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Introduction
Chapters 7 and 8 are bound together by their relation to the Feast of Tabernacles, and they should be viewed as forming a single section of the Gospel. This has been obscured through the insertion between the two chapters of the narrative of the Woman Taken in Adultery (7:53–8:11). This story originally formed no part of our Gospel. A discussion of the textual evidence for the passage and of the various locations in which it has been placed in the Gospels is given on pp. 143–44.
The circumstances of Jesus’ attendance at the festival are described in the opening paragraph of chap. 7: Jesus declines to go to the festival at the urging of his brothers, but later travels to Jerusalem privately, and halfway through the festival begins to teach the crowds in the temple. This precipitates a series of encounters between him and the hostile Jewish leaders, as well as with various elements in the crowd, and the narrative concludes with a brief statement as to the departure of Jesus from the temple (8:59). Some of the most characteristic teaching of the Gospel is contained in this section, notably with regard to the fulfillment of the Jewish festivals in the ministry of Jesus and the nature of that ministry as a mission from the Father to the world through the incarnate Son.

For convenience of reference the detailed discussion and exposition of the two chapters will be given separately, but the treatment of their Form/Structure/Setting has to be one in view of the continuity of the whole section.

Observe that consideration of the narrative of the Adulterous Woman (7:53–8:11) is set after the conclusion of the section, i.e., pp. 143–47, to enable the account of Jesus in the Feast of Tabernacles to be followed without a break, as the Evangelist intended.

Notes
a. In vv 13, 14, 17 testimony that is, or is not ajlhqhv" is spoken of, in v 16 the judgment of Jesus is ajlhqinhv; while some view the two terms in this context as interchangeable it is better to understand the former as “true,” in the sense of “valid,” and the latter as “just” or “authentic,” as having behind it the verdict of God himself.
b. gazofulavkion can mean a receptacle in which “treasure” can be placed, i.e., a collecting box (as in Mark 12:41), or a place where treasure is kept. Jos. speaks of several rooms in the temple where valuables were kept, but it is likely that the hall in which the thirteen trumpetshaped collection boxes stood was so named; it was evidently in the court of the women, since they had access to it, and is here mentioned to identify the scene for the utterance of v 12.

c. V 25b is the most obscure sentence in the Gospel and the most uncertain how to translate. On the basis that th;n ajrchvn is an adverbial accusative the following options have been proposed: (i) o[ti introduces a question: “Why do I speak to you at all?” So the Gr. Fathers, a majority of recent scholars, and neb. As a variant of this o[ti is taken as = hm

 (): “That I speak to you at all!” A rebuke is in mind in either case (cf. Mark 9:19). (ii) Most read o[ti as o[ ti. Bernard then renders th;n ajrchvn as “primarily,” or essentially: “Primarily what I am telling you” (II 301). (iii) Understanding th;n ajrchvn as “from the beginning,” Barrett (343) translates, “(I am) from the beginning what I tell you” (cf. 1:1). (iv) More commonly on this basis the clause is rendered, “(I am) what I have been telling you from the beginning” (rsv, jb, gnb, niv). To this it is objected that lalw` is present, and the sentence would need the aorist; but cf. 15:27: ajpЖ ajrch`" metЖ ejmou` ejste. Does however th;n ajrchvn = ajpЖ ajrch`"? (v) P66 prefaces the clause with eipon ujmi`n. R. W. Funk (“Papyrus Bodmer 11 and John 8:25”) and E. R. Smothers (“Two Readings in Papyrus Bodmer II”) both hold this reading to be original; Bruce (194) thinks that it points in the right direction and renders, “I told you at the beginning that which also I am speaking to you (now).” (vi) Lat versions translate, “I am the beginning, that which I am saying to you” (prineipium quia [quod] et loquor vobis), an interpretation also in the Ethiopic: “I am the beginning, and I told you so.”

Apart from (vi), which is a clear misunderstanding of the Gr., all these are possible. The difficulty of (i) is the continuation of Jesus’ address to his opponents, both positively and negatively; (iii) appears to me doubtful; if the reading of P66 is not accepted (v) is difficult to justify. With greatest hesitation I favor a variant of Bernard’s view (ii) mentioned by Zerwick (Biblical Greek [4th ed] par. 222), retaining the crispness of the sentence and the full force of the present tense: “Just what I am telling you,” which would reiterate the affirmation in the preceding sentence: o[ti ejgwv eijmi.

d. th`" aJmariva" is omitted by some Western mss (D etc); the omission is adopted by various exegetes, but it may be a stylistic improvement (so UBS committee).

e. The statement without personal pronouns (mou after tw`/ patariv uJmw`n after tou` patrov") is commonly felt to be the best attested in the MS tradition, but it is ambiguous. The affirmation may be understood as referring to God the Father in both clauses, and poiei`te be viewed as an imperative (so Moulton, Grammar of NT Greek 1:85; Brown, 356; Metzger, 225); but v 41 seems to demand that poiei`te be viewed as indicative, in which case the pronouns mou and uJmw`n, though not original, rightly interpret the saying.

f. Instead of hjkouvsate many authorities, including P66 a

* D, read eJwravkate. This however appears to be due to the notion that the same term should appear in both clauses.

g. The text as read is a mixed conditional sentence, ejste (instead of hte) perhaps giving a stronger sense: “If you really are Abraham’s children, you will be doing the works of Abraham” (so Metzger, 225). Some mss correct ejste to hte, and others (including P66 B*) read poiei`te, an imperative, “If you are children of Abraham, do the works of Abraham”; while this latter reading is well possible, the conditional sentence perhaps suits tile context better.

h. oujk e[sthken, read by P66 a

 B* c D etc, is the imperfect of sthvkw, lit. “was not standing,” describing a perpetual condition. oujc e[sthken, read by P75 B3 K P etc, is the perfect of i[sthmi with a present meaning, “does not stand.” The former is not to be interpreted as referring to a fall of Satan, which would be more fitly expressed through an aorist; such a thought lies outside the scope of the saying.

i. nu`n here has the force of “now really”; so Bauer, Lexicon (2nd ed), 545–46, section 2.

j. patro;" hjmw`n is omitted in some Western mss (D etc), perhaps through a feeling that the statement clashes with v 44.

k. hJmw`n is direct discourse, uJmw`n indirect; the former is more likely to be original (Metzger, 226).

l. hJgalliavsato i[na is rendered by Blass-Debrunner (§ 392, 1a): “He longed with desire, rejoiced that he was to see,” and is so adopted by most recent scholars and in most recent translations. Others view the i[na as explaining the ground of the joy: “he rejoiced in that he saw,” or “he rejoiced to see” (so Bauer, 131; Hoskyns, 347; Barrett, 351, who cites the modern Gr. caivromai na se qwrw`, “I’m glad to see you”). Turner’s view is similar, regarding it as an instance of the causal use of i[na: “rejoiced because he saw” (Moulton, Grammar 3:102).

m. A few mss (including P75 a

*) read eJwvrakevn se instead of eJwvraka": “has Abraham seen you?” It is generally agreed that this represents an attempt to make the sentence more completely match the previous one: “Abraham rejoiced to see … and he saw ….” The mss attestation of the usual reading is far superior.

n. The best attested text ends the sentence with iJerou`. Some mss, however, add dielqw;n dia; mevsou aujtw`n (taken from Luke 4:30), and yet others give a further addition, kai; parh`gen ou[tw", so anticipating 9:1. There is no warrant for these additions.

Comment
Jesus the Light of the World (8:12–20)
12 We note immediately that the declaration, “I am the Light of the World …” is one of the ejgwv eijmi sayings of the Gospel; Jesus is the Light of the World, as he is the Bread of Life, the Door, the Good Shepherd, etc. It is a revelatory declaration. But the context is of vital importance for its understanding. The narrative begins, “Again Jesus spoke to them. …” The last utterance of Jesus recorded by the Evangelist is 7:37–38. Jesus had no part in the discussions recorded in 7:40–52, and 7:53–8:12 did not exist for the Evangelist. The setting is Jesus in the Feast of Tabernacles. As 7:37–38 had immediate reference to the water-drawing ceremony of the festival, and showed Jesus as fulfilling all that it signified of Israel’s experience of and hope for the salvation of God, so 8:12 has immediate reference to the joyous celebration each night in the light of the lamps, with all that it connoted of Israel’s experience of the shining of God upon them for their deliverance and hope of future salvation.
The saying of  5.1, “He who has not seen the joy of the place of waterdrawing has not seen joy in his whole life-time,” immediately precedes the description of the lighting of the four huge lamps in the court of the women and what took place thereafter. It reads:
Towards the end of the first day of the feast of Tabernacles, people went down into the court of the women, where precautions had been taken [to separate the men from the women]. Golden lamps were there, and four golden bowls were on each of them, and four ladders were by each; four young men from the priestly group of youths had jugs of oil in their hands containing about 120 logs and poured oil from them into the individual bowls. Wicks were made from the discarded trousers of the priests and from their girdles. There was no court in Jerusalem that was not bright from the light of the place of drawing [water]. Men of piety and known for their good works danced before them [the crowd] with torches in their hands, and sang before them songs and praises. And the Levites stood with zithers and harps and cymbals and trumpets and other musical instruments without number on the 15 steps, which led down from the court of the Israelites into the court of the women and which corresponded to the 15 songs of the steps in the psalms.

From other references to this procedure it is clear that this took place each night of the feast (except on an intervening sabbath). The dancing and singing lasted all night till dawn, and it was the endeavor of the pious not to sleep any night of the feast. It evidently did not lack the element of entertainment; it is recorded that Rabbi Simeon ben Gamaliel (a son of Gamaliel, the elder, who belonged to the leading men prior to the destruction of Jerusalem) “danced with eight lighted torches without any one of them touching the ground”! The nightly celebration ended with two appointed priests with trumpets slowly descending the steps to the court of the women. At the Nicanor door of the temple they turned towards the shrine and said, “Our fathers who were in this place turned their backs to the temple of God and their faces eastward and threw themselves down eastward before the sun; but we direct our eyes to Yahweh.” R. Jehuda later said, “They repeatedly called out, ‘We are Yahweh’s, and our eyes are directed to Yahweh!’ ” This may have been to dissociate the celebration of the Lights from sun worship and to make clear that it was for the Lord. (For the text and its interpretation see Str-B 2:805–7.)

As with the water-drawing ceremony, the celebration in the light of the lamps will have been associated with recollection of the nation’s experience at the Exodus and the hope for a second Exodus. In the wilderness wanderings, the presence of the Lord with his people was manifested in the Shekinah cloud—the pillar of cloud by day and the pillar of fire by night—which saved them from would-be-destroyers (Exod 14:19–25) and guided them through the wilderness to the promised land (Exod 13:21–22). It is linked with the OT faith in the Lord as the Light of his people (Ps 27:1), which for the Jew connoted not so much the being of God as his saving activity. “Light is Yahweh in action,” said Conzelmann (TDNT 9:320). Ps 44:3 gives a remarkable expression of this concept, and it was ever before the eyes of the Israelites in the representations of theophany, both for revelation (Ezek 1:4, 13, 26–28) and for salvation (Hab 3:3–4). God’s “shining” for their salvation at the Exodus encouraged prayers for the like “shining” of his face in the predicaments of the faithful (e.g., Ps 80:1–7, 14–19), and was matched by their expectation of that same light shining for their salvation in the coming kingdom of God (e.g., Isa 60:19–22). Zech 14:5b–7 is especially important here, for the description of the continual light of “that day” is immediately followed by that of the living waters that are to flow from Jerusalem, a passage read at Tabernacles and one of those assumed in the saying of 7:37–38.
This festival background for 8:12 does not, of course, exhaust the meaning of the saying, but it does indicate the starting point for its understanding. Had it been uttered in a synagogue, it would have awakened in the people familiar associations (not to say astonishment and outrage!), for contemporary Judaism spoke not only of God as the Light of the world but also of the Torah, and the Temple, and Adam (to whom Prov 20:27 was applied), and even of at least one of its great teachers, Johanan ben Zakkai (see Str-B 1:237 for citations). When, however, the utterance is set in the celebration of salvation history and eschatological expectations of Tabernacles, the application assumes greater proportions, and the relation to the cry of 7:37–38 is clear. In the context of the Gospel, the saying takes on a cosmic scope. It expresses, in the words of J. Blank, “the universal saving character of the revelation and the universal saving significance of the Person of Jesus” (Krisis, 184). That would have been quite comprehensible to readers of the Fourth Gospel, reared in the faiths of the Hellenistic world, for the thought of God as Light and his messengers as bringers of light to the world was familiar (see Dodd, Interpretation, 201–8; Odeberg, 286–92; Bultmann, 40–44, 342–43). They would also have recognized in these words an exclusive claim thai permitted no rival, but through the doctrine of the Logos would have been equally ready to see in Jesus the completion of their former glimpses of truth and the fulfillment of their earlier hopes and longings.

When the original setting of 8:12 is seen in the Feast of Tabernacles, it is understood why the imagery of “following” the Light is employed instead of receiving it, or walking in it, or the like: this is what Israel did in the wilderness! The people followed the Light as it led from the land of slavery through the perilous wilderness to the promised land. The picture harmonizes perfectly with the call of Jesus to “follow” him as disciples, but makes plain its soteriological and eschatological dimensions: following Jesus, the Light of the World, gives to the believer assurance of avoiding the perils and snares of the darkness and the promise of possessing “the light of life,” i.e., liberation from the realm of death for life in the kingdom of light. Since Jesus is the Light ot life (1:4), the promise carries the reality now, in anticipation of its fullness in the glory of the kingdom to be revealed (cf. 11:25). That the “following” takes the believer along a path that leads to the glory via Golgotha is yet to be made known (cf. 12:24–26), but the Christian reader, acquainted with the kerygma, understands that already (cf. Mark 8:34; 2 Tim 2:11–13).

13 No mention is made of positive reactions to v 12, such as those to 7:37–38 (cf. 7:40–41a, 46), but an effect of the assertion in the saying is at once perceptible (as indeed throughout the chapter): it belongs to the function of the Light to discriminate and judge (3:19–21). The Pharisees object that Jesus is bearing witness to himself; in view of Deut 19:15, that is not allowed in Jewish law. Hence Jesus’ testimony is invalid (cf.  2.9: “No man is authenticated through his own testimony …. No man can bear testimony on his own behalf”).

14 The reply of Jesus is unexpected: his testimony concerning himself is valid, because he knows his origin and his destiny, whereas his opponents do not. His origin and destiny, of course, are in God, from whom he comes and to whom he goes (cf. 13:3), who moreover is with him (v 16). The testimony of Jesus therefore is grounded in his unity with the Father, from whom his revelation is derived. This has the consequence of identifying the revelation of God with the (self-) testimony of Jesus. (Note: in 5:31 Jesus proceeds on the basis of the legitimacy of the Jewish use of Deut 19:15 and so adduces the testimony of “Another,” i.e., God, given through varied means. Here he makes a different use of that law, to affirm that his own testimony was not simply his own but was from God, in God, and with God, hence ajlhqhv", “valid”! Despite the different applications of the Deuteronomic law, the result is really the same.)

15–16 With the charge that the Pharisees judge kata; th;n savrka, cf. 7:24: “Do not judge kat j o[yin (according to appearance).” kata; th;n savrka, however, indicates a criterion of judgment fashioned by men of this world not subject to the Spirit, and therefore motivated by unbelief (cf. 3:3–7). Unlike the Pharisees Jesus does not judge; that is not the purpose of his ministry as Revealer and Redeemer (3:17), but it forms an inevitable consequence of it by reason of the resistance to it of man (3:19, cf. also 9:39). “Even if I do judge” of v 16 should be compared with “Even if I do bear testimony concerning myself” of v 14: the testimony and the judgment of Jesus are alike rooted in God. Hence his judgment is “authentic,” as manifesting the good-pleasure of the Father, just as his testimony reveals the word of the Father.

17–18 In the light of the preceding utterances, the adducing of the law of two witnesses in Deut 19:15 must be viewed as “an analogical mode of speech” (Blank, Krisis, 221). For the Father who “sent” Jesus is “with” him, not to declare publicly his agreement with what Jesus independently says (an impossible notion!), but to reveal to him what to say, alike in judgment and testimony (see 5:30 and 7:16–17). Two complementary ideas are presented here: on the one hand the unity of the Father and the Son in the testimony and judgment declared by the Son and on the other hand their distinction. Blank observed: “The revelation-testimony corresponds in eminent fashion to the principle of two witnesses; for that which is there only externally attained, the agreement of two different persons, is here given with an inner necessity, and conditions the material as well as the logical structure of the revelation-statement” (Krisis, 223).

19 “Where is your father?” expresses another “Johannine misunderstanding.” They think of another man they could question (“We can’t see him and we haven’t got his evidence!” so Schnackenburg, 2:195). Since they are incapable of recognizing in Jesus the one sent of God, it is deduced that they know neither him nor the Father. “As in 5:37, the claim is made that when men shut themselves off from Jesus’ witness it is a sign that God has shut himself off from them” (Bultmann, 283).

20 That no one seized Jesus at this point indicates a desire to do so; cf. 7:28–30, which relates similar teaching and a similar response.

Jesus the One From The World Above (8:21–29)
21–22 The passage is reminiscent of 7:33–34, but more threatening. Jesus is to “depart,” i.e., to the Father’s dwelling (14:2), and the Jews who opposed him will “seek” him. This may be meant ironically: they will seek what he proclaimed as God’s gift through him, but in vain, for they will die in their sin, i.e., the sin of unbelief (cf. 16:8–9). This represents the opposite of what is proclaimed in 8:12; whereas followers of the Christ walk in the Light, in possession of and with hope for the eternal life of the kingdom of God, unbelievers walk in the darkness of this age to “death,” i.e., exclusion from the kingdom of God.
That Jesus might kill himself would, in Jewish thought, put him beyond “finding,” since the suicide goes to “darkest Hades” (so Jos., BJ, 3.375; Jewish teachers deduced from Gen 9:5 that God would “require” of the suicide his own blood). If in 7:35 there is an ironical reflection of the mission of Jesus (through his Church) to the nations, so here it is possible that 8:22 is seen (somewhat as 11:49–50) as an unwitting prophecy, even if a caricature, of Jesus laying down his life for others (so Hoskyns, 334; Bultmann, 283; Barrett, 341, etc).

23–24 Far from Jesus being doomed to the nether world, he declares that he is “from above,” the heavenly world, whereas his detractors are “from below,” i.e., this world, alienated from God and subject to the “ruler of this world” (12:31; 16:11). Since Jesus is from God, his destiny is to return to God, but the Jews addressed will “die in their sins,” and so miss the new world of the kingdom of God, if they do not believe that “I am he” (ejgwv eijmi). The converse is not stated but assumed: if they do believe, they will find what they seek.

There appears to be little doubt (see the Comment on 6:20) that ejgwv eijmi is an OT revelation formula. It is especially common in Deutero-Isaiah, and Isa 43:10 is of particular significance for the present passage: “You are my witnesses, says the Lord, and my servant whom I have chosen, that you may know and believe and understand that I am He” (Hebrew awh yna

 [] rendered in the LXX as ejgwv eijmi). The phrase is equivalent to “I am the Lord,” which occurs in the sentence that follows (Isa 43:11). Schnackenburg points out the excellence of the connection between Isa 43:10 and v 24: “Jesus is in a lawsuit with the ‘world’ (vv 14–18), and in him God testifies that he is the eschatological helper and savior who turns darkness into light and wants to bring every human being into the light of life (8:12). The Jews should put themselves on God’s side, accept his testimony and believe that in Jesus God says his ‘It is I.’ Then they too would win a share in God’s eschatological salvation” (2:200).
Further, C. H. Dodd pointed out that “I am He,” awh yna

, gave rise to a peculiar variation, “I and He,” awhw yna

, which was treated as the name of God, and interpreted as expressing the close association, almost identification, of God with his people. This name was used at the Feast of Tabernacles by the priests when they chanted the Hosanna from Ps 118:25; instead of “I am Yahweh,” they sang “I and He,” awhw yna

 (Interpretation, 93–96). It is significant that the absolute ejgwv eijmi should occur twice in this paragraph: in the context of the feast and in the related “I am” of v 58. It certainly indicates the unity of Jesus as Revealer and Redeemer with God the Father; it conceivably could also carry the further implication of Jesus as the representative of God’s people binding them to the Father (so Bruce, 193).

26–29 “The Jews demand … that a definite predicate be provided for the ‘I am’ ” (Hoskyns, 335). Hence their question, “Who are you?” Jesus simply replies, “Just what I am telling you” (see note on v 25). If he declines to define further the ejgwv eijmi at this point, he gives not the least suggestion of refusal to speak further about it. On the contrary he has “many things” to say about the Jews, and to judge, i.e., to show their wrong and their guilt, and he will continue to tell them what he hears from him who sent him to them (v 26). When incomprehension again greets him (v 27), Jesus informs them of the time and the event when they will know the truth and meaning of his claim, ejgwv eijmi: “When you lift up the Son of Man, then you will know. …”
28 The saying cannot be dissociated from 3:14–15; 12:31–32 (34).
(i) In 3:14 and 12:32 the verb uJYou`n, “lift up,” is in the passive voice, probably examples of the so-called divine passive; it is God who will lift up the Son of Man.

(ii) The term “lift up” is closely associated with “glorify” (doxazw) cf. especially 12:23, with 13:31–32; 17:1. The lifting up of Jesus on the cross is one with his exaltation to heaven, and the whole event reveals his glory. The language reflects Isa 52:13: “My servant uJYwqhvsetai kai; doxasqhvsetai sfovdra,” i.e., will be exalted and greatly glorified.

(iii) In v 28 the Jews will “lift up” Jesus; clearly the death of Jesus is in view; but that does not exclude the element of departure to the Father, and therefore exaltation, any more than the decision of the Jews to have Jesus put to death excludes the will of the Father. “You will know” is consequent on the total act of Christ’s death and resurrection to glory.

(iv) That the “Son of Man” is the object of the “lifting up” is due to the event in view. The use of this expression in redemptive and, therefore, eschatological contexts derives from Dan 7:13, where “one like a son of man” appears as the representative of the kingdom of God and its lord (possibly agent too). In the synoptic predictions of the Passion (notably Mark 8:31; 9:31; 10:32), which are closely related to the Johannine lifting up sayings, the Son of Man suffers, dies, and rises as the instrument of the kingdom of God. This Christological, soteriological, and eschatological tradition is assumed in the Johannine counterparts.

(v) The unique element in v 28 is its statement that the Jews responsible for the death of Jesus will afterwards know who he is, his relation to the Father, and the character of his ministry, for v 29 continues the flow of thought in v 28. In the view of many, the context demands that the saying be seen as a prophecy of doom, like Mark 14:62: the Jews will come to know the identity of Jesus too late; they will know, and be judged (so Bultmann, 349–50; Barrett [hesitantly], 344; Blank, 329–30; Brown, 351. Haenchen [following Bernard, 2:303] refers it to the time of judgment in the destruction of Jerusalem, 369). Others point out that ginwvskw in relation to Jesus is nowhere else in John used in a purely negative way (contrast 7:17; 8:32; 10:38; 14:31), and that the immediate effect of vv 28–29 is indicated in v 30: “Many believed in him.” Moreover in this Gospel the offer of God in the Christian proclamation is always one of salvation, and it is changed to judgment only through man’s unbelief. Hoskyns therefore takes this as a prophecy of conversion (337), while Schnackenburg (202–3), followed by Becker (296), recognizes in the saying the possibility of both salvation and judgment. Riedl urges that justice is done to the saying when one “leaves it in the twilight.” (“Wenn ihr den Menschensohn erhцht,” 365, citing without reference Heer). This is surely right. Two considerations must be borne in mind: (a) since the knowledge of Jesus represented in egwv eijni is consequent on his exaltation, it falls in the age of the Spirit-Paraclete; (b) it is therefore also dependent on the proclamation of the gospel by the Church. Of this the Evangelist is aware; he has in view the Jews of his own generation, and not least the readers of his Gospel. The lifting up of the Son of Man sets in a position of decision not only the contemporaries of Jesus but every generation till the end.

The Freedom of Jesus and the Slavery of the Jews (8:30–36)
The opening sentence poses a problem that involves the whole section 8:30–59. In the words of C. H. Dodd: “A group of Jews described as believers are accused of attempted murder and roundly denounced as children of the devil” (“Behind a Johannine Dialogue,” 42). Scholars have been hard put to it to solve the problem.
(i) It is suggested that we should distinguish pisteuvw eij" in v 30 from pisteuvw with the dative in v 31: in v 30 true believers in Christ are spoken of, whereas in v 31 we see Jews impressed with the teaching of Jesus but speedily offended by his further instruction (so, e.g., Westcott, 2:14; Moulton, Grammar 1:67–68; Bernard, 2:304; W. F. Howard, According to John, 88). There appears to be no real foundation for this distinction in our Gospel (see esp. Bultmann, 252 n. 2).
(ii) The believers of vv 30 and 31 have no more than a sham faith. It is akin to that in 2:23, and those who profess it here are of the same kind as there: Jesus doesn’t trust them, and with good reason—they eventually pick up stones to kill him! The purpose of this discourse is to expose this false belief (strongly advocated by Hoskyns, 336–37; also Bultmann, 433; Haenchen, 369–70; Becker, 293). On the contrary, the belief in v 30 is called forth by the word of Jesus, not by miracles; 4:41 is more pertinent here than 2:23.

(iii) In Dodd’s view, these believers are what Acts 10:45 terms “believers in the circumcision,” like the myriad Jewish believers “all zealous for the law” in Acts 21:20. They represent the Judaizing Christians, such as Paul knew, who threatened the integrity of the gospel and the mission of the Church. The Evangelist’s attitude to them was like Paul’s in Gal 1:6–9: “Let them be anathema—accursed!” Vv. 30–59 reflect the Johannine churches’ struggle against Judaizers (“Behind a Johannine Dialogue,” 43–47). In our judgment it is implausible that the Evangelist should so represent Jewish Christians of his time, nor is it clear that his circle was endangered by them.

(iv) We should recognize that there is not a hint in vv 30–32 that the faith of the believers is inadequate or insincere. By contrast the would-be murderers of Jesus are toad in v 37, “My word ouj cwrei` ejn uJmi`n,” which means that it has not begun to penetrate their minds (see Schnackenburg, 490 n. 82); their unbelief makes them wholly resistant to the word of Jesus. Hence in v 43 they are said to be incapable of “giving heed” to his word. After the depiction of people becoming believers in vv 30–32, the entire passage is punctuated by objections to faith in Jesus—vv 33, 41, 48, 52, 57. Since the objectors in the last three passages are termed “the Jews,” i.e., Jewish opponents of Jesus, it is reasonable to assume that they are the protesters also in vv 33 and 41. In that case we are presented in 8:30–59 with a typical statement of Jews coming to faith in Jesus; they are instructed by him as to what true discipleship means, and there follows a mass of typical Jewish propaganda calculated to destroy faith in Jesus. The Sitz im Leben of this composition is not a controversy with Judaizers, but the conflict with Judaism that was a perpetual threat to Jewish believers. Such is Schnackenburg’s conclusion: in 8:30–59 “the attempt to confirm Jews who had become believers in loyalty to Jesus combines with the polemic against the Judaism of John’s time, which was mounting violent attacks on the Messiahship of Jesus. The polemical aspect predominates in the rest of the section because a rebuttal of the Jewish counter-arguments had become a necessity for the sake of the Jewish Christians, who had become insecure” (2:205). Needless to say the twofold perspective or two-level drama characteristic of the Gospel is much in evidence in this passage.

31–32 The primary duty of a believer is indicated in the exhortation of Jesus, “Remain in my word.” That is the mark of a real disciple. Meivnhte signifies a settled determination to live in the word of Christ and by it, and so entails a perpetual listening to it, reflection on it, holding fast to it, carrying out its bidding. In 15:7 it is represented as letting the word abide in us, which puts the same thing in another figure, and it leads to living (abiding) in Christ and Christ in us. If being a disciple is to be a learner in the presence of Christ, that is the counterpart in the post-Easter situation to the experience of the disciples in the earthly ministry. The process entails a coming to know the truth, that is, a grasping of the revelation of God in Christ (cf. v 28, “You will know that I am he”), and so the salvation of the kingdom which he brings. As the revelation in Christ is inseparable from his redemptive action, the knowledge of the truth is not alone intellectual, but existential; hence it is life under the saving sovereignty of God (on this see Bultmann, 434–35). That” the truth will set you free” follows from this as the day the night, for the revelatory redemption initiates an Exodus on the grand scale. As the Exodus under “the first Redeemer” was a release from the slavery of Egypt’s land for the freedom of the people of God in the promised land, so the great Exodus under “the second Redeemer” is for the emancipation of a new people of God, drawn from all nations of the earth, for the freedom of the kingdom of God. While the Evangelist is sparing in his use of the expression “kingdom of God,” his characterizing the new life as life through the Spirit in the age ushered in by the glorification of Christ (7:39) denotes exactly the same reality.
33 The first objection to the teaching of Jesus in the dialogue that follows rests on a double misunderstanding, namely on the meaning of freedom in Jesus’ proclamation and on the identity of Abraham’s children. The first is clarified in vv 34–36, the second in vv 37–40. “We have never been slaves to anybody” is a curious claim in view of Israel’s experience in Egypt, their deportation to Babylon, and their present subjection to Rome. But the accent falls on “We are Abraham’s descendants.” It was the boast of rabbis, “All Israelites are sons of kings” (i.e. , of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob), and in their view the merits of Abraham covered all their demerits, hence the dictum, “The circumcised do not go down to Gehenna” ExodRab 19.81c; see Str-B 1:116–21 for examples of these convictions). Israelites are “sons of the kingdom” (cf. Matt 8:12).

34–36 Jesus explains the assumption of v 32. There is a slavery from which Abraham’s descendants are not exempt and which Abraham’s merits cannot affect: bondage to sin is a reality for every one who sins, including Abraham’s children. Unlike slavery that is external, this is an inward condition from which one cannot flee, with its roots in a wrong relation to God. Such a slave needs a redeemer! Vv. 35–36 indicates his presence and how he operates. The imagery changes in v 35: a slave has no permanent place in a household (he can be sold at any time); the son of a houseowner has such a place, for manifestly he ever remains a son with inheritance rights. If the parable were independent, it could simply depict the differing situations of people, with the unspoken possibility of change from the worse to the better (so Dodd, Historical Tradition, 381–83; Lindars, 325; Bruce, 197). One may so interpret in this context: the Son (of God, v 36, not of the houseowner, v 35) has come to liberate the slaves and give them the freedom of sons. It is likely, however, that we are intended to see the Son of v 36 in the son of v 35: as the only Son of the Father, he offers the slaves a new relation to God and a share in the inheritance which is his in the Father’s house; slaves redeemed into that relationship really know freedom!

The Real Children of Abraham (8:37–40)
37–38 The claim of the Jews in v 33a is now dealt with: “We are Abraham’s descendants.” Jesus acknowledges it: “I know!” But something is drastically wrong: (a) they are trying to kill him, (b) they have no place for the revelation from God that Jesus brings. This is in crass contradiction to their status. It appears that a different father is involved here. On the one hand, Jesus is an obedient and responsive son to his Father, since he speaks and does what the Father tells him (see vv 28–29); yet on the other hand, the same applies to the Jews respecting their father? But he is not named—yet! The language is veiled.
39–40 The Jews repeat their claim: “Abraham is our Father.” This time Jesus denies it, in that he distinguishes between Abraham’s “descendants” (spevrma) and Abraham’s “children” (tevkna), implying that the latter category is the important one: Abraham’s children act like their father. This is similar to Paul’s teaching in Rom 2:28–29; 9:6–8; it was forcibly expressed by John the Baptist (Matt 3:9), and by Jeremiah much earlier (9:25–26), and finds occasional mention in the Talmud (e.g., “He who has compassion on men certainly belongs to the descendants of our father Abraham, but he who has no compassion on men certainly does not belong to the descendants of our father, Abraham,”  32b), but this failed to impress the Jews generally. Jesus applies it to his hearers: their endeavor to kill a righteous man, and that because he spoke God’s truth, is totally opposed to everything known about Abraham, whose life was marked by faith in and obedience to God’s word (cf. Gen 12:1–4; 22:15–18).

The Children Of God And The Children Of The Devil (8:41–47)
41 Jesus has stated that the works of his Jewish opponents show that their father is not Abraham but another, as yet unnamed. To this they reply that they are not spiritual bastards but the children of God. Their language echoes that of Hosea, who had likened Israel’s idolatry to spiritual harlotry and described the individual Israelites as “children of fornication” (tevkna porneiva"). These Jews dissociate themselves from that judgment, and affirm “We have one Father, God,” thereby conjoining the Shema (Deut 6:4) with OT affirmations of Israel as the son of God (see esp. Exod 4:22; Deut 14:1–2).
From Origen on it has been thought that “we are not born of fornication” is a counterattack on Jesus, whose birth was suspicious, and so assumed to be “of fornication” (so the opponent of Christianity, Celsus, in Origen’s Contra Celsum, 1.28; the allegation is also in the late Jewish writing Toledoth Jeshu). Among moderns this is held by Hoskyns, 324; Barrett, 348; Brown, 357; Sanders, 230; Lindars (possibly), 328. The context and OT background, however, sufficiently account for the language; the allusion is very indirect and not followed up; the Jews are defending themselves (so Schnackenburg, 2:212).
42–43 The claim is rejected: if God were their Father they would recognize him as one come from God and sent by him, and so love him instead of hating him (cf. 1 John 5:1). As it is they do not understand the message that he brings; his language is incomprehensible because they cannot “hear” the revelation he brings, i.e., receive it with faith. This is inevitable: if they listen to their father (v 38) they can only reject in unbelief the message of the Son of God (cf. Blank, 238, “From a not wanting to hear develops a not able to hear, an incapability of giving a hearing to the message of Jesus. Unbelief has become an attitude of life in self-enclosure, a hardening or stubbornness”).
44 Such conduct shows that these men are not children of God but children of the devil. They carry out what he wants, and that above all is to kill, for (a) he was a murderer from the beginning, (b) he is a liar, and (c) he is the father of lying. The saying reflects the narrative of the fall in Gen 3 (rather than that of the first murder, Gen 4; cf. Wisd 2:24: “It was the devil’s spite that brought death into the world, and the experience of it is reserved for those who take his side”). All this is the opposite of Jesus and his works, since he came (a) to bring life to the world, (b) to reveal truth, and (c) to enable mankind to share in its reality and power. As the devil opposes the word and works of the Christ, so the Jewish opponents of Jesus are his willing instruments, in particular they are ready to contrive his death.

The structure of the first and last clauses of v 44 is unexpected. They could (Bultmann: “they should”) be rendered as, “You are of the father of the devil … he is a liar, and so is his father.” Early Christian teachers had to face the Gnostic interpretation of this as the Demiurge (the supposed inferior god who created the evil world of matter), who was the father of the devil and the grandfather of the Jews! Bultmann ascribed the ambiguous language to a Semitic original misleadingly translated (318–19). Westcott wished to translate the final clause: “Whenever a man speaks a lie he speaks of his own, for his father also is a liar” (2:22–23). Attractive as this is, it is hardly warrantable to introduce a different subject into the final clause; the subject of the whole second sentence is ejkei`no", i.e., the devil.
45–47 Precisely because Jesus speaks the truth, i.e., the revelation of God, the Jews, prompted by the father of lies, do not believe him. But their rejection of the truth and murderous hostility to him provoke a question: “Which of you can expose a sin in me?” This is not a general but specific question: what action of Jesus can justify their attitude and behavior toward him? Wherein has he sinned that they should want to put him to death? His life and his teaching are one—he embodies in life the truth he proclaims from God. Why then do they not believe him? The issue of the righteousness of Jesus over against allegations made against him is presented to the Jewish leaders by none other than Pilate (18:38b; 19:4–6), but more strikingly as an element of the work of the Spirit, who is to expose the world as to its sin of unbelief and the truth of the righteousness of Jesus (16:8–9). The question, “Why then do you not believe?” is answered in v 47: it is the one begotten by God through the Spirit who listens to God. They who surrender themselves to the father of lies render themselves insensible to the truth, and so manifest their real paternity (cf. 1 John 4:5–6).

The Priority Of Jesus Over Abraham and the Prophets (8:48–59)
48 The charge that Jesus is a Samaritan is unique to this passage, and its precise significance uncertain. Note the following points: (a) Samaritans were viewed by the Jews as heretics, since they rejected the worship at Jerusalem and asserted their own as God ordained. (b) Jews seem to have associated Samaritans with magic. In 22aStr-B 2:524–2548History and Theology, 77–78cApol 26:1, 4–5Contra Celsum, 6.11d“Samaritan Studies,” 298–308The Johannine Circle, 50, 90
49–50 Jesus ignores the former charge and denies the latter. He “honors” his Father, i.e., by carrying out his commission to declare the truth he has been given, while the Jews dishonor him through rejecting it. Contrary to their unbelief, the Father honors Jesus, and “he is the one who judges.” This latter clause is reminiscent of OT passages in which the righteous commit their cause to God the Judge, that he may vindicate them and condemn their unjust oppressors (so, e.g., Ps 7:9–11; 35:22–28; see Blank, Krisis, 241). Jesus depicts a court scene in which he and his adversaries appear before God; since God even now “honors” him, he will certainly vindicate the truth of his testimony and condemn his accusers for rejecting it. The picture receives a universal setting in 16:9–11, after the world has given its judgment upon Jesus through the cross and he has ascended to the Father.
51 The promise relates to one who “keeps” the word of Jesus, i.e., who believes it, holds on to it, carries out its demands, and so lives by it; it is the equivalent to “abiding” in his word (v 31) and is common in Johannine writings (in 1 John usually of obedience to commands, e.g., 1 John 2:3–5, but in Revelation as in the Gospel; cf. Rev. 1:3; 3:8; 22:7, 9). Such a person will “never, never see death” (ouJ mhv goes with eij" to;n aijw`na). The assurance relates to life which physical death cannot extinguish, and so to the death of the spirit; the believer receives eternal life, i.e., the life of the kingdom of God, over which death has no power and which is destined for resurrection. The thought is exactly that of 11:26 and is otherwise expressed in 5:24; 6:47, and assumed in 6:63, 68. The occurrence of the expression “not see death” in Ps 89:48 (LXX 88:49) is in striking contrast to the logion of Jesus.

The suggestion that the saying is a Johannine equivalent of Mark 9:1 (H. Leroy, Rдtsel und Missverstдndnis, 76–80; Haenchen, 373; Lindars, 332) is needless and quite implausible. The language is biblical (cf. Luke 2:26; Heb 11:5), and the thought is fundamental to this Gospel, and set forth, as we have seen, in a variety of ways. It is an expression of the theological axiom that the kingdom of God has come in the life, ministry, death, and resurrection of Jesus and sending of the Spirit, and is open to all who believe.
The Jews misunderstand the saying as relating to physical death, and so find in it a confirmation of their charge of madness (“Their nu`n ejgwvkamen, ‘now we know,’ is the counterpart to the ejgnwvkamen of the faithful community, 6:69, 1 Jn 3:16, 4:16, ” Bultmann, 325). Strangely their version of the logion, replacing “see” by “taste,” coincides with the related saying which occurs at the beginning of the Gospel of Thomas: “Everyone who finds the explanation of these words will not taste death,” but the two terms are interchangeable (Thomas has “see death” in logia 18, 19, and 85). The craziness of the saying is emphasized by the Jews in adducing the holiest of their forefathers, Abraham, and all who have spoken in God’s name, as men who yet experienced death like the rest of humankind. Whom then is Jesus making himself? Observe that this is more than asking, “Who does he think he is?” It is a case of what he is exalting himself to be. They had an answer earlier: he was making himself equal to God (5:18). God alone is eternal and can give eternal life. Jesus then is verging on blasphemy. Schnackenburg thinks that the Jews by their question are trying to push Jesus one stage further to open blasphemy by an outright claim to divine status, which will justify stoning him (2:220). With the question, “You aren’t greater than our father Abraham and the prophets, are you?” (cf. 4:12), the Evangelist expects his readers to answer in both cases, “Yes, of course!”
54–55 To the question “Whom are you making yourself,” Jesus answers, “I’m not making myself anybody” (cf. the response to 5:18 in 5:19, 30). Jesus is not seeking his own glory (v 50), and if he were to do so it would be worthless (v 54a); it is the Father who glorifies him. The reader who knows how that will happen (3:14; 12:23–24, 31–33) realizes the gulf between Jesus and the Jews in their understanding of God and of him. God’s mode of glorifying Jesus, through self-sacrifice in shameful death, is as distant from self-glorification as heaven is from hell. It is this incomprehension of God’s ways that makes Jesus say, “You do not know him,” and to affirm, “I do know him and I keep his word.”

To say, with Bultmann, that Jesus’ knowledge of God is “no more nor less than his knowledge of his own mission” (301) is surely insufficient. Blank points out (as Schlatter did before him, Der Glaube, 219) that the Fourth Gospel never speaks of Jesus believing in God, but always of his knowing him, and he cites Thomas Aquinas, that Jesus knows God “as God knows himself” (Krisis, 245 and n. 48). The strong asseveration to the Jews, that to say he did not know God would make him “a liar like you,” implies that they are not merely mistaken about their supposed knowledge of God but lying. That is manifest in their rejection of the revelation of God through Jesus and their hatred of the messenger.
56 In sharpest contrast to the rage of the Jews, Jesus says that Abraham “exulted to see my day.” In Jewish terminology “the day” usually signifies the appearance of the Messiah in the last days, but here, as in the Gospel generally, it will denote the ministry of Jesus in its totality as Revealer and Redeemer, through which the saving sovereignty of God comes. The saying primarily relates to vv 52–53: Abraham, seeing the day of salvation as the day of Jesus, acknowledged that the Son of God-Redeemer, not himself, was the means of bringing to pass the divine purpose for blessing the nations. He did not begrudge that Jesus was greater than he, but exulted in his work—the verb is expressive, “he was overjoyed.” What a contrast, not to say gulf, between Abraham and these descendants of his!
The main import is clear, some of the details less so. That Abraham was given to see the future was a commonplace among Jews. The mysterious vision of Gen 15:17–21 was interpreted by Johanan ben Zakkai as showing: “God revealed this world to Abraham; but the world to come he did not reveal.” Akiba differed: “Both this world and the world to come he revealed to him” (including therefore the days of the Messiah; Gen. Rab. 44.28a). 4 Ezra 2:14 also states, “Him (Abraham) you loved, and to him alone, secretly at dead of night, you showed how the world would end. You made an everlasting covenant with him. …” Gen 24:1 reads, “Abraham was old, well advanced in years,” lit., “went into the days.” This was literally understood, as in  B; 6 (60a): R. Johanan said, “He came to the curtain of this world” (i.e., that separated it from the coming world); R. Eliezer added, “In this world and in the futureworld.” The joy of Abraham is referred to in  38b: Gen 15:1 teaches that God showed Abraham every generation and every teacher that was to come, and he rejoiced over Akiba’s knowledge of the law and said, “How dear to me are your friends, O God!” (Ps 139:17, Midrash). Schlatter accordingly commented that to say that Abraham saw the Messiah was neither new nor offensive to Jewish teachers; it was its application to Jesus that was unbelievable (220).
That Abraham “rejoiced” could allude to his laughter at the prospect of his having a son (Gen 17:17 was interpreted as signifying his joy, not scorn, at the announcement). Or it could relate to the birth of Isaac, whose name means “laughter.” Bruce thinks of the finding of the ram to save Isaac in Gen 22, since the event was so important to Jewish understanding of atonement. If the first clause be translated, “Abraham exulted that he should see my day,” the occasion is distinguished from that of the second clause: Abraham saw that the promise was to be fulfilled. “He saw it and was glad” then relates to a later occasion of vision. A number of scholars (among them recently Lindars, 335; Haenchen, 371) understand this second clause of Abraham in Paradise seeing Jesus in his ministry; in view of the Jewish background of prophetic vision and the implications of vv 57–58, this is unlikely.

57–58 The Jews realized that v 56 goes beyond a mere deduction from the Scriptures; it implies that Jesus observed Abraham’s faith and hope in him, hence their shocked questionъ “Not yet fifty years” is not intended to suggest that Jesus was almost that age, as Irenaeus thought (Adv. Haer. 2.22.6; Chrysostom and others read the number forty, due to an attempt to reconcile the statement with Luke 3:23). It simply indicates the common view of the end of a man’s working life (see Num 4:2–3, 39; 8:24–25); Jesus has not yet reached seniority, and he claims to have seen Abraham!
“Before Abraham came into existence I am” expresses “the contrast between the existence initiated by birth and an absolute existence” (Hoskyns, 349). The statement implies a real pre-existence, and is possible because the “I” of Jesus is one with the “I” of the divine Logos. The form is reminiscent of Ps 90:2 (LXX 89:2):

Before the mountains were born

or you brought forth the earth and the world,

from everlasting to everlasting su ei`—You are!

This use of ejgwv eijmi is slightly different from that in vv 24 and 28, where “I am he” is clearly in mind, whereas no predicate is intended here. Nevertheless the OT revelation formula is in the background. Blank regards the “I am he” and “I am who I am” utterance as finding their “fulfillment” in Christ: “It is as if Jesus said, ‘I am the revelation of God. I am the place of the divine presence and revelation in history!’ The formula is not only ‘expression’ of the revelation, but it says itself what the revelation is and that it is here. … Those who debate with Jesus have to do it with the `Egwv eijmi himself, with the historical revealer and representative of Yahweh, and thus with Yahweh himself” (Krisis, 246). The intention of the saying, however, is primarily what Jesus means for salvation, rather than of his being. Schnackenburg rightly points out that in Exod 3:14 Yahweh reveals not his metaphysical nature, but his steadfastness and faithfulness and his promise to help his people. The same is even more apparent in the “I am he” sayings of DeuteroIsaiah (see especially 43:11–13; 46:4; 48:12). In this context the assertion “Before Abraham was, I am,” forms the basis of the promise of salvation to God’s people. This is why Jesus can give the true freedom (v 31) and the life that overcomes death (v 51) (see Schnackenburg, 2:88–89, 223–24).

Is then the statement an assertion that Jesus is God? Not in terms of identification. It is an affirmation of Jesus as the revelation of God, and so a fresh expression of the Logos theology. As such it entails unity with God, as John 1:1. Consider Bultmann’s statement: “The ego which Jesus speaks as the Revealer is the ‘I’ of the eternal Logos, which was in the beginning, the ‘I’ of the eternal God himself” (327). It is that because Jesus is the Revealer. Bultmann nevertheless is mistaken in denying a connection here with the OT revelation formulas “I am he” or “I am who I am.” If it were an echo of the latter, he urged, it would mean that the ego would have to be both subject and predicate (n. 5; 327–28). This is by no means obvious. The saying is kin in spirit to Isa 46:4, e[w" ghvrou" ejgwv eijmi kai; e[w" a[n kataghravshte ejgwv eijmi “Until old age I am, and till you grow old, I am,” and Isa 48:12, ejgwv eijmi prw`to" kaiJ ejgwv eijmi eij" to;n aijw`na, “I am the first, and I am forever” (lit. unto the age). These are related to John 8:58, but not the same, since the latter appears to include remote past and remote future in an existence superior to time. The revelation utterance of v 58, accordingly, is one with the Logos theology of the prologue in declaring the Son to be the authentic revealer of the Father and his unity with him beyond all times.
59 The Jews respond to what they viewed as the blasphemy of Jesus with stones that lay at hand from the builders of the outer court, but they were unable to hurl them. On this Augustine commented, “As man he flees from the stones, but woe to those from whose hearts of stone God flees!” (cited in Schnackenburg, 2:224).
Explanation
The two dominant themes in chap. 8 are those of chap. 7, namely Christology and krisis (judgment). Both themes are developed in depth and intensity.
1. The presentation of Jesus as fulfilling the faith and hope of Israel expressed in the Feast of Tabernacles is continued from chap. 7 in the first utterance of Jesus in chap. 8, and its presuppositions are exposed in the subsequent dialogues. It should not be overlooked that in these sayings Jesus presents himself to the people as Messiah and offers them the blessings associated with the messianic age, but in terms quite different from those of popular messianic ideas. Nothing could be further from Zealotic hopes than 7:37–38 and 8:12, yet both sayings are rooted in biblical prophecy and contemporary yearnings that lay at the heart of the festival. The basis for this proclamation is seen in the ejgwv eijmi sayings of vv 24, 28, 58, which again are linked with the festival celebrations through the “I and he” formula in the Psalms singing each day, and which form part of the background and meaning of Jesus’ ejgwv eijmi utterances. If, as we have good reason to believe, the Light of the world saying of 8:12 relates to the theophanic presence of Yahweh with his people in their journeyings through the wilderness, it too has close relation with the fundamental meaning of the ejgwv eijmi without predicate of vv 24, 28, 58. The judgment and testimony themes of vv 13–20 are similarly related, since they are both grounded in the presence of the Father with the Son (vv 14, 16; v 19 presupposes the unity of the Father and the Son).

Powerful as these expressions of Christology are, we are constantly to bear in mind that they are all linked with the soteriological interest of the Evangelist. This applies, as we saw, even to the “I am” sayings of vv 24, 28, 58, rooted as they are in the OT revelation of God, in contexts of assurance of the care of God for his people and his sovereign and exclusive power to save. In them we see again the thrust in this Gospel of salvation as life through Christ, made possible for the world through the “lifting up” of Christ (v 28). From beginning to end, the Fourth Gospel is concerned to set forth Jesus as the Revelation of the Father and one with the Father, but always with a view to making plain his role as Mediator of salvation—and of judgment, where man so insists.

2. The term krivsi", “judgment,” occurs only once in chap. 8, namely in v 16, though the verb krivnw, “to judge,” appears four times in significant ways (vv 15, 16, 26, 50). But as Blank pointed out, “Krisis is less terminologically present than in its execution. It is the controversy about Jesus which is to the fore here. … The krisis of Israel or of the Jews stands in a special way in the center of the passage before us” (Krisis, 231). In what sense is it represented here? Becker speaks for others when he asserts that an anti-Jewish line, elsewhere observable in Christianity of the third generation, is sharpened by the Evangelist: “While for the Evangelist in general the One who is sent by the Father brings the possibility of faith and so of salvation for all men, in chap. 8 Judaism is excluded from this generality and instead is totally and irrevocably assigned to the devil” (300). This surely represents a misunderstanding of the purpose of chap. 8. The passage is not an isolated segment but is bound to chap. 7 within the festival of Tabernacles, and the krisis motif dominates chap. 7 also; there the aspect of krisis most apparent is that of division—between those who believe and those who oppose Jesus. This feature is visible in chap. 8; the Light of the World saying produces objection on the part of the Pharisees, who are perplexed by the further teaching of Jesus, but some Jews believe. The encouragement given to them to advance in faith is again met by protests from hearers, from which point the controversy becomes sharper till it ends in uproar. The primary element in the krisis depicted in chap. 8 is seen in v 50, where the imagery of a court of law is used. The Judge is none other than the Father, and since he affirms the revelation of Jesus, it is clear that he is to vindicate him before his opponents and condemn them for their belief.

But who are they who face this judgment? The Jewish nation in its entirety? Naturally not. The Evangelist who composed the narrative of chaps. 7–8 was not schizophrenic, incapable of writing a coherent narrative of that length. In chap. 7 the krisis divides Jews into believers and unbelievers; the Evangelist does not suddenly change his mind and present Israel as an indivisible massa perditionis. The grave mistake that makes the contrary idea feasible is the assumption that the faith response recorded in 8:30–32 is viewed by the Evangelist as sham faith, and that he writes the rest of the account to expose its falsity. In so doing he is made to appear an inconsistent and implausible writer. It is this as much as anything else that made the sober F. C. Burkitt comment on the representation of Jesus in the Fourth Gospel, “There is an argumentativeness, a tendency to mystification, about the utterances of the Johannine Christ which, taken as the report of actual words spoken, is positively repellent” (The Gospel History and Its Transmission [1906] 227; see also idem, 228, on chap. 8). We have sought to show the weakness of this understanding of vv 30–32 in their context, not least as illuminated by the experience of the Johannine community. The parallel between 7:37–44 and 8:12–20, 30–32 should suggest caution before judging harshly the believers of 8:30–32. Since chap. 8 is composite, it is not inconceivable that vv 30–32 were earlier more closely associated with v 12 than they are now. Moreover we have cited Mark 2:1–3:6; 11:27–12:37 as parallels to John’s bringing together elements of Jewish controversy with Jesus. The series of woes on the Pharisees in Matt 23 is an even more instructive parallel to 8:33–59; for while the effect of assembling judgments on the opponents of Jesus is overwhelming in both passages, it is reasonably clear that the judgments on the Pharisees in Matt 23 do not carry with them the exclusion of all Jews from the salvation of the kingdom of God, despite vv 34–36. The like observation applies to John 8, which begins by recording objections of the Pharisees to the revelatory saying of v 12. That the chap. so begins is a pointer to the way we should understand who the objectors are in v 33 to the Lord’s saying in vv 30–32, especially in view of their desire to kill Jesus (v 37), and the description of them in vv 48, 51, 57 as “the Jews” (cf. the usage of this name in 7:13, 15, [19], 35). Note further the abortive attempt of the Pharisees and other Sanhedrin members to arrest Jesus, 7:32, 45–46 and their rage in 7:46–52.

We may add that the idea of Christ as the fulfillment of Judaism is not set forth in the Gospel to destroy Judaism and the Jews, but to carry forward the OT revelation to its conclusion in the revelation and redemption of Christ, issuing in the kingdom of God for all nations, including the Jews, as 7:37–38, 8:12 make plain. The emphasis in chap. 8 admittedly is not on salvation but on judgment, but it begins with salvation and is compelled by the response of the hearers to concentrate on the judgment theme. The whole section chaps. 7–8 may be viewed as an extensive illustration of the teaching in 3:17–21.

That this exposition of krisis in Israel was written with the controversy in mind between Christians and Jews in the Evangelist’s time may be taken as certain (just as Matt 23 has in view the increasing opposition to the churches from Pharisaic Judaism in the post—a.d. 70 period leading up to, if not actually concurrent with, the deliberations of Jamnia). The Sitz im Leben of increasing pressure from the Jews on the Johannine churches illuminates the necessity for such a presentation of the issues between Christianity and Judaism. But in seeking to deduce from chap. 8 the relations between the Johannine churches and the Jews of the synagogue with whom they were in contact, it is essential not to isolate 8:33–59 from the whole section, chaps. 7–8, and to bear in mind the complex significance of krisis in the passage—division as well as decision and condemnation. The description of the opponents of Jesus as children of the devil should no more be viewed as reflecting the Evangelist’s estimate of all Jews in his time than the comparable description in the Book of Revelation of the persecuting Jews of Smyrna and Philadelphia as the synagogue of Satan (Rev 2:9; 3:9) can be held to reflect the Seer’s view of all Israel. The Seer’s visions of judgment and salvation in the kingdom of God simply do not allow that conclusion, nor does the theology of the Evangelist allow the application of 8:44 to all Jews. The twofold perspective of the Evangelist in relation to the story of Jesus and the situation of the Church holds good in chap. 8 and chap. 7: the Jewish teachers and leaders in Jerusalem did, in fact, become implacably opposed to Jesus in the latter part of his ministry, and he in turn exposed their errors and their hypocrisy, as the synoptic Gospels make plain. It is integral to the tragic history of Jewish-Christian relations that that clash was repeated in the time of the Church from its earliest days on, and it reached a bitter stage in the latter part of the first century of our era. That the relations of Church and Synagogue persisted in estrangement and mutual anathemas for so many centuries is an even greater tragedy, but that they have radically changed for the better is one of the signs of the times—surely of God’s times. That the grace of God will be ever more manifest, in Church and Synagogue, is the Christian’s hope and confidence as he anticipates the triumph of the kingdom of God and of his Christ.

3. A Woman Caught in Adultery (7:53–8:11)
Introduction
It is universally agreed by textual critics of the Greek NT that this passage was not part of the Fourth Gospel in its original form. The evidence may be summarized as follows. (i) It is omitted from our earliest copies of the Greek NT. (ii) In the East it is not found in the oldest form of the Syriac version, the Sahidic and sub-Achmimic, the oldest Bohairic mss, some Armenian mss, and the older Georgian version. In the West it is not in some Old Latin mss and not in the Gothic version. (iii) No Greek commentator on the Gospel before Euthymius Zigabenus (twelfth century) discusses the passage, and Euthymius stated that the accurate copies of the Gospel do not contain it. (iv) No Eastern Fathers cite the passage prior to the tenth century. The earliest Western Fathers, Irenaeus, Tertullian, Cyprian, also make no reference to it. (v) The passage is found in the MS D, and in the mass of later Koine mss, in some old Latin mss, the Latin Vulgate, the Ethiopic version and a few mss of other versions, the writings of Ambrose and Augustine; Jerome said that it was in many Greek and Latin codices. (vi) Many of the mss which have the passage have asterisks or obeli, showing that the scribes knew the uncertainty of its status. (vii) There is an extraordinary number of variant readings in the passage. (viii) While most of the Greek mss that include it set it in its present position, in the Ferrar group of cursives it follows Luke 21:38, in 225 it comes after John 7:36, in the Sinai Georgian MS 16 it follows 7:44, and a number of mss, including the Armenian, set it after 21:25. (ix) The style and language are more akin to the synoptic Gospels than to the Fourth Gospel.
There are some uncertainties in the evidence. Eusebius states that Papias, writing in the mid-second century, “told another story about a woman who was accused of many sins in the presence of the Lord, a story which is contained in the Gospel according to the Hebrews” (HE 3.39.17); this could relate to the same episode as that in John 7:53–8:11, but of that we cannot be sure (see Vielhauer in Hennecke’s New Testament Apocrypha 1 [Tr. R. McL. Wilson. London: Lutterworth, 1963] 121–22). More important is the reference in the Syriac Didascalia vii, of the early third century: bishops dealing with repentant sinners are admonished to do “as he also did with her who had sinned, whom the elders set before him, and leaving the judgment in his hands, departed.” We cannot know where the author found the story, whether in a canonical or uncanonical gospel or in some other kind of writing.

It is clear that the story was not penned by the Fourth Evangelist (or any of the other three Gospel writers), yet there is no reason to doubt its substantial truth. The saying that it preserves is completely in character with what we know of our Lord, and quite out of character with the stern discipline that came to be established in the developing Church. (Augustine tells of the fear of some believers that the story would give their wives encouragement to sin with impunity! This led him to believe that this was the reason for its removal from the Gospel, de coniug. adult. 2.6.) We may regard the story as one those incidents in the life of our Lord that circulated in the primitive Church and did not come to the notice of our Evangelists (unless the fear that Augustine mentions led them to keep it out of their Gospels!—an unlikely eventuality); it was saved from oblivion by some unknown Christian, who wrote it down. If we ask why it was set in its present place, the answer must be a genuine sense of fitness of context. The theme of judgment is strong in chaps. 7–8; the story could well be regarded as illustrative of 7:24 and 8:15–16; and we note the opposition of the Pharisees to Jesus in 7:46–52 and 8:13.
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Translation
7:53And they went, each to his own home, 8:1but Jesus went to the Mount of Olives. 2At daybreak he appeared again in the temple, and all the people were coming to him, and he sat down and began teaching them. 3The scribes and the Pharisees bring a woman caught in adultery, and after setting her in the midst 4they say to him, “Teacher, this woman was caught in the very act of adultery; 5in the Law Moses commanded us to stone such women; now what do you yourself say?” 6They said this as a test, so as to frame a charge against him. But Jesus bent down and started writing on the ground with his finger. 7As they persisted in questioning him he sat upright and said to them, “Let the man among you who is without sin be the first to throw a stone at her.” 8And again he bent down and continued writing on the ground. 9But on hearing that, they went out one by one, beginning with the oldest, and he was left alone, while the woman was still standing in the midst. 10He sat up and said to her, “Women, where are they? Did nobody condemn you?” 11She answered, “Nobody, sir.” And Jesus said, “Nor do I condemn you; go, and from this time on don’t sin any more.”
Notes
a. Instead of moiceiva/ D reads aJmartiva, “an act of sin.” This has encouraged the belief that the story about the woman accused of “many sins” before the Lord, ascribed by Eusebius to the Gospel according to the Hebrews, was this narrative.
b. Some mss add after the end of v 8, eJno;" eJkastou aujtw`n ta;" aJmartiva", “the sins of each one of them.”

c. Many mss add uJpo; th`" suneidhvsew" e;legcovmenoi, “being convicted by their conscience.”

d. After presButevrwn some mss add e[w" tw`n ejscavtw`n ejscavtwn, “to the youngest,” others pavnte" ajnecwvrhsan, “so that all went out.”

Form/Structure/Setting
The setting has been discussed in the Introduction to the section. Since the narrative takes place during a period when Jesus was staying in Jerusalem, and on an occasion when he was teaching in the temple, it is natural to link it with the controversy stories of Mark 11:27–12:37; accordingly it is frequently classed as a controversy dialogue (so, e.g., Lindars, 308; Gnilka, 64). Since however the weight of the story falls on the saying of Jesus in v 7, it may be better to view it as a (biographical) apothegm (a saying set in a brief context), written down for the instruction of the Church in its treatment of offenders (so Bultmann, History of the Synoptic Tradition, 63; Schnackenburg, 2:169; Becker, 281).
Comment
7:53–8:3 The opening sentences are uncommonly reminiscent of Luke 21:37–38; they are similarly akin to the situation described in Luke 19:47–48, which finds instant illustration in Luke 20:1–2. This has confirmed many in their belief that the incident concerning the adulterous woman took place about the same time in the ministry of Jesus. Curiously v 3 is the only mention of the scribes in the present text of the Gospel, which is a reminder that for reasons of his own the Evangelist left them out of his account of the story of Jesus.
The woman was caught in the act of adultery. Was she married, or single? Billerbeck, followed by Jeremias, maintained the latter, on the ground that the Mishnah prescribes the more lenient form of execution by strangling for intercourse between a married woman and a man other than her husband, whereas the more serious punishment of stoning was meted out to a couple, one of whom was a betrothed woman (the evidence in Str-B 2:519–20). This has the startling effect of making the “woman” a girl, not less than twelve years of age but not more than twelve years and six months old (one less than twelve years old would go unpunished as a minor, one more than twelve-and-a-half would be strangled). Jeremias was prepared to maintain this, and it adds an almost unbearable pathos to the story and a shocking reflection on the Pharisees (Parables of Jesus, 1st Eng. ed, 158 n. 96). In his revised edition of the Parables, however, he withdrew that idea, presumably in the light of the information given by Blinzler, who discussed in detail the evidence for the various modes of punishment for immorality among Jews in the time of Jesus. The chief points made by Blinzler related to the term moiceuvein and its derivatives, which in the LXX and related Greek writings were used exclusively of adulterous actions of married persons, and the evident fact that the prescriptions in the Mishnah for the punishment of immoral sexual acts did not apply to the time of our Lord; the woman brought to Jesus for his judgment was married (see “Die Strafe fьr Ehebruch,” 34–47).

4–6 The Pharisees used this occasion of proved adultery to “test” Jesus and to have ground for a “charge” against him. If the time was near the end of Jesus’ ministry they would have known of his proclamation of the kingdom of God to the poor and the sinners, his compassion on the disreputable of society, and even his eating with them, thereby showing complete indifference to the ritual laws as currently understood. Well, here was a real sinner, and the Law demands that she should die for her wickedness. What does he think about it? There is no question of their seeking his advice; they simply wish to discredit him publicly. If he upholds the Law, he contradicts his way of life and his preaching; if he maintains his outlook and preaching regarding sinners and denies Moses, he shows himself a lawless person and perverter of the people who must be brought to justice.

Jesus declines to give an immediate answer. Instead he bent down (presumably still seated in his teaching position) and drew on the dusty ground with his finger. Thereby he set an unanswerable conundrum for exegetes of all time. What did he write? We cannot tell, but that does not prevent the exegetes from guessing! A number have thought that Jesus was simply doodling, whether to calm his anger at the action of the Pharisees or simply for time to think (Brown reports examples from Arabic literature of the Semitic custom of doodling when distraught, 334). T. W. Manson, with others, cited the custom of Roman judges writing out their decision on a case before announcing it (“The Pericope de Adultera,” 255–56), but that may be less relevant in a Palestinian context. Derrett offered an ingenious suggestion, based on the conviction that an adultery that was witnessed by two men looking on was likely to be a framed affair, probably through the connivance of the husband. As Jesus was seated, he could write only a limited number of letters in a row without moving, sixteen Hebrews characters in fact. The first sentence that Jesus wrote, and that suits that length, could have been Exod 23:1b: “You shall not support a wicked man (as a malicious witness)”: the second, Exod 23:7, “From a false matter keep far,” a text quoted in the comparable story of Susanna (“The Story of the Woman …”18–20). The suggestion is entirely possible, though as little provable as others. From ancient times the pertinence of Jer 17:13 to this incident has been noted: “Those who turn away from you will be written in the dust, because they have forsaken the Lord, the spring of living water.” It is suggested that this writing in the dust by Jesus was an example of his parabolic actions, reminding the woman’s accusers of this scripture, as though to say “You are those of whom the scripture speaks,” and a silent call to repentance (so Jeremias, Parables, 228). On this understanding the writing need not have been of actual words; the gesture would have been sufficient.

7–9 If to us the symbolic: action of Jesus is ambiguous, his spoken word was devastatingly clear. Its immediate application will have been to the witnesses, since in a death by stoning, they had to throw the first stones. On Derrett’s view they had been party to a disgusting conspiracy, but in any case had apparently made no attempt to prevent the adulterous act. Speculation apart, the word of Jesus challenged their behavior, their motives, and their life in the sight of God, and they failed the test. But they were not the only sinners present, as everyone involved in the case was quick to realize. They all left, convicted by their consciences, as some early scribes recognized (see Notes on v 9). And the readers of the narrative know themselves to be included; the saying of Jesus, “Do not judge, or you too will be judged” (Matt 7:1), reminds us of our own sinfulness in the sight of God that could rightly be visited upon us.

10–11 Not till the accusers had departed did Jesus address the woman, and that presumably was to put her at ease and encourage her to speak to him (he knew that they had all gone!). What she said was little, but it led Jesus to utter a word of liberation: “Neither do I condemn you.” Coming from the man whom people called the prophet (6:14; 7:40), and some the Messiah, but who in reality was the Redeemer-Revealer with authority bestowed by God, it was an assurance of the mercy of God upon her. But that was not all; he added another statement: “From this time on, do not continue in sin”—neither that for which she had been brought to judgment, nor any other deed of defiance against God. Mercy from God calls for life unto God.

Explanation
The story is a superb illustration of the dictum of 3:17, of which (with the continuing vv 18–21) the whole account of Jesus at Tabernacles in chaps. 7–8 may be viewed as exposition. It serves both as a model for the Church’s attitude to prodigal sons and daughters and as an illustration of the gospel. As Schnackenburg saw, “The point is not the condemnation of sin but the calling of sinners: not a doctrine but an event. Jesus accepts sinners in God’s name; his will is not to judge but to save” (2:168). From this point of view it has often been subject for comment that no record is given of the woman’s acknowledging of her sin or repentance for it. Yet the Lord’s, “Neither do I condemn you,” must be taken as a declaration of forgiveness in the name of God. He saw her need and addressed himself to it. Whoever first recounted the story intended us to understand the word of forgiveness as a means of release for new life. Grace, by definition, is always undeserved. Here we see it in its starkest application (the same principle is embodied in the healing of the paralytic in Mark 2:1–12, and will have been the reason for its inclusion in the Gospel). If this is kerygma in its essentials, it is not left without  (teaching). Release from life contrary to the will of God is always with a view to life according to the will of God. That is the fundamental principle of Christian ethics, as is set forth with plainest clarity in Rom 12:1–2; coming after the sustained doctrinal exposition in chaps. 1–11, the latter summarizes the content and motive of Christian living and is expounded in the chapters that follow. Here the notion is expressed in a sentence. In the nature of the case the power of the command is unexpressed, but the Gospel in which the incident has been set makes it clear that the grace of forgiveness is accompanied by the grace of new life by the Spirit. The Lord lifted up to heaven for the sin of the world sent the promised Spirit to enable the righteousness of God to be lived in the world. Life in the Kingdom of God is for kingdom of God living. To that the woman was sent into the world, as is every justified sinner.
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