

veviknko Tov kbopov. All these references to peace in John refer to the time after the departure
of the Shepherd and is grounded in his act of conquering the world. The new covenant of

peace, therefore has brought about a new unity in the universalized community of covenant

Israel.

4.3.6.7  The question of how this interpretation of John 10 may be used in our con-
temporary society has already become clear. If we use it metaphorically in all possible cir-
cumstances - in the same way that Jeremiah and Ezekiel was applied to different kjngs- éf the
time and not to one or two in particular - then, the message of the universal unity of the
covenant community and the universal covenant of peace of which it forms part have to be
established in our own circumstances metaphorically.  According to such an approach,

anybody who then acts towards the sheep, the flock of the Lord or the covenant community in
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a fashion similar to the kings of Israel and Judah, the thief/robber or the hireling in John, is
excluded from the narrational discourse of the Gospel according to John. Anybody acting in
terms of the shepherd discourse and Jesus’ activities, acts within the contours drawn by the
narrational ideology. If one acts in accordance with it, one continue in the same vein as the
incarnated Aoyog, the Shepherd-king. Jesus is the only one who can claim to have done it as
fulfillment of the promises of the messianic Shepherd-king which would come. We do it in

obedience to the commandment to serve the flock of God.
4.4 CONCLUSION

I have concéntrated on the explication of the christology of John 10:1-18; the chﬁstology of
John 10:1-18 and the Gospel as a whole and the christology of John 10:1-18, the Gospel as a
whole and its interaction with Jeremiah 23:1-8 and Ezekiel 34:1-6 in this chapter. Since the
last section forms the main point of this whole dissertation, fhe major conclusions can be sum-

marized as follows:

First, as Shepherd-king of covenant or spiritual Israel, Jesus fulfills all the pastoral require-
ments as promised and expected by and for the shepherdless covenant people of Israel. Jesus

does this in accordance with the divine will of God because the covenant community belongs to

God.

Second, Jesus’ signs and discourses in John provide theological content to the pastoral acts and

concerns of the Shepherd-king.

Third, as Shepherd-king, Jesus provides real pasture in accordance with the prophetic and

divine expectations of the coming of a Davidic branch.

Fourrth, the pastoral activities of the Shepherd-king exf)ands covenant Israel incontrovertibly to

include people from other nations into the unitary social group of the universal covenant or

spiritual Israel.
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Fifth, Jesus’ claim to be the universal Shepherd-king of the universal covenant or spiritual

Israel is grounded in him being the incarnated Aoyog.

Sixth, the Shepherd-king’s kingship is socio-pastoral and not political. Its aim is to establish
the universal covenant of peace which brings about a new unity in the universalized community

of covenant Israel.

Finally, the significance of Jesus’ vocation as Shepherd-king can be used in our contemporary

society through a process of metaphorization.

In the final chapter of this dissertation, | draw a few lines of what the understanding of the

shepherd discourse means in our own situation of conflict, separation and disunity.
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CHAPTER 5
JOBN 10:1-18 AND THE CHRISTOLOGY OF JOHN IN THE LOCAL CONTEXT

5.0 INTRODUCTION

We have seen that the Old Testament texts as well as John 10 function in a context of the
‘shepherdlessness’ of the covenant community of God. As the climax of the pastoral christol-
ogy of John, John 10 presents us with the ultimate figure of the shepherd who answers to the
needs of the shepherdless covenant community. Therefore, the shepherd discourse has sig-
nificance in a situation where the church of God is shepherdiess and where the believing com-

munity is scattered.

After a brief explication of the notion of ‘contextualization as metaphoric practice’ as
developed by Smit (1991), I provide such a contextualiza-tion for the local believing com-
munity. The basic procedure is that I take the situation of the ‘shepherdlessness of the
covenant community’ as the universal context in terms of which John 10 has significance. 1
then identify a few elements of the ‘shepherdlessness’ of the believing community in the
greater Durban area where I serve as minister. These elements remain questions. These are
some of the questions which churches, church organizations and ministers have to address if
we want to give expression to the significance of the christology of John as it manifests itself

in John 10 and its interactions with the Gosbel as a whole and Jeremiah 23 and Ezekiel 34.

5.1. CONTEXTUALISATION AS METAPHORIC PRACTICE

In his articles, Smit (1991:1ff & 1991:17ff) uses the interaction view of metaphor theory to
analogically describe the procedures of the contextualization of a text. Since metaphor can be
defined as a word in countef-determining context, this definition and the procedures
accompanying it can be used to define and describe contextualisation. The. process of con-
textualization can then be defined as the use of a text in counter-determining context. The

basic theory underlying this definition and which Smit explicates more fully in his dissertation -
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(cf Smit [1995]), is three-fold.

5.1.1 The tension between text and contemporary context .
The unconventional contextual use of the text creates a tension between the text and the con-
temporary context which can be explained in terms of the decontextualization and the recontex-

tualization of the text.

5.1.2 The interaction between text and contemporary confext
In the same way that metaphor theory explicates the interaction between vehicle and tenor, the
interaction between text and contemporary context (or diséourse) or the practice of con-
textualization functions as contextual filter which selects, erﬁphasizes, suppresses and organizes
features of the text by implying statements about it that normally apply to the contemporary
context. Viewed from the perspective of the text, one can state that the contextualization also
selects, emphasizes, suppresses and organizes features of .the contemporary context or dis-
course by implying statements about it that normally apply to the text in its conventional or

original context or discourse.

5.1.3 The political, ethical and pastoral facets of conteﬁua&ation

As a practice, the use of metaphor as well as the contextualization have socio-political sig- -
nificance because it is determined by the discourse or discursive interests of the reader or con-
textualizer. This point has to be qualified. Smit ([1995]) points out that the political aspect of -
contextualization as practice will always be subject to the ‘other’s” experience of the revelation |
of the divine will in that context. This might be better, different, more éomprehensive or:
worse. Smit ([1995]) points out that ‘how’ this happens, is through the process of dialogue :
with the ‘other’. This has to happen in terms of two requirements. First, the contextualizer |
contextualizes in the full consciousneés that all contextualization has to be done as part of the
confession that human understanding of the divine will remains refractory and is ultimately
subject to the judgment of the eschatological Son of man. Second, any contextualization must
be an expression of the main ethical requirement of the Christian gospel, i.e. it must answer to

the question whether it continues and manifests the pastoral aspect (which does most definitely
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not exclude material well-being) of the good news of the glorious death of the Son of God.
Therefore, all contextualizations will have to meet the pastoral question of whether it serves

the needs of the shepherdless.

5.2 THE SHEPHERDLESSNESS OF THE LOCAL COVENANT COMMUNITY

There are especially five facets of the contextualization of the texts researched and their inter-
action with our local community which have to be addressed. These include the experience of
being scattered or the non-unity émong believers, the possibility that churches, church organi-
zations or ministers/pastors do not serve the covenant community but exploit it, the experience

of shepherdlessness by believers as well as the material, social and spiritual needs of believers.

The shepherdlessness of the covenant communities in Jeremiah, Ezekiel and John was |
described in terms of the experience of being scattered, of béing the object on which the kings
and the leaders ‘fed’ socially, economically and religiously speaking and of being without
pastoral care. The question in our context is to honestly ask whether and to what degree wé

have a similar situation. I raise a few very general questions.

- First, the disunity among churches, church organizations and individuals who claim to be min-
~ 1sters of the Word of God but attempt to function on their own and without the interaction with
other churches cause a breaking up of the covenant community of God. The question which

" has to be asked is whether this does not result in confusion, misunderstanding and lostness con-

cerning the gospel message among many believers.

Second, since it is possible that some of these churches, church organizations and individuals
do not have the aim to serve the unity and the care for the covenant community, the question

has to be asked honestly of whether some of these are not actively busy exploiting the

believers.
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Third, as we are emerging from the ravages of Apartheid which influenced our history,
society, and even the unity of the church of God, the question is what the areas are where the
church can make positive and constructive contributions towards the healing and restoration

which has to take place in the spheres of education, family life, relations in the workplace, etc.

Fourth, since the covenant community is universal in scope and purpose, the question has to be
asked as to what extent and how the universality of the one covenant community can be given

expression in our local situation.

Fifth, the churches’ care has to manifest in terms of the care for both the individual as well as
the corporate body of believers. How this requirement has to be met in terms of the vast

material and spiritual needs of .péople has to be planned and executed together with as many

churches as possible.
5.3 CONCLUSION

The understanding and acceptance of Jesus as the Shepherd—king in our own context place
demands before us. These demands have to be addressed by churches. Churches will have to
give material and organizational expression to these demands if we want to enrich our ministry
as shepherds or become shepherds who continue the work of the Shepherd-king. To do this,
we have to take responsibility for the flock of God and give material expression to the
covenant of peace. It manifested once and for all in the Shepherd-king from Nazareth. The
quest 1s not any more to understand who he is, from where he is or what his demands are.
The quest is how to give material expression to the covenant of peace here and now. The
covenant of peace was established when he tabernacled amongst humans and hurﬁanity saw his
glory. We have to make the spiritual fruth of the abundant life that he brought, a reality in our
material and physical existence. This has to be done in line with the gift .of the covenant of
peace brought about by God through the incarnation, life, ministry, death and resurrection of

- the Shepherd-king, Jesus the Son of God and the Son of man.
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CONCLUSION
THE SHEPHERD DISCOURSE OF JOHN 10

Introduction

In this dissertation 1 addressed the topic, The shepherd discourse of John 10 in five steps. 1
addressed the History of research: John 10:1-18, the Theorefically-founded Exegesis explained
from John 10:1-18, the Theoretically-founded Exegesis of John 10:1-18, John 10:1-18 and the

christology of John and John 10:1-18 and the christology of John in the local context.

Chapter 1 | |

In the chapter on the History of research of John 10:1-18, 1 basically followed the edited ver-
sion by Beutler and Fortna (1991) of some of the papers read at the 1985 (T..rondheim - Nor-
way) and 1986 (Atlanta - Georgia) confereﬁces of.the Studiorum Novi Testamenti Societas. I
traced some of their arguments to some of the sources that the contributors to these con-

ferences went into dialogue with. I also added some of my own sources and material.

I concluded that, except for Busse’s text-critical choice in John 10:7, I basically accept his
arguments related to the unity of the narrative, the function of John 10 in the narrative as a
whole and the significance of the parable in John 10. Even though I did not disagree with the
view that John 10:1-5 must be regarded as a parable, I went further by stating that the parable
can be regarded as a conventional story about the relationship between a shepherd and sheep,
1.e. 1f it is abstracted from the narrative whole. This is an important first step in parable
research. The next step, obviously, is to related the parable again after its abstraction to the

greater narrative whole. I illustrated this approach in chapter 3 where I related the parable to

the gospel as a whole as well as to John 10:1-18.

I further accepted Busse’s views on the question about the appropriate context for the inter-
pretation of the relationship between the legitimate and illegitimate shepherd, the salvation-
historical framework of the gospel and Jesus’ consciousness of his mission and his one-ness

with the Father. These issues were also further developed through the use of Theoretically-
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founded Exegesis in Chapter 3 and as they relate to the christology of John in Chapter 4.

In response to Beutler’s very comprehensive study, 1 concluded that the shepherd metaphor is
virtually exclusivély used in the Old Testament as a reference to M° or the promised Davidic

branch. This fact was worked out a little more in Chapters 3 and 4.

Even though 1 did not work with Turner’s coverage of the history of religions origin of the
shepherd discourse, it revealed that semantic features related to the shepherd metaphor in other

religions are also related to the use of the metaphor in the Bible.

My response to Painter’s allegorical reading of the parable; was to show in Chapters 3 and 4
that John 10:7-18 does not have to be reduced to a one-dimensional ecclesiological allegorical
reading. John 10:7-18 are in fact abstractions from the parable and all the elements addre;sed
in these verses do not have to match each and every elemenf of the parable. His approach can

not account for the universal claims that we traced in John 16.

My response to Sabbe was that he discounts the historical elements of John and John’s inde-
pendent relationship with the tradition. In this instance I accept Smalley’s proposals. Even
though he does provide some speculative arguments with regard to some of the traditional

‘Quest'ions of introduction’ to John, Martin Hengel’s recently published The Johannine Ques-

tion, corroborates this view.

As far as Du Rand’s very lucid explication of the syntactic and narrative elements of John 9
through 10 1s cojncemed, [ pointed- out that this is in fact a very comprehensive approach

accounting for both the unity and narrative explication of the text.

I basically accepted Thyen’s arguments with regard to the literary unity of John, the multiple
interpretation theory, the nature of the Johannine group, the historical situation of John, the
unity and relationships of John 10 with the rest of the gospel and the internal organization and

interpretation of John 10. I pointed out that I disagree with his endorsing of the Synoptic-
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dependence theory.

Chapter 2 | |

In the chapter on Theoretically-founded Exegesis explained from John 10.'1 -18, 1 provided a
brief overview of the theory that was used. Even though the theory was more elaborate than
used, the broader theoretical description provided the theoretical discourse.context for the con-
cepts which were used interpretively. Some of the concepts not used can be utilized in further

research (cf last paragraph).

Chapter 3

The chapter on the Theoretically-founded Exegesis of John 1 01 -18 1s the main exegetical chap-
ter. Here, I addressed the structure of John.and the interaction-of John 10:1-18 -with the
Gospel as a whole, a Theoretically-founded explication of the shepherd parable, the shepherd |
parable and-its intetfextual engagement with the Gospel as é whole; the abstractions from and
further elaborations of the shepherd parable in John 10:7-18, a theoretically-founded analysis
of Jeremiah 23:1-8 and Ezekiel 34:1-6 and a comparison of Jeremiah 23:1-8 and Ezekiel 34:1-
6 with John 10:1-18. I drew three preliminary conclusipns from this research, first, in both
Jeremiah and Ezekiel, the shepherd-metaphor was used to denote kings. If this element is used
in John 10 to describe the christology of the whole Gospel, then the main pastoral element
which must be used if the significance of the shepherd-metaphor is determined in John 10 and

in the interaction between John 10 and the Gospel as whole, is that of Jesus’ kingship, espe-

cially his activity as ‘Shepherd-king’.

Second, since the texts from Jeremiah, Ezekiel and John all drew on the historically-specific
conventions concerning shepherding, the description of the christology of john 10 must be

based on those elements which were abstracted from the conventional level of the parables and

metaphorized in terms of the narrational ideology.

Third, T argued that John 10 - as in the cases of Jeremiah 23 and Ezekiel 34 - can not be

- limited to one particular ecclesiological or allegorical perspective. The narrational ideology
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which plays a role in John 10 must be interpreted in terms of the narrational ideology of the

Gospel as a whole.

The other information uncovered in this chapter was further summarized and used in chapter 4.

Chapter 4

I addressed the theme of John 10:1-18 and the christology of John in this chapter. 1 attempted
to describe the christology of John 10:1-18, the christology of John 10:1-18 and the Gospel as
a whole and the christology of John 10:1-18, the Gospel as a whole and i_ts inter-action with

Jeremiah 23:1-8 and Ezekiel 34:1-6. My main conclusions were that:

First, as Shepherd-king of covenant or spiritual Israel, Jesus fulfills all the pastoral require-
ments as promised and expected by and for the shepherdless covenant people of Israel. Jesus

does this in accordance with the divine will of God because the covenant community belongs to

God.

Second, Jesus’ signs and discourses in John provide theological content to the pastoral acts and

concerns of the Shepherd-king.

Third, as Shepherd-king, Jesus provides real pasture in accordance with the prophetic and

divine expectations of the coming of a Davidic branch.

Fourth, the pastoral activities of the Shepherd-king expands covenant Israel incontrovertibly to

include people from other nations into the unitary social group of the universal covenant or

spiritual Israel.

Fifih, Jesus’ claim to be the universal Shepherd-king of the universal covenant or spiritual

Israel is grounded in him being the incarnated Aéyoc.

Sixth, the Shepherd-king’s kingship is socio-pastoral and not political. Its aim is to establish
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the universal covenant of peace which brings about a new unity in the universalized community

of covenant Israel.

Chapter 5

In this chapter, I identified some questions related to John 10:1-18 and the christology of John
in the local context. After brieﬂy describing the notion of ‘Contextualization as metaphoric
practice’ as developed by Smit, I identified the ‘shepherdlessness of the local covenant com-
munity’ as a horizon which can be regarded as a broad common denominator in Jeremiah 23:1-
8, Ezekiel 34:1-6, John 10:1-18 and the current situation of the local church. I then concluded

with five questions related to

* the disunity among churches,
* the possibility that some church officials are not actively busy exploiting the believers,

* the quest for healing and restoration in the post-Apartheid era which has to take place in the

spheres of education, family life, relations in the workplace, etc.

* the question of how and to what extent the universality of the one covenant community can

be given expression in our local situation,

* and finally how the churches’ care has to manifest in terms of the care for both the individual

as well as the corporate body of believers as it is embedded in the Shepherd-king christology of

the Shepherd discourse.

Further research

In many respects, this dissertation is only a beginning. The question of the unity of John can
ve further elaborated on with the help of Speech-act Theory. The christology of the shepherd
discourse may be further enriched by a more comprehensive stud)} of the interrelationship

between John 10 and the other Old Testament texts (i.e. in addition to Jeremiah 23:1-8 and
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Ezekiel 34:1-6) where the shepherd metaphor appears. The relationship between the shepherd
metaphor and the older strata of the Gnostic writings which have their origin in the Jewish
wisdom traditions can also be researched. Another avenue of research is the relationship of the
u&es of the shepherd metaphor in the various socio-political horizons of the Old aﬁd New
Testament. The ultimate task of these approaches should be to come to a comprehensive
Pastoral Biblical Christology which includes not only theological elements but also social,

political and economic frames of reference and action.
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SUMMARY

In this dissertation I addressed the topic, The shepherd discourse of John 10 in five steps. |
addressed the Histofy of research: John 10:1-18, Theoretically-founded Exegesis explained
from John 10:1-18, the Theoretically-founded Exegesis of John 10:1-18, John 10:1-18 and the
christology of John and John 10:1-18 and the christology of John in the local context. After a
comprehensive overview of the history of research as it pertains to John 9:1-10:42, I furnished |
a Theoretically-founded explication of the shepherd discourse as it interacts with the whole
- Gospel of John, Jeremiah 23:1-8 and Ezekiel 23:1-6. I then proceeded to provide an overview
of the christology of John 10 and concluded with some questions directed to the local covenant |

community (church).

My main findings were that the basic common horizon underlying John 10:1-18, Jeremiah
23:1-8 and Ezekiel 23:1-6 is that of the ‘shepherdlessness’ of the covenant community of God
and that the basic christology which addresses these situations is a pastoral christology that pre-

sents Jesus as the Shepherd-king of covenant or spiritual Israel.
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