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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1. PREVIOUS STUDIES ON JOHN 9

Since the enigmatic nature of John’s Gospel has attracted a great deal of
attention from many scholars, numerous studies of this Gospel have been
produced. Each endeavour to understand the Gospel demonstrates its own
uniqueness, and utilises one of various methodological approaches to suit
its particular research purpose. Methodologically, however, modern critical
research on this Gospel can be roughly divided into two categories, namely
historical approaches and literary approaches, which some scholars further
divide into ideological (theological) approaches. One should bear in mind
that these categories are merely a simple and provisional depiction of the
complex research done on the Gospel. It is thus difficult to classify all works
neatly into one of these categories." Since comprehensive bibliographies
concerning Johannine research are available to us,? in this section | wish to
concentrate more on particular research on John 9.

Recent research on John 9 indicates the same trend. Therefore, studies
of John 9 have been conducted either from a historical perspective or from
a literary viewpoint. However, literary studies appear to be recently gaining
a stronger foothold over historical studies (Stibbe 1993:10). This point will
be illustrated in the following paragraphs, starting with historical research.?

One of the most important monographs in Johannine scholarship and
in studies of John 9 is certainly Martyn’s book ([1968] 1979), History and
theology in the Fourth Gospel.* In part one of his book, Martyn particularly
examines the story of the blind man to form his central thesis that the
struggle of the Johannine community with the synagogue shaped this

1 For a view which considers these two methods mutually exclusive, cf. comments
by Frye 1957:315; Ryken 1974:27, 39; Gros Louis 1982:13, 20; Kingsbury 1986:1;
Powell 1990:96; De Boer 1992:38; Stibbe (ed.) 1993:1. Since the 1990s, another
trend that views these two methods as complementary emerged. For more
discussions on this, cf. section 2 in this chapter and section 3.4 in Chapter 2.

2  Carson 1983, 1989; Kysar 1985; Smalley 1986; Van Belle 1988; Porter & Gabriel 2013.

3 I wish to point out that the absence of references to works written in languages
other than English is not due to negligence, but due to the language problem.

4 The third edition was published in 2003, and is the latest version.
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Gospel.® Regarding this thesis, a number of studies refer to John 9.5 In
this regard, however, very few works construe the text of John 9 itself
(e.g-, Smith 1986; Rensberger 1988; Menken 2001). Fortna (1970) examines
the text of John 9 in relation to the ‘signs source’ (e.g., Bultmann 1971),
and Nicol (1972) investigates the onuelo traditions and their Johannine
redaction, referring to John 9. Concerning the law in the Fourth Gospel
(Loader 2002, 2005), Pancaro (1975:1) attempts “to determine the meaning
and function given to the Law by Jn and the precise role it plays in the
theological structure of his Gospel”. In addition, John 9 is construed in
relation to Jesus’ Sabbath violation and the charge of his false teaching
(Lincoln 2000). In his massive monograph, which explores the history,
literature and theology of the Johannine community, Painter ([1991] 1993)
analyses John 9 in relation to the Light of the world (and the enigmatic Son
of Man) to elucidate the quest for the Messiah. In terms of short essays,
Porter (1966) argues that John 9:38-39a could be a liturgical addition to
the text. In Lieu’s (1988) essay, the history of the Johannine community is
traced through the theme of blindness. In the process, John 9 is touched
upon, because this story is one of only two places in the Gospel in which
the term blindness is explicitly stated.”

In contrast to historical studies, an increasing amount of research on
John 9 in recent years constitutes literary-oriented studies. The majority
of these works fundamentally follow Culpepper’s (1983) literary and
narrative approach to John’s Gospel described in his book, Anatomy of
the Fourth Gospel: A study in literary design. This is still the fundamental
textbook for such studies (cf. Thatcher & Moore 2008). According to his
aim “to contribute to understanding the gospel as a narrative text, what it
is, and how it works”, Culpepper (1983:5) investigates the Gospel, including
John 9, in terms of the narrative aspects: narrator, narrative time, plot,
characters, implicit commentary, and the implied reader. A few critics
make the story of the blind man the main object of their endeavours and
attempt to analyse it as a unified narrative. It appears that Resseguie
(1982) is one of the first scholars to have done such a literary-critical
analysis of John 9. His aim is to demonstrate how the form and content
of John 9 are closely interwoven to form a superb literary unity. Basically
following Resseguie, Dockery (1988) carries out a narrative discourse
study of John 9. Painter (1989) construes John 9 as one of the so-called

5 Foramore detailed discussion on this thesis, cf. section 6.1.2 and the section on
‘CS’ in 9:22 in Chapter 4.

6 E.g., Barrett 1975; Kimelman 1981; Meeks 1985; Freyne 1985; Joubert 1993;
Van der Horst 1994; Wenham 1997; De Boer 2001; Olsson 2005; Klink 2007.

7 Hartsock (2008) analyses the story of John 9 in relation to blindness in the
ancient world.
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rejection stories. Holleran’s (1993a, 1993b) set of two articles is still the
most extensive treatment of John 9 from a narratological perspective. He
deals with the background and presuppositions for a narrative analysis
of the text in the first article, and presents an insightful detailed narrative
reading in the second one. Du Rand (1991), on the other hand, represents
those scholars who regard John 9 and 10 as a literary unit by scrutinising
a syntactical and narrative coherence between these two chapters.
In works that treat John 9 as part of their analysis, Dodd ([1953] 1968),
after reconstructing the background and examining the leading concepts
of the Gospel, elucidates its argument and literary structure (cf. O’'Day’s
1995:509 comment on Dodd). O’Day (1987) explains four Johannine texts
from a literary and narrative perspective, as an aid for preaching, in which
John 9 is also analysed.

Interms of characterisation as one of the narrative aspects, Bishop (1982)
explores some characters’ encounter with Jesus in the New Testament, and
analyses the blind man as an example. Staley (1991) examines two Johannine
miracle stories in John 5 and 9 from the perspective of ancient Hebrew
modes of characterisation, and demonstrates how this characterisation
enriches our reading of Johannine characters. Furthermore, the title the
Son of Man can be investigated as a characterisation of Jesus. Moloney
(1978) explores the use and meaning of the Johannine Son of Man in the
relevant texts, and thus examines John 9 in this regard.? The ‘l am’ sayings
can also be examined in the same way. However, since John 9:5 (cf. v. 9)
does not represent the pure formula of these sayings, the text of John 9
is usually not scrutinised (cf. section 3.1.4 in Chapter 4). An exception is
Coetzee’s (1986) essay concerning the text in relation to John 8. In addition,
the following scholars contributed to the current development of research
done on Johannine characterisation, and some of them analysed the blind
man in the process: Conway (1999, 2002), Beirne (2003), Howard (2006),
Bennema (2009) and Skinner (2013). In addition, many critics attempt
to research the identity and function of the Jews in the Gospel (cf. the
section on ‘CS’ in 9:18). Some of them examine the Jews referred to in
John 9 in a separate section in the process.® Perhaps, as a culmination
of such character studies in John, a recent publication is worth noting:
Character studies in the Fourth Gospel: Narrative approaches to seventy
figures in John (Hunt et al. 2013).

8 Cf. also Smalley 1969; Pamment 1985; Burkett 1991; Miiller 1991; section 8.1.1
in Chapter 4.

9 E.g., Bratcher 1975; De Boer 2001; De Jonge 2001; Resseguie 2001; Brant 2004;
Tolmie 2005; Hylen 2009.
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In terms of implicit commentary, several scholars emphasise the
symbolic value of John 9. In his shorter essay, Painter (1986) starts with
a discussion with Haenchen about a source-critical issue in John 9, and
proceeds to a theological analysis of the text, referring to the relations
between the Johannine community and the synagogue. More importantly,
however, his essay deals mostly with his symbolic interpretation of John 9,
with reference to Johannine symbols (cf. his other essay on Johannine
symbols, Painter 1979). Grigsby (1985) explores the symbolism of Siloam
in relation to John’s ‘living water’ motif. Some recent monographs draw
from the text of John 9 as part of their research. Koester (1995) deals with
Johannine symbolism in the entire Gospel, such as light and darkness, and
seeks to reveal its meaning and mystery (cf. Dodd [1953] 1968; section 5 in
Chapter 3). Koester’s (2006:415-416, 419-420) article again refers to John 9,
though not in detail, and describes the dynamics of darkness. Jones (1997)
and Ng (2001) attempt to investigate the use and meaning of the symbol
of water in the Gospel (cf. section 5.2 in Chapter 3). Coloe (2001) analyses
the temple symbolism in the Gospel. On the other hand, Lee (1994:161)
deals not with individual symbols but with the entire story of John 9 as the
best example of symbolic narrative. She also examines five other symbolic
narratives in the Gospel, in which there is a remarkable level of coherence
between form and meaning based on the Evangelist’s theology. Her basic
insight regarding the story of John 9, however, has already been pointed
out by Riga (1984:168) who contends that this story “is a symbolic narration
of the journey of faith to Christ as the light of the world”.

Similar (but not identical) to symbols, the Johannine miracles as signs
can also be perceived as implicit commentary.' In his very short essay,
Mackintosh (1925) compares the miracle stories of John 5 and 9, referring
to their synoptic parallels. Wilkinson (1967) and Carroll (1995) analyse
Jesus’ miracle performed on the blind man from a healing perspective
(cf. section 3.1.2 in Chapter 4). Salier (2004) analyses the semeia in the
Gospel, also referring to John 9.

Still with reference to implicit commentary, Duke studies irony in
the Gospel as a literary device that serves as a form of appeal and as
a weapon. Duke (1982:243) contends that we cannot grasp the Gospel
without a proper understanding of Johannine irony. He considers John 9 to
be one of the two great episodes in which irony is skilfully employed, and
thus analyses this story from this perspective (cf. section 1.6 in Chapter 2).
Others also address irony in John 9, but the scale is limited."

10 However, the works followed do not necessarily construe John 9 from this viewpoint.
11 E.g., Culpepper 1983:175-176; Kotze 1985:60; Myers 1988:8-9; Botha 1991d:212,
214; Thatcher 1999:74-76; Steyn 2008.
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In addition to the above bodies of work, there are other studies of
John 9 that fall outside these two categories.'?

Many commentaries on John’s Gospel have also been produced.
Although it is difficult to allocate all the commentaries to the two categories,
as in the case of the monographs and short essays, | shall attempt to
classify them in a footnote for the sake of reference.®

The above brief survey of past studies of John 9 is by no means
exhaustive, but sufficient since the main purpose, in this instance, is to
give an indication of the trends and approaches that have thus far been
followed in the study of John 9.

2. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

Some significant points emerge from the survey in the previous section.
Firstly, there does not seem to be any monograph-length research on
John 9, with the exception of Wright (2009) who offers a figural reading
of John 9.' This present state indicates that there is a paucity of detailed
studies on John 9. Secondly, as Painter ([1991] 1993:305) states, “[i]n

12 Poirier (1996) analyses the punctuation in John 9:3 from a linguistic perspective
to yield a more cogent reading of the narrative. Menken’s (1985) thesis is unique
in that he argues that John makes use of numbers of syllables and words for
the composition of his Gospel. John 9 is selected as one of five passages to
prove this thesis. Brodie (1981) compares the stories of John 9 and 2 Kings 5
as a successive work in following Bostock’s (1980) basic insight, and concludes
that the similarity of Jesus to Elisha reflects a conscious reworking of the story
of Naaman on the part of John. Derrett (1997:254) proposes that the anointing of
clay on the blind man’s eyes in John 9:6 “is to be explained in the light of Isaiah
6:10 and 20:9”. Cho (2006:187-202) employs a relatively longer elucidation of
John 9 as an example to make his thesis of Jesus as prophet.

13 The following commentaries emphasise historical aspects: Westcott [1882]
1978; Godet 1893; Strachan 1941; Howard & Gossip 1952; Hoskyns 1947;
Barrett 1955; Wiles 1960; Brown 1966; Odeberg 1968; Schnackenburg [1968]
1980; Morris 1971; MacRae 1978; Minear 1984; Haenchen 1984; Beasley-Murray
1987; Bruce [1983] 1994; Carson 1991; Witherington 1995; Keener 2003;
Kostenberger 2004; Michaels 2010, and so forth. Commentaries with a specific
emphasis on source-critical issues are those of Bultmann (1971) and Temple
(1975). Lindars ([1972] 1981) writes a form-critical commentary. The following
are literary-oriented commentaries: Olsson 1974; Ellis 1984; Kysar 1984;
Countryman 1987; Grayston 1990; Servotte 1992; Stibbe 1993; Brodie 1993;
Howard-Brook 1994; O’Day 1995; Culpepper 1998; Brant 2011, and so forth. The
following commentaries use integrative methods: Lincoln 2005; Neyrey 2007,
and so forth.

14 The purpose and method of his work are clearly different from those of mine.
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recent studies Jn 9 has been used as a crux for the interpretation of the
Gospel”. Martyn’s work and the related studies of his thesis evidently
exhibit this fact. Therefore, John 9 is usually used as important evidence
or as a point of departure for these discussions. As pointed out earlier, this
implies that only a few researchers have attempted to study the passage
itself, from a historical point of view, since the publication of Martyn’s
book. Thirdly, although a few works (including commentaries) analyse
John 9 from a narratological perspective, there is hardly any linguistic
and pragmatic research on the subject. Poirier’'s (1996) work focuses on
only one passage. Du Rand (1991) examines John 9 from the viewpoint of
general linguistics and literary science, but his main focus is to explore
the coherence between John 9 and 10. Half of his essay also conducts
a narratological reading. Fourthly, although Johannine irony began to
receive scholarly attention since the works of Duke (1982) and Culpepper
(1983), irony in John 9, which is often said to be rich in irony, has not
yet been fully exposed.'® Other scholars have also researched Johannine
irony, but do not address irony in John 9 at all (e.g., MacRae 1973; O’Day
1986a, 1986b; Moore 1989). In a sense, this situation is ironic. Fifthly,
Painter ([1991] 1993:5) is of the opinion that “Martyn has demonstrated the
dramatic development of scenes in the telling of the story of the healing of
the lame man ... and of the blind man. More work needs to be done in this
area”. The above points can be rephrased as follows:

a. It appears that there is no monograph-length study of John 9.

b. It appears that historical studies of John 9, relating to the issues of the
Johannine community, have come to an end or are currently exhausted.'®

c. John 9 has not yet been examined from a linguistic perspective,
particularly a pragmatic one. The appreciation of John 9 as dramatic
literature will perhaps improve if it is also analysed from this angle.

d. An analysis of irony in John 9 is especially overdue.

Therefore, the time appears to be ripe for an analysis of John 9 from a
pragmatic viewpoint in a detailed study.!” In this sense, this study can
be categorised within a group of studies based on literary approaches.
Accordingly, this study is based on the premise that the Fourth Gospel in its
entirety (and all its parts) should be perceived as a literary whole. However,
| further wish to place this present study within a body of research that has

15 It seems that | am the only one thus far who has analysed Johannine irony
thoroughly in John 9. Cf. the two articles by Ito 2000b and 2000c in association
with this present study.

16 For a more detailed discussion about this, cf. the section on ‘CS’ in 9:22;
cf. also Brodie 1993:6.

17 This was still the case in 2013 when | was preparing this book.
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emerged in recent years. This body of work can be distinguished from the
two dominant types of studies (those operating from within either historical
or literary approaches) and is unique in the following sense: despite the
rivalry between historical and literary approaches, some scholars attempt
to establish a harmonious relationship between the two approaches,
based on the conviction that New Testament scholarship needs to employ
both approaches for a comprehensive understanding of the ancient
biblical texts. This attempt increasingly gained scholars’ attention at the
time my dissertation was submitted in 2000, and it has, as Klink (2007:36)
mentions, continued to develop: “Over the last decade several studies
in the FG have integrated literary and historical methods to the text of
John”. Culpepper (2008:40) also states: “One of the interesting refrains
of the essays ... is the call for dialogue between historical and narrative
criticism and for a reconsideration of questions of historicity, composition
history, and the Johannine community.” According to Stibbe (2008:165),
“[o]lne of the tasks for the future is to integrate the diachronic or historical
methods of interpretation with more synchronic methods (such as narrative
criticism)”.’® Among those scholars who are concerned with this attempt
in their studies of the Fourth Gospel,” the following are representative
examples of supporters of a speech act approach: Combrink (1988:195),
Saayman (1994, 1995), Motyer (1997a:27-28), and Tovey (1997:23). My
present study also seeks to join in this attempt, perhaps not as strongly,
but in a more moderate fashion.?

18 This kind of view is further supported by Cho 2006:65-66; Conway 2008:91;
Reinhartz 2008:57; as well as in some other articles in Thatcher & Moore (2008)
and Bennema 2009:20.

19 E.g., Painter [1991] 1993:5; Du Rand 1991:96; De Boer 1992; Stibbe 1992:1-2,
1993a:18-19; Davies 1992:7; Lee 1994:184; Ball 1996:18; Orchard 1998; Hakola
2005; Lincoln 2005; Cho 2006; Neyrey 2007; Bennema 2009, and so forth.
Cf. Smith’s 1986 work which is already concerned with both historical and
literary aspects. Regarding similar attempts other than those concerned with
the Fourth Gospel, cf., e.g., Robbins 1995, 1996; Du Plessis 1996.

20 My attempt is ‘moderate’, because my speech act approach does not reject
historical research. Rather, it respects and uses the results of such research.
Furthermore, this approach does not seek to establish a combined method.
Rather, | intend to make a small contribution to this new endeavour by
specifically using speech act theory, which stresses the importance and role of
context in understanding the meaning of a text. The context in this theory can be
explored not only at the level of co-text (the literary context), but also at the level
of historical context. It has the obvious advantage of attempting to minimise
the gap between two approaches. Briefly, this is my contribution to Johannine
scholarship. For more discussions on this, cf. section 3.4 in Chapter 2.
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In order to discuss the purpose and delineation of this study, | wish
to answer an important question first: What kind of literary methodology
should be employed? In other words, which method is suitable to meet
the need described above in relation to research on John 9, and which
method will appear to contribute the most to Johannine scholarship in this
regard? As mentioned earlier, current New Testament scholarship focuses
more on text-immanent approaches than on historical approaches, which
once prevailed in this scholarship. In this trend, which began in the 1970s,
new literary approaches gradually gained the attention of many scholars.
Speech act theory also emerged as a useful exegetical approach,
which originated in secular scholarship and developed mainly under the
auspices of disciplines such as the philosophy of language, linguistics
and pragmatics. A few studies have, in fact, applied this theory in
practice, analysing specific biblical texts more comprehensively (cf. Botha
2007:291). This is also true as far as Johannine scholarship is concerned.
Accordingly, there is thus far a paucity of work on the Gospel of John.
As a matter of fact, | am at this point only aware of the works of Botha
(1991a) and Tovey (1997), except for limited and short analyses such as
the studies by Wendland (1985), Saayman (1994, 1995) and Tolmie (1995)."
Much remains to be done in this respect.

The purpose of this study is, therefore, to analyse, in detail, the text of
John 9 from a speech act perspective, with the emphasis on how language
functions in order to determine whether or not such an analysis leads to
acceptable and valid results as an interpretation of the text.?? However, |
would expect that this study could possibly yield a new understanding of
the way in which gospel narratives such as John 9 are carefully constructed

21 For a brief review of these works, cf. section 3.3 in Chapter 2.

22 Although it is desirable that John’s Gospel in its entirety should be examined
through the lens of speech act theory, it is not feasible to do so in a monograph
by following my particular approach. Chapter 9 has, therefore, been chosen for
the following reasons: 1) the suffering theme described in John 9 (especially
vv. 1-7) initially caught my attention because of a personal interest in this
area. 2) The structure and content of John 9 is organised beautifully in the
dialogue scenes. This means that speech act theory as an approach to human
communication could be best utilised in this episode. 3) The historical situation
behind John 9 (especially v. 22) appears to be a challenge to this comprehensive
approach. 4) Tovey (1997) has already analysed the entire Gospel from a similar
speech act perspective. 5) Speech act theory is successful not only on the level
of macro-level analysis, but also on the level of micro-level analysis, where the
dynamics of human communication are best portrayed. It is my contention that
a speech act approach should also be suitable for such a detailed analysis. (For
more detailed discussions about points 4 and 5, cf. section 3.3 in Chapter 2.)
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by the implied author for the implied reader. The reason for this expectation
is twofold.

Firstly, my ‘new and different perspective’ will give a new understanding
of how the communication takes place in the text from a linguistic
perspective, and this understanding is new for John 9, because this text
has not been analysed as such previously.® It is my vague misgiving,
however, that this kind of new approach will probably not be satisfactorily
appreciated when evaluated from the traditional perspective. If my readers
seek ‘new’ results in the same way in which the traditional approaches have
offered so far, they will likely be disappointed. Perhaps a new approach
should be evaluated according to a new criterion. Furthermore, speaking
of newness, my speech act approach can be considered comparatively
new in the sense that it takes historical contexts into account, thus differing
from the so-called traditional text-immanent approaches.

The second reason can be drawn from the fact that the speech act works
cited earlier proved, in my opinion, that the application of speech act theory
to biblical texts has successfully contributed to a better understanding of the
texts studied. For instance, the majority of the reviewers of Botha’s work, in
which he applied this theory to the text of the Samaritan woman in John 4,
with special reference to Johannine style, favour his method as innovative
and appreciate the way in which he analysed the communication between
the implied author and the implied reader. Nobody rejects the study as
invalid, despite the fact that some reviewers commented that Botha left
some important points untouched (e.g., Rosenblatt 1993:569-570). Another
example: Saayman demonstrated the competency and strength of this
theory in analysing the controversial text of John 3 as a macrospeech act,
discussing crucial points with the major scholars of other approaches. He
suggested an alternative reading of the text based on this new perspective.
Lastly, Du Plessis (1991:136) remarks on the great potential of this theory
in Text and interpretation: New approaches in the criticism of the New
Testament: “The real future of speech act theory in New Testament research
... lie[s] ... in the support the theory gives to the exegesis of individual texts.
Especially in the fields of Johannine studies and the Sermon on the Mount
arich harvest may be reaped.”

23 As pointed out earlier, the theory | employ in this study is speech act theory in
the context of modern literary theory. It was developed by Austin and Searle in
the philosophy of language and it has been used to study the function and use of
language in speech situations. The theory indicates that speaking an utterance
can also be viewed as performing an action of human behaviour. As applied to
this study, the theory should be used to analyse mainly the conversations and
speeches in the biblical texts from a new and different perspective, differing
from the traditional approaches such as historical criticism.
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3. STRUCTURE OF THE STUDY

This study is organised as follows. Chapter 1 offers an introduction to
the study. Chapter 2 deals with the theoretical aspects and attempts to
establish the methodological framework. In other words, | shall introduce,
first, the major concepts of speech act theory briefly, with a view as to how
these concepts can be utilised in a practical analysis. Secondly, | shall
describe the ways in which other approaches can be incorporated in this
speech act approach. Since speech act theory mainly deals with direct
speech acts, some theoretical basis for applying this theory to a narrative
text will necessarily be offered. Thirdly, | shall examine the advantages
and disadvantages of a speech act analysis in order to seek a more
plausible way in which to employ this approach. Moreover, | shall briefly
survey speech act studies in New Testament scholarship for the purpose
of comparison with this study; suggest possible contributions this study
could make to Biblical scholarship, and specify the basic reading scheme
of this study to scrutinise the text of John 9.

The following chapters will constitute a practical application of the
approach, namely a speech act analysis of John 9. In Chapter 3, a contextual
survey will be conducted in order to examine John 9 as a whole in terms
of the key notions of the approach such as ‘Appropriate Conditions’, ‘the
Cooperative Principle’, ‘Interpersonal and Textual Rhetorics’, ‘Linguistic
Assumptions’, ‘Mutual Contextual Beliefs’, and so forth. Chapter 4 will
attempt to provide a detailed speech act reading of John 9, and thus
constitute the heart of this study. Chapter 5 will conclude the study with
my summaries of such a reading.

Before closing this first chapter, | wish to draw my readers’ attention to
a number of considerations pertaining to the study, namely my terminology,
reference system, and technical glosses.

3.1 Considerations

a. Kysar (1984:12) points out: “The question of the historical Jesus within
the narratives and discourses of the Fourth Gospel is fraught with
monstrous difficulties”. The analysis contained in this study makes no
pretence of differentiating between the accurate records of Jesus'’ life
and words and the attribution of them to Jesus by the early church.
Instead, this study simply acknowledges Jesus’ actions and words as
reported in the Gospel.

b. The whole of John 9 as the unit of analysis will be based on the
Nestle-Aland 27th edition of the Greek New Testament. This indicates
that text-critical and source-critical factors are fundamentally exempt
from this research.

10
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3.2 Terminology

a.

The main character in John 9 is the blind man. He is no longer blind
after Jesus healed him. For the sake of convenience, however, he is
referred to as the blind man even after he recovered his sight.

In this study, the terms the real author and the real reader will refer
to the flesh-and-blood author(s) and the flesh-and-blood reader(s)
respectively. The simpler forms the author and the reader will always
refer to the implied author and the implied reader respectively (for the
definitions of these terms, c.f. section 2.2.1 in Chapter 2).

3.3 Reference system

a.

Basically, | shall use the Harvard reference system with some
modification. As a rule, this system completely excludes footnotes,
but | shall use them when necessary in order not to interrupt the flow
of my argument in the running text, especially whenever such an
explanation, in principle, exceeds more than a line.

My insertions in quotations shall be indicated as follows: “... [analysis] ...”.

My usage of italics in quotations shall be indicated as follows: “...
analysis [italics mine] ...”. In addition, italicised words and phrases
from original sources are maintained.

When a section number is mentioned in parenthesis and/or footnote,
the number will refer to a section in the same chapter, unless otherwise
specified. For example, the phrase ‘cf. section 3’ refers to section 3
in the same chapter in which the phrase appears, whereas the phrase
‘cf. section 3 in Chapter 5’ refers to section 3 in a different chapter, in
this case, Chapter 5.

In the Bibliography section, the list is recorded according to Acta
Theologica style.

3.4 Technical glosses and abbreviations

a.

In terms of English, British spelling is chiefly followed. In ‘-ise/-ize’
spelling, preference is given to the ‘-ise’ spelling.

b. Allbiblical quotations are taken from the New American Standard Bible,

unless specified. For instance, the New Revised Standard Version is
used in the section on ‘Light and darkness’ (section 5.1 in Chapter 3).
Biblical verses or phrases in italics indicate my own translations.

11
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c. The following abbreviations will be used in parentheses and footnotes:

cf.
V.

VV.

Cs
GA
1A
MCB
PA

The analytical outline

KJV
NASB
NIV
NRSV
RSV
TEV

see
verse

verses

Communicative strategy
General analysis
lllocutionary act

Mutual contextual belief
Prelocutionary act

The analytical outline for ironic speech acts

King James Version

New American Standard Bible
New International Version

New Revised Standard Version
Revised Standard Version

Today’s English Version

12



CHAPTER 2
METHODOLOGY

To begin with, | shall briefly explain my own speech act approach. As Patte
(1988:88) mentions, “speech act theory does not offer any clear method
which could be directly applied to the study of the texts”; it is thus crucial
to establish one’s own methodological framework before applying this
theory. Therefore, | have developed a methodological framework to work
with this study.

Since speech act theory itself provides many different views on its
main topics,! | shall limit myself to utilising primarily Searle’s speech act
theory in conjunction with Bach and Harnish’s taxonomy and mutual
contextual beliefs (MCBs), Grice’s principles of conversation, Leech’s
pragmatic approach (Interpersonal and Textual Rhetorics), Pratt’s display
text and Van Dijk’s macrospeech-act structures. Because | have adopted
a mixture of theoretical viewpoints into my approach, it will be referred to
as ‘my’ speech act approach or analysis to distinguish it from other similar
approaches (and it will, of course, NOT be referred to as ‘the’ speech act
approach). In addition, since John 9 is abundant in ironic expressions, |
have developed an analytical outline for ironic speech acts to identify and
describe irony from a speech act perspective and to apply it to our text.

In addition, | shall utilise some notions from colon analysis, reader-
response criticism and narrative criticism,? including Chatman’s (1978)

1 Speech act theory is a theory that generates other theories, and it is, therefore,
not easy to discern its boundaries and relationships with other similar disciplines.
When Botha (1991a) employs speech act theory for his ‘experimental’ analysis
of the pericope of the Samaritan woman in John’s Gospel, he does not explicitly
distinguish between approaches from speech act theory and those from
linguistics (specifically from pragmatics). He treats them under one heading,
speech act theory, as his work indicates. Yet it is not altogether exceptional for
speech act theory to include such insights from linguistics, for Searle himself
utilises some of them in his arguments, especially in those relating to indirect
speech acts. Nevertheless, he does so with a cautionary indication that they do
not initially belong to speech act theory.

2 In this sense, this study will, to a certain extent, overlap with the results of
studies done within this narratological approach (e.g., Resseguie 1982; Holleran
1993a, 1993b).

13
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narrative-communication model, in order to complement my speech act
approach (cf. section 2).

Since the focus of this section is, as mentioned earlier, to set up my
own methodological framework formulated from diverse aspects of
speech act theory, | shall not attempt to provide a detailed presentation
of the concepts, history and development of this theory, because the
majority of the above theories are well documented.® However, | shall
note some important points and introduce new concepts that need more
clarification for my readers. My own framework can be divided into two
main categories, namely speech act theory and its related approaches
(cf. section 1), and other approaches (cf. section 2).

1. SPEECH ACT THEORY AND RELATED APPROACHES

1.1 Speech act theory

In analysing an utterance, Austin ([1962] 1976:109) introduces three
constituent elements, namely locutionary act - the act of saying something;
illocutionary act - the act in saying something, and perlocutionary act -
the act performed by saying something. Speech act analysis mainly deals
with the last two acts. An illocutionary act is an utterance performed with
illocutionary force such as asserting, arguing, advising, promising, and so
forth. A perlocutionary act should be basically limited “to the intentional
production of effects on (or in) the hearer. Our reason is that only reference
to intended effects is necessary to explain the overall rationale of a given
speech act” (Bach & Harnish 1979:17). In order to account for a successful
performance of a speech act, Searle ([1969] 1980:57-61) sets out an
explicit set of conditions, known as felicity conditions, introducing four
such categories: propositional content condition, preparatory condition,
sincerity condition, and essential condition.

1141 Indirect speech act

In human communication through language, people use both direct and
indirect communication. If a speaker makes an utterance to convey one
meaning only, there is no indirect speech act involved. However, if the
speaker intends to convey more than one meaning and implies more than

3 Forthese aspects, cf. Austin [1962] 1976, 1985; Searle [1969] 1980, 1976, [1979]
1981, 1985; Grice 1975, 1978; Pratt 1977; Bach & Harnish 1979; Van Dijk 1980,
1981; Amante 1981; Leech 1983; Levinson 1983; Stubbs 1983; Kock 1985;
Combrink 1988; White 1988; Haverkate 1990; Du Plessis 1991; Botha 1991a,
1991d, 1991e, 2007; Houston 1993; Yule 1993; Neufeld 1994; Cook 1995; Tovey
1997; Briggs 2001a, 2001b; Wolterstorff 2001; Ward 2002; Childs 2005.
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what he says, he utters an indirect speech act. According to Searle ([1979]
1981:115), in an indirect speech act, a speaker “means what he says,
but he means something more as well. Thus utterance meaning includes
sentence meaning but extends beyond it”. In this analysis, Searle ([1979]
1981:115, 143) indicates that an indirect speech act differs from metaphor
and irony. However, a relatively recent approach concerning irony in
speech act theory is to consider that “all ironic speech acts are indirect
speech acts” (Botha 1991¢:227; cf. also Amante 1981:80). This aspect will
be clarified later in the section on ‘The analytical outline for ironic speech
acts’ (cf. section 1.6).

As far as the mechanism of indirect speech acts is concerned, Searle
([1979] 1981:31) states that “one illocutionary act is performed indirectly
by way of performing another”. In other words, “the utterance has two
illocutionary forces” (Searle [1979] 1981:31). However, Leech (1983:38-39)
concludes that Searle’s concept of a direct speech act underlying an
indirect speech act is an unnecessary construct. His criticism of Searle
indicates the existence of an intractable problem in the notion of indirect
speech acts, even though Searle already provides the inferential strategy
as a solution to the problem (cf. Searle [1979] 1981:32-35). Levinson
(1983:278) echoes this, stating that the problem of indirect speech acts
is a threat to the very existence of the speech act theory.* Naturally, this
problem will also influence my speech act analysis of John 9, especially
the identification of the occurrence of indirect speech acts in the text.
Therefore, | would like to mention a few precautions for dealing with
indirect speech acts.

a. Even if an utterance has more than two illocutionary acts, it does not
necessarily mean that it comprises an indirect speech act. This can be
explained by Searle’s ([1969] 1980:70) comment: “Both because there
are several different dimensions of illocutionary force, and because
the same utterance act may be performed with a variety of different
intentions, it is important to realize that one and the same utterance
may constitute the performance of several different illocutionary acts.”

b. The context in which an utterance is spoken plays a prominent role
in identifying an indirect speech act. The same utterance, which is
an indirect speech act in a certain context, may not be an indirect
speech act in a different context.

c. Levinson (1983:270) mentions an essential property of inference
theories: “For an utterance to be an indirect speech act, there must be
an inference-trigger, i.e. some indication that the literal meaning and/
or literal force is conversationally inadequate in the context and must
be ‘repaired’ by some inference.”

4  For an extended discussion of this problem, cf. Levinson 1983:263-283.
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1.2 Taxonomy and mutual contextual beliefs

1.21  Taxonomy

As for the classification of illocutionary acts, there is no consensus among
speech act theorists due to the lack of a unified categorising standard.5
However, since one’s classification of a given speech act is indicative of
how s/he understands the meaning and use of an utterance, | consider it
important to categorise it according to some or other taxonomy. | shall
follow Bach and Harnish’s taxonomy (1979:39-55), because their taxonomy
is, in my opinion, the most comprehensive and the least confusing one.®
They present six general categories of illocutionary acts and divide them
into communicative illocutionary acts and conventional illocutionary acts
(cf. the diagram of taxonomy in Appendix 1).

1.2.2 Mutual contextual beliefs

Bach and Harnish (1979) redefine, what we generally call, the shared
knowledge between speaker and hearer as mutual contextual beliefs
(MCBs). They help us understand and interpret an utterance, and give a
clue as to the inference the hearer makes. Examples of MCBs are social,
cultural, religious knowledge, knowledge of the specific speech situation
or of relations between two parties, and so on. Bach and Harnish (1979:4-5)
call such “information ‘beliefs’ rather than ‘knowledge’, because they need
not be true in order to figure in the speaker’s intention and the hearer’s
inference”. Furthermore, they introduce three presumptions, which
facilitate communication between the speaker and the hearer. These are
basically mutual beliefs which “are shared not just between S [speaker]
and H [hearer] but among members of the linguistic community at large’
(1979:7). Bach and Harnish (1979:7-12) present the following three
presumptions: linguistic presumption,” Communicative presumption,® and
Presumption of literalness.®

5 Botha (1991a:66) rightly observes that “the fact that there is no consensus as to
the delineation of different categories or even the number of speech acts must
at all times be kept in mind, a flexibility must at all times be observed.”

6 However, | may use different taxonomies suggested by other scholars if they
suit a certain portion of my analysis better. See Botha’s comment above.

7  The mutual belief among the linguistic community presupposes that they are
familiar with the language and are able to manage it properly.

8 The mutual belief among the linguistic community presupposes that, when
the speaker is saying something to the hearer, “he is doing so with some
recognizable illocutionary intent” (Bach & Harnish 1979:7).

9 The mutual belief among the linguistic community presupposes that, if the
speaker is saying something literally to the hearer, then he is speaking literally.
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1.8 Principles of conversation

In this section, | shall simultaneously introduce Grice’s principles of
conversation and Leech’s pragmatic approach (especially, Interpersonal
and Textual Rhetorics), because these are well-related concepts.

According to Leech (1983:15-17), a speaker has both the illocutionary
force and certain social goals in making an utterance. Leech clarifies these
social goals in terms of two types of rhetoric: Interpersonal Rhetoric and
Textual Rhetoric. Under each category, he introduces various pragmatic
principles and maxims in which he also includes Grice’s Cooperative
Principle (CP) and its four maxims (cf. the diagram of Interpersonal and
Textual Rhetorics in Appendix 2). Whenever one or more of these principles
and maxims is flouted, an implicature will be needed to arrive at the
extra meaning of an utterance. Botha (1991a:48) explains: “Implicatures
are unstated propositions which a reader is able to deduce from what
is actually stated by means of convention, presuppositions and the like.
It helps to give explanations of why users of language are able to read
“between the lines” as they so often have to do.”°

1.31 Cooperative Principle and four maxims

Grice introduced Cooperative Principle (CP) and Maxims of conversation
in his article Logic and conversation (1975). Grice (1975:45) explains that
the Cooperative Principle is a general principle which “participants will be
expected (ceteris paribus) to observe, namely: Make your conversational
contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the
accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are
engaged”. Briefly, participants recognise “a common purpose or set of
purposes, or at least a mutually accepted direction” in conversation (Grice
1975:45). In accordance with the Cooperative Principle, four maxims
should also be observed. Grice (1975:45-46) identifies them as follows:

If it is obvious to the hearer that the speaker could not be speaking literally, the
hearer has to seek the non-literal meaning of that utterance.

10 Grice (1978:113) construes this implicature by presenting three possible
elements: “what is said, what is conventionally implicated, and what is
nonconventionally implicated”.
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Maxim of Quantity," Maxim of Quality,’> Maxim of Relation,’® and Maxim
of Manner.™

As far as the above Cooperative Principle and maxims are concerned, |
shall mention some remarks. Firstly, we should not forget Grice’s (1975:46)
gloss that “other maxims come into operation only [italics mine] on the
assumption that this maxim of Quality is satisfied”. Secondly, Leech
(1983:84) points out that the maxims of Quality and of Quantity “frequently
work in competition with one another” in actual conversation. He further
explains that “the amount of information s [speaker] gives is limited by s’s
wish to avoid telling an untruth” (Leech 1983:84). Grice (1975:49) himself
calls this a clash. From a logical perspective, this is obvious, yet we must
be made aware of it. Thirdly, the flouting of the maxims “result in a number
of so-called figures of speech such as metaphor, hyperbole, meiosis,
irony and so on” (Botha 1991a:69; cf. also Grice 1975:53). Lastly, Botha
(1991a:69) reiterates that the Cooperative Principle and maxims can be
both un/intentionally non-fulfilled.®

1.8.2 Textual Rhetoric

In terms of pragmatics, the word rhetorical means “the study of the
effective use of language in communication ... [t]he point about the term
rhetoric ... is the focus it places on a goal-oriented speech situation, in
which s uses language in order to produce a particular effect in the mind of
h [hearer]” (Leech 1983:15). Leech (1983:15) uses this term as a countable
noun, for the Rhetorics are meant for a set of conversational principles
in relation to their functions. Since the textual function of language is a
means of constructing a text, he adopts Slobin’s four principles of Textual
Rhetoric (with their maxims) as follows:'®

11 Be economical: Make your contribution as informative as is required. Do not
make your contribution more informative than is required.

12 Be sincere. Be true: Do not say what you believe to be false. Do not say that for
which you lack adequate evidence.

13 Be relevant: “Make your conversational contribution one that will advance the
goals either of yourself or of your addressee” (Leech 1983:42).

14 Be perspicuous: Avoid obscurity of expression. Avoid ambiguity. Be brief.
Be orderly.

15 For reference, Grice (1975:49) provides four examples of intentional failures.

16 For a more detailed version of this diagram, cf. the Diagram of Interpersonal
and Textual Rhetorics in Appendix 2.
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Principle Maxim
Processibility End-focus
End-weight
End-scope
Clarity Transparency
Ambiguity
Economy Reduction
Expressivity Iconicity

1.3.3 Interpersonal Rhetoric

Since the interpersonal function of language is “an expression of one’s
attitudes and an influence upon the attitudes and behaviour of the hearer”
(Leech 1983:56), this is a means to explain the relationship between sense
and force of utterances in human communication.'” There are seven major
principles with various maxims.'®

Principle Maxim

Cooperative Principle (CP) Quantity

Quality

Relation

Manner

Politeness Principle (PP) Tact
Generosity

Approbation

Modesty

Agreement
Sympathy
Phatic
Irony Principle (IP) n/a

17 Leech (1983:17) defines sense as “meaning as semantically determined”, and
force as “meaning as pragmatically, as well as semantically determined”.

18 For a more detailed version of this diagram, cf. the Diagram of Interpersonal
and Textual Rhetorics in Appendix 2.
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Principle Maxim
Banter Principle (BP) n/a
Interest Principle n/a
Pollyanna Principle n/a
Morality Principle n/a

I now offer some remarks concerning Interpersonal and Textual Rhetorics.
Firstly, Leech (1983:83) points out:

In being polite one is often faced with a CLASH between the CP
and the PP so that one has to choose how far to ‘trade off’ one
against the other; but in being ironic, one EXPLOITS the PP in order
to uphold, at a remoter level, the CP.

Secondly, some utterances (e.g., orders) are innately impolite, and others
(e.g., offers) are innately polite. According to Leech (1983:83-84),

[n]egative politeness therefore consists in minimizing the impoliteness
of impolite illocutions, and positive politeness consists in maximizing
the politeness of polite illocutions [italics mine].

Thirdly, the maxim - Be clear - belongs to the two Rhetorics. The Clarity
Principle in Textual Rhetoric “consists in making unambiguous use of the
syntax and phonology of the language in order to construct a clear TEXT"”
(Leech 1983:100). The Manner Maxim in Interpersonal Rhetoric

consists in framing a clear MESSAGE ... which is perspicuous or
intelligible in the sense of conveying the intended illocutionary goal
to the addressee (Leech 1983:100).

Lastly, the following advice by Du Plessis (1985:31) concerning the
Politeness Principle is relevant in this instance: “In our present study where
we deal with texts which are the product of a culture very far removed in
time and customs of our own, the principle should be implemented with
extreme caution.” In my opinion, however, this advice is relevant not only
to the Politeness Principle, but also to the remaining principles, especially
those of Interpersonal Rhetoric.

1.4 Pratt’s display text

In her book Toward a speech act theory of literary discourse, Pratt (1977)
remarks that any types of communication, including literary works, are initiated
and utilised because the information contained in such a communication is
supposed to be new and/or interesting. She terms these characteristics
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assertibility and tellability; literary texts that possess such qualities are
identified as ‘display texts’ (Pratt 1977:132-151). Pratt (1977:136) states:

In making an assertion whose relevance is tellability, a speaker is
not only reporting but also verbally displaying a state of affairs,
inviting his addressee(s) to join him in contemplating it, evaluating
it, and responding to it ... He intends them to share his wonder,
amusement, terror, or admiration of the event. Ultimately, it would
seem, what he is after is an interpretation of the problematic event,
an assignment of meaning and value supported by the consensus of
himself and his hearers.

This notion of display text is crucial in analysing biblical texts such as
John’s Gospel, because the Gospels can also be classified as display texts.
However, compared with mutual contextual beliefs, which are, to a large
extent, socially and culturally determined, appropriateness conditions,
assertibility and tellability are more universal in the nature of language
communication. Pratt (1977:140) makes an interesting observation
concerning tellability:

We expect narrative literary works to deal with people in situations of
unusual conflict and stress, unusual for the characters if not for us.

This seems to be exactly what is happening in the story of John 9. In
order to ascertain the validity of this assumption, | shall examine the
text from this perspective, too.

1.5 Van Dijk’s macrospeech-act structures

Our aim is to study how ... complex forms of behaviour are organized,
both in social and in cognitive terms ... How do people plan, execute,
and control complex interaction? How do they observe, understand
or interpret, process, and memorize complex interaction? (Van Dijk
1980:135).

Van Dijk wrote his book Macrostructures in 1980 with the intention of
addressing these issues. These questions echo the basic questions of
speech act theory. In fact, Van Dijk analyses speech acts from his own
perspective as macrospeech acts or global speech acts. This concept
is vital as it contributes to our understanding and interpretation of a
biblical text as a perfect unit or whole. Van Dijk’s (1980:10-11) main points
concerning these acts can be summarised as follows:

[M]acrostructures in the theory of social interaction are needed
to account for the fact that participants plan, see, interpret, and
memorize actions both locally and globally. In communicative
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verbal interaction, first of all, this means that we speak of pragmatic
macrostructures to account for the global speech act being carried
out by a sequence of speech acts.

Although itis impossible to investigate every detail in this citation, | shall use
the above as a basis from which to explore the topic of macrospeech acts
further. Firstly, | shall examine the question as to what macrostructures are.
Thereatfter, | shall turn my attention to macrorules, speech act sequences
and macrospeech acts.

1.51 Macrostructures

Macrostructures are “higher-level semantic or conceptual structures
that organize the ‘local’ microstructures of discourse, interaction, and
their cognitive processing” (Van Dijk 1980:v). These microstructures
denote local information such as “the meanings of words, phrases,
clauses, and simple actions” (Van Dijk 1980:13) and “all those structures
that are processed, or described, at the local or short-range level ... In
other words, microstructures are the actually and directly ‘expressed’
structures of the discourse” (Van Dijk 1980:29). After defining these terms,
Van Dijk (1980:80) proved that “each macrostructure is entailed by its
underlying microstructure”. How is he able to reach such a conclusion?
He has used the macrorules to make such a point and utilises it as device.
According to Van Dijk, the macrorules are “general rules that link textual
propositions with the macropropositions used to define the global topic of
afragment. These rules are a kind of semantic derivation or inference rules”
(1980:46)." By applying the macrorules to microstructures, therefore, we
are able to find a global topic (as a macrostructure) that “keeps the text
globally coherent” (1980:41). It would be no exaggeration to say that this
global coherence of a text is the most important notion of macrostructures,
for Van Dijk (1980:105) explicitly demonstrates, as their main function, that
“macrostructures define the global coherence of a text”.

In order to observe how macrostructures define the global coherence
of a text, let us scrutinise a few of their functions. Firstly, macrostructures
organise complex (micro-) information. Secondly, they reduce complex
information, defining “the relations between the microlevels and the
macrolevels in terms of various reduction rules” (Van Dijk 1980:14).
Thirdly, in the process of defining higher-level or global meaning derived
from lower-level meanings, they construct “new meaning (i.e., meaning
that is not a property of the individual constitutive parts). Hence, as their
crucial function, macrostructures allow additional ways of comprehension
for complex information” (Van Dijk 1980:15). Furthermore, the aspect that

19 For reference, propositions are the “semantic structures defining texts, action,
and cognition, both at the micro - and the macrolevel” (Van Dijk 1980:16).
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macrostructures may be found in several levels, which is not a function but
an essential trait, is noteworthy. Van Dijk (1980:84) mentions the following
on this point:

The highest level contains the macropropositions representing the
text as a whole that cannot be further reduced by macrorules. The
lowest level in general holds for short sequences of sentences (e.g.,
those of one paragraph) ... Finally, for very short texts (e.g., those
consisting of one or two sentences), the macrostructure may be
identical with the microstructure (by application of a ZERO rule).

1.5.2 Macrorules

As mentioned earlier, the device Van Dijk uses for seeking macrostructures
is macrorules. They play a significant role in his analysis, for without them
macrostructures cannot be properly obtained. When he explains them, he
also adds a gloss that the “macrorules are abstract semantic mapping
or inference rules and not cognitive rules or strategies. They ... merely
define the linguistic-semantic notion of a ‘global meaning’ or ‘topic’ of
a discourse” (Van Dijk 1980:82). The specifications of these rules are
as follows:

a. Deletion (negative nature): “It deletes all those propositions of
the text base which are not relevant for the interpretation of other
propositions of the discourse” (Van Dijk 1980:46-47). This rule has two
subcategories:

i.  Weak deletion: It “deletes irrelevant detail” (Van Dijk 1980:47).
The irrelevant details are “details that do not contribute to the
construction of a theme or topic” (Van Dijk 1980:47).

ii. Strong deletion: It deletes “locally relevant detail”
(Van Dijk 1980:47) and specific presuppositions of propositions
(Van Dijk 1980:82).

b. Selection (positive nature): It “selects from a text base all propositions
which are interpretation conditions (presuppositions) of other
propositions in the text base” (Van Dijk 1980:47). The zero rule can be
a variant of this rule.

i.  Zero rule: It “yields the same proposition at a macrolevel which
occurs in the microlevel. The ZERO rule is especially important
in all kinds of (very) short discourses (e.g., one-sentence
discourses) where microstructure and macrostructure simply
may coincide” (Van Dijk 1980:49).
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c. Generalization: It abstracts “from semantic detail in the respective
sentences by constructing a proposition that is conceptually more
general” (Van Dijk 1980:47).

d. Construction: It constructs a new proposition, “involving a new
predicate to denote the complex events described by the respective
propositions of the text” (Van Dijk 1980:48). The “constructed
macroproposition [by this rule] is equivalent to the joint sequence of
propositions of the text” (Van Dijk 1980:83).

| shall make the following supplementary observations. Firstly, the above
definitions fail to clarify the difference between Generalization and
Construction, because both rules function to construct a new proposition. In
Generalization, each proposition entails another proposition. Construction,
by contrast, involves the joint sequence of propositions, which entails
another proposition (Van Dijk 1980:80). Secondly, just as macrostructures
have different levels, so macrorules also operate at different levels. “This
means that we cannot speak about ‘the’ or ‘one’ macroproposition of
a text, but should specify the level of each macroproposition” (Van Dijk
1980:49). Thirdly, Van Dijk (1980:65) is obviously right when he states,
“Crucial ... is that the macrorules select or construct those propositions
... that are indeed socially most important or relevant”. Fourthly, as for
the ordering of macrorules, Van Dijk (1980:75) suggests the following
provisional sequence when macrorules are applied to the actual analysis:
Weak Deletion, Generalization, Construction and Strong Deletion.
Since Selection is the positive formulation of the Deletion rule (Van Dijk
1980:47), it thus goes with (Strong) Deletion. Finally, the “generalization
or the construction operations ... allow us to obtain an interpretation
or an evaluation” (Van Dijk 1980:74). This is a simple statement, but its
implication is profound for our intention: to achieve a sound interpretation
of a text.

1.5.3 Speech act sequences and macrospeech acts

The action sequences in relation to speech acts are known as speech act
sequences. The latter means that

a number of speech acts of certain language users in the same
situation may be taken as a unit of which the member speech
acts somehow “belong together,” whereas previous and following
speech acts or speech acts by other participants do not belong to
the sequence (Van Dijk 1980:181).

What condition determines which speech acts belong together? One
decisive factor is conditional dependence and this is “one of the typical
ways speech acts may be connected in sequence” (Van Dijk 1980:182).
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Conditional dependence signifies two major functional relations between
speech acts:

a. Relative: Appropriate “conditions may be relative: A speech act may
not be appropriate in isolation but may function in a sequence of
speech acts” (Van Dijk 1980:182) (E.g., a motivation for a request as
the next speech act.)

b. Functional:

i. Explanation: Assertions “about conditions of any kind that are put
after other speech acts usually have an explanatory function” (Van
Dijk 1980:183).

ii. Conclusion: Some speech acts “function as consequences that
may be stated or commanded in the form of conclusions (... with
initial so)” (Van Dijk 1980:183).

iii. Correction, Contrast, or Protest (Van Dijk 1980:183): These
relations show that the (subsequent) speech acts that follow the
preceding speech acts function as a correction, a contrast, or a
protest, respectively.

In these relationships, we could say that “speech act sequences may
further be goal-directed; that is, the sequence is connected such that each
following speech act is accomplished with the purpose and the intention
to reach a sequential result or a sequential goal” (Van Dijk 1980:181). If
we recognise this intended goal in a speech-acts sequence, “we may
apparently assign one global speech act to a sequence of speech acts,
under certain conditions (e.g., in case other speech acts are subordinate,
preparatory, explanatory, or auxiliary)” (Van Dijk 1980:184). Hence,
we can conclude that macrospeech acts (or global speech acts) are
macrostructures of certain speech-acts sequences of a discourse.

One of the key issues of macrospeech acts can be summed up in
the question: “How do we arrive at the global speech act?” (Van Dijk
1980:193). Just as macrostructures may operate at several different
levels, so do macrospeech acts and macrorules. The latter function to
bring macrospeech acts from the lower level structures. Again, these
macrorules serve to “delete irrelevant details and generalize and construct
global actions” (Van Dijk 1980:184-185).

In this instance, | wish to make two remarks regarding macrospeech
acts. Firstly, it is possible for a speaker to perform several macrospeech
acts in a conversation or other discourse, because there may be some
consecutive stages or phases of the global speech act induced by several
turns in the speech-acts sequences (Van Dijk 1980:192). Secondly, Van Dijk
(1980:192) also points out:
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[W]e do not merely have speech acts but speech interaction and
therefore either we must say that there is a primary global speech act,
of one speaker, such that other participant is involved by cooperation
in the successfulness of this global speech act or we must assume
that in conversation each global speech act has also a global
counterpart, resuming the speech acts of the other participant.

1.6 Ironic speech acts

Dodd ([1953] 1985:357) praises John 9 as “rich in the tragic irony of which
the evangelist is master”. Culpepper (1983:73) maintains that “John 9 with
its seven scenes, marks a new level of literary achievement as it ties the
discourse material to the sign and weaves the whole into a delightful ironic
and dramatic unit”. Duke (1982:180) regards John 9 as one of two great
episodes in the Fourth Gospel, “in which the author so skillfully employs the
full range of his ironic art”. Yet, as Botha (1991) points out in his two articles,
The case of Johannine irony reopened | & I, astonishingly few criticisms
of Johannine irony have been produced thus far, and the identification
and description of irony in literary works need vast improvement. Turner
(1996:3) identifies with the current consensus on the issue: “The definitions
of irony throughout history give a clear picture of confusion concerning
the concept”. For this current problematic situation, Botha (1991c:221)
suggests an additional perspective, namely that “speech act theory might
offer a very helpful method of dealing with irony” and argues in favour
thereof. In response to his plea for continued research on the ironies of
the Fourth Gospel (Botha 1991¢:231), | wish to present a theoretical yet
experimental framework as an explanation of irony from a speech act
perspective and to apply it to the text of John 9. No critics, according to
my knowledge, have employed such an approach to the text of John 9 yet.
My approach would, therefore, contribute to Johannine research, if my
attempt is indeed the first of its kind.

Past theoretical discussions on irony in general and from a speech
act perspective ?° need not be repeated in this instance, as more detailed
discussions are beyond the scope of this present study. In addition, the
insights gained from their discussions can be utilised in order to formulate
a method. In the light of these points, | wish to present the outline of a
methodological framework for identifying and describing irony. Where
necessary, | shall provide brief notes afterwards.

20 For these discussions, cf. Muecke [1969] 1980, [1970] 1973; Booth 1974; Amante
1981; Roy 1981; Duke 1982; Culpepper 1983; O’Day 1986; Haverkate 1990; Botha
1991b, 1991c; Abrams 1993, Turner 1996.
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Analytical outline for ironic speech acts?

A.

Preliminary steps for identifying ironic utterances:?

When you notice that somethingis not right or true in the literal interpretation
(meaning) in an utterance, is there any clue to interpret it differently?

Vi.

Vii.

Is there any use of some form of the word ‘irony’ (Amante 1981:83)?
(E.g., Is it not ironic that ...)

Is there any indication of some contradictions? O’Day (1986:26-29)
suggests three areas in which to find this:

1. Inthe relationship between text and context, does the text indicate
any conflict with mutual contextual beliefs (physical environment)?

2. Inthe relationship between text and co-text, does the text indicate
any conflict with the context created literally by the implied author
(co-text: linguistic environment)?

3. Intherelationship between text and text, is there any disparity evident
in different levels of the particular text itself, e.g., any abrupt change
in style or tone, the use of words with double meanings and textual
ambiguity, and the use of rhetorical questions, understatement,
overstatement, parody, paradox, repetition, and metaphor?

Do you suspect any violation of the sincerity conditions, especially of
the Quality Maxim?

Do you suspect any violation of other Maxims?

Are there more than two illocutionary forces in the utterance?

Does the utterance observe the Irony Principle?

Is there any interpreter of the text who suggests or suspects that the
utterance is ironic?

If the answer to any of the above questions is ‘yes’, the utterance may be
further analysed using the following steps in order to determine whether it
is an ironic speech act or not.

B.

Verifying steps for identifying ironic utterances: Go through all the
steps below, unless otherwise stated:®

21
22

23

Cf. Appendix 3 for a short version of this outline.

O’Day (1986:25) correctly observes that “signals to irony are often difficult to
detect, because the essence of irony is to be indirect”. O’Day (1986:26) further
states that “any catalogue of signals to irony will always be only suggestive,
never a definite list”. Therefore, my list is only suggestive, not exhaustive, but
hopes to provide a useful guideline.

When the items of preliminary steps for identifying ironical utterances are
compared with those for verifying steps, there are some overlaps. For example,
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i. Identify the following three participants, bearing in mind the two levels
of communication (story and text): Ironist, Observers, and Target (or
Victim). (One should note that, in the case of situational irony, there is
basically no ironist. (cf. Turner 1996:7).

ii. Classify the utterance according to the types of irony.
1. Verbal irony: The irony intentionally used by the ironist in his speech.

2. Situational irony: The irony induced by some disparity or
incongruity in an event.

a. Dramatic irony: The irony perceived by “the observer’s
knowledge of what the victim has yet to find out” (Culpepper
1983:168).

b. Irony of events: The irony derived from the outcome of an
event which is neither expected nor desired.

c. lIrony of self-betrayal: The irony resulting from the victim’s
utterance or action which unconsciously shows his own
ignorance, weakness, errors, or follies.

d. lIrony of dilemma: The irony occurring in a dilemma or some
other impossible situation.

iii. Find the nature of oppositions (choose one according to the
irony concerned):

1. Counterfactual propositional or lexical oppositions, e.g., a simplex
reversal plot (which is the opposition in “which the projected
expectations A are negated at some point so that a proposition P
becomes not P” (Amante 1981:81).

2. Pragmatic opposition (any violation of Maxims/conditions). This
“opposition occurs when there is a surface mismatch between the
experience and the appropriateness of the articulation about the
experience” (Roy 1981:413).

iv. If the utterance falls into the category of situational irony, skip
this step iv) and directly go to step v). If the utterance falls into the

some contradictions in the preliminary steps (A-ii) correspond to counter factual
oppositions in verifying steps (B-iii-1). However, they serve different purposes.
The items in the preliminary steps are meant to detect an occurrence of irony,
since it is, in fact, not easy to find irony in an actual text. The verifying steps
substantiate the occurrence of irony by checking and describing the nature and
characteristics of that particular irony. In addition to the above two steps, the
identification of irony would be completed with the final step.
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category of verbal irony, test it by applying the following ironic speech
act condition):2*

1. Prove it using Propositional Content Conditions (using the
reference rules):?s

a. “In the utterance of the ironic speech act (Ir) the speaker must
successfully refer to some entity X” (Amante 1981:84).

b. “Propositions P and P’ must both identify X as their common
referent” (Amante 1981:84).

2. Prove it using Preparatory Conditions:

a. “The speaker believes the audience can detect the disparity
between P and P’ and assists them by providing lexical clues
in P and P’ and/or contextual clues” (Amante 1981:85).

b. “The speaker intends to create a counterfactual speech act”
(Amante 1981:85). “This blocks misfires of the type caused by
unintentional ironic passages ... But it is difficult to prove irony
is unintentional or intentional” (Amante 1981:85). Therefore,
Amante modifies this rule as follows.

c. “The speaker (ironist) takes responsibility for creating a
counterfactual speech act” (Amante 1981:85).

3. Prove it using Sincerity Conditions:

a. “The Speaker believes that the sincerity rule for the illocution
in which P occurs does not obtain” (Amante 1981:86).

24

25

Some ironical speech act conditions do not apply to situational irony. Muecke
([1969] 1980:42) mentions: “Situational Irony does not imply an ironist but
merely ‘a condition of affairs’ or ‘outcome of events’ which, we add, is seen
and felt to be ironic.” In other words, there is generally no speaker in this irony
who intentionally makes an ironic utterance. Thus, when this type of irony is
analysed, step B-iv) can be omitted from the procedure. In essence, this type
of irony is not a case of intentional verbal irony (ironical speech act) with which
our speech act analysis is mainly concerned.

As far as B-iv-1 is concerned, some conditions which Amante refers to in his
article are not mentioned in this outline, because they are either self-evident
(such as one of the textual rules: “The Ironic Speech Acts (Ir) is uttered or
written as part of some Text” (Amante 1981:81-84) or overlap somehow with
other steps (this is the case with some of the propositional content rules
within a simplex reversal plot). The outline should not be long and confusing.
Therefore, only the reference rules from the propositional content conditions
are incorporated into these steps. This general principle is often also applied to
the other conditions.
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b. “Thus the sincerity rule, whether it specifies a belief or a
desire (as most do), of the illocution is negated and is in some
way inoperative” (Amante 1981:86).

4. Prove it using Essential Conditions:

“The utterance of Ir [ironic speech act] counts as the undertaking
of deliberately creating a superficially counterfactual speech act”
(Amante 1981:88).

v. Classify the utterance according to the speech act taxonomy:

Use the scheme of Bach and Harnish’s (1979) taxonomy. Exclude
conventional illocutionary acts (Effectives and Verdictives), because
“they are incompatible with ironic interpretation” (Haverkate 1990:89).
No sincerity condition applies to them. In addition, “they cannot be
performed nonliterary” (Bach & Harnish 1979:118).

vi. What is the speaker’s intended meaning or message?

If the utterance is successfully analysed according to the above steps, it
can be concluded that the utterance is ironic.

C. Finalstep inidentifyingironic utterances: Determine what perlocutionary
act is performed by this ironic utterance. In other words, how does
this ironic utterance function in the particular text?

Notes on the outline

Firstly, the question of two or more illocutionary forces in an utterance (see
A-v) is included in the preliminary steps because of the understanding that
all verbal ironic speech acts are indirect speech acts (Amante 1981:80;
Botha 1991c¢:227). However, Searle ([1979] 1981:115, 143) differentiates
indirect speech act from metaphor and irony. His different view may be
derived from his definitions of indirect speech acts and irony. According
to Searle ([1979] 1981:143), irony is an utterance “where the speaker says
one thing but means the opposite of what he says, and indirect speech
acts where the speaker says one thing, means what he says, but also
means something more”. A more traditional definition of irony is “saying
something other than what one means” (Roy 1981:411). In light of these
definitions, strictly speaking, irony is different from indirect speech act, as
Searle points out. But it is also true that ironic speech act has more than
two illocutionary forces. In this limited sense only, as a result, it can be said
that all verbal ironies are indirect speech acts.

Secondly, in the item of three participants (B-i) in verifying the steps
for identifying ironic utterances, the two rhetorical levels (the character
level and the implied author-reader level) in the narrative (cf. section 2.2.1)
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should, in my opinion, be distinguished from a so-called double-layered
or two-storey phenomenon of irony. The two-storey phenomenon of irony
indicates that at “the lower level is the situation either as it appears to the
victim of irony (where there is a victim) or as it is deceptively presented by
the ironist (where there is an ironist) ... At the upper level is the situation
as it appears to the observer or the ironist” (Muecke [1969] 1980:19). New
Testament scholars such as Culpepper (1983:165-180), Duke (1982), and
O’Day (1986), who have dealt with Johannine irony, do not appear to clearly
differentiate these two concepts. This prevents them from adequately
accounting for Johannine irony, as Botha (1991b:214-218, 1991c:222)
rightly points out. In my understanding, Botha’s (1991b:214) remark that
“[ilf we look at the utterance on the level of the characters in the text, the
question arises as to where the ‘double storied’ character of this utterance
lies”, suggests the necessity of such a distinction for the analysis of irony.
Therefore, for the sake of clarity, | would like to elucidate some points
involving this distinction:

a. In the case of verbal irony, the location of an ironic utterance goes
well with the level of the ironist. For instance, when the ironist is one
of the characters in the story, the ironic utterance resides at the level
of characters (e.g., John 9:27b).

b. Inthe case of situational irony, in which there is basically no ironist, the
location of an ironic utterance depends on the level of the observer,
for the utterance becomes irony when the observer perceives it as
such. For instance, when the observer is the implied reader, the ironic
utterance is considered as being at the text level (e.g., John 9:16a).

c. In the majority of cases of both verbal and situational ironies, these
two concepts can overlap. This means that the lower and upper levels
in the double-layered phenomenon of irony perfectly correspond to
the character and text levels, respectively (e.g., John 9:16a).

d. Insomeinstances of verbalirony, itis possible that all three participants
reside at the character level. Simultaneously, the double-layered
phenomenon of irony can be described only in this character level. Ina
case of self-irony, which is different from the irony of self-betrayal, the
ironist can simultaneously be the victim and the observer. This shows
the need to distinguish between the two levels of communication and
the double-layered phenomenon of irony. This kind of distinction is
somewhat similar to Muecke’s distinction between Simple Irony and
Double Irony: “It is, | think, profitable to distinguish ‘Simple Irony’, in
which the opposition is solely between levels, and ‘Double Irony’ ... in
which there is also a more obvious opposition within the lower level”
(Muecke [1969] 1980:20).
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Furthermore, this double-layered phenomenon of irony becomes a basis
for the element of detachment in an ironic situation. The ironist or observer
may experience some kind of superiority over the victim. This phenomenon
also leads to an important feature of irony: a contrast between appearance
and reality. Turner (1996:4) sums up this feature in an interesting way,
stating that “the ironist presents an appearance and pretends to be
unaware of a reality, while the victim of the irony is unaware of a reality and
deceived by an appearance”.

Thirdly, one should note that it is very difficult (cf. B-ii), if not
impossible, to achieve a definite classification of irony “because of
the very dynamic and flexible character of irony” (Turner 1996:3). This
character causes irony to take various forms and to be still developing
in terms of its conceptualisation (Turner 1996:4). As illustration, the
following are the approximate numbers of types of irony which various
critics have identified: four (Haverkate 1990), five (Culpepper 1983:168),
six (MacRae 1973), at least seven (Duke 1982; Botha 1991b:210-212),
eight (Booth 1974:235), and at least thirty-one (Muecke [1969] 1980:v-vi,
44, 99). Turner (1996:5-7) categorises seven types of irony in Chapter Two
of his book, but refers to at least twenty different types in the endnotes.
These numbers indicate that a classification of irony is, in fact, a reflection
of one’s perspective of the nature, character, function or use of irony. In
other words, as Booth (1974:233) proposes, the “domains of irony will be
mapped differently depending on one’s critical purposes and principles”.
Therefore, my list of the types of irony that will be employed in this study
consists of two major types and four subtypes. It reflects my purpose of
analysing a biblical narrative as literature. Since the list is not a closed one,
other types may sometimes be utilised for more clarification. The ensuing
paragraph describes such an example.

Culpepper (1996:194) states that the issue as to whether Johannine
irony is stable or unstable has become pivotal in its interpretation. Booth
(1974:5-6) first introduces the four marks of stable irony as follows:

a. Itisintended;
b. Iltis covert;

c. ltis stable or fixed (the reader is not invited to undermine it with further
refutations and reconstructions), and

d. It is finite (the reconstructed meanings are, in some sense, local
and limited).

Johannine irony in the text of John 9 may also be examined from this angle.
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As far as propositional and pragmatic oppositions (B-iii) are concerned,
Roy’s (1981) thesis that the notion of opposition must be extended to
include both propositional opposition and pragmatic opposition gives an
important insight into our understanding of irony in this instance, especially
its nature and occurrence. She indicates that some ironic utterances
cannot be sufficiently elucidated by the traditional definition of irony,
which basically deals with lexical or propositional opposition, by using the
example of “That was a curb you just drove over” (Roy 1981:412). Thus
she argues for the need for pragmatic opposition to account adequately
for other instances of irony. Botha (1991c¢:231) supports her, stating that
“by also including the notion of pragmatic opposition, it now becomes
possible to accurately describe and identify ironies which our previously
limited methodology would not allow”. Hence, it is necessary to include
the aspect of pragmatic opposition for a better understanding of irony.

The final step should determine what kind of perlocution is intended by
the ironist, since it is assumed that he has a certain purpose or anticipates
some effect on the hearer when he utters an ironic speech act. Otherwise,
the ironist does not need to make such an utterance. Amante (1981:91)
proposes an interesting observation regarding the effect of an ironic
speech act:

Irony is one particular kind of figurative use which does affect
illocutionary force: its effect is additive at both the sentence level
and at the level of rules. Ironic speech acts are what | call affective
speech acts ... Affective acts thus are neither pure perlocutions nor
pure illocutions; instead they are a blend of both.

Amante (1981:92) also mentions that this affective effect

on the audience of irony is a response of sorts. Irony consists of
a variety of contradiction or opposition; the recognition of this
state causes the audience to reprocess the illocutionary act. The
affective effect draws attention to the language itself and focuses on
the message.

Amante’s distinctive point, to putit boldly, is that the hearer’s primal concern
in his response is not the perlocutionary act, but the utterance itself. For
instance, when the hearer does not really understand an ironic utterance
initially, he needs to go back to the same utterance again in order to figure
out the real meaning. This is, according to him, not a pure perlocution but a
perlocutionary-like effect (Amante 1981:89). This is indeed interesting, but
it is, in my opinion, more an explanation of the process of decoding of irony
than of the effect of irony. Moreover, Amante (1981: 90-91) implies that the
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notion of this affective effect is greatly strengthened by a point of view that
some illocutionary acts do not have perlocutions:

Praise usually has no perlocution attached to it in isolation ... Praise
can take unassociated perlocutions because its speech act rules do
not require a future action by either speaker or hearer: it is amenable
to contextual ‘suggestions’. That is, perlocutions can be added.
Perhaps one of the effects of irony is also to add perlocutions to
speech acts which normally do not have them.

However, | am of the opinion that praise usually has a certain perlocution -
making the hearer feel good. Some critics mention that a promise does not
usually have an intended perlocutionary effect (cf. Austin [1962] 1976:126;
Searle [1969] 1980:71). Others claim that the perlocution of promise can be
that the speaker intends the hearer to believe that his utterance obligates
him to do something (Bach & Harnish 1979:50). | would opt for the latter
view. However, speech act theorists such as Austin ([1962] 1976:110),
Cohen (1973), Leech (1983:226) and Levinson (1983:237) debate the
issue of the relationship between illocutionary acts and perlocutionary
acts. Therefore, it would be premature to use it in this present study,
even though the notion of affective speech acts is worth considering. It is
important for this study that the effect of irony can still be discussed within
the framework of the notion of perlocutionary acts. An ironic speech act is
indeed designed to achieve a certain purpose.

Function and use of irony
As to the function and use of irony in John’s Gospel or generally, some
scholars have made the following statements:

e Muecke ([1969] 1980:232): Irony as a rhetorical device to enforce one’s
meaning, a satiric device to attack, and a heuristic device to make
one’s interpretation clearer.

¢ Roy (1981:409): Irony as “an individual, or psychological, strategy of
control, and as a social device for group cohesiveness”.

e Duke (1982:56-65): Irony as appeal and weapon.

e Culpepper (1983:180): Irony as “a net in which readers are caught and
drawn to the evangelist’s theology and faith”.

e O’Day (1986:30): Irony as a way of involving readers in the
communication process of the text.

e O’Day (1986:31): Irony as “a mode of revelatory language. It reveals by
asking the reader to make judgments and decisions”.
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e Botha (1991c:230): Irony as “a device for controlling and
manipulating readers”.

e Turner (1996:47): Irony as “a means of expressing frustration, fear
and antagonism”.

e Turner (1996:47): Irony as deconstruction and reconstruction.

Lastly, in the actual analysis of ironic utterances, the order of the steps, as
specified, should be followed. However, the procedure may perhaps not
be followed exactly in all instances, because an analysis of irony is not as
simple as it would seem from the above. It may sometimes be impossible
to maintain the intended order. It is hoped that the analytical outline will
show what kind of elements of irony must be considered in the actual
analysis, and that should be the main purpose for this outline.

1.7 Conclusion

In this section, | have presented the basic concept of speech act theory
and provided some relevant insights from linguistics, especially from
pragmatics, in order to utilise my approach for an analysis of biblical
texts with the emphasis on language functions and meanings. One should
bear in mind, however, the basic difference between the analysis and the
meaning of an utterance. Roughly speaking, Austin and Searle analyse
utterance and introduce three different kinds of acts to describe it, whereas
Grice and Leech deal mainly with the meaning of utterance. They identify
two kinds of meanings: literal-specific meaning, and implicature (Grice)
or pragmatic force (Leech). The subtle yet basic difference between the
two parties is derived from their different perspectives. Hence, speech act
theory itself contains a range of differing views on main topics. Therefore,
the discussion in this instance will not be exhaustive. It is hoped, however,
that the methodological concepts introduced in this section will provide a
sufficient basis to analyse a given text. In conclusion, | shall sum up the
thesis of my speech act analysis in the following question: How does the
implied author write an account (or make an utterance) in order that his
intention may be recognised by the implied reader and that his intended
result may be achieved on the same reader?

2. INCORPORATION OF OTHER APPROACHES

In this section, | shall not focus on the concepts, history and development
of the approaches | wish to utilise, but rather on the formulation of part of
the theoretical framework for the speech act analysis thus far proposed.
| shall, therefore, emphasise how some notions from other approaches
can be employed for the approach followed in this study, providing brief
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definitions and indicating limitations of those concepts. In this limited sense
only, | shall discuss colon analysis, narrative criticism, reader-response
criticism and social-scientific criticism.

2.1 Colon analysis

In my speech act reading of John 9 (cf. Chapter 4), | shall present structural
analysis charts (in the sections on ‘Overview and structural analysis
chart’) based on colon analysis, which has become known as South
African discourse analysis. As Snyman (1991:89) points out, however, “the
description must not be absolutised as though it represents the structure
of a text ... It rather represents no more than the exegete’s interpretation
of the structure of the text”. Therefore, the analysis in the sections on
‘Overview and structural analysis chart’ merely shows one possible way
of seeing a structure of the given text. For the purpose of this study, | shall
pay more attention to the analysis of the surface structure of the text, and
this will be reflected in the structural analysis charts.?

211 Basic procedures

Although the actual analysis seems to be rather complicated, the steps
involved in implementing this colon analysis are rather simple. To start
with, the text will be divided into basic structural units called cola (singular,
colon). Pelser and others (1992:i) state:

The basic element of this method is the colon as the smallest semantic
unit of discourse, consisting of a noun phrase and a verb phrase which
can either be explicitly or implicitly present in the surface structure. In

26 Colon analysis is flexible in the sense that the scholar’s choice of emphasis,
whether considering syntactic or semantic aspects of the text to be more relevant
and important to the specific purpose of his study, can be accommodated. This
is incidentally attested by the way in which scholars define the term colon.
Louw (1982:95), the chief exponent of colon analysis, defines the term colon
“quite specifically in terms of syntactic structure”. Yet he makes it clear that the
ultimate purpose of this analysis is primarily semantic (Louw 1982:95). Louw
himself admits that some people may experience some difficulties initially, for
example in terms of its superficial discrepancy. Some analysts define the term
colon as a syntactical or grammatical unit (e.g., Louw 1982:95; Kruger 1982:2;
Black 1987:176; Lemmer 1988:41; Tolmie 1993:403), while others consider
it more of a semantic unit (e.g., Riekert 1981:7-10, 1983:29-34; Pelser et al.
1992:). This is also confirmed by the fact that, although Louw (1982:73-80) and
Kruger (1982:4-5) seem to place more importance on (semantic) deep structure
in this analysis than on (syntactic) surface structure, Combrink (1979:3),
Snyman (1991:87) and Tolmie (1993:403) state that the aim is mainly to analyse
the surface structure of a text.
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a more complex form both these components of the colon can be
elaborated or qualified respectively by means of embedded adjectival
or adverbial sentences, clauses, and phrases, provided that they are
grammatically linked to one aspect only - either to the noun or to the
verb phrase.

The second step will be to demarcate the cola into units, clusters, or
pericopes - basically according to semantic contents. In order to indicate
the semantic and/or syntactic relations between cola and within a colon,?
lines will be drawn to the left of the text. To the right of the text, another
line will be drawn to show the cluster divisions as well as some rhetorical
features. When the various semantic relationships are discussed, stylistic
and structure markers (Snyman 1991:90), and the systematic outline
developed by Nida and others (1983:102-103) can be utilised. In dealing
with cohesion, the theme or pivotal point of a cluster or unit also needs to
be identified.

The final step will be a synthesis based on the previous steps. In
this instance, | shall describe the relationships between the clusters, and
attempt to evaluate the cohesion of the entire text, in particular.

2.1.2 Explanation of the numbering system used in the schematic
presentations

The whole numbers or integers show main clauses, and the decimal
fractions show subordinate clauses. There are some cases in which the
decimal fractions plus asterisks (*) also express main clauses. The number
used for verse reference is basically accompanied by the indicator verse
(e.g., v. 1), except for the customary indicator such as 9:1. Regarding the
other features, the parenthesis { } indicates an ellipsis, and a word inside
the parenthesis is my insertion. The line of five dots indicates that some
words have been omitted in that particular position in order to describe
a syntactical relationship more clearly. In these instances, the missing
words are usually supplied in the expansion that follows. Grammatical
(word) analysis is not generally done on repeated words. This also applies
to related words derived from the same root word in Greek, unless they are
significant enough to be noted.

27 When the relationships between cola are discussed, as Tolmie (1992:15) states,
“it is important to note that no consistent approach is used by the scholars
practising discourse analysis” (for such an example, cf. Neotestamentica 11).
Furthermore, consistency in the schematic presentation of an analysis is not
always possible (Kruger 1982:2). However, one should at least attempt to do
one’s best in this respect.
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2.2 Narrative criticism

The overall aim of narrative criticism for the study of the Fourth Gospel is,
as Culpepper (1983:5) states, “to contribute to understanding the gospel
as a narrative text, what it is, and how it works”, presupposing that the
Gospel of John is a unified narrative. Therefore, my speech act analysis on
the text of Chapter 9, which has a similar purpose, will benefit greatly from
some concepts offered by this narrative-critical approach.?

The text of John 9 is perceived as part of a narrative consisting of story
and discourse. Chatman (1978:23) defines these terms as follows: “Story
is the content of the narrative expression, while discourse is the form of
that expression”. Kingsbury (1986:2) puts those terms in more simple
words: “the ‘story’ is ‘what’ is told, whereas the ‘discourse’ is ‘how’ the
story is told”. From this angle, in my opinion, the story of John’s Gospel
depicts the life of Jesus, the Son of God, from his pre-existence glory
to his final glorification, with specific emphasis on his earthly life. The
discourse of this Gospel is how this story of Jesus’ life is told, expressed,
and communicated.?

2.21 Rhetorical levels and associated personages

The narrative-communication model

Since a “narrative is a communication” (Chatman 1978:28) between two
parties, the identification of sender (authors) and receiver (readers) in the
narrative text becomes essential for our study. For this identification, | shall
present my own model for which | am indebted to Chatman (1978:151) and
Staley (1988:22).

28 Forrecent developments and discussions of Narrative Criticism, cf., e.g., Resseguie
2005; Merenlahti 2005; Iverson & Skinner 2011; Soulen & Soulen 2011.

29 The term ‘discourse’ is, as Culpepper (1983:53, footnote 2) points out, frequently
used among Johannine scholars to designate a text of monologue and dialogue
(e.g., the farewell discourse). The term should, therefore, be used with caution.
In this study, | will from now on use the term ‘discourse’ in the usual senses,
such as monologues, unless otherwise specified.
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The narrative-communicaton model

a) The real author- reader level Real author ———— Real reader
b) The implied author-reader level Implied author —— Implied reader
(The text level) (Narrator) (Narrratee)

c) The character level Character(s) «—» Character(s)

(The story level)

Basically, the narrative world inside the box is the object of my analysis.
In this instance, it is important to remember three glosses. Firstly, all the
personagesinthe box are fictional and are not referred to as flesh-and-blood
individuals.®® Secondly, since there seems to be no practical advantage
of making a distinction between implied reader and narratee,® as far as
the understanding of our text is concerned, | shall not employ the notion
of narratee.*® Finally, as Botha (1991a:115, 1991d, 1991e) points out, it is
important to distinguish between the implied author-reader level, which is
sometimes called the text level, and the character level or story level in the
text analysis.

Real author and real reader

The term real author will be used to indicate the flesh-and-blood author
responsible for writing and completing the finished form of narrative
accounts of John’s Gospel, including editors, if any. Conventionally, the
real author of John’s Gospel is often referred to as the Fourth Evangelist
(Du Rand 1994:14). The real author of this Gospel has not yet been

30 For discussions of these terms, cf. Iser 1974; Chatman 1978; Culpepper 1983;
Petersen 1984; Du Plessis 1985; Lategan 1985, 1991; Du Rand 1986; Combrink
1988; Van Tilborg 1989; Botha 1990b, 1991a; Lemmer 1991; Van Aarde 1991;
Tolmie 1995; Du Plessis 1996; Semeia 48.

31 Staley (1988:43) defines narratees as “the ones to whom narrators address
comments”the , and they, like narrator, are optional.

32 In fact, as Staley (1988:13, 43) points out, Culpepper’s treatment of the
implied reader in relation to the narratee is perplexing. Staley (1988:41)
indicates that it is difficult to differentiate implied reader from narratee. Yet he
himself tries to establish their differences according to their knowledge at a
given moment in the story (Staley 1988:41-45), and “the rhetorical effects of
extradiegetic-heterodiegetic narrators and their narratees” (Staley 1988:46).
Ultimately, he sees no reason in making a distinction between implied reader
and narratee in his “future discussions” (Staley 1988:47; cf. also Koester 1996:7).
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identified with unquestionable certainty. The history of the investigation
into the authorship displays its difficulties. Although some implications in
this regard may be suggested during the course of my speech act analysis,
the actual identification of the real author is beyond the scope of this study.

The term real reader will be used to refer to any flesh-and-blood
reader who reads the text of John’s Gospel. While existing since the time
of completion of the text until the present, the original historical readers
are considered to be those for whom the real author wrote (for such a
clue, cf. John 20:31). They can be reconstructed by “other first-century
documents ... social and historical knowledge and literary conventions
of the time, or ... the reader’s role as laid down in the text” (Culpepper
1983:206). The real reader resides at the top rhetorical level with the
real author, as mentioned earlier. This is the only rhetorical level located
outside the text.

Implied author and implied reader

The implied author is a fictional author who is literally created by the real
author as his second self and who “must be inferred from the narrative”
(Culpepper 1983:16). The implied author has “to educate, entertain,
or persuade the implied reader [by using] the text’s strategies and
manipulative ploys (e.g., the roles of narrator and narratee, characters,
focalization, irony, metaphor, allusion)” (Staley 1988:29). Staley (1988:27)
states that “the term ... refers most generally to that sense of author which
is communicated through the choice of narrative medium, and that which
remains in the audience’s memory even when the author is absent”.

Kingsbury (1986:36) defines the implied reader as an “imaginary person
in whom the intention of the text is to be thought of as always reaching its
fulfilment”. He is a fictional reader constructed in the reading process of the
text, and he is situated at the same rhetorical level as the implied author,
one level lower than the real author-reader level. Every rhetorical device or
feature employed by the implied author in the text is aimed at this implied
reader. He is, of course, not a hypothetical original reader.® In this study,
the simpler forms the author and the reader will always refer to the implied
author and the implied reader, respectively.®* In other words, simple forms
of ‘the author and the reader’ will never refer to the flesh-and-blood real
author and reader.

33 In this study, the pronouns he/his/him instead of she/her, especially with
reference to the implied author and reader, are used for the sake of convenience
alone, and indicates no gender prejudice.

34 | often use the term John to denote the implied author. In some instances, John
will also be used to designate the Fourth Gospel.
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Narrator and narratee

The narrator is the fictional speaker or voice created by the implied author
to tell a story, and he is usually situated one rhetorical level lower than
the implied author. While his existence may be optional, the narrator does
exist in the Fourth Gospel. Culpepper (1983:16) points out: “In John, the
narrator is undramatized and serves as the voice of the implied author”. He
also describes the narrator by using so-called five planes of the narrator’s
point of view: omniscient, omnipresent, retrospective, reliable and
stereoscopic (Culpepper 1983:20-34). Furthermore, Culpepper (1983:34)
defines the relationships between the narrator and Jesus as follows:
the “narrator ... serves as an authoritative interpreter of Jesus’ words”.
Kingsbury’s (1986:35) comment on Matthew as the narrator can also apply
to the narrator in John’s Gospel. In the light of this application, the narrator
in John 9 sometimes uses the historical present (e.g., John 9:12, 13, 17) for
the double purposes of portraying the character’s action more vividly and
having characters interact directly not only with other characters, but also
with the reader.

In his analysis of John 4, Botha (1991a:82) predetermines that he follows
“Culpepper in not distinguishing between implied author and narrator and
between implied reader and narratee ... this would mean that the levels
of implied author/reader and narrator/narratee coincide and can thus be
analyzed as one”. | would agree with Botha regarding the treatment of the
rhetorical levels, but disagree on the distinction between implied author
and narrator. In my opinion, the narrator should be distinguished from
the implied author in terms of their characteristics, since one of the great
differences between the implied author and the narrator is that the narrator
“can be ‘seen by’ or ‘shown to’ the reader; implied authors cannot” (Staley
1988:39). Secondly, while the narrator is responsible for telling a story, “the
implied author can tell us nothing. He, or better, it has no voice, no direct
means of communicating. It instructs us silently, through the design of the
whole, with all the voices, by all the means it has chosen to let us learn”
(Chatman 1978:148; cf. also Lategan 1991:148). Since these observations
by Staley and Chatman are found to be valid in this study, it becomes
necessary to maintain this distinction for the analysis of John 9. In this
analysis, however, my view is that the narrator and the implied author
belong to the same rhetorical level. After all, the narrator is a voice of the
implied author.

Characters

Character is the last term of the communication model to be defined.
“The term ‘character’ refers to a category of existents which inhabit the
story world of a narrative and mimic human beings” (Staley 1988:47).
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In order for any narrative to be successful, convincing characterisation
is necessary. Thus characterisation “has to do with the ways in which
an author brings characters to life in a narrative” (Kingsbury 1986:9).
In contrast to his treatment on narratee, Culpepper’s (1983:101-148)
observations on characters in John are very insightful and helpful. He
speaks of how the reader should view the characters, such as that the
reader should “consider the characters in terms of their commissions, plot
functions, and representational value” (Culpepper 1983:102), or that in
“John’s narrative world the individuality of all the characters except Jesus
is determined by their encounter with Jesus” (Culpepper 1983:104). In fact,
his seven categories of characters based on their responses to Jesus are
very informative (Culpepper 1983:146-148). For instance, the blind man in
Chapter 9 belongs to the fourth category of belief in Jesus’ words.

2.3 Reader-response criticism

Lategan (1991:151) comments on reader-response criticism: “The
importance of this approach is that it creates an intense awareness of
the reading process and provides a framework within which the diverse
aspects of this process can be integrated.” Therefore, one of the most
important goals of this approach is to interpret the text from the perspective
of the temporal quality of narrative and to elucidate its rhetorical effects
on the reader (cf. Staley 1988:8-9). Based on this observation, | wish to
employ two concepts from this approach, namely the temporal quality of
narrative and the victimisation of the reader.

2.31 Temporal quality of narrative

A central contribution of reader-response criticism is the interpretation of
the text through the analysis of narrative temporality or linearity. Critics
make note of and/or use this linearity trait.*®* The notions of narrative
temporality and linearity can be best explained in relation to a significant
difference between implied author and implied reader (Tolmie 1995:20,
39-40, 1999:8-9). While the implied author knows the whole story at any
given moment, the implied reader only knows what he has read up to the
given time (Staley 1988:35). This can also become an important aspect in a
speech act analysis.*® Therefore, when dealing with the text of John 9, | shall

35 See Iser 1974; Rimmon-Kenan [1983] 1994; Culpepper 1983; Resseguie 1982;
Staley 1988; Van Tilborg 1989; Botha 1991a; Tolmie 1995; Estes 2008.

36 Botha (1991a:85) states the following in relation to his analysis of the text of
John 4: “The amount of information available to the readers at this stage in the
narrative must be kept in mind if one is to analyze the speech acts and their
perlocutionary effects in the fourth chapter adequately.”
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assume that the implied reader is perfectly aware of what has happened
in the story up to the ninth chapter, including a vast amount of information
given in the Prologue (which the characters in the story do not possess).

There are a few interesting functions of narrative temporality. Firstly,
in relation to my last remark, Staley (1988:47) makes the fascinating
observation that one “of the major effects of a text’s rhetoric and of our
enjoyment in reading comes precisely from the interplay between the
characters’ knowledge and that of the implied reader”. As will be noted,
this interplay becomes a logical basis upon which the implied author builds
most of the ironies in the text. Secondly, this temporality or linearity creates
the rhetorical devices of suspense and astonishment (Staley 1988:34).

2.3.2  Victimisation of the implied reader

Another significant contribution of reader-response criticism to the study
of the Fourth Gospel indicates that the relationship between implied author
and implied reader is far from simple (Tolmie 1995:48-49). Staley (1988)
illustrated the complex nature of their relationship, especially through the
technique known as reader victimisation or reader entrapment: at an initial
stage, the implied author gives the implied reader only limited information
about the story so that certain knowledge, perspectives or expectations
may be formed in the mind of the implied reader. In the next stage,
additional significant information is revealed to the implied reader with the
purpose of correcting his first perspective or expectation. This correction
leads to the final stage where the implied author wins back the allegiance
of the implied reader once again. Hence, the implied reader is forcefully
guided towards the goal that the implied author intends to achieve in the
communication. When this literary device of reader victimisation is used in
the texts, it is usually associated with other literary devices such as irony
and/or misunderstanding (cf. Botha 1990b:45; Thatcher 1999:55). In my
study of this Gospel, | assume that the implied author uses this technique
in order to guide the implied reader to a higher and deeper dimension
of faith.

2.4 Historical criticism

The relationship between historical criticism and my speech act analysis
is not identical to the relationship described thus far. The main concern
of this relationship is not with the utilisation of some methodological
concepts for my theoretical framework, but with the results or insights
gained from historical investigation for a better understanding of the text. The
reason is that, as mentioned earlier, a speech act approach emphasises the
importance of contexts such as historical, social, cultural, religious, linguistic,
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literary, and so on. Accordingly, it can accommodate and apply, instead
of discard, insights from other approaches such as historical criticism. In
particular, some valuable data concerning the Palestinian society of the New
Testament times from social-scientific criticism will be of great assistance.

For the sake of clarity, the term historical criticism in this study does
not point to any specific approach such as a source-critical approach or a
form-critical approach, and is thus used as an umbrella term to designate
historical approaches, in general, as opposed to literary approaches.
Speaking of contrast, the fact that a speech act approach should deal with
social and historical contexts suggests that this approach operates on a
premise that differs from previous literary approaches such as structuralism.
It has the obvious advantage of attempting to minimise the gap between
two approaches (cf. also Ashton 1994:208), “particularly when ... the focus
remains on the finished form of the document” (De Boer 1992:41). White
(1988b:54) states that “because of the importance of felicity conditions,
a speech act theory of literature would have to place Biblical literature in
its social and even historical context, thereby bringing together the literary
and historical perspectives”. | wish to make a meaningful contribution to
recent endeavours that attempt to integrate different methodological
approaches in order to obtain a more comprehensive exegetical approach.
In my observation, as mentioned earlier, this endeavour is currently gaining
more strength (cf. section 2 in Chapter 1). However, my position regarding
the essential question of which is supposed to be the dominant factor in the
interpretation of the text, the internal information in the text or the contextual
information outside the text, remains identical to that of Du Plessis
(1996:343) who states that the internal material is the conclusive factor.

2.41 Social-scientific criticism

With reference to social-scientific criticism,*” | would like to mention three
remarks for this study. Firstly, since | am not an expert on this form of
criticism, | shall follow Elliot’s (1993:35) view of social-scientific criticism
as one of the historical-critical methods. It is, therefore, placed under the
heading of historical criticism. One should bear in mind, however, that
it has been expanded and improved from historical-critical approaches

37 For its theory and practice, including its related works, cf. Troeltsch [1911]
1931; Edersheim [1967] 1976, [1971] 1981; Jeremias [1969] 1975; Weber
1978; Malina 1981, 1982, 1984, 1996; Meeks 1983; Theissen 1983; Kee 1986;
Stambaugh & Balch 1986; Borg [1987] 1991; Mouton & Marais [1988] 1990;
Pilch 1988; Craffert 1989; Elliott 1993; Esler 1995; Osiek & Balch 1997; Botha
1999, numerous articles in Biblical Theology Bulletin, and Semeia 35 (1986) and
Semeia 37 (1986).
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(Elliot 1993:13, 15) and that “there are a number of significant differences
between these two approaches” (Botha 1999:2).38

Secondly, one of the most important facets of this criticism is “the fact
that it utilizes models and model building” (Botha 1999:4). However, | do
not intend to use models for my analysis, because it is beyond the scope
of this study. | do intend to apply its insightful findings to it simply, yet
carefully, for a better understanding of a given text (cf. some cautionary
remarks in Du Plessis (1996)).

Thirdly, | wish to draw attention to the relationship between social-scientific
criticism and the field of Johannine studies. Since the emergence of this
criticism in the mid-1970s (Segovia 1995:374), many studies have been
published in Johannine scholarship.*® Neyrey’s studies in John’s Gospel
probably require separate attention, for he has already published several
insightful works in this field (1981, 1987, 1988a, 1988b, 1994, 1998, 1999,
2007). If one includes the literature on the sectarian nature and social
history of the Johannine community, the list will be extensive. Thus
Segovia (1995:375) concludes that “cultural criticism has had a major
impact on Johannine studies”. On the other hand, Botha (1999:1) views
the current situation in a different light: “The social scientific revolution
in New Testament studies has hardly impacted on Johannine studies
at all.” In fact, compared to a considerable number of studies this
criticism has produced for the other areas in the New Testament, such
as Synoptic Gospels introduced in Elliott’s (1993:138-174) comprehensive
bibliographies, Johannine studies occupy only a small portion of the list.
The way in which this relationship is judged ultimately depends on one’s
point of view. In my opinion, however, a great deal of work can still be
done to contribute to Johannine scholarship by exploring social-scientific
criticism (for a recent comment on this, cf. Kysar 2002:29ff.).

38 Cf. Botha 1999:2-4 for the contrasts he points out.

39 To name but a few, the social-scientific works which principally deal with the
Fourth Gospel are Meeks 1972; Woll 1981; Malina 1985, 1994; Domeris 1988;
Domeris & Wortley 1988; Rensberger 1988; Karris 1990; Von Wahlde 1995;
Van Tilborg 1996, Malina & Rohrbaugh 1998. The recent publication “What is
John?”, vol. 2 (Segovia 1998) has added several articles to the list (Neyrey 1998;
Reinhartz 1998; Rensberger 1998; Schottroff 1998; Segovia 1998). Those works
which pay attention to the cultural and social of the Gospel or touch upon some
parts of the Gospel text to illustrate theoretical aspects of the criticism in a
section of their works are Fiorenza 1983; De Klerk & Schnell 1987; Domeris
1991; Cassidy 1992; Esler 1994; Koester 1995; Robbins 1996, and so forth.
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3. SPEECH ACT ANALYSIS

3.1 Advantages of speech act analysis

Although various scholars, who believed in its potential for their chosen
research fields, have developed and utilised speech act theory for the
past fifty years, New Testament scholarship, in general, and Johannine
scholarship, in particular, have not fully enjoyed its advantages. Since |
use this theory as my methodological approach, | shall list some of the
advantages in doing so briefly. As Botha (1991e) has already published an
insightful article on this topic, my list will be based on his work. However, |
shall add some modifications and my own items.

a. Unit of analysis: The basic methodological approach can be the same
for analysing a unit regardless of its size, whether it is a single word, a
sentence, a paragraph, or an entire document. Therefore, the text, as a
whole or as a small section, can be analysed in a very unified manner.
This brings a sense of consistency to the analysis. | shall illustrate
this advantage in terms of microspeech acts and macrospeech acts
within the story of John 9 (cf. Chapter 4).

b. Significance of context. Since this approach necessitates the
identification and utilisation of specific speech situations in order
to elucidate the use and meaning of utterances in a communication
process, it recognises the importance of contexts - historical, social,
cultural, religious, linguistic, literary, and so on (cf. also Combrink
1988:194). Accordingly, it respects and appreciates, instead of
neglecting, insights from other approaches such as historical criticism.
The investigation of these contexts will be reflected especially in
‘Contextual survey’ in Chapter 3 and ‘Specific mutual contextual
beliefs’ discussed in Chapter 4.

c. Texttype of analysis: This approach does not choose any specific text
in the analysis. Hence, it can treat all types of literary texts in terms
of communication. Botha (1991e:295) contends: “The problematic
distinctions between so-called ordinary’ and ‘poetic’ language are no
longer valid distinctions in the study of the texts.” Thus this approach
has great potential for biblical scholarship as a whole.

d. Utilisation of insights from other literary approaches: As introduced in
the last section, | can also utilise additional extra-linguistic insights
derived from narratology and reader-response criticism in my speech
act analysis. This is due to the fact that some of the sub-purposes
or concepts of these approaches and of the speech act approach
overlap. For instance, the notion of a perlocutionary act is closely
linked to the reader-response analysis in terms of the effect or
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response a text evokes in the reader. Most importantly, they share a
common interest in how language functions.

e. A new communication analysis: As this approach claims systematised
sets of conditions and principles of human behavior in communication
based on the postulate that “speaking a language is engaging in a
rule governed form of behavior” (Searle [1969] 1980:22), it provides a
communication analysis in a more comprehensive or at least novel way.

f. Weapons of speech act approach: A speech act approach has
descriptive apparatus such as the notions of illocutionary and
perlocutionary acts and of implicature, which make “it possible to
explain the process of how certain meanings are arrived at” in the
communication (Botha 1991e:298). For this reason, this approach can
furnish a clearer explanation than the previous formalist approaches
which lack appropriate tools to explicate such a process (Botha
1991e:297).

g. Evaluation of utterance: As this approach deals with an utterance not in
terms of true or false, but mainly in terms of success, appropriateness,
or effectiveness, a new way of understanding a text is possible. This
creates a different and fresh appreciation of human communication in
the texts. For instance, this approach can even reveal a significance
of failed communication between the participants in a dialogue (e.g.,
cf. section 6.4 in Chapter 4).

h. Responsibilities of author and reader: In light of the distinctive
postulate that speaking a language is a rule-governed behaviour,
both author and reader are required to act according to the ‘rules’
in their communication process. As a result, this approach regards
the responsibilities of both author and reader as very important. This
renders a new perspective on their communication. “Readers feel and
expect that the writer is under an obligation to make his text worthy
of their attention, and they are thus willing to allow the writer some
freedom and bring their own behaviour into line with what can be
expected of an audience” (Botha 1991e:299). This assures the critic of
a text in which every utterance is meaningful in some way or another
and worthy of his close attention.

i. Intentionality: As Botha (1991a:66) and Tovey (1997:78) point out,
speech act theory can discuss and highlight the intention of the implied
author in the literary work without falling into the trap of “intentional
fallacy”, because some kind of intentionality is inherent in the very
nature of an illocutionary act. Such an intentionality can be analysed
in this theory in a more responsible way than previously practiced.
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A new way to examine irony: Irony is a very powerful literary device. On
the other hand, it is also a very complex concept that has confused
many readers of literary works. As Botha (1991b, 1991c) convincingly
argues, speech act theory can provide a new tool to understand irony
better (see section 1.6).

Religious speech acts: Since all utterances in religious settings can
be viewed as religious speech acts, all biblical texts need to be
considered religious (speech) acts accordingly (Evans 1963; Patte
1988:92). Historical research focuses mainly on reconstructing
the history behind the Gospel as well as that of Jesus and his
contemporaries. Literary approaches are primarily concerned with
aesthetic literary aspects of the texts. In these trends, re-appreciating
and re-focusing upon the religious nature of biblical texts via a speech
act approach could yield new insights in a more comprehensive way,
“without falling into the trap of subjectivism” (Patte 1988:96). The
reason for this is that this approach views the intentionality of a text
according to the ‘rules’ (cf. also item i above). Patte (1988:95) states
that “using a speech act theory approach means that when studying
religious acts and religious discourses, the primary concern should
be to account for the subjectivity of the religious practitioners or of
the authors of a religious text”.

Language distinction: From a narratological perspective, Chatman
(1978:162-163) recognises another advantage: “The theory of speech
acts provides a useful tool for distinguishing the language of the
narrator vis-a-vis his narrative audience from that of characters vis-a-vis
each other.” What he probably means is that the communication
between the narrator and the narratee or the implied reader can be
differentiated from that between the characters by means of speech act
theory, and especially by an analysis of illocutions. In this distinction,
Chatman (1978:165) goes on to point out that the characters reserve
a wider range of illocutions than the narrator. It is hoped that the
result of speech acts used in the story of John 9 will prove this point
(cf. section 1.2 in Chapter 5).

Tone of narrative: According to Gros Louis, one of the major concerns
of literary critics is the notion of tone. He defines this notion as “the
narrative’s relation to its subject or its attitude to its subject, as
well as the narrative’s relation to us as audience. Is the narrative
condescending or apologetic? Does it seek to arouse our interest in a
topic, to excite our emotions, to compel us to action, to make us sad
or happy?” (Gros Louis 1982:18). In this regard, a speech act analysis
is very useful.
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It is hoped that all of the above-mentioned advantages are manifested in
this study. This may not necessarily be the case, because the main purpose
of this study is not to prove all these advantages, but rather to analyse a
specific biblical text from a speech act perspective.

3.2 Disadvantages of speech act analysis

In her book review on Botha’s (1991a) monograph, Rosenblatt (1993:570)
criticises him for failing to indicate any of the limitations of speech act
analysis. Although he hints at a condition on page 63, he never gives any
concrete indication. Therefore, her criticism appears valid. Since the last
section has presented the advantages of speech act analysis, it is also
necessary to outline its disadvantages.

a. Diversity within the approach: Since speech act theory generates
other theories (though this may be considered an advantage), it is
difficult to discern its boundaries and its relationships with similar
disciplines. Botha (1991d:279) comments that “the field of speech
act theory is extremely divergent and to some extent very technical
with approaches ranging from the language-philosophical to the
pragmatic”. Therefore, as mentioned earlier, it is crucial to establish
one’s own methodological framework before actually applying this
approach. It is hoped that the methodological framework of this study
will give a good example of the possibilities, following in the footsteps
of scholars who have previously successfully employed this approach.

b. Poor adoption rate: The above disadvantage has resulted in few
biblical scholars being interested in employing this speech act
approach, even though they can be informed about the potential
or the advantages of this approach (cf. Thiselton 1997:97, footnote
3). Another contributing factor to this poor adoption rate is that this
approach does not guarantee to yield particularly new benefits, as
Burridge (1993:263) rightly states. It rather confirms the insights that
have been noted previously, only from a different angle. While it is
true that this happens frequently, it is also true that this approach
sometimes demonstrates its distinctiveness and does so in a more
intriguing way. | would contend that this is a valuable approach which
can yield good results if one faithfully follows the procedures of this
method from the beginning. It is hoped, therefore, that this study will
encourage other biblical scholars to seriously consider this approach
as one of their potential methodologies. Furthermore, the application
of this theory inevitably employs the use of technical language. This
may be another reason for its poor adoption rate. In fact, the research
produced by using speech act theory tends to receive criticism on
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this point (e.g., Burrige 1993:263). However, any scientific method
perhaps requires some technical terminology and this is especially
true of new approaches developed in recent years. Most of the
technical terms can be understood without further difficulty, if these
are presented more comprehensively. It is hoped that the charts and
diagrams accompanying this study, such as ‘Diagram of Interpersonal
and Textual Rhetorics’, will help the readers of this study in this regard
(cf. Appendices).

Major problems: Searle ([1979] 1981.vii) identifies the outstanding
problematic areas of speech act theory as follows: “metaphor, fiction,
indirect speech acts, and a classification of speech acts”. | have
already briefly touched upon the issues of indirect speech acts and of
taxonomy of speech acts in sections 1.1 and 1.2.4°

Otherproblematic issues: Asindicated in section 1.6, thereis no clear-cut

solution as to the issue of the relationship between illocutionary acts
and perlocutionary acts (cf. also Cohen 1973; Stubbs 1983:152).
Levinson (1983:237) calls this the issue of “uptake”. Hirsch (1976:26)
indicates that there is another unresolved tension in this speech
act theory, namely that between intentionality and conventionality
(cf. also White 1988a:12). In addition, there is the issue of the relations
between illocutionary force and illocutionary force indicating device
(Stubbs 1983:158). Sperber and Wilson (1986:243-254) mention some
problems or limitations of this theory from the viewpoint of their
relevance theory. However, in my opinion, not every argument is
convincing.* More minor problems may exist. However, these issues
do not pose any serious problem in the utilisation of this theory.
A discussion about these theoretical issues is beyond the scope of
this study.

Not a self-sufficient approach: It is not surprising that a speech act
approach on its own is not perfectly suited to analyse every aspect
involved in a study of the texts. In fact, it is best used when other
approaches are also applied to provide additional insights. According
to Patte (1988:91), “speech act theory and reader criticism are a
necessary complement to those approaches which are exclusively
text centered”.

40

M

For a discussion of the problems of indirect speech acts, cf. also Levinson
1983:263-276.

For a more detailed discussion of this relevance theory, cf. Sperber & Wilson
1986; Blakemore 1992; Gutt 1992; Wilson & Sperber 1992; Wilson 1994; Wendland
1996a, 1996b, 1997; Jucker 1997; Carston & Uchida 1998; Clark 2013.
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3.3 Previous New Testament studies utilising speech
act theory

As stated earlier, speech act theory does not provide a first-hand, clear-cut
methodology. Each critic, therefore, has to establish his own framework
to deal with texts. This present study is not the first-time application of
speech act theory to the text of John’s Gospel. Therefore, it is necessary
and profitable to briefly examine previous studies done by several
Johannine scholars, as well as some selected works in the remainder of
New Testament scholarship.

Presently, speech act theory is used in a handful of studies in Johannine
scholarship. Botha’s (1991a) research is the first work to use a speech
act approach as its main thrust in the studies on John’s Gospel. Botha
produces this monograph with two aspects, namely to explore Johannine
style from a historical, theoretical, and practical point of view, and to
attempt a comprehensive speech act reading of a specific pericope, John
4:1-42. His methodology depends on the concepts of Grice (1975), Searle
([1969] 1980), Leech (1983), Bach and Harnish (1979), Pratt (1977), Lanser
(1981), and so forth. His reading demonstrates that speech act theory is
indeed a very handy tool in understanding the dynamic communication
of the text, with some additional insights which the traditional exegetical
methods cannot provide. This approach further offers some important
observations regarding Johannine style.*? Furthermore, in a set of two
short essays, Botha (1991b) examines the current situation regarding
Johannine irony and raises it as an issue. In his subsequent article, Botha
(1991c¢) suggests an additional perspective which speech act theory might
offer as a solution to this problematic situation.

In a series of two shorter studies, Saayman (1994, 1995) approaches
the episode of Nicodemus from a speech act perspective (John 3:1-21).
This poses a serious interpretational problem. He attempts to suggest a
solution to the problem: the coherence of this section can be maintained,
because Jesus has a definite goal in the conversation with Nicodemus. He
argues for this view by applying the concept of macrospeech acts, which
organise microspeech acts in the text. His methodology is based on the
concepts of Austin ([1962] 1976), Searle ([1969] 1980), Bach and Harnish
(1979), Van Dijk (1980, 1981), and so on.

The main subject of Tovey’s (1997:15) monograph is concerned with the
Johannine point of view. Tovey (1997:30) has a strong interest in the role and
activity of the implied author, and utilises speech act theory to determine
the implied author’s purpose, which can be inferred from the structure of

42 See also Botha’s (1990a) article which is an abstract from his research.
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the Gospel. His book does not deal with a specific passage, but analyses
the entire Gospel in order to understand the nature and description of
its literary speech situation (Tovey 1997:30-31). His methodology mainly
depends on Austin (1962), Grice (1975), Searle ([1969] 1980), Pratt (1977)
and Lanser (1981). He uses Stanzel’s (1984) theoretical (narrative) model
instead of Chatman’s (1978:30, 52-58).4

The works that utilise speech act theory as part of the research in
relation to John’s Gospel are the studies of Wendland (1985, 1992) and
Tolmie (1995). Wendland’s (1985) motivation for writing his book is to
explore the best possible approach to the dynamic equivalent translation of
the Bible. Since he maintains that “Bible translation is a particular instance
of language use in a given speech community” (Wendland 1985:1), the
discipline of sociolinguistics appears to contribute mostly to this task. He
thus utilises speech act theory as a sociolinguistic method to analyse direct
speech or direct discourse of the Bible, for instance, John 4:7-26. In his
short essay, Wendland (1992) also examines the Lord’s prayer in John 17
from a speech act perspective (as one of his methods). He emphasises the
illocutionary and perlocutionary aspects of Jesus’ prayer in the process. In
his narratological study, Tolmie (1995:98-117) employs speech act theory,
especially Bach and Harnish’s taxonomy, for the purpose of classifying the
verbal acts found in John 13:1-17:26.

Asfaras the Johannine Epistles are concerned, in his monograph Neufeld
(1994) construes the Christological confessions and ethical exhortations in
1 John by employing speech act theory as a new or alternative approach
to this text, because the historical contexts do not provide an adequate
basis for a satisfactory interpretation (1994:vii, 2). Neufeld (1994:111,
133-136) argues that the author of 1 John created a specific speech act
circumstance so that what the author claimed and wanted to convey to
the readers might catch the attention of, and be welcomed by the readers.
The author’s speech acts had a “rhetorical power to transform the readers’
expectations, speech and conduct” (Neufeld 1994:133). His methodological
proposal is based on Austin ([1962] 1976) and Evans (1963) in discussion
with Derrida (1977a, 1977b). Turning to the Revelation, Thompson (1992)
investigates the relationship between the interpretation, and the language
and context of this book through ‘speech-acts criticism’ developed by
Skinner (1970).

In the synoptic studies, Thiselton (1970) introduces some facets of
speech act theory in his analysis of the parables of Jesus, such as the
parable of the Unjust Steward (Lk 16:1-13; cf. also Thiselton 1994).

43 | have already published several articles in relation to speech act analysis on
John’s Gospel. See Ito 2000a, 2000b, 2000c, 2001a, 2001b, 2003, 2009, and 2013.
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Du Plessis’ (1985) unpublished doctoral dissertation also investigates
the textual communication of the relation between sender, parable and
receiver in selected synoptic parables, making use mainly of Leech’s
pragmatic approach. His work proves the usefulness of the notion of Leech’s
Interpersonal and Textual Rhetorics in the communication analysis.*
Furthermore, Du Plessis (1988) analyses Luke 12:35-48 from the same
speech act perspective, but he focuses more on the concept of implicature
to examine Peter’s question and Jesus’ answer to it. In his short essay,
Combrink (1988) theoretically discusses a speech act approach for the
purpose of arriving at a responsible reading of biblical texts. His discussion
is made in relation to the interpretation of Luke 12:35-48. Cook’s (1995)
monograph deals with the (macro-) structure and persuasive power of
the Gospel of Mark from a perspective of linguistic criticism and speech
act theory. Among the methods he employs, his use of the notion of
macrospeech act (governing speech act) is very significant in elucidating
the Gospel text as a whole, because the understanding of an entire text
as a governing speech act sums up the smaller speech acts that make up
the whole of the text (Cook 1995:7, 331-333). Unique is his linguistic outline
of Mark which is delineated according to its communication frames and
several narrative markers (Cook 1995:137-179). Upton (2006) also makes
an interesting speech act reading of the three major endings of the Gospel
of Mark, comparing them with Xenophon'’s fictional tale.

As far as New Testament research is concerned, after having studied
under Austin, Evans contends that modern theology needs a new logic that
deals with non-propositional language, because “God’s self-revelation is a
self-involving activity (‘His Word is claim and promise, gift and demand’),
and man’s religious language is also a self-involving verbal activity
(‘obedient, thankful confession and prayer’)” (Evans 1963:14; cf. also
Briggs 2001a). In order to verify his contention, he employs Austin’s theory
of performative language to examine the biblical conception of creation,
dealing also with its New Testament ideas.

For the introduction of speech act theory or its theoretical discussions
for New Testament studies, in his series of two articles, Botha (1991d,
1991¢) aims to outline some basic principles of this theory and to explore
some possible contributions, which this theory can offer to New Testament
exegesis. In his short essay, Botha (1991f) also discusses the issue of style
in New Testament research in relation to this theory. More recently, Botha
(2007) introduced the overall trends of how biblical scholars employ this
theory. In this instance, | should also note that Semeia 41 (1988) devotes
an entire issue to the examination of the relationship between speech

44 Cf. also Du Plessis’s (1987) article which is derived from this dissertation.
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act theory and biblical criticism.* It suggests potential contributions and
possible problems when this theory is applied to biblical hermeneutics.
Examples of this approach are taken from the Old Testament. This volume
includes short essays by, for instance, White, Hancher, Patte and Buss
(cf. also Thiselton’s works 1974, 1980).

Among the New Testament works, written in languages other than
English, which utilise speech act theory, the following studies are worth
considering: Aurelio (1977), Arens (1982), Snyman (1983) and Jacobs (1985).

3.4 Contributions and approach of the study

341 Contributions to be made by the study

From the above brief survey, | wish to make some significant observations
with reference to this present study. Firstly, in the field of Johannine
scholarship, particularly in research on John’s Gospel, nine out of ten studies
(including this study) that use this approach worldwide appear to have
been made in South Africa or the Southern Africa region (one exception is
Tovey’s work). As far as the remaining works in New Testament scholarship
are concerned, Du Plessis, Combrink, Snyman and Jacobs are also South
African. Indeed, linguistic approaches are a strong feature of South African
scholarship. It is hoped that this study, conducted primarily in South Africa,
will make a small contribution to the scholarship.

Secondly, in the 1980s, speech act analysts tended to utilise speech
act theory as “speech act exegesis” (Patte 1988:99-101) to make a
detailed analysis or to analyse small segments of biblical texts.* It may
be coincidence, but the ‘trend’ of speech act analysis in New Testament
studies in the 1990s seems to place more emphasis on the macro-level
or macrospeech acts of biblical texts.*” Although this present study also
utilises the notion of macrospeech acts to understand the text as a whole,
| am equally interested in the analysis of the text in great detail where
the dynamics of human communication is portrayed. The interactions
between characters in the micro-level often display an intriguing human
drama through their individual utterances with intentions, emotions and
subtle nuances. This is true of John’s Gospel, which is often described as
a document of conflict between light and darkness, belief and unbelief. It
is my contention that speech act theory is one of the best ways among

45 On this topic, cf. also Briggs 2001b; Wolterstorff 2001; Ward 2002; Childs 2005.

46 For example, cf. the studies of Snyman 1983; Jacobs 1985; Du Plessis (1985,
1987, 1988); Wendland (1985); Botha (1991a).

47 For instance, cf the works of Saayman 1994, 1995: Neufeld 1994; Cook 1995;
Tovey (1997).
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modern literary methods to approach a narrative story such as John 9.
Therefore, the aim of this study is to continue to demonstrate the validity of
this approach and to develop it further by reclaiming its value for a detailed
analysis of biblical texts (cf. Combrink 1988:194; Botha 1991f:81-82). To
my knowledge, John 9 has never been elucidated as such previously.

Thirdly, with reference to the attempt to utilise historical and literary
approaches simultaneously, as indicated earlier (cf. section 2 in Chapter 1),
this present study also seeks to join this attempt to a moderate degree,
because my speech act approach does not reject historical research;
rather, it respects and uses the results of such an endeavour, and because
this approach does not seek to establish a combined method vigorously
from the two. One of the aims in this study is, rather, to determine
whether or not this speech act approach brings the same kind of result
in the interpretation of John’s Gospel, especially John 9, as that of other
historical approaches such as Martyn’s thesis. My attempt is, therefore,
not as strong as that of Stibbe (1992), but it goes beyond the boundary of
the text-immanent approach. More clarification is required in this instance.

It seems that there may be two ways, from a perspective of literary
approaches, to attempt to show a harmonious relationship in which literary
and historical approaches can complement each other in the text analysis.
One is that a literary critic consciously uses historical contexts suggested
from the results of historical research for the interpretation of a given text
(Stibbe 1993b:6). Stibbe’s works are good examples of this (e.g., Stibbe
1992, 1993a:106-109, 112). The second way is that, after a careful literary
analysis, a critic can suggest a possible real-world situation. Kingsbury
(1988:459) states:

[Olne of the principal contributions narrative criticism can make
to Gospel studies is perhaps elementary but crucial: to alert the
interpreter both to the literary existence of the ‘world of the story’
and to the importance of scrutinizing it. Once one fully understands
the ‘world of the story’, one can then move to a reconstruction of the
‘world of the evangelist’.

The reason for this is that the main object of literary approaches is the text
itself (Culpepper 1983:5), and literary approaches operate on the following
basic premises. Gros Louis (1982:14) points out that, while “we are
certainly aware of the findings of biblical scholarship, we do not seek to
explain any aspects of the text with the help of extraliterary information”.
De Boer (1992:38) reaffirms this, stating that a literary approach “cannot
allow its practitioners to go beyond or outside of the text”. That is why
these approaches are called text-immanent approaches. Viewed from
these criteria, my speech act approach goes beyond the boundaries of
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these approaches. However, | do not intend to reconstruct history through
a ‘window’ of the text. However, after its completion, literary analysis
can suggest and point to a real world behind the text (e.g., Kingsbury
1986). De Boer (1992:41) contends: “The method [of narrative criticism]
itself, of course, is ahistorical, but its results ... can be fruitfully applied in
historical-critical endeavors and exercises, particularly when ... the focus
remains on the finished form of the document”. In this sense, it can be
said that literary approaches may complement historical approaches, or
vice versa. This is where this particular study resides. Duke (1982:8) also
attempts to do this in his last chapter on irony and the Johannine context,
with a cautious qualification that “[i]t is dangerous business to move from
literary analysis to historical judgment”. Thus a critic should not claim, but
rather suggest a historical situation.*®

Reflecting upon the above views, there is a valid possibility that literary
approaches may contribute towards attaining a more complete meaning
of the text coupled with the study of historical approaches. Although this
study does not hold the optimistic view that one can perfectly reconstruct
the original-historical world by fully understanding the ‘world of the story’,
my observation is that text-immanent approaches can at least suggest
or identify similarities or parallels between the ‘world of the story’ and
the original-historical world. Harner (1993:v) also supports this view and
proposes that such similarities “remind the reader that the narrative world
is not a theological abstraction but a reality that has significant points of
contacts with the empirical world”. In this regard, then, this study may be
able to explore the life situation of John’s own day, especially an aspect
of the Johannine Christians’ conflict with the synagogue, by examining the
language used in the story. In turn, such scrutiny may help to show a more
complete picture of why John recorded his own account of Jesus’ life,
while making the narratives more alive and interesting.

In conclusion, the method of this study basically follows the second
way, but it also takes historical data into consideration in the literary
analysis. | shall not attempt to reconstruct the history of the Johannine
community in the analysis, but use the results of historical research as
aids to interpretation. Culpepper (1983:5, 11) is of the same opinion, but
he does not implement this view in his analysis, because his narrative
method, unlike that of Stibbe (1992:12), does not necessarily require him

48 For a different wave of this new trend, cf. Hakola 2005:33: “The three-world model
is an attempt to create a holistic context which makes it possible to utilize and
combine different methodological approaches that are mostly kept apart in the
study of the New Testament .... The three-world model is based on a distinction
among a literary work’s text world, symbolic world and the real world behind
the text’.
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to do so (cf. Chapters 7 and 8 in his book). In my opinion, however, speech
act theory demands taking historical contexts into account, differing
from the so-called traditional text-immanent approaches. Speech act
theory stresses the importance and role of context in understanding the
meaning of a text. The context in this theory can be explored not only at
the level of co-text (the literary context), but also at the level of historical
context.*® However, this does not mean that this study also examines the
real communication between the author(s) and the real readers. Rather,
as indicated earlier, | shall consciously avoid making any claim to the
historical context, but rather attempt to elucidate only what the text itself
says and indicates. This is why my depiction of the reader will not go
beyond the description of the implied reader. | shall consciously attempt
not to refer to the historical or original reader. In other words, this study
does not endeavour to indicate any relationship between the implied and
the real readers in the analysis itself. Reference to the original readers is, in
my opinion, a task that can and will be done after a literary analysis, except
the case of 9:22.%°

Other contributions

In order to better highlight some of the other possible contributions of
this study, | wish to compare it with previous studies individually. Firstly,
the emphasis of Botha’s approach seems to be more on findings about
perlocutionary acts in the text than those aboutillocutionary acts, and Botha
(1991a:83) explains the particular reason for this in his book. However, the
main thrust of speech act theory lies in the analysis of the illocutionary
aspect of the text. Therefore, although the aspect of perlocution can never
be neglected, | shall focus relatively more upon the illocutionary aspect of
the text.

Secondly, although some scholars (e.g., Saayman 1994, 1995; Cook
1995; Tovey 1997) deploy the notion of macrospeech acts, this study seems
to be the first study to explicitly apply the macrorules developed by Van
Dijk (1980). These rules can provide a tool to determine and understand
a meaning in the macro-level, and show how it is possible to achieve a
macrospeech act.

Thirdly, speech act theory appears to be equipped for a better
understanding of irony. It is my contention that speech act theory can
indeed provide a new tool to account for the nature, use and function of

49 For this insight, | am greatly indebted to Rev. C. Saayman, who analyses the
text from the same perspective. Cf. Saayman 1994, 1995.

50 For this reason and discussion, see the analysis on this verse in section 6.3.3 in
ch 4.
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this concept. It is hoped that the analytical outline for ironic speech acts
(cf. section 1.6) can prove its usefulness in this study.

This study hopes to offer a good possibility of integrating different
methods - narrative criticism, reader-response criticism, and South African
discourse analysis - into the main speech act approach in order to develop
a more plausible critical approach. After all, all of these small contributions
work together to achieve the prime contribution: a detailed elucidation and
a fresh appreciation of the story of John 9.

3.4.2 Basic reading scheme

This section delineates the way in which | intend to conduct a speech act
analysis. The speech act reading of John 9 (Chapter 4) consists of three
sections: introduction, main body and conclusion. Introductory remarks
concerning the text of John 9 will be made in the sections ‘Introduction’
(cf. section 1) and ‘Overall structure’ (cf. section 2). As the main body, |
shall divide the text into seven clusters and examine it/them accordingly
(cf. sections 3-9). In each cluster, | shall first introduce specific mutual
contextual beliefs, which appear to have a significant bearing as
background for the specific cluster. Then, the section on ‘An overview and
structural analysis chart’ will provide an overview as well as a structure of
the text based on colon demarcations.

In the next section on ‘Microspeech acts’, | shall examine the utterances
as individual speech acts (microspeech acts) according to the colon
demarcations presented in the structural analysis charts. My basic reading
scheme in this ‘microspeech-acts’ analysis will be as follows: A) General
analysis; B) lllocutionary act; C) Perlocutionary act; D) Communicative
strategy, and E) Summary. General analysis will introduce text mainly
concerned with grammatical, syntactical and structural studies as well as
with important themes or focal points that should be addressed before
proceeding with the analysis in the remaining reading scheme. In the
course of this ‘General analysis’, | wish to deal with such elements as word
order, punctuation, the mood of the verb, the so-called performative verbs
(Searle [1969] 1980:30; Yule 1996:49-50), syntax (Searle [1979]1981:20), and
so forth, implicitly pointing to illocutionary force indicating devices (IFIDs).
Although these devices are very helpful in determining illocutionary forces
of given utterances, this subsection primarily attempts to better understand
the content of the text. Secondly, | shall try to determine illocutionary act
for the utterance. One should note that it is crucial to distinguish between
its content and its function - indicated by the illocutionary force — when
determining an illocutionary act (Searle [1969] 1980:31, [1979] 1981:1,
1985:128). One should also note that the phonological aspect of a biblical
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text, which sometimes gives clues to identify illocutionary force, cannot
be dealt with, as this aspect is fundamentally lost to modern-day readers
(Botha 1991a:84). Thirdly, | would also like to examine perlocutionary
act. These three analyses should reveal the intention of speakers (e.g.,
implied author or characters in the text) or the goal of the utterance
contained in a specific speech act. The fourth subsection will scrutinise
the communicative strategy of the speakers (e.g., the implied author, the
narrator and the characters), in order to identify how the speakers organise
their speech acts to enhance communication with the hearers (e.g.,
implied reader or other characters). If the speakers employ any special
literary device or technique (e.g., irony or reader victimisation) for effective
communication, | shall indicate this in this fourth subsection. Finally, | shall
close this ‘microspeech-acts’ analysis with a summary.

After this reading scheme to be used for microspeech acts, | shall
also attempt to analyse macrospeech acts in each cluster. Lastly, in the
conclusion (cf. section 1.3 in Chapter 5), | shall analyse macrospeech acts
in the entire story to complete this speech act reading of the text.%

51 To arrive at macrospeech acts, | shall use Van Dijk’s notions of macrostructures,
as well as macrorules such as Deletion, Selection, Generalization, and Construction
Rules (cf. section 1.5).
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CHAPTER 3
CONTEXTUAL SURVEY OF JOHN 9

1. APPROPRIATENESS CONDITIONS

The question of which conditions and rules are required for successful
conversation is important for a speech act analysis. Appropriateness
conditions provide an answer to this question. Searle suggests felicity
conditions for individual speech acts. For conversational purposes,
Grice suggests the Cooperative Principle; Leech submits Interpersonal
and Textual Rhetorics; Bach and Harnish pose three presumptions and
mutual contextual beliefs, and Pratt adds the notion of display text. These
concepts are all realisations of appropriateness conditions. Before closely
analysing the text of John 9, this chapter will consider the entire story itself
in the light of these conditions. As part of this consideration, Johannine
symbolism and the motif of suffering will also be discussed.

As for these appropriateness conditions, | would like to remind my
reader again that my speech act approach recognises the importance of
contexts, namely historical, social, cultural, religious, linguistic, literary,
and so on, because the contexts for a specific speech situation play an
important role in interpretation, especially in determining the meaning
of a certain utterance, passage or section (cf. Significance of context,
section 3.1 in Chapter 2). Findings and insights concerning these contexts
from previous works, including those from historical criticism, will greatly
help my analysis. Therefore, | shall attempt to identify the most plausible
contexts for John 9, summarising the views of other scholars, conversing
with them,' and providing my own assessments, where necessary.? It is
hoped that identifying the most plausible contexts could form a basis for
a moderate example of the attempt to combine the use of historical and
literary approaches. This is a strength of my approach, and should not be
viewed as a redundant representation of arguments by secondary sources.®

1 However, the engagement and evaluation of such scholars’ views are not my
main concern in this instance. In addition, the examination of primary sources
is beyond the scope of this literary study. Again | would like to make use of the
contributions of previous historical research.

2 | shall deal with these conversations and my own assessments in more detail in
the text analysis in Chapter 4.

3 Nevertheless, if my reader is familiar with the contextual background and only
if s/he is aware of the knowledge the reader and characters of the Gospel
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2. THE COOPERATIVE PRINCIPLE, AND
INTERPERSONAL AND TEXTUAL RHETORICS

a. The characters that participate in the conversations are assumed to
be observing the Cooperative Principle and other principles of both
Interpersonal and Textual Rhetorics.

b. The author and the reader are assumed to be observing the
Cooperative Principle and other principles of both Interpersonal and
Textual Rhetorics.

c. When the author and the reader are not observing the Cooperative
Principle and other principles, the notion of implicatures will help the
reader determine the meaning of an utterance.

3. THREE PRESUMPTIONS

As observed earlier (cf. section 1.2 in Chapter 2), Bach and Harnish (1979:7-12)
suggest three presumptions that facilitate communication between
speaker and hearer. Yet these mutual beliefs “are shared not just between
S and H but among members of the linguistic community at large” (Bach
and Harnish 1979:7). The following pages will show an application of the
notion of these presumptions to our text.

3.1 Linguistic presumption

The mutual belief held by the characters in John 9 (who are apparently
Jewish) presupposes that they are familiar with the language and are
able to speak it correctly. The same presupposition holds true for the
communication between the author and the reader. Although Greek is the
only language of communication on the author-reader level, the language
used by the characters at the particular point in their conversations is
difficult to discern and can only be assumed to be either Hebrew, Latin,
Greek (cf. John 19:20) or Aramaic. Since Aramaic is believed to be the
common everyday language of the Jewish people (Wise 1992:435), it is
plausible that the blind man and his neighbours may have used Aramaic.
On the other hand, when the characters conversed with the Jewish
authorities, it is probable that they did so in Hebrew, for this was still the
language of religious and legal matters (Stambaugh & Balch 1986:88;
Du Rand 1994:18). When the disciples and the blind man talked with Jesus,
they may have interacted either in Aramaic or Hebrew. Many scholars
(e.g., Brown 1966:cxxix; Smalley 1978:61; Du Rand 1994:18) currently

possess at a given moment (e.g., just before or during the story of John 9), s/he
is welcome to skip the following sections.
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support this view, asserting that Christians and other Jews in first-century
Palestine spoke Aramaic and Hebrew widely. The use of the words ‘Rabbi’,
‘Messiah’, ‘Rabboni’, and so on in the Fourth Gospel points to the usage
of the Hebrew language among the characters. Wise (1992:440) argues:
“Greek was well known among the upper classes even in outlying areas
of Judea ... Greek, as the official language of the eastern Roman Empire,
was everywhere in the East regarded as a prestige language”. However,
it appears that Greek was not used on a daily basis. With regard to Latin,
which was seldom spoken in Palestine, it is unlikely that the characters
spoke Latin in Chapter 9 (cf. Stambaugh & Balch 1986:87-88; Wise
1992:434-444; Du Rand 1994:18-20). The most important issue to accept,
in this instance, would be that communication between the characters,
as well as between the author and the reader, was made possible in
these languages.

Relating to this linguistic presumption, the topic of John’s style of
writing must be addressed. Botha expands the meaning of the term style in
his work by dealing with it from a pragmatic perspective (Botha 1991a:188).
The term style will be employed, in this instance, in its narrower sense,
because the discussion will be restricted to the narrow framework of
linguistic presumption — proper management of the language. Therefore,
style describes literary devices and grammatical features only (including
vocabulary in the Fourth Gospel). Since the analysis of style in John 9
in this sense is, to a great extent, dealt with in the section on ‘General
analysis’, the observation will be very briefly confined to John’s grammatical
peculiarities and Semitisms.

The analysis in the section on ‘General analysis’ (in Chapter 4) is in
itself sufficient to reveal that John’s Greek is rather simple, yet possesses
good quality, as displayed by the various literary devices such as inclusio,
chiasm, parallelism, repetition, omission, compactness, and so on.
Barrett (1955:5) comments: “It is neither bad Greek nor (according to
classical standards) good Greek ... the style remains not only clear but
very impressive, charged with a repetitive emphasis and solemn dignity
which are felt even in translation.” Schnackenburg ([1968] 1984:110)
represents other critics in saying: “As regards the Greek itself, scholars
have often noted its simplicity, the absence of long periods, of the
compound words and the attributive adjectives favoured elsewhere, the
laboured progress, the preference for parataxis and asyndeton and so on.”
Another characteristic identified by Barrett (1955:5) is that “[tlhe Greek
style of the fourth gospel is highly individual. It closely resembles that of
1, 2, and 3 John ... otherwise it stands alone in the New Testament”. In
order to exemplify his observation partly, if not entirely, the items below

62



Acta Theologica Supplementum 21 2015

describe some of John’s peculiar usage of the Greek language (cf. also
Schnackenburg [1968] 1984:105-111):

e Du Rand (1994:20) points out that the “vocabulary of the Gospel
of John is limited in comparison to the Synoptic Gospels”. This is
characteristic of John’s style and is recognised by many critics
such as, among others, Carson (1991:23). Barrett (1955:5) concurs
that “John’s vocabulary is very small, but even so many of his most
frequently used words occur comparatively rarely in the synoptic
gospels”. The following words, among others, are more frequently
used in John than in the Synoptics (Barrett 1955:5-6): cij (9:5, 9); épyov
(9:3, 4); TovdaioL (9:18, 22); kbopog (9:5, 39); kplvev (9:39); pévewv (9:41);
néumey (9:4); tnpelv (9:16); dag (9:5).

* The following words are very rare in John in comparison with the
Synoptics (Barrett 1955:6): pooiicie, dorpdviov, dikatog, sdvulLg, kalelv,
Aadg, TopaPOAs).

e The frequent occurrence of the coordinate conjunction (or particle) odv,
is mostly used as a narrative link (9:7-8, 10-11, 15-20, 24-26) (cf. also
Barrett 1955:5; Du Rand 1994:21).

¢ The epexegetical tvu (6t1) is more often used than the common final
use of (v 611 (9:17, 30) (Du Rand 1994:21).

e The frequent usage of éelvog (9:9, 11, 12, 25, 28, 36, 37) (cf. also Barrett
1955:5; Du Rand 1994:21).

e The partitive use of & with the genitive (9:16, 40) (cf. also Barrett
1955:7).

e The o0 - éAMk construction with a following Tve is only found in John
1:8; 9:3; 11:52, and 1 John 2:19 in the New Testament (Barrett 1955:7).

Since the first part of the 20™ century, it has been suggested that John’s
language is influenced by Semitisms. Barrett (1955:8) explains that “[m]ost
students of the gospel are disposed to allow some Semitic influence upon
the Greek of the gospel, but the degree of influence postulated varies from
critic to critic”. Thus it would be acceptable to conclude that “John was
written in Greek from the start, even though the language displays many
Semitisms or Semitic colouring” (Schnackenburg [1968] 1984:110). Where
is this colouring evident in John? Here are some examples:

e  Striking is the use of Semitic vocabulary such as rabbi (9:2), Messiah,
manna, Rabboni, émekpifn kal elmev (9:30, 36), mag before a conditional
particle, and so on (Schnackenburg [1968] 1984:107; Du Rand 1994:19).

¢ The frequent usage of grammatical parataxis (repeated usage of kat) “is
as characteristic of Aramaic as it is rare in good Greek. The adversative
use of ‘and’ is also Semitic” (Barrett 1955:8) (9:6-7, 11, 15, 27, 30, 34,
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36; 1:10-11; 8:57; 10:12; 16:22, and so forth (cf. also Schnackenburg
[1968] 1984:109; Carson 1991:23; Du Rand 1994:19).

e Asyndeton (the sentences are often placed side by side without
a conjunction and even without kei), one of John’s traits, “also is
common in Aramaic” (Barrett 1955:8) (1:40; 2:17; 7:32; 8:27; 9:9; 21:3,
and so on (cf. also Du Rand 1994:20-21).

More examples can be added to this list. But the significant point is clear:
there is a distinctive Johannine language style, and the author and the
reader, in particular, are supposed to be able to understand and manage
his language properly, including the idiosyncrasies in the Gospel.

3.2 Communicative presumption

The mutual belief among the author and the reader, the narrator, and the
characters in the narrative presupposes that, when the speaker is saying
something to the hearer, the speaker has some discernible illocutionary
intent in his utterance.

3.3 Presumption of literalness

The mutual belief among the author and the reader, the narrator, and
the characters in the narrative presupposes that, if the speaker is saying
something to the hearer literally, the speaker is speaking literally. If it is
obvious to the hearer that the speaker could not be speaking literally, the
hearer must seek the non-literal meaning of that utterance.

4. GENERAL MUTUAL CONTEXTUAL BELIEFS
PRESUMED IN JOHN 9

As indicated in section 1.2 in Chapter 2, mutual contextual beliefs can be
regarded as knowledge shared by the participants in their conversation.
These beliefs help the characters or the reader understand and interpret
the speaker’s utterance in the narrative, and include social and cultural
knowledge, knowledge of relations between two parties, knowledge of
specific speech situations (Botha 1991a:71), background knowledge such
as schemata, frames, or scripts (Yule 1996:85-87), and religious knowledge,
social norms, practices, rules, and so forth. | shall use the term mutual
contextual beliefs in a broader sense.* For the present purpose, mutual
social, geographical, religious, forensic, and story beliefs will be identified,
in this instance, for the context and co-text of Chapter 9. They will be

4 In fact, its notion is much broader than that of Bach & Harnish (1979:4-5).
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termed general mutual contextual beliefs® as opposed to knowledge of
specific speech situations and relations between two parties, which will be
discussed according to the seven dialogue scenes in the sections termed
specific mutual contextual beliefs.

Before proceeding with the discussion, | wish to note the following
factors. Firstly, the idea of utilising social (and historical) context for a
speech act analysis, which is, to a large extent, a text-immanent approach,
is not a new enterprise (cf. Saayman 1994, 1995; Cook 1995; Tovey 1997),
but the method followed in this instance, integrating social and historical
data into the text analysis, intends to present a valid model of all the
possibilities. Insights into the social context of John 9 are drawn from the
endeavour of so-called social-scientific criticism. Secondly, Elliott (1993:11),
among others such as Malina 1982; Esler 1994:21-25; Koester 1995:27,
suggests the indispensability of exposing such social data for the purpose
of understanding an ancient text. He illustrates this point by warning that
it is dangerous to attempt to understand social and cultural contexts of a
biblical text uncritically with the modern perception of 20 century, for it
leads to “the twin errors of an anachronistic and ethnocentric reading of
ancient Mediterranean texts”. Thirdly, Hanson (1994:183) points out:

The social spheres or domains addressed by social scientists
(politics, economics, religion, kinship) are never discrete entities that
operate in isolation from one another - they are interactive in every
society. But beyond interaction, one sphere may be embedded in
another. By this | mean that its definition, structures, and authority
are dictated by another sphere.®

Some scholars even state: “In the world of the New Testament only two
institutions existed: kinship and politics. Neither religion nor economics
had a separate institutional existence or was conceived of as a system
on its own” (Malina & Rohrbaugh 1992:396). This observation indicates
that this should be borne in mind when social-scientific insights are
incorporated into the text analysis.

Fourthly, | wish to present my assumption regarding the reader in
John 9. This forms the theoretical basis upon which will be built every
mutual belief between the author and the reader. It will, therefore, be an
important assumption. Traditionally, this kind of assumption would be
called “the readership of the Gospel”. Together with the authorship, the

5  Most of the beliefs identified in this section will be referred to again for extensive
analysis in my speech act reading of the text.

6 For an in-depth discussion on how these spheres are interrelated, cf. Hanson’s
(1994) article.
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issue has generated heated debates in Johannine studies. These debates
are further linked to the issues of the background and purpose of the
Gospel. This section will not engage in these discussions as such. Rather,
my assumption should be considered as a point of departure to account
for the establishing of mutual contextual beliefs shared by the author and
the reader.

As far as the readership in the Gospel is concerned, two sets of
axes can be extrapolated: believers and non-believers, and the Jews
and the Gentiles (the Samaritans could be included in this category).
Further combinations are possible, including the Jews and believers
or non-believers, on the one hand, and the Gentiles and believers or
non-believers, on the other. Four groups can, therefore, be formed. It is
theoretically possible that the readership could include all four groups in
the Gospel, in general, and in Chapter 9, in particular. However, as far as
Chapter 9 is concerned, the most likely readership from the reading of this
chapter would be Jewish Christians (cf. Karris 1990:104; Koester 1996:9).
They appeared to be a single, monochrome and homogeneous group.
Therefore, | intend to treat the readers in John 9 as a single reader (used
as a collective noun). This assumption is based mainly on the Jewish and
Christian traits of this Chapter:

e The characters in this Chapter all appear to be Jews, and Jesus was
always the centre of their topics (cf. my analysis in Chapter 4).

e Jewish thought on the relationship between sin and suffering was
raised in 9:2.

e The allusion to the “I am” sayings in 9:5 presupposes the reader’s
knowledge of the Old Testament (e.g., Ex 3:14; Is 41:4).

e The issue of the breaking of the Sabbath was important to the
characters in 9:13-16.

e The Jews’ decision in 9:22 was directed at those members of the
Jewish synagogue who would confess Jesus as the Christ.

e The arguments in the characters’ debates, especially the references to
Moses and God (9:24-34), reflect Jewish thought.

¢ The Jewish understanding of the expressions the prophet in 9:17 and
the Son of Man in 9:35 is quite possible.

¢ The confession of belief in the Lord indicates a Christian character in 9:38.

e Aseemingly anti-Jewish tone displayed in Jesus’ judgment, which passed
on the Pharisees in 9:41, implies that the author favours Christians.

e The reader appears to be very familiar with the Old Testament and
Jewish thought based on the deduction that the author uses these
ideas with hardly any explanation.
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These traits do not exclude, of course, the possibility that sympathetic
readers could be found among the non-Christian Jews (cf. Brown
1979:168-169). But the real difficulty with my assumption of this readership
appears to be the translation of the word Siloam in 9:7. It suggests that
the reader does not know the significance associated with the term, and
that he knows only Greek. However, if Jewish Christians as the reader
lived outside of Palestine, this fact could possibly explain this translation.
Or, this translation could be an indication of diversity in the readership
(cf. Culpepper 1983:211-227). However, these counter arguments do not
invalidate the overwhelming evidence above altogether.

Lastly, | should point out clearly for the sake of argument in this study
that the reader will be treated as a first-time reader of the Gospel. The
notion of narrative temporality, therefore, applies to mutual contextual
beliefs (for this notion, cf. section 2.3 in Chapter 2).

4.1 Mutual social beliefs

The following mutual social beliefs may shed some light on the story of the
blind man.

411 Honour and family

The central social value of the Mediterranean society in biblical times was
honour-shame (Malina 1981:25-50; Esler 1994:25). This value pervades
every aspect of social life. One’s honour was directly proportional to one’s
social standing. Thus the acknowledgment of honour by others was of
crucial and any community member generally endeavoured to avoid shame
at all costs.

Honour could be granted through natural ascription by being born
into an honourable family, or by it being bestowed by someone who was
sufficiently honourable and powerful, or by acquiring it by engaging in the
ceaseless game of challenge and response (Malina & Rohrbaugh 1992:76;
Esler 1994:25). One vital aspect was that honour was “not honour unless
publicly claimed, displayed and acknowledged” (Neyrey 1995:141).
Another important factor was that, although an individual could gain
honour, all family members normally shared honour as a collective unit
(Neyrey 1995:141). Essentially, therefore, no individualism existed in this
value. Therefore, “[p]arents socialize their children to be absolutely loyal
to their biological kin group, since every member of the family shares the
family honor and one member’s misbehavior shames the entire group. The
life prospects for everyone in the family depend on solidarity in protecting
family honor” (Malina & Rohrbaugh 1992:300). Moreover, when arranged
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marriages were made, both families of bride and groom were “very careful
to assess the wealth, worth and honour of a family with whom a marriage
is contemplated” (Neyrey 1995:143). Briefly, it was essential to maintain
one’s honour in the ancient society.

In light of the above, it takes little imagination to understand that the loss
of honour and status in Palestinian society had tremendous influence both
on family life and on the life of individual family members. “His name would
be reviled, his reputation held up to rebuke and his character calumniated”
(Neyrey 1995:148). The person who lost his honour would lose his standing
in the community. Hence, neither business was conducted nor marriage
arrangements made for those who lost their honourable status (Neyrey
1995:148). It is obvious that this loss of honour had implications more fatal
than the mere loss of wealth (Neyrey 1995:154). This has, of course, some
significance for our text.

4.1.2 Challenge and response

The result of the social game called challenge and response seriously
affected one’s status thereafter. If the challenger won the match, honour
was credited to him. If, on the other hand, he was defeated by the receiver,
he reaped shame. In this honour-shame society, the consequence of such
a game was literally “a matter of life and death” (Malina & Rohrbaugh
1992:76-77). Equals usually competed in this game (Esler 1994:28), and
its form was not restricted to public debate and the like only. Giving and
receiving gifts was perceived as a positive gesture in this game. An insult
was interpreted as a negative challenge. Hence, the implementation of
challenge and response influenced every area of life, either positively or
negatively (Malina & Rohrbaugh 1992:76-77). The serious nature of this
game may be one of the factors that contributed to characterising this culture
as very competitive (Esler 1994:27).

Intense dialogue between Jesus and the Jews in John 8, especially in
8:31-59, is a good example of challenge and response (Esler 1994:87-88).
So is the conversation between the blind man and the Jews in the
interrogative situation (John 9:24-34). These conversations are heated up
because the Jews’ honour was at stake in the social and cultural context.

4.1.3  Family life

In New Testament times, the family was a basic social unit based on
kinship (Elliott 1993:129). A typical family consisted of the male family
head, his wife and their children, including the children’s families.
“It not only was the source of one’s status in the community but also
functioned as the primary economic, religious, educational, and social
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network. Loss of connection to the family meant the loss of these vital
networks as well as loss of connection to the land” (Malina & Rohrbaugh
1992:201). One of the most important aspects is that families in antiquity
were patriarchal and the father’s authority was, therefore, fundamental
for its existence (Malina & Rohrbaugh 1992:300). Under his authority,
the males played the public role for their entire family, and the females
managed the internal affairs in the household. As such, “[s]ocially and
psychologically, all family members were embedded in the family unit”
(Malina & Rohrbaugh 1992:179).

On the matter of children, Malina & Rohrbaugh (1992:118) report:
“Children had little status within the community or family. A minor child
was on a par with a slave, and only after reaching maturity was he/she a
free person who could inherit the family estate.” Moreover, it is surprising
to know that over 70% of children grew up without one or both parents
before attaining puberty (Malina & Rohrbaugh 1992:117).

As far as the relationship between mother and son is concerned, a
bride would not gain her place in the household where her husband’s
family lived until she gave birth to a child, particularly a son. Perhaps and
therefore, this precondition, in conjunction with the custom that boys were
nurtured by their mothers entirely in the women’s world until reaching
puberty, caused mother and son to develop a strong connection that
remained the closest bond in the family (Malina & Rohrbaugh 1992:300). In
other words, “a son would grow up to be his mother’s ally and an advocate
of her interests within the family, not only against his father but against his
own wife ... Thus the wife’s most important relationship in the family is that
to her son” (Malina & Rohrbaugh 1992:30).

41.4  Secrecy

A publication by Neyrey (1998) on an aspect of secrecy in the Fourth Gospel
adds considerably to our understanding of mutual contextual beliefs.
His essay may be a first attempt at presenting a comprehensive view of
the dynamics of information control in the Fourth Gospel, examining the
manner in which dynamics contribute to distinguishing both the group
boundaries between outsiders and insiders, and the social hierarchy within
the Johannine group. The author uses information control as one of the
key elements for characterisation, namely to assign unique roles to main
and supporting characters based on “who knows what, and when” (Neyrey
1998:87-105). In fact, this particular aspect is not a new observation, but
Neyrey’s work is perceived as unique in the sense that he deploys the
sociology of secrecy and information control in order to examine the nature
of characters. He also draws attention to the fact that the ancient family,

69



Ito A speech act reading of John 9

kinship, and group established on a certain agenda kept their secrets for
maintenance, development, and survival (Neyrey 1998:106). Malina and
Rohrbaugh (1992:203-204) explicate this secrecy as follows:

In the honor-shame world of the Mediterranean, family reputation
meant everything. It had to be guarded at all costs, and all members
of the family had to be watched ... to ensure that nothing went
awry. Scandal or suspicion could endanger the family’s place in the
community ... Since honor is largely determined by public opinion,
it becomes critical that the public learn nothing that might damage
a family’s reputation. Secrecy becomes an internal family necessity
at the same time that it is socially unacceptable ... Secrets that
might damage reputation are thus guarded by lying, deception, or
whatever strategy is necessary to protect it.

This knowledge will provide a key to our understanding of the text, especially
of the dialogue between the parents and the Jews (John 9:18-23).

41.5 Healing

Pilch (1992:26) points out that “[h]ealing is a culturally defined and culturally
determined phenomenon”. The most important perspective regarding
healing and sickness in the New Testament world is, therefore, that “one’s
state of being was more important than one’s ability to act or function”
(Malina & Rohrbaugh 1992:71; Pilch 1992:30). Although this may be a
significant mutual contextual belief between the author and the reader, it is
even more crucial for modern readers, because it differs radically from the
perceptions of modern Western culture. Malina and Rohrbaugh (1992:210)
go on to report:

Anthropologists carefully distinguish between disease - a biomedical
malfunction afflicting an organism - and illness — a disvalued state
of being in which social networks have been disrupted and meaning
lost. lliness is not so much a biomedical matter as it is a social one.
It is attributed to social, not physical, cause. Thus sin and sickness go
together. lliness is a matter of deviance from cultural norms and values.

This helps us understand the major role played by ancient healers. They
focused on restoring a patient’s social standing (healing) rather than on
restoring his malfunctioning organs in the biomedical sense (curing)
(Malina & Rohrbaugh 1992:71). Briefly, remember that, in the first-century
Mediterranean world, there was a clear distinction between disease and
iliness, and between curing and healing (Van Eck & Van Aarde 1993:37).
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4.2 Mutual geographical beliefs

In the narrative world, the characters have common knowledge of particular
places. Forinstance, when Jesus commanded the blind man to go to the pool
of Siloam in 9:7, they both knew its location. The fact that the neighbours
did not request the blind man to explain the reference to the pool in 9:11
also indicates that they were familiar with it. The pool was situated on the
southwestern slope of Ophel (the city of David) near the junction of the
Tyropoeon Valley and the Valley of Hinnom, and its source was the spring
of Gihon in the Kidron Valley (Bruce [1983] 1994:210; Schnackenburg [1968]
1980:243; Rousseau 1995). When the neighbours took the blind man to the
Pharisees in 9:13, and when the Jews summoned the parents in 9:18 and
the blind man in 9:24, they all knew the place where the Pharisees and the
Jews could be found. Since the Pharisees “formed closed communities”
(Jeremias [1969] 1975:247, 251), perhaps it was not difficult to find them.
In Jerusalem, the Temple was probably a frequent meeting place for the
Pharisees and the Jews (Edersheim [1967] 1976:214).

By contrast, there is apparently no significant mutual geographical
belief shared by the author and the reader. When Jesus commanded the
blind man to go to the pool of Siloam, the narrator deliberately translates
the meaning of Siloam. This gesture leads us to suspect that the reader is
not familiar with the place.

4.3 Mutual religious beliefs

Since all the characters appear to be Jews, they must have known the
rules of the Sabbath day - both the expectations and the prescriptions.
The Jewish authorities were more familiar with the details of the Sabbath
laws than the general public. Nevertheless, every Jew was presumably
aware of the basic concepts of Jewish Law.

In 9:17, when the blind man answered the Pharisees’ question by
saying that Jesus was a prophet, nobody asked him to clarify himself.
When Jesus asked the blind man whether he believed in the Son of Man
or not (9:35), the latter asked who the Son of Man was, but not what he
was. Moreover, when the blind man finally recognised Jesus to be the Son
of Man, he worshipped Jesus. Thus the characters seemed to share the
same ‘beliefs’ concerning the notions of the prophet and of the Son of
Man. | shall examine these notions in more detail in specific mutual beliefs
in sections 5.1.1 and 8.1.1 (Chapter 4), respectively.

The characters all knew about Moses when the Jews mentioned his
name in 9:29. One scarcely has to mention that they all knew something
about the God of Israel (e.g., 9:31).
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These observations suggest that the characters, the author and the
reader are all aware of the basic aspects of Judaism. There seems to be
no need for the author to explicitly explain the religious context in the text.

4.4 Mutual forensic beliefs

The narrative of John 9, especially verses 13-34, is often regarded as the
form of a trial (Dodd [1953] 1968:354).” In fact, this trial form is a literary trait
evident throughout the Johannine story of Jesus (Trites 1992:879-880).8 With
regard to this forensic motif in John, one should, of course, not forget the
discourse of the work of the Holy Spirit (especially 16:7-11) and the narrative
of Jesus’ trial (18:12-19:16). In this section, | shall discuss the forensic
elements as a frame and script (Yule 1996:85-87) to our text. However,
considering the nature of these dialogues in John 9, greater emphasis will
be placed on the Jewish trial form than on the Roman form.

| wish to examine the question as to whether or not there was an
established court or court procedure in Jewish society. According to the
Old Testament, it appears that, in ancient Israel, a trial was held in the place
where God chose (Dt 17:8). This means that people went to the priests and
the judges (Dt 17:9). In the time of Moses, Moses was also the supreme
judge (Ex 18:13). He delegated his authority to the officials whom he
selected as judges (Ex 18:14-26). When people had disputes, they went to
these judges. Consequently, the place where they held their ‘offices’ was
considered the court.

According to Harvey (1976:46), Jewish legal procedure was markedly
different from modern western practice. Firstly, Jewish trial procedure was
much less formal. It was not necessary for the accused to appear before a
formally constituted court in order for a trial to take place (Harvey 1976:46).
This may be a factor that makes it difficult to clearly categorise whether a
trial was official/formal or not (cf. section 5.3 in Chapter 4).°

7  Cf. also Resseguie 1982:298; Ashton [1991] 1993:226; Holleran 1993b:365.

8  Cf.also Meeks 1965:481-482; Lincoln 2000:4; Chapter 1). Neyrey (1998:92) points
out: “The most common formal element of the Johannine discourses seems to
be that of a forensic trial of Jesus. A conservative reading of the document
indicates that Jesus is first put on trial in 5:16-18, which trial is continued in
7:14-52, 8:12-59, 9:13-34, 10:21-39.”

9 Harvey (1976:46) provides more clarification on the procedure in Old Testament
times: “[J]ustice was ‘at the gate’ of the city (Amos 5.15) and was administered
by the ‘elders’, that is, the leading citizens in the place (Deut. 19.12), who might
be called upon at any time (as in Ruth 4.1-12) to arrest an offender (Deut.19.12),
determine his guilt (Deut. 25.7-9), and either carry out the punishment
themselves (Deut. 22.18-19) or command the witnesses of the deed to do so
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In later times, priests or scribes took the place of the elders, and local
sanhedrins (courts) were even organised under the supervision of the great
Jerusalem Sanhedrin (Harvey 1976:46). However, even in New Testament
times, the principle remained the same. People, usually witnesses, went to
priests or (Roman) officials after their attempt to correct the offender’s sin
had failed (Harvey 1976:48; Derrett 1972:181). As long as the judge(s) and
the witnesses were assembled, with or without the accused, in one place
such as a gate of a town or village (cf Dt 17:5), or a market place (Ac 16:19),
the trial could be conducted. In Jesus’ trial case (Catchpole 1971; Winter
1974), Jesus was brought to the house of the high priest (Mt 26:58;
Lk 34:54; John 18:13) and the Praetorium (John 18:28). In addition, he was
taken to the Sanhedrin (Mt 26:59; Mk 15:1; Lk 22:66; O’Neill 1970), which
was also used as the Supreme Court when the charge became extremely
serious (cf. Ac 5:21; 6:12; 22:30; 23:28). Twelftree (1992:731) makes an
informative report: “From the death of Herod the Great, Galilee and Perea
were separate administrative regions so that the civil jurisdiction of the
Jerusalem Sanhedrin did not extend beyond Judea. Thus while Jesus
remained in Galilee, the Sanhedrin had no judicial authority over him.”
Although numerous theories about the Sanhedrin have been proposed as
a result of the conflicting sources and various terms, it is generally agreed
that Jerusalem had at least one Sanhedrin (Twelftree 1992:729). This invites
the interesting question as to whether any controversial dialogue depicted
in John 9 was held at this Sanhedrin or not (for this issue, cf. the section on
‘CS’ in 9:13).

Secondly, it appears that the role of withesses was of greater
importance in Jewish forensic processes. A Jewish court was not equipped
to investigate evidence (Harvey 1976:47). The admissibility and competence
of withesses were often the dominant factors in deciding a case. The judges
were merely present to ascertain the reliability of the witnesses (Harvey
1976:47). Thus, more so in a Jewish trial than in the case of a modern
trial, “[clonsiderable attention will be placed ... on the veracity of the
witness and on their character ... testimony from an honorable, educated,
prominent person simply commands more credibility in forensic situations
than that of a slave, a woman, or an uneducated person” (Neyrey 1987:511;
Harvey 1976:47).

Thirdly, in hearings according to Jewish custom, normally at least two
witnesses had to supply evidence to prove the legitimacy of the charge.®

(Deut. 21.18-21). There were, of course, superior courts to which more difficult
cases might be referred (Deut. 17.8-13).”

10 Cf.Dt17:6-7;19:15; Nm 35:30; Mt 18:16; 2 Cor 13:1; 1 Tm 5:19; Heb 10:28; Trites
1992:877.
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However, Harvey (1976:47) reports: “lt could happen in certain cases
that there might be only one witness.” He indicates that this was also a
distinctive character of Jewish procedure (Harvey 1976:47). In order to
win such a court case, it would be better if the withess were a person
who was well respected in society, or if the claimant supported his claim
on oath, calling God as his witness. Since the witness’s role bore such
weight, grave penalties were imposed if he gave false evidence (Harvey
1976:49)."" Although the duration of a trial probably varied according to
the seriousness of the charge brought before the court (e.g., ranging from
petty theft to murder), all trials essentially ended after the judge’s verdict.

John 8:12-59 provides a good example of the forensic argument. While
Jesus is the speaker who takes on the role of the defendant, the Pharisees
and Jews are the hearers who act as the prosecutors. The paternity of
Jesus would be the main argument (Stibbe 1993:99). In this argument,
Jesus uses the notion of the light of the world to enhance his personal
credibility. This credibility is the key concept concerning the speaker as
a witness, and Aristotle calls it ethos (Stibbe 1993:100). As the argument
proceeds, the author reveals the irony that these roles will be reversed and
Jesus, the judged, will become the judge (Neyrey 1987:535, footnote 50).

According to Neyrey (1987:541), it is interesting to know that “trials
function as status degradation rituals whereby an interest group attempts
to label someone a ‘deviant’ and to impose censure and penalties by virtue
of a process which publicly defames the alleged ‘deviant’. In this respect,
a trial could be considered part of the game of challenge and response in
the ancient society.

11 Neyrey (1987:535) presents the Roman judicial process, which differed in
many points from Jewish procedure, and suggests the following as the formal
elements of a typical trial: a judge, plaintiffs, a norm of judgment or law with
punishment, testimony from witnesses, a judge’s cognitio and forensic proof.
Like witnesses, the judge was one of the most important elements in a trial,
and his task was to assemble and establish a court case, and to investigate
the charge properly (Neyrey 1987:511). In other words, “[tlhe judges solicit
testimony, shift evidence, and make inquiry — all to discover the secret of
whether the accused is guilty or innocent” (Neyrey 1998:92). For this reason,
the identity and authority of the judge should be revealed at the beginning.
Particularly in a Roman trial, the judge’s cognitio was important in that the
judge evaluated “the testimony of the plaintiff in response to the charges”
(Neyrey 1987:510). Attorneys were sometimes employed to help their clients’
cases (Ac 24:1). In general, “[e]ach side presents witnesses, offers evidence
and pleads its case” (Trites 1992:879).
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4.5 Mutual story beliefs

The information which the reader received about the characters, the events,
the relationships between the characters, and so on, up to the ninth chapter,
also helps him decode the text better and, therefore, needs clarification. |
shall refer to this information as mutual story beliefs, shared by the author
and the reader, which are determined by the narrative temporality.

4.5.1 Short summary of mutual story beliefs

In this subsection, | provide a short summary of mutual story beliefs
concerning three major characters, namely Jesus, the disciples and the
Jewish authorities, based on my own reading. This summary helps us
understand what the author wants to communicate to the reader through
the story thus far.

a. Jesus’ divine identity has been emphasised both by his own words
and deeds as well as by others’ words, including the narrator’s
comments. He was pre-existent, created all things, performed signs,
and possessed complete knowledge. He was equal with God, had a
strong relationship with the Father, and because of this relationship,
he had the authority to judge.

b. Jesuswas sent by the Fatherto come into the world with clear purposes
such as granting the right to become children of God, revealing the
Father, taking away the sin of the world, manifesting his glory, giving
eternal life, coming as the bread of life and the light of the world,
making disciples, doing the Father’s will, passing judgment, saving
those who believe in him, and so on.

c. Jesus was not subject to Jewish laws.

d. The ‘Il AM’ sayings with a predicate nominative (6:35, 51; 8:12) indicate
Jesus’ function (role) rather than his identity, whereas those sayings
without an image (4:26; 6:20; 8:24, 28, 58) primarily express his identity.

e. Some people responded by believing in Jesus, but others did not, as
summarised in 1:11-12.

f. The open attack of the Jewish authorities on Jesus started from his
healing on the Sabbath in Chapter 5. The Sabbath controversy was,
therefore, one of the big issues which made them hostile towards him.

g- Jesus took up the Sabbath issue when he discussed it with the
multitudes (Chapter 7). The conflict between Jesus and the Jewish
authorities gradually became intense. The Jews were even determined
to kill him.
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h. Jesus made it clear to the Jewish authorities through his deeds and
words that he came from above and that God the Father sent him, yet
they did not want to accept it.

i. Jesus severely criticised the Jewish authorities, especially the Jews,
for their unbelieving attitudes.

j. Jesus explained judgment to the Jewish authorities on at least two
occasions (Chapters 5 and 8).

k. Jesus often indicated that the Jewish authorities were already judged
and would be judged in their sin.

I. The Jews showed their hostility towards Jesus more than did
the Pharisees.

m. Jesus interacted with the Jewish authorities more often than with his
own disciples.

n. Although the disciples showed their faith in Jesus, they did not fully
understand him, or spiritual matters. They were still ‘disciples’ who
needed to learn.

o. The disciples were willing to follow and help Jesus, and participated
in his ministry.

4.6 Relationships between the author and the reader

More relationships can be assumed between the author and the reader
from the reading of the Gospel up to the ninth chapter. These relationships
are important in establishing the speech context.

¢ To the reader, the author appears to be an authoritative interpreter of
Jesus, and is thus considered to be trustworthy.
¢ The author endeavours to identify with the reader.

¢ The author intends to guide the reader to make a full commitment to
Jesus in faith.

e The relationship between the author and the reader is not always
so simple because of the author’s use of a literary device, namely
the so-called technique of reader victimisation in narratives such as
4:1-42; 7:1-10 (cf. section 2.3 in Chapter 2).

5. JOHANNINE SYMBOLSIM

According to Culpepper (1983:149-202), symbolism is one of the ways
in which the Fourth Gospel silently yet effectively communicates with
the reader. In conjunction with misunderstanding and irony, symbolism
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displays “the signature of the evangelist’s insight and art” (Culpepper
1983:199). Dodd ([1953] 1968:143) states that the Fourth Gospel is “bound
together by an intricate network of symbolism”. Macgregor (1928:xxv)
claims that “[n]Jo understanding of the Gospel is possible without an
appreciation of the part played by symbolism”. Similarly, the story of
John 9 cannot be fully understood unless one can appreciate the way in
which the author interprets and uses symbols in this narrative, because
“John 9 is particularly significant for an understanding of John’s symbolic
discourse” (Painter 1986:55; cf. Lee 1994:11-12, 161-162).

Per definition, a symbol is basically a (concrete) element that expresses
an abstract or transcendent concept, connecting two different realms
(cf. Culpepper 1983:182, 187)."2 “In Johannine terms, symbols span the
chasm between what is ‘from above’ and what is ‘from below’ without
collapsing the distinction” (Koester 1995:4). According to Du Rand
(1994:250), “[slymbolism is an attempt to present the divine communication
in an understandable way”.

The question of the classification of symbols does not enter into the
discussion in this instance.” It will suffice to introduce the distinction
between two types of symbols, namely core and supporting symbols.
Koester (1995:5) suggests this distinction and points out:

Core symbols occur most often, in the most significant contexts
in the narrative, and contribute most to the Gospel’s message. For
example, the repeated statements identifying Jesus as ‘the light of
the world’ (1:9; 3:19; 8:12; 9:5; 12:46) establish light as a core symbolic
image with darkness as its counterpart. Other elements such as day
and night and sight and blindness play an important supporting role
in the text through their relationship to light.

Culpepper (1983:189) identifies light, water, and bread as the three core
symbols of the Gospel: “Each of these points to Jesus’ revelatory role
and carries a heavy thematic load”. By contrast, Ashton ([1991] 1993:516)
views life as the central symbol of the Gospel, and light, water. and bread
as the three most important subsidiary symbols. The former coincides with

12 It is crucial that symbols be distinguished from signs, metaphors, parables,
allegories or motifs. For a discussion of this issue, namely the relationships
between symbol, metaphor, sign, motif, parable and allegory, cf. Stemberger
1970; Ricoeur 1976:45-69; Schneiders 1977a, 1977b; Culpepper 1983:181-189;
Snodgrass 1992:593-594; Van den Heever 1992; Du Rand 1994:250; Lee
1994:23-35; Koester 1995:4-7; Jones 1997:12-14; Lemmer 1998; Zimmermann
2006. Cf. also more articles in Frey et al. (2006).

13 Forthe subject, cf. Culpepper 1983:184-190; Du Rand 1994:251-253; Zimmermann
2006:20-23.
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my own understanding, because a symbol should be more concrete than
abstract. The ‘life’ as a symbol cannot be seen, touched nor consumed like
the other three symbols. Either way, the author uses the core symbols as
one of the primary means to illustrate and convey the utmost significance
of Jesus to the reader. Supporting symbols are, in turn, employed to reveal
the significance of the core symbols (Koester 1995:6).

A crucial question concerning Johannine symbolism in this study is:
How do the symbols function in the Fourth Gospel, especially in John 9? In
dealing with this particular question, | intend to use the terms function and
purpose interchangeably (or loosely) in this section. In his essay John 9 and
the interpretation of the Fourth Gospel (1986), which is mainly based on his
earlier article Johannine symbols: A case study in epistemology (1979),
Painter (1986) devotes over half of the essay to examining Johannine
symbols (in which he separates the purpose of the symbols from their
function). Painter (1986:52) points out:

In John 9 the symbols are shown to have three purposes. First, they
are intended to deal with the problem of unbelief ... Secondly, those
who do not believe in Jesus are confronted with the symbols by which
they interpret their own lives. Because the point of reference has been
changed this is a radical attack on man’s understanding of himself ...
The symbols express the judging character of the revelation. While
they enable faith to see, they condemn unbelief to blindness.

Thirdly, the symbols bring a new understanding about God through Jesus
to those who believe (Painter 1986:46): “The symbols are the means
by which Jesus is disclosed in such a way as to evoke faith or provoke
unbelief”. The symbols naturally contain the elements of both revelation
and concealment, as in the case of the parables (Du Rand 1994:250).

The central focus on Christ in Johannine symbolism has been
widely recognised, as Culpepper (1983:189), among others,'* points out
that “Jesus himself is the principal symbol of the Fourth Gospel, for he
partakes of the being of God and reveals Him in this world”. However, from
the standpoint of the underlying structure of the symbolic system in the
Gospel, Koester’s (1995) thesis is worth noting. He proposes the twofold
structure of Johannine symbolism. The theme of Christology lies at the
primary level of meaning, and that of discipleship at the secondary level.
“The movement from Christology to discipleship is apparent in symbolic
images and actions throughout the Gospel” (Koester 1995:13). He also
draws attention to the story of the blind man in order to illustrate his thesis:

14 Scheneiders 1977a:373; Leon-Dufour 1981:454; Painter 1986:55; Du Rand 1994:35;
Lee 1994:21; Van der Watt 2000.
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“On a primary level the miracle is christological; by enlightening the eyes
of a man blind from birth, Jesus demonstrates that he is truly ‘the light of
the world’” (9:5). On a secondary level, the passage is about discipleship.
A substantial part of the chapter explores what it means to “see the light,
both physically and through the eyes of faith” (Koester 1995:14-15). | wish
to examine the claims of both Painter and Koester concerning the function
of symbols as my analysis proceeds (for this result, cf. section 1.4.3 in
Chapter 5).

As far as the literary context of Johannine symbolism in John 9 is
concerned, Lee (1994:163) proposes (cf. also Milne 1993:136):

The two images of light and water are part of the ritual symbolism
of Tabernacles, where on each morning of the feast, water was
drawn from Shiloam and taken in procession to the Temple, and
each evening lamps were lit in the Court of the Women to illuminate
Jerusalem. It is in this context that Jesus revealed himself to be
the giver of living water (7.37-39) and light of the world (8.12). Both
themes, and particularly the latter, form the background for the
narrative of John 9.

Painter (1986:56) makes a similar observation, namely that John’s use of
symbols is to be understood in the context that Jesus as the light of the
world came to expose and overturn the power of darkness and give sight to
the blind. The ensuing subsections address the images of light and water.

5.1 Light and darkness

It has been argued that the Fourth Gospel has a close relationship with
Jewish thought (the Old Testament, Rabbinic Judaism, Qumran) and/or
with thought systems other than Judaism (Platonism, Stoicism, Hermetic
literature, Gnosticism, Philo, Mandaean writings). The connecting links are
established through the same kinds of terminology and/orimages/concepts
they employ (e.g., dualism, light and darkness, knowledge, Logos,
Wisdom, Word, brotherly love, and so on). In this section, | cannot and
shall not address all of these relations. Considering the symbols of light
and darkness as well as Jewish orientation in John 9 (Barrett 1975:18,
69-70; Ball 1996:259, 268 regarding the ‘| am’ sayings), | shall only suggest
the potential Jewish influence on the text.'®

15 For the relationships of the Gospel with this philosophical and religious thinking,
cf. Dodd [1953] 1968:10-285; Meeks 1965; Yamauchi 1973; Barrett 1975; Lindars
[1972] 1981:35-42; Smalley 1978:41-68; Nickelsburg 1985; Beasley-Murray
1987:liii-Ixiv; Painter [1991] 1993:33-60, 2005; Scott 1992; Willett 1992; Evans
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5.1.1 The author’s perspective

Firstly, the symbols of light and darkness are discussed from the author’s
perspective. The light and darkness imagery is one of the most striking
motifs in the Fourth Gospel. This motif is introduced, from the outset, in
the Gospel’s Prologue. Light symbolises the power and presence of God,
and it is closely associated with the life and Logos (1:1-5; Dodd [1953]
1968:269). In Jewish thought, Logos further points to the wisdom of God
(Carter 1990:37-39; Johnson 1992:482), and Wisdom is, in turn, linked not
only to God’s creation (Pr 8:22-31; Wis 9:9),'¢ but also to the Torah (Sir
24:23, 25; 1 Bar 3:36-4:4)."” “Many Jews and Samaritans understood that
the wisdom of God was localized in the Law of Moses, which was often
identified as a source of light” (Koester 1995:128-129). The Torah, the Law
of Moses, is also called the Word of God (Ps 119:105; Is 2:3; 5:24; Mi 4:2)."®
In the Prologue, Jesus is depicted as the incarnate Word, the light of all
men (1:4, 14) as well as the agent for the revelation of God (1:18). This
light gives life (1:12-13). One should note that, in the Gospel, all of these
aspects signify the person and work of Jesus Christ (Shirbroun 1992:472).

Based on the relationship between Jesus and Wisdom, it is likely that
the author of the Gospel also implies that Jesus is a new ‘Torah’.' In the

1993; Du Rand 1994:42-49, 2005; Smith 1995:10-20; Onuki 1996:165-170;
Neufeld 1997; Draper 1997; Kanagaraj 1998:64-181; Endo 2002; Aune 2003.

16 Cf. also Burnett 1992:877; Koester 1995:128.

17 Cf. also Dodd [1953] 1968:85; Painter 1986:49; Carter 1990:47.

18 Cf. Johnson 1992b:482.

19 Thereis some supportforthisview.In connection withthe lightimage, David states
in Psalm 27:1: “The LORD is my light and my salvation.” Just as Carter (1990:47)
remarks that “in early Judaism ... Torah was regarded as the dwelling place
and embodiment of wisdom”, Jesus was also described as the dwelling place
and embodiment of Logos, the Wisdom figure (Jn 1:14). Nickelsburg (1985:83)
proposes the following: “The functional equivalence of Torah and Jesus, or
the sage and Jesus the teacher, is not accidental. John underscores both the
parallel and the contrast between his theology and traditional Jewish wisdom
theology” (cf. Dodd [1953] 1968:83). Nickelsburg illustrates his point by quoting
John 1:17: “For the Law was given through Moses; grace and truth were realized
through Jesus Christ.” This contrast is further revealed in some episodes of
Jesus’ controversies over the Torah such as in John 5:9-18, 7:16-24 and 9:13-34
(Nickelsburg 1985:83). Finally, the imagery of Jesus as the true vine in John 15
may strengthen this argument, for Wisdom is depicted as a vine bearing fruit
(Sir 24:17-19) and the vine is frequently used as a symbol of Israel (Ps 80:8-14;
Jr 2:21; 6:9; 8:13; Ezk 15:1-8; Hs 10:1; Whitacre 1992:867). In Jesus “the life of
the new Israel (the true vine) has come to birth” (Smalley 1978:90; Ball 1996:260).
Through the symbols, as Painter (1979:34) mentions, “the evangelist implies that
the expectations and hopes of Judaism are fulfilled in Jesus”.
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remainder of John’s Gospel, the image of light corresponds to many of the
concepts described in the Prologue. In 3:18-21, light brings judgment; this
may emphasise John’s realised eschatology (Smalley 1978:236; Du Rand
1994:34). Concerning 3:19-21, Von Wahlde (1995:382) states: “The image
of light becomes the symbol of Jesus’ public ministry.” In 5:35, the
author refers to John the Baptist in connection with light (cf. 1:6-8). The
supporting lamp symbol, in this instance, indicates “the role of the Baptist
and the superiority of Jesus” (Culpepper 1983:191). Jesus himself revealed
explicitly to the Pharisees that he is the light of the world (8:12). This is
the climax in the entire Gospel narratives in terms of the identification
of Jesus as the light (Culpepper 1983:191). This is echoed in 9:5, where
Jesus similarly reveals himself, but this time he speaks to his disciples. In
11:9-10, the author retrospectively refers to the images of light, day and
night in order to link the two greatest signs (Chapters 9 and 11) in the
Gospel (Smalley 1978:183). After these signs, the author makes Jesus utter
words of exhortation to believe in the light in order to evoke faith (12:35-36),
and the purpose of his mission as the light as a conclusion of the book of
signs (12:46). The term light does not reappear explicitly after this verse,
and only some allusions to ‘light’ are mentioned, such as torches, lanterns
(18:3) and charcoal fire (18:13).

Likewise, the most striking similarity between Qumran and John 9
depicts God as light (1QH xviii.29; John 9:5). The Community Rule (1QS
cols 1, 3, 4) also mentions the dualism of light and darkness among
other similar terminology (Smalley 1978:31; Du Rand 1994:48-49; Smith
1995:16). However, in my opinion, the Old Testament in which light is also
regarded as a significant motif, provides a more satisfactory background
to John 9. There is no doubt that the author uses this rich heritage rooted
in Judaism in order to convey his vital message about Christ to the
reader (Shirbroun 1992:472). For example, Jesus as the light of the world
can be observed against the background of Isaiah 9: “The people who
walked in darkness have seen a great light; those who lived in a land of
deep darkness — on them light has shined” (NRSV Is 9:2). With regard to
9:6-7, Koester (1995:138) states: “Christians regularly understood it as a
prophecy concerning the Davidic messiah. They connected it with Isaiah’s
references to the messianic servant of the Lord who was to be the “light
of the nations” (Isa. 42:6; 49:6)”. The following Old Testament passages
also mention the image of light: Genesis 1:3-5; Job 33:28, 30; Psalm 36:9;
104:2; 118:27; Isaiah 2:5; 9:1-2; 42:6-7; 49:6; 60:1-2, 19-20; Zechariah 14:7.

As the counterpart of light, darkness symbolises the powers that
rebel against God, namely sin and evil (Koester 1995:125). Although these
aspects of darkness are only implicitly referred to in the Prologue (1:5,
10-11), they are gradually exposed as the Gospel is unfolding.
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In John, sin is perceived as unbelief and human opposition to God.
The unbelief and opposition become increasingly evident in the Jews’
hostility towards Jesus along with the development of the story, and
reach their climax in Jesus’ crucifixion. Backstage, evil powers are also at
work. The author depicts these ‘dark’ powers with the term devil in 6:70,
8:44 and 13:2, Satan in 13:27; the ruler of this world in 12:31, 14:30, and
16:11, and evil one in 17:15. Furthermore, darkness captures an image of
death as the ultimate result of physical and spiritual sin. Sheol or Hades
is described as the place of deep darkness (Ps 88; Koester 1995:127).
“Light and judgment are interrelated concepts in this Gospel, for light
causes division or separation so that light and darkness cannot coexist”
(Resseguie 1982:302).

As noted earlier, Koester (1995:5) perceives light and darkness as core
symbols because of the recurring statements depicting Jesus as the light
of the world. These symbols are further elaborated by other supporting
symbols such as day and night, sight and blindness (Koester 1995:5), which
also play a significant role in John 9. The symbols of sight and blindness, in
turn, represent the realms of faith and unbelief, knowledge and ignorance
(Stibbe 1993:110, 127). These symbols, made up as pairs, are very
significant in understanding the Gospel, and are especially referred to as
Johannine dualism.?® They can be distinguished from the symbols without
overt opposites such as water, bread, wine, and so forth (Jones 1997:13;
cf. Culpepper 1983:200).

The core symbol of light, with darkness as its counterpart, makes a
vast contribution to describing Jesus in conjunction with other significant
motifs. Barrett (1955:296) states that “‘light’ is not a metaphysical definition
of the person of Jesus but a description of his effect upon the cosmos; he
is the light which judges and saves it”. All humanity will be judged based
on their reaction to the Light, for “all who encounter him will be exposed
under the searching light of truth” (Koester 1995:133).

5.1.2 The reader’s perspective

Secondly, the symbols of light and darkness are discussed from the reader’s
perspective. From his reading up to Chapter 9, the reader is assumed to
have knowledge of most of the important implications provided by the
light imagery. He is aware of the related significant notions of life, Logos,
Wisdom, Word, the Law of Moses, and so forth in the Prologue, and of
Jesus’ ministry (including judgment) and his identity described in terms
of the light symbol in the first eight chapters. The reader also appears to

20 Forthis subject, cf. Ladd 1974:223-236; Barrett 1982:98-115; De Klerk & Schnell
1987:259-263; Ashton [1991] 1993:205-237; Du Rand 1994:25-27.
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understand the Old Testament background to the light motif well. However,
the reader does not have knowledge of the use of the images of light, day
and night, to link the two miracle stories in John 9 and 11, and the use of
light and darkness in Jesus’ summary of his ministry (Chapter 12). The
majority of the expressions referring to dark powers are not yet available
to the reader.

5.1.3  The characters’ knowledge

Lastly, the characters’ knowledge is assessed. When Jesus uttered the
statement that he was the light of the world (9:5), he would have known
the full implications of this symbol. His interlocutors were his disciples.
They did not appear to possess the important information relating to the
light imagery described in the Prologue and to know the references to the
symbols of light and darkness in 3:18-21. The text does not state clearly
whether the disciples were also listening to Jesus’ remark about John the
Baptist in relation to light (5:35) and Jesus’ ‘1 am’ saying (8:12). As they
appeared to be very familiar with the Scripture (cf., e.g., 1:45; 2:17, 22),
they could recall the Old Testament background of the light symbol.

5.2 Water

The development of ancient civilisations was closely associated with
water, for it was so basic to human existence that no civilisation could
survive without it. In this sense, human history was a history of acquiring
and controlling water to some extent, and ancient societies knew the
indispensable value of water. The same holds true for Palestinian society.
Burge (1992:869) states: “The arid climate of Palestine and the absence
of major rivers for agriculture gave a unique value to water in its culture.”
This unique value of water gives rise to the symbolic usage of water in
the Fourth Gospel. It has been said that Johannine symbolism, including
water, was taken from both the fabric of everyday life and Judaism (Painter
1986:49; Culpepper 1983:188; Koester 1995:7). “The image of water
appears surprisingly frequently and with the most varied associations of
any of John’s symbols. There are conversations about water, water pots,
rivers, wells, springs, the sea, pools, basins, thirst, and drink” (Culpepper
1983:192). Jones (1997:12) provides a list of images which many religions
associate with water, namely creation, divine powers, rites of initiation,
life, sexuality, wisdom, knowledge, and/or purity. People find it easy to
imagine the images water produces. However, for this reason, the symbol
of water, being one of the core symbols in the Gospel, is less consistent
and less unified than those of light and bread (Culpepper 1983:192-193;
Koester 1995:155).
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5.2.1 The author’s perspective

Of all the images of water, as Koester (1995:156) points out, “[t]he
significance of water is almost always connected with washing or drinking”.
As for drinking, Jesus says in a loud voice, “If any man is thirsty, let him
come to Me and drink” (7:37; 4:10, 14).

Here water is a symbol for that which satisfies man’s search for life
and a fundamental emphasis is that those who drink the water that
Jesus gives have eternal life, life that does not end. Jesus is the
giver of the life-giving water and drinking is a symbolic description of
believing (6.35). The water which Jesus gives is the life-giving Spirit
(Painter 1986:45).

Burge (1992:869-870) echoes this: “If water symbolized life, cleansing,
refreshment and renewal, it comes as no surprise to learn that it
symbolized the Holy Spirit (Is 44:3-4; Ezek 36:25-26) ... It symbolizes the
spiritual renewal promised in the OT prophets and offered in Christ.” As
far as washing is concerned, water is linked with John’s water baptism
(Painter 1986:45) and with the baptism with the Holy Spirit (Culpepper
1983:193) in Chapters 1 and 3; with the Jewish custom of purification
(Chapter 2); with the washing of the blind man’s eyes (Chapter 9), and
with the foot-washing of Jesus (Chapter 13). Koester (1995:13) considers
that “this ‘washing’ provides a complete cleansing (13:8, 10)”. Briefly, it
is important to remember that the symbol of water should be understood
Christologically (Koester 1995:156). For that is the way in which the author
utilises water, namely to reveal Jesus’ identity and role.

| find it appropriate at this point to refer to an important issue regarding
Johannine sacramentalism, especially baptism in relation to the symbol of
water (but not so much other ‘sacraments’). Some critics draw attention
to the fact that the term sacrament is not known to the New Testament.!
Hence, Lindars (1970:50) insists that this fact must be borne in mind when
addressing this issue. The issue itself is derived from the observation, as
Matsunaga (1981:516) points out, that the Gospel contains some allusions
to the sacraments through the symbols and the related texts, but lacks
the explicit accounts of the baptism of Jesus, and of the institution of the
baptism and the Eucharist as in the Synoptics.?? As far as this issue is
concerned, some scholars have expressed the opinion that the Fourth
Gospel is sacramental.?®

21 Lindars 1970:49; Barrett 1982:81; Brown 1984:88, footnote 126; Smith 1995:155.

22 Mt 3:13-17; 26:26-29; 28:16-20; Mk 1:9-11; 14:22-25; Lk 3:21-22; 22:14-20.

23 E.g., Schweitzer 1931:352; Hoskyns 1947:365; Cullmann 1953:102-105; Dodd
1963:184; Brodie 1993:356; Matsunaga 1981:523; Paschal 1981:155; Rensberger
1988:65, 81. Barrett (1955:69) even states that the Fourth Gospel is the most
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Others perceive that John is anti-sacramental.?* The remaining scholars
are between these two poles.? As previous historical studies on this issue
are available to us,?® | wish to examine various opinions concerning the
text of the Fourth Gospel, specifically that of John 9.

There has been a schism among scholars in the attempt to interpret the
story of the man born blind from a sacramental viewpoint, particularly through
the water imagery. As mentioned earlier, Brown (1966:380-382, 1984:90) and
Cullmann (1953:102-105) are among those, including the Church Fathers,
who follow a sacramental interpretation. Porter (1966-67:390-394) argues
that John 9:38-39a could be a liturgical addition to the text, because he
believes that the addition was made particularly for the preparation for
baptism and its practice, as well as for the use for the early lectionaries.
Jones (1997:234) makes an interesting, if not a new, observation that,
since the confession of the blind man (9:38) “follows his washing in the
pool, any interest in baptism expressed here would support the tradition
of baptizing infants more than that of believer’s baptism”. On the contrary,
Carson (1991:365) exclaims: “Attempt to see in this washing an elaboration
of baptism (e.g. Brown, 1.380-382) are far less convincing.” Koester
(1995:180) follows: “A baptismal interpretation of the blind man’s washing
lends itself to pastoral application but goes beyond the Johannine
context.” Painter who recognises sacramental overtones in the Gospel still

sacramental of all the Gospels. Moreover, Cullmann (1953:102) reports that
the interpretation which associates the story of John 9 with baptism was quite
regularly made by the Church Fathers such as Irenaeus, Ambrose and Augustine
(Hoskyns 1947:363; Porter 1966-1967:391; Brown 1966:381; Schnackenburg
[1968] 1980:257; Riga 1984:170).

24 E.g., Kysar 1976:108; Painter 1986:44; Carson 1991:365; Koester 1995:180.
Perhaps those scholars who are not convinced of the sacramental aspects in
the Gospel share the same doubt with Schnackenburg ([1968] 1980:258) when
he questions John’s motive: “If he had intended to allude to baptism, would
he not have had to leave clearer signs of this? There is no really convincing
basis in the text for crediting the evangelist with the intention of employing
baptismal symbolism”. Matsunaga (1981:516) lists the critics who take an
anti-sacramental approach: R. Bultmann, E.F. Scott, G.H.C. Macgregor,
W.F. Howard, P. Gardner and J.D.G. Dunn.

25 E.g., Smith 1995:156; Jones 1997:232, 237. In my view, Bultmann (1955:58-59)
does not necessarily consider John’s Gospel anti-sacramental, but he is
of opinion that the sacraments play no role in the Gospel. He holds that the
ecclesiastical redactor was responsible for the few sacramental references in
the Gospel (Bultmann 1971:138, footnote 3).

26 For an overview of previous studies on the subject, cf. Porter 1966-1967:390;
Matsunaga 1981; Rensberger 1988:64-66; Jones 1997:26-28. Cf. also the
above footnotes.
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rejects such an idea as far as this story is concerned. He proposes that,
“while the Gospel as a whole suggests that John’s symbolism has some
relation to the sacraments, the evidence does not point to a sacramental
interpretation of this sign. Rather the evangelist has re-interpreted the
sacraments in terms of his understanding of symbols” (Painter 1986:44).
He believes that “[w]ater is used as a symbol because of its fundamental
significance for human life. It is not to be understood in terms of baptism
as the reference to drinking shows” (Painter 1986:45).

That the miracle took place at the pool of Siloam seems to give no end
to the discussions. It is indeed difficult to decide unequivocally, because
the text uses symbols in which revelation and concealment are inherent.
Porter, who makes his comment on the basis of the interpretation of the
Church Fathers and catacomb art, hesitates to give his final word on the
issue based on the text. Instead, he expresses his concern as follows:
“Whether or not the evangelist himself intended a baptismal interpretation
of the story is open to question” (Porter 1966-67:390). In his observation
of the scholarly debates, Rensberger (1988:65) puts the matter as follows:
“Not surprisingly, and not necessarily wrongly, scholars’ own theological
commitments and overall understandings of Johannine theology have often
tended to sway the exegesis of particular passages.” My impression of the
debates agrees with Rensberger’s assessment. That may be why scholars’
conclusions differ, even if they address the same relevant texts such as
this story as well as John 3 and 13 with respect to the rite of baptism, and
John 6 and 15 with respect to the Eucharist. Although the remainder of
this section presents my own position on the issue, conversing mainly with
Jones (1997), this should accordingly merely be regarded as a conclusion.

In his monograph The symbol of water in the Gospel of John, Jones
(1997:232) finds that there is hardly any interest in the sacraments,
especially in baptism, intentionally expressed in the Gospel. He raises
questions concerning the blind man’s washing in the water:

But if this action referred to or prefigured baptism, why does the
narrator first have Jesus spread mud made with saliva over the
man’s eyes and why does he have him go to the pool by himself?
The man born blind appears to wash himself and thus is both the
subject and the object of the washing (Jones 1997:234).%

27 As far as these questions are concerned, Cullmann (1953:104) indicates that
“in the earliest days of Christianity the act of Baptism was bound up with the
laying on of hands, and in this connexion the double act of the laying on of the
clay and the washing in Siloam constitutes an analogy”. Schnackenburg ([1968]
1980:257) also points out that “[t]he putting of clay on the eyes, described in 9:6,
11 ... could be a reminiscence of the baptismal anointing”. Although the man’s
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Jones (1997:232, 237) goes on to offer his conclusion that the Fourth Gospel
is neither anti-sacramental nor positively affirms the institution of baptism.
The primary aim of the Gospel, including the narratives involving the symbol
of water, is to evoke faith, and the author of the Gospel treats interest
in the sacraments as of secondary importance to faith (Jones 1997:237).
For Jones, apart from the symbol’s utmost significance for Christology
(Jones 1997:230), everything comes down to a call for a decision (Jones
1997:230-231), even regarding John 9, “[b]aptismal imagery cannot be
ruled out of the narrative, but the focus is on faith” (Jones 1997:234).

My own view nearly corresponds with Jones’ understanding, except for
one subtle yet critical point. In my opinion, the author is more inclined to
affirm the sacrament of baptism, not boldly, but gently. Positive affirmation
quietly exists, as Barrett (1982:96-97) expresses, “in the back of his mind”.
As pointed out by Grigsby (1985:228, 235), if the author consciously links
Siloam’s water with the living water motif in John 7 (cf. section 3.1.3 in
Chapter 4), it is very likely that the author also connects the symbol of water
in Chapter 9 to the baptismal rite, because the living water motif signifies
the cleansing from sin — washing in water (Grigsby 1985:232-233). As
noted earlier in Rensberger’s (1988:65) comment, however, it is the critic’s
judgment (based on his theological commitments and overall understanding
of Johannine theology) that determines to what extent he would like to see
meaning(s) in the symbol. Again, does the author refer to a sacramental
baptism through the symbol of water? In other words, does this symbol
support or negate the sacramental aspect of the church? In conclusion, the
issue can be settled for now by citing Smith’s (1995:156) remark: “Probably
it would be correct to say that the water imagery of the Fourth Gospel
alludes to baptism without referring to it. It evokes the liturgical act without
being exhausted in it.” | would agree with this remark, and this appears to
be what the author wants to convey to the reader in John 9.

5.2.2 The reader’s perspective

As the symbol of water has been discussed from the author’s perspective
thus far, two more important questions remain concerning the issue of
Johannine water symbolism (cf. Ng 2001). The first question is: How much

self-washing may not be analogous to the anointing, there may be at least two
reasons why Jesus sent the blind man to the pool alone. One is to demonstrate
Jesus’ extraordinary power of healing at a distance (Brown 1966:372; O’Day
1995:654). As in the second sign of healing the official’s son in 4:46-54, Jesus
did not necessarily have to be bodily present to perform a miracle. The second
is that Jesus may have tested the blind man’s faith. It is likely that Jesus wanted
to see how the man would respond (to his commands), just as Jesus tested
Philip before the sign of feeding the five thousand (Jn 6:6).

87



Ito A speech act reading of John 9

of the symbol does the reader know when he reads the story of John 9? For
argument’s sake, one should assume that the reader knows its possible
background, purpose, function and the relevant information accumulated
up to Chapter 9, and is therefore able to adequately discern the meaning it
represents. Culpepper (1983:194) avers that the important understanding
of the symbol of water was virtually completed by John 5.

5.2.3 The characters’ knowledge

The second question is: How much do the characters know of the
symbol of water? Three groups of characters appear to be on stage in
9:6-7: Jesus, his disciples, and the blind man. Since Jesus performed
the miracle and commanded the blind man to go and wash in the pool,
Jesus should be fully aware of this symbolism. However, the knowledge of
Jesus’ disciples appears to be limited. They were not present when John
the Baptist referred to water in association with baptism, cleansing and
the Holy Spirit (John 1:26, 31, 33), nor when Jesus had a dialogue with
the Samaritan woman concerning the water Jesus would give (Chapter 4).
The text does not state explicitly whether they had either heard Jesus’
conversation with Nicodemus, when Jesus mentioned water and the Spirit
(3:5), or been present during Jesus’ interaction with the paralysed man
when Jesus healed him (especially 5:7). However, it is likely that they had
listened to Jesus’ discussion with the Jews concerning his flesh and blood
(6:52-58; cf. 6:59, 67) and his ‘preaching’, on the great day of the feast,
regarding living water (7:37-38). Furthermore, they were with Jesus when
he turned water into wine (2:1-11). Hence, they were supposed to know
that Jesus was the source and giver of good wine, living water and eternal
life (Culpepper 1983:193). As they were familiar with Jewish culture and
Judaism (cf. section 3.1.4 in Chapter 4), they appeared to know the Jewish
custom of purification and the Old Testament background to this water
symbol well. As far as the blind man is concerned, he did not appear to
know the relevant information made available in the first eight chapters
of the Gospel. The text of 9:6-7 also leaves no clue as to the man’s inner
understanding of the water imagery, but he had some good knowledge of
the Jewish religion (cf. 9:30-33). It is, therefore, possible that he may also
have some knowledge of the Jewish custom of purification and the Old
Testament background for this symbol.

6. THE MOTIF OF SUFFERING

As far as symbolism is concerned, a motif is defined as a recurring cluster
of either one or a number of symbols. However, the notion motif is not
necessarily restricted only to symbols. A motif can also be a recurring
cluster of either one or a number of ideas, themes, or even keywords.
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In John 9, at first glance, it is reasonable to assume that the blind
man had been suffering due to his being blind from birth (Barclay [1955]
1975:37; cf. Lindars [1972] 1981:341). He was even depicted as a blind
beggar. Therefore, some expositors detect the theme of suffering in this
story,?® because suffering, in this instance, can be identified as a theme
symbolised by the character of the blind man. However, my hypothesis is
that the story will eventually disclose that not only the blind man, but also
other characters had been suffering in one way or the other. If this is true,
we may find an important motif of suffering intended in this story. To my
knowledge, no monograph or essay has thus far scrutinised suffering as a
motif in the story of John 9. For this reason, | shall propose the theme of
suffering as an important motif in the story.

Boice (1977:20-26) deals with the problem of pain/suffering in his
exposition of John 9. He scrutinises three purposes of suffering from a
biblical perspective: it is corrective; it is constructive, and it is to God’s
glory (Boice 1977:23-26).

a. Suffering is corrective: “God sends some pain in order to get us back
on the path He has set before us ... The first thing we should do ... is
to ask God whether or not it is intended for our correction. If it is, then
we need to confess our sin or waywardness and return once more to
the path set before us” (Boice 1977:24). This point may involve the
issue of unbelief.

b. Suffering is constructive: “God is able to whittle away that which is
unpleasing in our lives and form the character of the Lord Jesus Christ
within us” (Boice 1977:24). Affliction is a factor in our growth (Boice
1977:25).

c. Suffering is to God’s glory: Some suffering is solely “that the grace of
God might be revealed in the life of the Christian” (Boice 1977:25).
(E.g., Job, Lazarus, the blind man) [ltalics mine].

Of course, some people may not understand Boice’s proposal, especially
with the third purpose, mainly from a humanitarian perspective. Expecting
such objections, Boice (1977:25) summarises these objections in his
own words: “Would God permit a man to be struck with total blindness
throughout the better part of his life so that in God’s own time He might
become the object of a miracle performed by the Lord Jesus Christ?” In
responding, Boice (1977:25-26) draws attention not only to the spiritual
battle between the powers of light and darkness, but also to God’s
sovereignty and perfect love.

28 E.g., Howard & Gossip 1952:610-612; Gutzke 1968:105; Boice 1977:20-26; Milne
1993:137-138; Brodie 1993:346-347.
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My speech act analysis will employ these three purposes of suffering
as an axis of coordinates when | examine some important instances of
this motif of suffering. Although this axis may not be the best of its kind, it
makes sense to me and seems to be the only one available for this study
at this point. After completing this analysis, the above hypothesis will be
addressed again (cf. section 1.4.5 in Chapter 5).
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CHAPTER 4
SPEECH ACT READING OF JOHN 9

1. INTRODUCTION

Chapter 9 of John’s Gospel, which belongs to the book of signs, is placed
within the broader co-text where the controversy between Jesus and those
who opposed him, especially the Jewish leaders, gradually became more
intense. The polemic started at the Feast of Tabernacles in Chapter 7, and
continues between Jesus and his opponents in Chapter 8. In 8:12, Jesus
said, ‘Il am the light of the world’ and referred to the theme of light and
darkness. The miracle portrayed in Chapter 9 is a perfect example of this
statement. Furthermore, additional inquiries about the ongoing issues of
his origin and identity are made in this chapter.

In Chapter 10, the same issues are discussed in a different manner.
For instance, not only does 10:21 explicitly refer back to the miracle event,
but also the relationships between Jesus, the blind man, and the Jewish
authorities are and depicted in the figures of speech. While the thieves
and hirelings destroy the sheep, the good shepherd protects and gives
life to his own sheep. Being an independent and complete story in itself,
Chapter 9, still fits well into the present co-text.’

The author of this Gospel does not intend to furnish the exact date
and location of this miracle story. Although this information seems to be
of little importance to him in this instance, one can nevertheless assume
this from the co-text. The date was sometime between late September/
early October and late December, as can be inferred from the references
to the Feast of Tabernacles in 7:2 and to the Dedication Festival in 10:22.
The location was somewhere in Jerusalem, as can be inferred from the
fact that Jesus left the temple in 8:59 and, from the narration, that he was
walking after that in 9:1. Some critics assume that it is the temple area
(Schnackenburg [1968] 1980:240; Jones 1997:165).

1 Cf. also Smalley 1978:195; Moloney 1978:142-145; Resseguie 1982:295, 303;
Culpepper 1983:73; Holleran 1993a:11; Lieu 1988:83; Menken 1985:195. For a
discussion of considering Chapters 9 and 10 as a literary unit, cf. Dodd [1953]
1968:356-357; Beasley-Murray 1987:148-149; Beutler & Fortna 1991:3; Du Rand
1991:94-98; Tolmie 2005:388; Menken 1985:190-191.
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2. OVERALL STRUCTURE

The forty-one verses of Chapter 9 can be divided into 52 cola. These cola
can be separated to form seven different clusters based on their semantic
contents.2 More significant is that these seven clusters can be viewed as a
chiastic arrangement: 9:1-7; 9:8-12; 9:13-17; 9:18-23; 9:24-34; 9:35-38 and
9:39-41.3 This rhetorical feature itself reveals the author of this Gospel as
an extraordinary literary artist (cf. Haenchen 1984:41-42). As a matter of
fact, this chiasm is based on the seven dialogues between the characters,
and each dialogue presents very intriguing and vivid interactions between
the two (groups of) participants.* This fact is probably one of the reasons
why this Chapter as a whole has such a dramatic effect on the reader.®
Because of the chiasm, the seven clusters can be referred to as cluster
A, B, C, D, C, B’, and A’, respectively (cf. my structural analysis chart in
Appendix 4).

3. CLUSTER A: THE DIALOGUE BETWEEN JESUS
AND THE DISCIPLES (9:1-7)

3.1 Specific mutual contextual beliefs

3.1.1 Blindness and sin

The particular interest in the story of the blind man addresses the issue
in terms of blindness and sin. In this instance, | wish to discuss this issue
from the perspective of the relationship between human suffering and sin.®
There is no doubt that the characters (Jesus, his disciples and the Jewish
authorities) in the narrative of John 9 share the common understanding
regarding the connections between sin and suffering held by Jewish people
in those days. Blomberg (1992:301) comments on Jesus’ utterance to the
man healed at the pool of Bethesda in 5:14: “Jesus presumes the common
Jewish view that illness was a punishment for sin”. When Buttrick (1979:338)

2 Cf. also Martyn [1968] 1979:26-27; Resseguie 1982:295; Culpepper 1983:73;
Milakuzhyil 1987:116-117, 205. For six-scene structure, cf. Schnackenburg [1968]
1980:239; Lindars [1972] 1981:341-352; Brodie 1993:343-344; Holleran 1993a:12-14.
For a fourfold syntactic division, cf. Du Rand 1991:98. For a threefold division,
cf. Westcott [1882] 1978:143-151; Hoskyns 1954:351-352; Lee 1994:164-165.

3 Cf. also MacRae 1978:124; Duke 1982:181-182; Dockery 1988:15; Stibbe
1993:105. For a different demarcation, cf. Howard-Brook 1994:211-214.

4 For the principle of duality, cf. Culpepper 1998:174; Martyn [1968] 1979:26-27;
Painter 1986:36; Dockery 1988:15; Brodie 1993:344.

5 Smalley 1978:196; Painter 1986:36; Mlakuzhyil 1987:115; Howard-Brook 1994:212.

6  For the issue of blindness in the ancient world, cf. Salier 2004:114-117.
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gives his exposition on the account of the healed leper in Matthew 8:1-4,
he states: “The rabbis usually regarded it [leprosy] as a direct punishment
for various sins.” Quast (1991:72) points out the background: when “a
child was born with a sickness, the traditional retributive link between sin
and suffering was challenged”. This traditional link can be traced back to
Old Testament passages such as Exodus 20:5 (also Nm 14:18; Dt 5:9; Is
65:7; Jr 32:18), which indicates that the fathers’ sins were the cause of
the punishment of the children; Job 4:7-8 where the retribution based on
cause and effect is suggested, and Genesis 25:22 with Psalm 58:3 which
helps to build the implication that sin could be induced by the babies even
in their mothers’ wombs (Brown 1966:371; Ps 51:5). Barrett (1955:295)
further refers to the case that “when a pregnant woman worships in a
heathen temple the foetus also commits idolatry”. Edersheim’s ([1967]
1976:163) remark reinforces Quast’s point and mentions that “children
benefited or suffered according to the spiritual state of their parents was
a doctrine current among the Jews ... And sickness was regarded as
alike the punishment for sin and its atonement”. Schnackenburg ([1968]
1980:496) comments on the possibility that “malformations and physical
illnesses present from early childhood were explained and used as the
basis for admonitions to a pure married life”. On the other hand, | wish to
point out that there was a counterargument against this commonly held
view: “From as far back as the time of Jeremiah and Ezekiel there was
opposition in Israel to the idea that children have to pay for the sins of
their parents” (Schnackenburg [1968] 1980:241; cf. Jr 29-30; Ezk 18:1-4,
19-20). Furthermore, the vast majority of expositors agree that the gnostic
doctrine of the pre-existence of the soul was not under consideration in
the exchange between Jesus and his disciples in 9:2-3.7

| can conclude that the view in question was common in the days of
both the characters and the author. This means that the reader is also
aware of this link between human suffering and sin.

3.1.2 Miracles

The subject of miracles has undoubtedly provoked one of the most heated
discussions in New Testament studies. In such discussions, scholars often
express their concern about the danger of viewing the miraculous events
in the first century CE from our modern point of view (Vorster 1986:49;

7  Cf. Wis 8:19-20; Plummer [1882] 1981:204; Bernard 1928:325; Hendriksen [1954]
1973:73; Bultmann 1971:330-331, footnote 8; Morris 1971:478, footnote 7;
Haenchen 1984:37; Trumbower 1992:97. For general comments on this issue,
Carson (1991:361) mentions additional biblical references: Job; Psalm 89:32;
Romans 1-2, 3:10ff.; 2 Corinthians 12:7; Galatians 4:13.
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Pilch 1992:30; cf. Elliott 1993:11). Drawing attention to a distinction between
miracles and miracle stories, Vorster (1986:48) stresses that “the miracle
traditions in the New Testament were meant to serve as propaganda for
faith in Jesus and in Christianity” (cf. Theissen 1983:259). Following this
view, | shall discuss, in this section, the way in which the author presents
miracles as signs in comparison with the synoptic presentation of miracle
accounts. In addition, | shall refer to the knowledge of the reader and the
characters concerning Jesus’ miracles and the author’s use of some finer
details (e.g., spittle).

At the outset, | shall introduce the definitions of miracles and miracle
stories. “In biblical scholarship the English word miracle normally
denotes a supernatural event, that is, an event which so transcends
ordinary happenings that it is viewed as a direct result of supernatural
power” [Blackburn’s italics] (Blackburn 1992:549). On the other hand,
“miracle stories denote[s] relatively self-contained narratives in which
an individual miraculous happening constitutes the, or at least a, major
focus of the account” [Blackburn’s italics] (Blackburn 1992:549). In the
realm of Johannine miracles, Blackburn (Blackburn 1992:555) makes
a good observation: “Jesus’ miracles ... are set within the context of
the one grand miracle, the incarnation of the Logos” (John 1:14). This
observation is significant in two ways. It provides an overall framework
for Johannine miracles and it suggests that the focus of Johannine
miracles is Christological (Fortna 1970:228). Barrett (1955:63) echoes
this: “The miracles once grasped in their true meaning lead at once to
the Christology, since they are a manifestation of the glory of Christ
(2:11)” (cf. also Nicol 1972:119-122). The difference in their emphasis on
the Christological aspect of miracle stories is recognised between John
and the synoptists. In the Synoptic Gospels, his miracles are frequently
designated as suvaperc, mighty works or deeds, which emphasise Jesus’
extraordinary power and often point to the manifestation of the kingdom of
God (Blackburn 1992:555-556; Culpepper 1998:21). According to Theissen
(1983:280), “The combination of eschatology and miracle in Jesus’ activity
is distinctive ... Jesus sees his own miracles as events leading to something
unprecedented. They anticipate a new world”. By contrast, John records
only a few selected miracles (cf. John 20:30; Fortna 1970:100-101) and
repeatedly describes these as onucia signs. The signs are used to point
primarily to Jesus’ identity as the Christ, the son of God, and have the
specific function to evoke faith in him (Blackburn 1992:556; Salier
2004:117-119). They demonstrate markedly “the character and power of
God, and partial but effective realizations of his salvation” (Barrett 1955:64).
John also refers to Jesus’ miracles as his works (cf. Nicol 1972:116). “As
such, they are also the works of God himself; there is a complete continuity
between the activity of Jesus and the activity of the Father (cf., e.g., 5.36;
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9.3; 10.32, 37f.; 14:10)” (Barrett 1955:63; Carroll 1995:135). In addition, |
consider it important to clarify a further difference in terms of the effect of
Jesus’ miracles. Since we can consider Johannine miracles themselves to
be eschatological events (Barrett 1955:64), the significance of the miracles
is not hidden from those who encounter the miracles. Therefore Johannine
miracles demand a response from the witnesses, either to believe or not
at the time when the miracles are performed (e.g., John 2:11; 4:53; 5:16;
6:14; 9:16, 18, 38; 11:45). Conversely, as Barrett (1955:64) points out, in the
synoptic miracles “the eschatological significance of the ministry of Jesus
is a hidden thing, which will be understood only in the eschatological
future; thus the signs (in the sense of miracles) are for the present secret
signs. Even the disciples fail to understand them (Mk 8:17, 18, 21)”.

Some details of Jesus’ miracle

Regarding some details of Jesus’ miracle of giving sight to the blind man,
| wish to highlight three items, namely spittle, mud or clay, and the act of
anointing, because this miracle, among all the miracles Jesus performed
in the Gospel, seems to be the only incident where Jesus performed some
particular actions during the miracle. The question then follows: Is there
any significance in the author’s depiction of these items?

“In antiquity spittle was believed to be of medical value” (Barrett
1955:296; Salier 2004:116). Theissen (1983:63) maintains that spittle
appeared in the healing stories of blindness (Mk 8:22-26; John 9:1-7),
because it was deemed as a remedy for eye disease. In his report, healing
substances such as spittle “were rubbed into the eyes of the blind and
those with eye-diseases” (Theissen 1983:63). However, spittle was not
only used for such treatments. Theissen (1983:93-94) states that “spittle
can also be used in exorcisms, though there it seems to belong more to
the ‘gesture of spitting as a sign of contempt’, which continues to have
an aggressive significance in our own day”. This spitting gesture may
have some significance in the story of John 9 concerning the ancient
game of challenge and response (cf. section 4.1.2 in Chapter 3 and the
analysis on ‘CS’ in 9:6). In addition, strictly speaking, Jesus did not use
his spittle alone in the healing. He used it to make mud, “a healing paste
out of spittle and earth” (Theissen 1983:94). This is interesting when
comparing this Johannine miracle with Mark’s miracle story (8:22-26),
where Jesus gave sight to a blind man only by anointing his spittle on his
eyes. In that instance, Jesus did not need to make mud. But the author
particularly mentions mud. As will be noticed, the author’s reference to
making mud plays a crucial role in the plot of his story. The mixing of mud
would constitute a double violation of the Sabbath laws in conjunction
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with Jesus’ healing itself on the Sabbath.® Furthermore, it was common
that some kind of healing touch was involved in many miracles,® and the
laying on of hands was a usual form (e.g., Mk 5:23; 7:32; 8:23-25; Ac 28:8).
It is obvious that the Johannine Jesus in 9:6 also touched the eyes of the
man born blind. We can consider this action to be the laying on of his
hands, as in the case of Mark 8:23-25. The main reason for touching is that
“the touch transfers miraculous vital power to the sick person” (Theissen
1983:62). The healing touch also assures the recipient that the healer is
doing something for his benefit. In the story of John 9, Jesus’ touching
or anointing, with his command to wash in the water of Siloam, should be
regarded as the proof that the miracle was ultimately performed through
Jesus’ power (Beasley-Murray 1987:156).

The knowledge of the reader and the characters

| shall now discuss Jesus’ miracles from the reader’s perspective.
From his reading up to Chapter 9, the reader knows the miracles Jesus
performed at Cana (2:1-12), at Capernaum (4:43-54), at Bethesda (5:1-18),
on a mountain (6:1-15), and on the Sea of Galilee (6:16-21). In addition,
the reader is assumed to know that these miracles are signs that point
primarily to Jesus’ identity as the Christ, the Son of God, and demand a
response from the witnesses, including the reader himself. However, the
reader has no knowledge of greater signs than those Jesus would still
perform in Chapters 9 and 11.

How much do the characters know of Jesus’ miracles? The characters
who were present in cluster A are Jesus, his disciples and the blind man.
There is no need to mention Jesus’ knowledge about his miracles. The
disciples witnessed the majority, if not all, of his miracles until Chapter 9:
the text explicitly tells us that they were with Jesus when Jesus performed
his miracles at the wedding (2:2, 11), on the mountain (6:3), and on the sea
(6:16-21). At the two healing miracles (4:43-54; 5:1-18), the text does not
clearly report their presence, but we can presume that they were with Jesus.
This means that they were perhaps the best witnesses of his miracles and
responded to them positively (e.g., 2:11). By contrast, the blind man did not
witness Jesus’ miracles at all, for he was blind and his meeting with Jesus
in Chapter 9 appeared to be his first encounter with Jesus.

8 Cf. Resseguie 1982:298; Schnackenburg [1968] 1980:242. For more discussion
of this, cf. the analysis on ‘CS’ in 9:14.
9 E.g., Mt 9:29; 20:34; Mk 1:31; 3:10; 5:27-31, 30, 41; 7:33; 8:22; Lk 14:4; 7:14; Ac 3:7.
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3.1.3 Siloam

In this section, | shall discuss possible beliefs regarding the term Siloam
based mainly on Grigsby’s (1985) essay. According to Grigsby, it is
assumed that the characters and the reader are aware of the symbolic
role of Siloam’s waters. They would have regarded Siloam’s waters
as cultic (to be used for a ritual purification) as well as “living” (Grigsby
1985:228). Brown (1966:372) endorses Grigsby’s view concerning the
cultic aspect: “Mentioned in Isa viii 6, the water of Siloam was used in
the water ceremonies and processions of Tabernacles. Rabbinic sources
mention it as a place of purification”. As for the living aspect, Grigsby
(1985:228) suggests that the status of Shiloam’s water “as ‘living water’ ...
was especially prominent during the feast of Tabernacles, the backdrop
for the John 9 episode”. In addition, “the Rabbinic discussion about the
‘sign of Siloam’ ... that the free-flowing fountain of Siloam signifies God’s
blessing - especially in the Messianic age” would also have been known
to them (Grigsby 1985:229). Based on these observations, he further
examines the symbolism of Siloam in relation to the living water motif in
the Gospel, introduced for the first time in the episode of the Samaritan
woman. He suggests three significant aspects of this symbolism (Grigsby
1985:232-234): Siloam’s waters symbolise Jesus’ works to endow eternal
life; to cleanse from sin, and to provide living water as the Messiah. The
reader is, of course, aware of the close link between living water and the
Spirit mentioned in 7:37-39 (Jones 1997:174). Lastly, | wish to point out
how Siloam’s waters relate to Jesus’ miraculous healing of the blind man.
Like the Rabbinic discussion earlier, the sign of Siloam is reflected in this
miracle which signifies God’s work as his blessing. In other words, Siloam’s
symbolism is realised in this magnificent miracle including its effects on
the man born blind described in the entire chapter. Although the success
of the miracle is attributed solely to Jesus’ power, Siloam’s waters play a
substantial role in the meaning (significance) of the miracle.'®

3.1.4 The ‘l am’ statements

The frequent occurrences of the Greek formula éysd e€ipt and the way in
which it is used in the Fourth Gospel have made many scholars investigate
its meaning in the text and its significance in Johannine theology."
Schnackenburg ([1968] 1980:79) demonstrates the remarkable comparison
with its usage in the Synoptics. Any reader of John’s Gospel is constantly
reminded that Jesus’ ‘| am’ sayings are significant expressions, which

10 Cf. Anderson’s (2006:162) comment on the recent archaeological discovery
about the pool.

11 E.g., Schweizer 1939; Dodd [1953] 1968:93-96; Brown 1966:533-538; Harner
1970; Bultmann 1971:225-226; Neyrey 1988:213-220; Ball 1996.
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the author uses for an effective communication with the reader (Bernard
1928:cxxi). John 9 also contains such an expression in verse 5, although
this instance is debatable as to whether this is a ‘pure’ formula or not (cf. the
analysis on ‘GA’ in 9:5). However, this expression is the repetition of 8:12,
which is a real occurrence of the Johannine ‘| am’ statements (cf. Tenny
1981:101), and the author most likely alludes to the &y el complex of
ideas in 9:5. Hence, the analysis of 9:5 also requires an examination of
these sayings.'? The way in which the reader understands these sayings up
to Chapter 9 greatly illuminates his comprehension of Jesus’ expression
in 9:5. To begin with, since the expression in 9:5 appears to belong to the
‘l am’ sayings with an image, | wish to point out the instances of these
sayings (with the emphasis on the occurrences from Chapters 1 to 9):

a. The ‘l am’ sayings with an image (from Chapters 1 to 9): 6:35, 48, 51;
8:12; 9:5.

b. The ‘l am’ sayings with an image (from Chapters 10 to 21): 10:7, 9, 11;
11:25; 14:6; 15:1, 5.

Among the seven ‘| am’ sayings with an image in the Gospel, only two
(the bread of life and the light) are recorded in the first nine chapters. One
should note that Jesus uttered these two sayings in the context of his
discussions with the ‘Jews’: in the discussion of the bread of life (6:22-71),
and of the light of the world and Abraham’s true children (8:12-59). These
sayings appear to be a very important theme in these dialogues (Smalley
1978:90). More importantly, these sayings are closely linked to his signs
(Du Rand 1994:94; Ball 1996:146). In order to understand their importance,
I shall scrutinise an overall picture of the Johannine ‘I am’ statements, first,
from the author’s perspective.

The author’s perspective

The &y elp sayings in the Fourth Gospel are employed in various ways
as well as in different forms. Ball (1996:146) observes: “The great variety
of settings in which the words &y el are used by the Johannine Jesus
show that it is a phrase which pervades the whole Gospel. It is restricted
neither by audience nor by religious context.” This diversity makes it difficult
to categorise these sayings clearly.'® Nevertheless, | shall employ a more

12 The phrase &y eiju in 9:9 should be excluded, because they are not Jesus’ words.
13 Bultmann (1971:225-226) defines four different uses of €yw eijL based on formal
considerations: 1) The presentation formula ... which answers the question:
“Who are you?” By the use of &ydd eljL , the speaker introduces himself as so
and so; in this instance, &yd is subject ... 2) The qualificatory formula ... which
answers the question: “What are you?”, to which the reply is ... “I am the sort
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conventional categorisation in which Ball (1996:14) combines Brown’s
second and third categories in footnote below: the ‘1 am’ sayings without
an image (the absolute use) and the ‘| am’ sayings with an image (the
predicate use).'* This categorisation may correspond well to the meaning
of the formula in the Gospel. The meaning of the formula can be explained
in various ways.

Generally speaking, “while the ‘I am’ sayings without an image point
to formal parallels in the Old Testament to explain Jesus’ identity, the ‘I
am’ sayings with an image point to conceptual parallels to explain Jesus’
role among humanity” (Ball 1996:260). This distinction is valid yet not rigid,
because Jesus’ identity may be dominant in the meaning of the absolute
use, whereas his role may be in that of the same form, and vice versa (Ball
1996:260). Regardless of whether the emphasis falls on his identity or his
role, the main purpose of the &yd ciy sayings is thus to reveal to the reader
who Jesus is and what he does in relation to his believers and the world
(Schnackenburg [1968] 1980:89; cf. Coetzee 1986:173).'° The ‘l am’ sayings
“have the particular advantage of making the saving character of Jesus’

of man who ...”. In this instance, éyu’) is subject... 3) The identification formula
... in which the speaker identifies himself with another person or object. In this
instance, &y is subject ... 4) The recognition formula ... to which the reply is: “I
am he”. In this instance, &yd is the predicate ... However, Brown (1966:533-534)
categorises the &y el sayings into three grammatical types: 1) The absolute
use with no predicate: “l am”. 2) The use where a predicate may be understood,
even though it is not expressed: “It is I” (Jn 6:20) or “l am he” (Jn 18:5). 3)
The use with a predicate nominative: seven instances such as John 6:35, 51;
8:12 (cf. 9:5); 10:7, 9, 11, 14; 11:25; 14:6; 15:1, 5. Both Bultmann and Brown’s
classifications serve to elucidate the “I am” sayings in their own ways.

14 According to Schnackenburg ([1968] 1980:79), the &yd) eiul formula appears 26
times in the mouth of Jesus, as distributed between John 4 and 19. Two forms
occur evenly: “13 times used absolutely and 13 times used in connection with
a predicate” (Coetzee 1986:170).

15 Speaking of his identity and role, the same idea can be expressed in a slightly
different manner. Tolmie (1995:75, footnote 32) states: “These sayings ...
are used in the Gospel with the purpose of making important christological
and soteriological statements”. In light of the connotation in Tolmie’s
remark, the word christological is essentially parallel to Jesus’ identity and
the word soteriological to his role. Tolmie (1995:75, footnote 32) continues:
“Christologically the “I am” sayings (and especially the absolute use of “l am”)
are used to present Jesus as speaking in the same manner in which Yahweh
revealed himself in the Old Testament, thereby stressing the unity between
Father and Son” (cf. also Brown 1966:537; Burge 1992:356). Schnackenburg
([1968] 1980:88) puts it this way: “Jesus is God’s eschatological revealer in
whom God utters himself”. “Soteriologically, these sayings are used for
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mission visible in impressive images and symbols. The different images
are simply variations on the single theme, that Jesus has come so that
human beings may have life, and have it in abundance” (Schnackenburg
[1968] 1980:88; Smalley 1978:90).

| shall examine the meaning of the ‘| am’ sayings with an image in
relation to Johannine symbolism. As mentioned earlier (section 5 in
Chapter 3), Koester (1995:13) suggests the twofold structure of symbolism
used in the Gospel: “The primary level of meaning concerns Christ; the
secondary level concerns discipleship .... The clearest examples are the
‘l am’ sayings of Jesus.” This structure, too, matches the description of
these sayings as being Christological and soteriological. The interface
between discipleship and a soteriological aspect in this relationship is an
abundant life, which Jesus gives to his followers (who will have such life
by discipleship).'®

After a detailed literary study of the usage of these sayings in the text
of John, Ball (1996:146-160, especially 157-160) makes several concluding
remarks. | shall refer to only those remarks that appear to be relevant
to this section. Firstly, he avers that literary studies of the ‘Il am’ sayings
“confirm the conclusions of Schweizer about the essential unity of the
Gospel” (Ball 1996:157), despite their divergent usage in the Gospel.
Secondly, “this approach has confirmed Zimmermann’s view that there is
a closer interaction between the predicate and the unpredicated sayings
than has been granted in studies which have created a strict separation
based on form” (Ball 1996:158). Lastly, he asserts that these sayings
contribute considerably to the characterisation of the Johannine Jesus.
In his own words, “[t]hese literary studies have shown the dominance of
Jesus as the main character of the Gospel” (Ball 1996:159, 255). His other
important comment, not as a conclusion, but in terms of a methodological
consideration, is that literary studies of the Johannine text will guide a
critic to discern a correct background for further understanding these
sayings (Ball 1996:160). This is important, because the critic ought to
have legitimate criteria to delimit his research on the topic, namely on the
possible background of the &y eiur sayings in this instance.

characterising Jesus as God’s agent, the mediator of salvation, who brings life
to man” (Tolmie 1995:75, footnote 32; cf. also Du Rand 1994:94).

16 Painter (1986:49) contends: “In the ‘| am’ statements the symbols were given a
new point of reference, setting Jesus on opposition to the Jewish understanding
of the knowledge of God. Where the Jews affirmed that Israel knows God in and
through the Law the evangelist declared that the believer knows God in and
through Jesus (1.17-18).”
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Burge (1992:355) considers three areas for possible background, namely
non-Jewish sources, the Old Testament and Palestinian Judaism. Hermetic
literature (Deissmann 1927:134-142; Burge 1992:355), Mandaean writings
(Schweizer 1939:46-82; Meeks 1965:487-491; Bultmann 1971:225-226,
footnote 3) and Gnosticism (MacRae 1970) chiefly represent non-Jewish
sources in this instance (cf. Bernard 1928:cxvi-cxxi; Barrett 1955:242-243).
However, scholars such as Brown (1966:535-538), Schnackenburg
([1968] 1980:83-86) and Smith (1995:112) agree that Palestinian Judaism
and the Old Testament, in particular, should be perceived as the correct
background.'” More specifically, as for the absolute use of the formula, “two
Old Testament backgrounds have been proposed, in each of which God
identifies himself by saying ‘l am’ (Septuagint: ego eimi)” (Smith 1995:112).
One is Exodus 3:14 (cf. Dt 32:39), and the other is the reiterated usage of
Second Isaiah (41:4; 43:10, 13, 25; 46:4; 47:10; 48:12; 51:12; 52:6; cf. 46:9;
48:17)."® With regard to the predicate sayings in John, Brown (1966:535)
avers that these sayings “are adaptations of OT symbolism (bread, light,
shepherd, and vine are all used symbolically in describing the relations
of God to Israel)”. The reason why Brown says so lies in the fact that it
is difficult to trace any specific Old Testament passages as the clear-cut
background (Smith 1995:112; Schnackenburg [1968] 1980:8).°

17 Ball (1996:259) confirms this point: “The Gospel itself provides clues which
point to the Old Testament and Judaism as the correct conceptual background
for the use of &y €lur”. Schnackenburg ([1968] 1980:86) echoes: “In sum, the
self-presentation which is vital to a saying of the reveler, &6 €ipl that is, in the
absolute form, was probably taken from the revelation formula used by Yahweh
in the Old Testament, and the imagery too probably comes mainly from the Old
Testament and Judaism”. Therefore, he continues to assert that God’s uniqueness
and exclusiveness described in the Old Testament revelation formula are strongly
evident in Johannine “l am” sayings (Schnackenburg [1968] 1980:83).

18 Brown (1966:536) is of the opinion that “the use of ego eimi in LXX of
Deutero-Isaiah came to be understood not only as a statement of divine unicity
and existence, but also as a divine name” (cf. also Dodd [1953] 1968:94; Burge
1992:355). The divine uniqueness refers to God’s claim that “I am Yahweh
and there is no other” (Brown 1966:536). From these backgrounds, “it is quite
possible that John thinks of ego eimi as the divine name given to Jesus”
(Brown 1966:537). “Furthermore the words in Isaiah were spoken exclusively
by the LORD. By the application of such words to the Johannine Jesus, an
identification with the words and salvation of the God of Isaiah is ” (Ball
1996:258; cf. also Harner 1970:6-15, 57).

19 Schnackenburg ([1968] 1980:84) explains: “[T]he images themselves can be
very easily placed in a Jewish or Palestinian context, and also occur to some
extent in rabbinic literature (the light of the world, the spring, bread), in the
Qumran texts (the way), in apocalyptic (resurrection) and other texts (bread of
life, Jos, Ant). On the other hand, divine self-predications with such images do
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Nevertheless, if one considers these Johannine metaphors as a
development of the revelation formula, numerous possible comparisons
can be suggested as in the following examples (Schnackenburg [1968]
1980:84): shield (Gn 15:1), healer (Ex 15:26), keeper (Is 27:3), the first and
the last (Is 41:4; 44:6; 48:12), saviour (Is 43:11), shepherd (Ezk 34:12) and
helper (Hs 13:4).

The reader’s perspective

| wish to clarify Jesus’ expression in 9:5, in conjunction with the pure
Johannine saying in 8:12, from the reader’s perspective. According to
Culpepper (1983:219), “the reader has extensive knowledge of the Old
Testament”. This suggests that the reader is able to understand adequately
the meaning of the light of the world when Jesus revealed himself as such.?
That is to say, the reader may be able to understand Jesus described in
the ‘1 am’ sayings in Chapters 8 and 9 as “the bringer of revelation and
salvation” (Schnackenburg [1968] 1980:85).

not occur, and such relevant examples as can be found in the Old Testament
are not adequate parallels.”

20 Ball (1996:260) observes: “The reader who knows the Old Testament sees two
levels to Jesus’ words and reinterprets the surface level of meaning in the light
of the deeper meaning which the Old Testament gives to Jesus’ words.” Firstly,
“Itlhe €y eijr carries with it the solidarity of Christ with God” (Dodd [1953]
1968:96). “Beyond all doubt Jesus makes the radical claim in Jn 8(-9) of his
unique unity with Jahweh, the God of the Covenant” (Coetzee 1986:174). Not
only does Jesus claim such unity, but he also claims to bear the divine name
when he utters these sayings (cf. Burge 1992:356). Secondly, according to
Schweizer (1939:117), the “l am” sayings with an image should be considered
as “real speech”, but not as allegory or parable. “This means that the ‘I am’
sayings do not simply compare Jesus with various images but actually unite
Jesus with them” (Ball 1996:13-14). Jesus is not simply like a light (parable), but
he is the light. Likewise he is not simply a light (allegory) but the light. Thirdly, “[t]
he absolute sayings seem to refer to a particular context: that of Isaiah 40-55.
This same context also forms the basic background to the sayings with an
image in 8.12 ...” (Ball 1996:265). “By way of his EGO EIMI sayings in Jn 8(-9)
Jesus clearly in a very special way identifies Himself to be the long awaited
messianic Servant of the Lord ... prophesied in Is 42-43” (Coetzee 1986:174;
Brown 1966:372 emphasises Is 49:6 for Jesus’ self-description as the suffering
Servant in connection with the light). Likewise, Ball (1996:260) remarks that “it
was the role of the Servant of the LORD in Isaiah to be a light to the nations.
Thus, when Jesus claims to be that light, he implicitly assumes the identity of
the Servant”.

102



Acta Theologica Supplementum 21 2015

The characters’ perspective

In 9:5, there are two (groups of) characters on stage: Jesus and his disciples.
Since Jesus was the speaker, Jesus should have known the meaning and
significance of this saying. As examined earlier (section 4.5 in Chapter 3),
the characterisation of the disciples, in this instance, can basically follow
their general description established up to Chapter 9. In light of their
general description, the disciples appeared to have good knowledge of
the Old Testament and Jewish thought.?' This suggests that the disciples
were presumably able to sufficiently understand the meaning of the light
of the world. Moreover, the dialogue scene (9:1-5) gives no indication to
jeopardise this assumption.

Lastly, | should point out that, when the &€y eljuL sayings are uttered, they
embody a double nature of revelation and concealment, as is the case with
parables and symbolism. More precisely, the sayings will either evoke faith
in the revealer or provoke unbelief against him. John 8 demonstrates the
latter response in the unbelieving Jews who judged Jesus as an ultimate
blaspheming offender. Conversely, John 9 depicts the former response in
the faith of the blind man who believed in Jesus and thus identified Jesus
as the light of the world.

| have thus discussed the mutual contextual belief of the ‘I am’
statements. For the sake of analysis, one should note how much of these
sayings the reader and characters correctly understand.

3.1.5 Relationships between the characters

Atthe end of each specific set of mutual contextual beliefs in the seven dialogues
(clusters), | shall discuss the knowledge of the specific speech situations and
of the relations between the two parties in the narrative. In addition, | shall
present this discussion in such a way that this knowledge should be valid for
both the author-reader level and the character level.

With respect to cluster A, one point should be made clear. As indicated
in the analysis below, this dialogue structurally comprises two interactions
between the characters. One is the interaction between Jesus and his
disciples, and the other is between Jesus and the blind man.? Therefore,

21 For instance, Andrew called Jesus the Messiah (1:41), and Philip described
Jesus as the one who was written in the Law and the Prophets (1:45). Nathanael
knew the symbolic meaning of the fig tree (1:48-49). The disciples could recite
an Old Testament passage (2:17). Peter confessed that Jesus was the Holy One
of God (6:69).

22 | have titled Cluster A as such, because 1) no explicit verbal conversation takes
place in the latter interaction, and 2) there is a strong relation between the two
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| shall describe this knowledge separately for these two interactions, but |
shall not do so in the other clusters.

a. The knowledge held for the specific conversation between Jesus and
his disciples is as follows:

e The relationship between Jesus and his disciples was one of
teacher-pupil or master-disciple. Thus Jesus was superior to them.

e Both parties (Jesus and the disciples) knew that the man was
born blind.

e Both parties basically knew the one who sent Jesus.
e Both parties basically knew the concept of sin.

¢ |tis assumed that the disciples knew Jesus’ self-disclosure that he
was the light of the world and his ensuing statement that anyone
who follows him shall not walk in the darkness, but shall have the
light of life in 8:12.

b. The knowledge held for the specific conversation between Jesus and
the blind man is as follows:

¢ Interms of social status, Jesus was superior to the blind man who
was a beggar.

e Jesus and the blind man had no personal relationship prior to
their encounter.

e Because of the healing, the relationship between Jesus and the
blind man became one of healer-healed, similar to that between
physician and patient. Thus Jesus was also personally superior
to him.

3.2 Overview and structural analysis chart

| shall make some remarks concerning the overview of cluster A (cf. also
the structural analysis chart in Appendix 4):

1. There is an inclusio in this section. Both cola 1 and 10 focus on the
man who is blind from birth. Secondly, | find a certain contrast in this
inclusio in terms of the man’s physical conditions, that is, both his
inability and ability to see.

2. Blindness and sight are two major motifs in this cluster, most likely, in
the entire chapter.z

interactions in terms of semantic content.
23 | shall attempt to clarify this point later. Cf. Brown 1966:377; Culpepper
1983:191-192.
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v.1

v.2

v.3

v.4

v.5

v.6

v.7

Structural analysis chart for cluster A

+— 1.1 Kel mepaywy
1.2* €idev dvBpwtor TudpAOV €k Yevethc.
2 kol fpwtnoey adtov ol pedntal adtod Aéyovtec,
L. 2.1 P BL, tig Huaptev, obtog n’ ol yovelg adrod,
2.1.1 Tva TupAOg yevvndi;
3 dmekpifn Inoodg, Parallelism
3.1 Ofte obrog Huaptev olite ol yovelg alrod,
3.2 4AL 7 A" o davepwd & Epyer Tod Beod Ev abte.
3.3 g Sel épyageabur T& épyo ToD TEMPaVTOC pe
3.3.1 éwg Muépa €otiv
3.4 EpyetaL VUE
L, 3.4.1 &t ovdelg Slvartal €pyalecbot.
3.5.1 Stav év 1§ kdopw @, A
3.5.2* g elpt Tod kdopov.
— 4.1 tabte elmov
4.2% €mtuoer yoglol
5 kol émoinoer ™MAOV &k tod TTUoMKTOC
6 kal éméxproer adtod TOV TAOV €Ml Tovg 6dBaANOlS
7 kol elmev aldtd,
L[ 7.1 “Yroye Contrast
7.2 viyar elc THY koAuppriBpar tod IiAwdp
7.2.1 [0 épunveletal "Ameotaipévog]

8  4mArBev olv
9 kol &viyato
10 kol HABer BAémwV

3. Grammatically, most of the verbs used in the conversation are in the

present tense, whereas all the verbs used to describe the events are
in the aorist tense (cf. Dockery 1988:17). This fact suggests that, when
the author portrays the events, he treats them as having definitely
happened in the past. However, when he records the utterances,
he employs the verbs in the present tense so that the words of
the characters may come alive as if they were speaking right now.
Granted that the use of the present tense is a conventional way to
record utterances, it does cause their conversations to be displayed
very vividly, creating more fascination.

4. As Nida and others (1983:44) point out that “compactness is often

combined with other rhetorical features, especially parallelism and
ellipsis”, the same holds for parallelism, in this instance. Phonetic
parallelism is found among the main verbs of cola 4 to 10, except colon 9:
éntuoey, enoinoey, Enéxproey (elmev), dnfitoer and fA8ev. Syntactic parallelism is
also found between cola 4 to 6 and 8 to 10, for these cola have no explicit
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nominal parts and are connected by the same conjunction ka{.?* These
cola are all linked by means of an additive-different (consequential)
relationship. Another parallelism can be detected between subcolon 2.1
and 3.1. These parallelisms are structural evidence for the cohesion of
this cluster.

5. JustasdJesus’ healingactions were described inthree parts, the reactions
of the blind man were also depicted in three parts. This contrast may
not be a coincidence, but the author’s intentional arrangement.

6. As far as this cluster is concerned, my view does not correspond with
that of Jones (1997:167) who states regarding verses 6-7 that “the
primary focus of attention is on the relationship between healer and
the one healed, not on the act itself”. The reason for this is that, as
will be noted, the work of God through Jesus’ healing action should
be the pivotal point in this cluster. The relationship between the two
will be highlighted in more detail in cluster B’ (9:35-38), when the blind
man makes his commitment to Jesus.

7. Significant structural markers include the following: blind, (to) sin, (to)
work, to send, day, night, light, and to see (sight).

All these aspects contribute to the cohesion of this cluster.

3.3 Microspeech acts

| shall make the following analysis according to the basic reading scheme
(cf. section 3.4.2 in Chapter 2).

3.3.1  The first subcluster (9:1-5)

9:1 Kal Tapoywv €ldev avbpwmor TupAOV €k yeveThg.

a) General analysis®

Colon 1 is the setting of the event in the narrative structures in which it is
told that Jesus and the disciples (by an obvious induction from colon 2),
who were walking together on a road somewhere in Jerusalem, saw a man
who had been blind from birth. The conjunction kali indicates that this story

24 Schnackenburg [1968] 1980:240 notes the frequency of kel in 9:1-7 as striking.

25 In this section, | shall use the terminology used in Colon Analysis (section 2.1 in
Chapter 2), such as colon and subcolon, and mainly delineate the grammatical,
syntactical and structural aspects of the text based on my Structural analysis
chart in Appendix 4.
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has some relationship with the previous chapter (Schnackenburg [1968]
1980:240; cf. Brown 1966:371, 376), showing the temporal progression.
The present nominative masculine participle tapdywy indicates, along with
the inference from the co-text, that the subject is Jesus.

Subcolon 1.2* is the main clause of the sentence, and portrays what
Jesus noticed on the way. The author introduces the blind man to the
reader for the first time in this portrait. In subcolon 1.2%, the narrator, by
using the prepositional phrase & yevetfic, mentions that the blind man’s
blindness was congenital.?® This detail ‘blind from birth’, not merely ‘blind’,
is very important for the plot of the entire story. Thus, this verse 1 renders:
And while he was passing by, he saw a man blind from birth.

b) lllocutionary act

The text before us begins with the narrator’s voice; the narrator attempts
to inform the reader of the setting of the event which is about to take
place, as analysed earlier. The aorist indicative verb ¢ldev expresses the
subject’s action with certainty. This implies that the narrator’s attitude
in describing the setting may be strong. In light of these points, | shall
classify this utterance as an illocutionary act belonging to the category of
constatives, further subclassified as an informative.?” Bach and Harnish
(1979:42) present the complete schema of informatives as follows:

Informatives: (advise, announce, apprise, disclose, inform, insist,
notify, point out, report, reveal, tell, testify).
In uttering e, S informs H that P if S expresses:®
i. the belief that P, and
ii. the intention that H form the belief that P.
When this schema is applied to the text in this section, the following result
is obtained:

In uttering that And while he was passing by, he saw a man blind
from birth, the narrator informs the reader that Jesus saw a man
born blind if the narrator expresses:

i. the belief that Jesus saw a man born blind, and

ii. the intention that the reader forms the belief that Jesus saw a
man born blind.

26 This phrase only occurs in this instance in the New Testament (Plummer [1882]
1981:204); it is a Greek expression. The Semitic expression would be: “from his
mother’'s womb” (Brown 1966:371; Lindars [1972] 1981:341).

27 For the definitions and taxonomy, cf. the Diagram of taxonomy in Appendix 1.

28 e = expression, S = speaker, H = hearer, P = proposition.
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As the narrator appears to express his belief and intention, as described
above, the utterance would be a successful informative speech act.

c) Perlocutionary act

The perlocutionary force of this narration is to get the reader to accept
the way in which the story is about to start, because this is the starting
point of the event. The story cannot continue, unless the reader accepts
the narrator’s explanation. Even if the reader cannot determine by himself
whether, as the narrator claims, the man whom Jesus saw was really a
blind man or not, there is no need to doubt it at this point, because it can
be assumed that the Cooperative Principle (cf. section 1.3 in Chapter 2)
is now being observed between the narrator and the reader. Moreover,
the narrator has no reason to want to lose the reader’s confidence in him
as a reliable narrator; that confidence that has been established thus far
in the first eight chapters. Rather, the narrator needs to re-establish his
trustworthiness when he is about to introduce a new story to the reader.
In this sense, it is imperative for the narrator to uphold the Cooperative
Principle, especially the Maxim of Quality (be true), in order to achieve an
adequate perlocutionary act.

d) Communicative strategy

1. At first glance, the narrator seems to break the Maxim of Ambiguity
under the Clarity Principle of Textual Rhetoric by not specifically identifying
the subject of the sentence, which is Jesus. However, this is not the case
in this instance, for the narrator already mentions Jesus’ name in the last
sentence in 8:59: fpav odv AlBouvg (v PeAwoly &m’ abtdy: Incode 8¢ EkplPn kal
EERAGer &k tod Lepod.

2. Although Beasley-Murray (1987:153) suggests that there is a time
gap between 8:59 and 9:1, in the narrator’s eyes the story in Chapter 9
continues, without a doubt, from the story related in Chapter 8. Thus, he
considers it more important to follow the Maxim of Reduction under the
Economy Principle by not repeating Jesus’ name. This is a basic example
of what Leech (1983:67) points out, namely that “the Economy Principle is
continually at war with the Clarity Principle”.

3. Viewed from the perspective of the continuity from Chapter 8, the
narrator further observes the Processibility Principle in the present text.
He especially follows its End-Focus Maxim by putting new information,
that Jesus saw a man blind from birth, at the end. Many critics® take note

29 Barrett 1955:296; Bultmann 1971:330; Morris 1971:477; Painter 1979: 27; 1986:34.
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of Jesus’ initiative in this miracle story.*® Holleran (1993b:354) represents
their opinions, stating that “from the start the emphasis is entirely on his
initiative”. By contrast, those who are in need usually approach Jesus for
his mercy in most miracle stories in both the Synoptics and the Fourth
Gospel (e.g., 2:3; 4:47; 11:3).

4. The fact that the narrator does not give an elaborate account of
the setting is indicative of his intention to create suspense in the story.
This can be explained in terms of the Maxim of Quantity (making your
contribution as informative as is required). Is the text under consideration
as informative as is required for the story’s setting? Generally speaking,
one can describe a setting by using the 5 W’s: who, when, where, what,
and why. A few questions may consequently come to the reader’s mind.
When did Jesus see this blind man? Which road or where was he walking?
Why was he passing by? What was the blind man doing at that time? These
are some of the curious questions. The narrator, however, provides hardly
any information in a short sentence on the setting. From a narratological
point of view, Jones (1997:162) points out that “the comment that he was
‘passing by’ suffices to denote a change of scene”. Obviously, the narrator
thinks that this is enough for the reader, at least for the moment. There is
no need to doubt that the other side of the Maxim of Quantity is operative:
“do not make your contribution more informative than is required” (Grice
1975:45). Because of this textual strategy, the narrator is successful not
only in involving the reader in the narrative story with suspense, but also in
taking the reader to the heart of the story from the beginning. This strategy
enables the reader to focus, even more closely, on the disciples’ question
in the next verse.

5. As far as the Maxim of Quantity is concerned, the most important
contribution by the narrator in verse 1 is the disclosure of the secret of
the blind man. The man was blind, and his blindness occurred at his birth.
His suffering is , and the theme of suffering is, therefore, introduced at the
outset (cf. Boice 1977:35). The reader has no way of knowing this secret,
unless the narrator relates it from his omniscient perspective. This bears
considerable significance for the development of the story. Without this
narration, the disciples’ question in the next verse would make little sense.
The same holds for the conversation between his parents and the Jews in
verses 18-20. Lindars ([1972] 1981:341) is of the opinion that John “wishes
to present the healing, not as an act of restoration, but as a creative act by
him who is the Light of the World”. The narrator enhances and contributes
to the reader’s understanding of the story to a great extent, while observing
the Maxim of Quantity.

30 For the miracle story form, cf. Martyn [1968] 1979:24-25. For a comment on this
story as a pronouncement story, cf. Staley 1991:64.
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6. Regarding the significance of the fact that the accusative noun
dvBpwmov has no article, Howard-Brook (1994:214-215) is of the opinion
that the absence of the article indicates that this usage can be meant as
the whole of humanity, de-emphasising the particularity of the individual
- the blind man, in this instance. Duke (1982:182) and Dockery (1988:17)
also point out this aspect (cf. Barrett 1955:294). Painter (1986:42) draws
attention to the fact that the omission of tic, which is used in 5:5, and
John’s choice of word &vépwrog instead of avip, make this interpretation
most likely. If this view is combined with the fact that no name is given to
the blind man, this will strengthen the argument (cf. also Koester 1995:64).
As far as family life in Palestinian society is concerned, Stambaugh and
Balch (1986:84) state: “Sons were named at circumcision.” Thus it is
logical to assume that the blind man had his own name. But the author
in this chapter does not provide his personal name, unlike the chapters
that record the names of the individual characters.®' The absence of his
name is most likely because the author may intend, in addition to inviting
“the reader’s subjective identification with the unnamed characters” (Beck
1993:143), to accentuate that all humankind is spiritually blind from birth
(until they receive the light which shines in the darkness) (cf. also Pink
[1945] 1968:63; Morris 1971:477; Duke 1982:182).

7. Lee (1994:186) warns, however, not to “import the later doctrine of
original sin into the narrative”. She points out: “In v. 3, Jesus rejects the
link between blindness and sin ...” (Lee 1994:186). As will become evident
later, when the disciples and Jesus spoke of a possible connection between
blindness and sin, they were not discussing original sin as such, but a
particular, tangible sin that may have caused his blindness, just as she
rightly observes that “the narrative is not concerned with original sin” (Lee
1994:186). However, in my opinion, the point that all are spiritually blind
from birth is not an importation of the later doctrine, but an insight gained
from both the text and Johannine thought. The author does not give any
reason for the existence of darkness in the Prologue, but he presupposes its
existence (John 1:5). When the Johannine Jesus stated that “the truth shall
make you free” (8:32), Jesus presupposed that the Jews had been enslaved.
Jesus even pointed out that they were of their father the devil (8:44).
Some scholars®? suggest that, in John, the Jews may be representative of
humankind or ‘the world’, especially of those who sit in darkness. Therefore,

31 E.g., John, Andrew, Simon Peter, Philip and Nathanael in Chapter 1; Nicodemus
in Chapter 3; Judas in Chapter 6; Lazarus, Mary, Martha and Thomas in
Chapter 11; Caiaphas in Chapter 12; Malchus, Annas and Pilate in Chapter 18;
the Marys and Joseph of Arimathea in Chapter 19.

32 E.g., Bultmann 1971:86; Bratcher 1975:402; Nickelsburg 1985:83; Trites 1992:879;
Du Rand 1994:52; Smith 1995:56.
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the above point corresponds to a prevalent theme in Johannine ideology,
and is not the importation of the later doctrine of the Church. Culpepper
(1983:191) also agrees, stating that all are born blind in Johannine thought
(cf. also Barrett 1955:294; Du Rand 1994:26).

e) Summary

The theory of speech acts successfully determines the narrator’s utterance
as an informative speech act. The narrator employs the Cooperative
Principle and various Maxims (Quality, Quantity, Reduction and End-Focus)
to introduce this intriguing story effectively to the reader.®® The theme of
suffering is also introduced. The reader should accept the way in which
the story began by knowing the information provided by the narrator. The
reader is expected to view the narrator as wholly reliable.

9:2 kel ApWtnoav adtov ol pabnral adtod Aéyovteg, Pafpi, Tic
fuapTey, obtog 1’ oi yoveilg adrod, tva TuhAog Yevvnbi;

In this verse, the basic reading scheme concerns two different utterances:
the utterance of the narrator and that of the disciples. | shall first deal with
the narrator’s utterance.

a) General analysis

The encounter with the blind man made the disciples curious about his
blindness. Thus, colon 2 opens the first dialogue that occurred between
Jesus and his disciples. In fact, this marks the starting point of both the
first subcluster and the happenings of the entire chapter. Accordingly,
colon 2 describes the disciples’ question to their master, and 2.1 relates
the content of their question, with the complementary remark of 2.1.1.
Colon 2 is rendered: And his disciples asked him, saying,

b) lllocutionary act

The intention of the narrator is to tell the reader who initiated the
conversation and of whom they asked the question. Thus, this utterance
also constitutes an informative speech act. The narrator does not provide
the detail, as in the previous verse, in order to emphasise the disciples’
initiative in striking up the conversation.

33 For a summary of the overall significances or effects of using these Principles
and Maxims in the analysis, cf. section 1.4.1 in Chapter 5.
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c) Perlocutionary act

The reader must notice the identity of the interlocutors and their important
role in this conversation (see below).

d) Communicative strategy

1. Intrigued by the miserable situation of the man born blind, the man
they also noticed, the narrator introduces the disciples’ question. The first
matter that needs to be clarified is who were the disciples. How many
disciples were walking with Jesus? As pointed out earlier, the reader
has some knowledge of the disciples. He knows their characteristics as
accumulated by reading the eight previous chapters thus far. This is the
reason why the narrator introduces the disciples without any explanation.
For an answer to the second question, however, the reader has to infer
it from the immediate co-text. As a result, it can only be said that there
were most likely not many disciples (Bernard 1928:324 is positive in
including the Twelve), because they could hear each other speaking while
walking together. However, in the narrator’s eyes, these observations are
not important, for the narrator also adheres to the Economy Principle in
introducing the disciples. He could have furnished more information, but
he chose not to do so. What is more important here then? It is agreed that
one of the literary characteristics of the Fourth Gospel is that Jesus usually
takes the initiative and starts the first utterance of the conversation.® In
this instance, however, the disciples, not Jesus, initiated the conversation.
Although Jesus took the initiative in the healing itself, the disciples
opened the actual conversation. This is important, and similar to the
basic conversational form of the Synoptic Gospels (for a discussion of the
dialogue form, cf. Dodd 1963:316-319). Hence, the narrator’s introduction
of the disciples at this point is very concise and straight to the point.

2. | should note that, from this point onward, | shall omit the reading
scheme (except for the section on ‘GA’) concerning the narrator’s
introduction to the characters’ conversation for the remaining analysis of
Chapter 9, since the results will most likely remain similar. The illocutionary
act of introduction is mainly informative, providing information such as
who the speaker is, and/or to whom does the speaker address himself.
The perlocutionary act is for the reader to understand such information in
order to decode the speaker’s utterance more correctly. The introductory
narration is, therefore, important as “stage direction” (Saayman 1992:15),
explaining the setting of the particular speech situation. Consequently,
the introductory narration will be discussed as part of the usual analysis

34 1:38, 43,47; 2:16; 4.7, 5:6, 14; 6:5, 20, 67; 7:37; 8:12; 9:35; 11:7; 12:44; 18:4; 19:26;
20:15, 19, 26; 21:5, 10, 15.
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on each utterance, but not as a separate object of analysis. This kind of
introduction can be found in verses 3, 6-12, 15-17, 19-20, 24-28, 30, 34-41.

| shall now examine the disciples’ utterance.

a) General analysis

In subcolon 2.1, the vocative noun ‘Pefpi is probably the conventional word
for the disciples when they tried to get attention from Jesus (cf. Bernard
1928:324). The subject of the sentence is expressed by the interrogative
pronoun ti¢, and the aorist active verb fjucptev signifies the action. This
important word provides a base for the formulation of the theme of
sin in this chapter (cf. Brodie 1993:357). The disciples thought that the
man’s blindness must have come from either the blind man’s own sin
or his parents’, because he was born blind. Rensberger (1989:44) is of
the opinion that the question as to who is a sinner dominates the entire
chapter (cf. also Owings 1983:74).

In 2.1.1, the subordinate conjunction ive and the aorist passive subjunctive
verb yewwvnpfi form a result clause (Barrett 1955:295; Morris 1971:477,
footnote 5; Bruce [1983] 1994:209). Its content is the result of the action
referred in the main clause. What the disciples really wanted to know was
the reason for his blindness out of (e.g., theological) interest, assuming
that there should be some relationship between sins and physical
affliction. Their thoughts may have reflected the common understanding
of the connection between sin and suffering among Jewish people at that
time. Semantically, this assumption becomes the underlying focal point in
the deep structure of this subcluster (for a discussion of deep structure,
see Louw 1982:73, 77). The translation of this utterance (the propositional
content) would be: Rabbi, who sinned, this man or his parents, with the
result that he might be born blind?

b) lllocutionary act

The disciples’ utterance is a question as to the cause or reason for the
man’s blindness. In speech act theory, an utterance is evaluated not in
terms of whether it is true or false, but primarily in terms of success or
failure. In order to evaluate the utterance as such, | shall take into account
certain felicity conditions. Searle ([1969] 1980:67) provides a scheme of the
necessary and sufficient conditions for a speech act of question as follows:
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Propositional content condition: Any proposition or propositional
function.

Preparatory condition: S does not know ‘the answer’, i.e., does not
know if the proposition is true, or, in the case of the propositional
function, does not know the information needed to complete the
proposition truly. It is obvious to neither the S nor the H that H will
provide the information at that time without being asked.

Sincerity condition: S wants this information.

Essential condition: It counts as an attempt to elicit this information
from H.

Since these conditions are the criteria for a successful utterance, | shall
examine the disciples’ question as follows:

Propositional content condition: It is obvious that the disciples’
question satisfies this condition.

Preparatory condition: The disciples do not know the answer. It is
obvious to neither the disciples nor Jesus that Jesus will provide
the information at that time without being asked.

Sincerity condition: The disciples want this information.

Essential condition: It counts as an attempt to elicit this information
from Jesus.

It is obvious from the above that the disciples’ question satisfies the above
conditions and that it is, therefore, a successful question speech act on the
character level. Briefly, the disciples had the intention to obtain information
from Jesus which they did not have at the time of inquiry. They sincerely
wanted to know who was responsible for his congenital blindness. How
they came to know of his condition is a mystery. The author leaves no clue.
Regarding the illocutionary force on the text level, the author intends to
ask the reader the same question as the disciples did in order to observe
whether the reader also shares the same kind of perceptions of the
relationship between sin and suffering.

c) Perlocutionary act

Since the disciples’ question is a question speech act, this entails that
Jesus was brought to the position where he needed to provide a successful
answer, because he was legitimately asked according to the rules of
language. Accordingly, Jesus should provide a sufficient answer to their
question, indicating whose fault it was that caused the blind man to be
blinded. The reader should also answer the question for himself, indicating
whether or not he also shares the same views concerning the issue of sin
and suffering.
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d) Communicative strategy

When discussing a character’s utterance, we would, as a rule, analyse it on
two levels, namely the communication on the character (or story) level and
the author-reader (or text) level (cf. section 2.2.1 in Chapter 2). | shall now
discuss the communication on the character level.

1. It is noteworthy that the disciples’ question may be observing the
Interest Principle of Interpersonal Rhetoric. According to Gros Louis’s
(1982:20) suggestion that it is helpful for a literary critic to ask, “Why
does the narrative have this particular character saying these particular
words at this moment?”, we should also ask why did the disciples ask this
particular question of Jesus when they saw the blind man? Was it usual
for them to ask that kind of question whenever they saw a person with
any physical defect? Even if their question reflected upon the common
understanding of the relationship between sin and suffering among Jewish
people at that time, as examined earlier (section 3.1.1), it was probably
unusual to ask the question explicitly in the way they did. | assume that,
when one saw a physically disabled person whom one did not personally
know, one’s normal reaction would have been just to have sympathy in
the first instance. When the disabled person was poor, as in the case of
the blind man who was described as a beggar in verse 8, one may also
have considered giving alms to the weak person. In fact, “giving alms to
the poor was part of normative Jewish piety” (Karris 1990:22). This Jewish
practice is reflected in the synoptic Jesus who encouraged his followers
to be generous towards the poor (e.g., Mt 5:42; 6:3; 19:21; Mk 6:37; 10:21;
Lk 9:13). What is even more fascinating is that “[i]t is the Johannine Jesus,
on the other hand, who, along with his disciples, has money and gives
alms to the poor”.® It suggests that Jesus and his group appeared to
engage fairly often in this pious act (cf. Karris 1990:22-32). In this instance,
the disciples only uttered this aloof question, and did not give alms to
the blind beggar. This may be unusual, and their question itself could be
considered rude. Accordingly, in asking such a question, the disciples
may have committed what Pratt (1977:182) calls an “unintentional failure”
of the Politeness Principle, especially of the Sympathy Maxim. However,
or rather therefore, their question is simultaneously “unpredictable, and
hence interesting” (Leech 1983:146). It is tellable and, therefore, observes
the Interest Principle at the expense of the Sympathy Maxim.

2. In addition, social-scientific data may shed more light on the
disciples’ inquiry. “Because people in antiquity paid little attention to
impersonal cause-effect relationships and therefore paid little attention
to the biomedical aspects of disease, healers focused on persons in

35 Karris (1990:26) avers this based mainly on his analysis of Jn 12:5-8 and 13:29.

115



Ito A speech act reading of John 9

social settings rather than on malfunctioning organs in the biomedical
sense. Socially rooted symptoms rather than adequate and impersonal
causes bothered people” (Malina & Rohrbaugh 1992:71). This may be one
explanation for the disciples in 9:2 not being concerned with their sympathy
or impression of the man’s blindness, but the question addresses a social
(and theological) issue.

3. As far as the Cooperative Principle is concerned, the disciples’ question
appears to fulfill all four maxims. But, is that really the case? Of the four
maxims, only the Relation Maxim (be relevant) may need some scrutiny.
This Maxim demands relevance of an utterance in a verbal exchange. Is
it relevant for the disciples to ask Jesus such a question, namely who has
sinned? Did they really expect that Jesus could answer their question?
Was Jesus the right person to provide the answer? Did Jesus really know
the personal history of the man whom he had just seen on the road? If
Jesus was not in the position to answer the disciples’ question in any way,
their question is considered, what Austin ([1962] 1976:16) calls, a “misfire”.
This means that their question is not an appropriate one to ask Jesus. This
entails either an unintentional failure or a violation of the Relation Maxim
on the part of the disciples. However, the disciples seemed to be confident
of Jesus’ ability to answer the question. It is reasonable to suppose that
their association with him up to this event could have made them confident
of their master. Since they had already witnessed or heard his signs in
his impressive discourses, especially the incident where Nathanael was
amazed by Jesus’ knowledge (1:47-49), it would not be strange if they had
a special confidence in the capacity of his knowledge and deeds. As a
result, the disciples were also observing the Relation Maxim.

4. At this point, | shall discuss the communication on the author-reader
level. There is one set of important issues left concerning verse 2 before
scrutinising Jesus’ reply in the next verse.

i. Was it really a normal perception in Jesus’ days that physical
affliction somehow resulted from one’s sinning?
ii. Was it also true in the author’s own days?

iii. Is correcting such a view one of the reasons why the author
wanted to write this story?

iv. In what way is the motif of suffering employed in this verse?

5. We have already noted the answers to the first and second questions
in the section on ‘Blindness and sin’ (section 3.1.1). Once more, the view
concerning the close connection between sin and suffering was common
in the days of the characters and of the author. As far as the third question
is concerned, Schnackenburg ([1968] 1980:241) states: “The questioners
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here — and behind the disciples we can see early Christians groups with
their questions (cf. 14:8, 22) - are oppressed by a problem to which they
know no satisfactory answer.” This could be a possible motive for the
author to write this story. Schottroff (1998:176) is of the opinion that “[i]n
the Johannine communities there were discussions about sexual ethics
(9:2-3; 8:37-44) carried on within the framework of the corresponding
Jewish discussions. The disciplining of sexual practices within marriage
was rejected (9:3).”

6. The way in which the theme of suffering is employed in question iv is
unique and subtle. The focus is not on the suffering of the blind man as
such, but on the general perception concerning the link between sin and
suffering represented by the disciples. Anyone who upheld this common
belief, including the characters and the reader, may have suffered from
this negative perception of affliction. Once they experienced any form of
suffering such as physical deformity, illness, misfortune, disaster, broken
family, and even loneliness, they would further suffer as a result of an
unpleasant search for the cause. They would be mentally and spiritually
tortured. Suffering brought on further suffering. After all, they were living in
“a sin-infected universe” (Barclay [1955] 1975:38). This suffering beneath
the surface may be even worse. Therefore, as will be noted in the next
verse, the purpose of the suffering theme, in this instance, would be
corrective (cf. section 6 in Chapter 3) in the sense that the dominant view
needed to be challenged and reconsidered.

e) Summary

The disciples queried Jesus about the man’s congenital blindness based
on the common assumption of the possible relationship between sin and
suffering. In order to focus on the issue described in their question, the
author makes particular use of the Economy, Politeness and Interest
Principles as well as the Relation Maxim. The themes of sin and suffering
are still evident in their utterance. | shall now pay full attention to Jesus’
answer in the next verse.

9:3 &mexpiBn 'Inoodg, Obte obrtog Huapter olite ol yovelg adrod,
/) -~ \ ~ ~ -~
AL Tva davepwbf ta €pyn tod Oeod év wdtd.

As mentioned in the analysis of the previous verse, the reading scheme of the
introduction to the conversation by the narrator will be omitted from this point
onwards. The analysis will only be concerned with the characters’ utterances.

117



Ito A speech act reading of John 9

a) General analysis

Led by the disciples’ inquiry, Jesus’ answer is provided in colon 3. According
to the colon demarcations, colon 3 is supposed to be examined altogether
as a unit of analysis. However, his answer in colon 3 can be divided into
three smaller units, subcola 3.1-3.2, 3.3-3.4 and 3.5, and each smaller unit
can be perceived as a microspeech act. Accordingly, the analysis will
be conducted separately on each microspeech act, for it is feasible and
profitable to analyse it this way. In conclusion, these microspeech acts will
be mapped into a macrospeech act to indicate that colon 3 should indeed
be treated as a unit of analysis.

1. Let us scrutinise the first smaller unit, subcola 3.1-3.2. Subcolon 3.1
provides the direct answer to the disciples’ question, whereas subcolon
3.2 gives the ultimate spiritual answer. In 3.1, the sentence construction,
utilising two of the same negative conjunction ofité makes it clear that
neither the blind man nor his parents were responsible for his blindness.
Besides this conjunction, the remaining words in 3.1 are basically the same
as the vocabulary employed in subcolon 2.1. Thus, this repetition in 3.1 may
emphasise its meaning semantically.

2. In 3.2, the adversative conjunction &AL’ indicates a dyadic-contrastive
relation between this and the last subcolon according to Nida’s scheme
(Nida et al. 1983:103). The subordinate conjunction Tva and the aorist
passive subjunctive verb $avepwbij form a purpose clause (Plummer [1882]
1981:204; Bruce [1983] 1994:209). It is also significant that there may be
an ellipsis in this subcolon (Barrett 1955:295), since the iva clause is a
subordinate clause. Although there are other possibilities (Morris 1971:478,
footnote 10; cf. below), it is likely that the Greek verb v can be supplied
as its main clause. The syntactic ellipsis may “serve to make the text
somewhat more concise” (Nida et al. 1983:34).

3. Since “the punctuation and the versification, both added centuries
after the original text of the gospel was written, are a form of interpretation”
(Temple 1975:173), it is also possible to read the text differently. Newman
and Nida (1980:299) suggest that the Tve clause can be taken as result
and as purpose.®* Moreover, Temple (1975:173-175) offers an intriguing
translation based on the argument that the full stop can be put at the end of
subcolon 3.1, and the comma instead of the full stop at the end of subcolon
3.2. His translation reads: “Neither did this one sin, nor his parents. But in
order that the works of God be shown in him we need to work the works of
the one having sent me while it is day” (Temple 1975:169; Morris 1971:478,

36 Cf. also Richardson 1959:124; Sanders & Mastin 1968:237; Tenney 1981:102;
Witherington 1995:182-183.
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footnote 10; Poirier 1996:293-294). In that case, one does not need to
account for the ellipsis.

4. My own translation would be along the lines of the customary
translation: Neither this man nor his parents sinned, but (it was) in order
that the works of God might be manifested in him. This interpretation is
better, because it connects Jesus’ act of healing more directly with God’s
works. It is not, as Temple (1975:175) suggests, merely an act of Jesus’
compassion. Furthermore, it can provide a more satisfactory answer to
the disciples’ question, by offering an alternative view to human suffering.
Thus, their teacher Jesus directly answered their inquiry in the first part,
and a new revelation was bestowed from the perspective of God in the
second part. Jesus’ answer, in this instance, denied their assumption
about the relation between sin and suffering in the man’s congenital
blindness, and perhaps satisfied their theological interest more than they
expected. Jesus’ answer may further imply that Jesus was teaching not to
limit their minds with stereotyped perceptions. Jesus might have added,
“Open your minds, or you shall become like the Pharisees.” However, this
new revelation (at least to the disciples) easily transcends the boundary
of human understanding, yet it may simultaneously represent an eternal
truth: the works of God may be manifested in human afflictions. Since this
concept contains a profound implication, it could be the pivotal point that
binds this cluster together in a strong cohesive manner. Briefly, Jesus’
utterance renders: Neither this man nor his parents sinned, but (it was) in
order that the works of God might be manifested in him.

b) lllocutionary act
Since Jesus was asked a legitimate question by the disciples, he now
had the responsibility of providing a successful answer. Therefore, the
illocutionary point of this utterance would be to explain or state. Based
on these points, including the above analysis, the illocutionary act of this
utterance becomes one of responsive. Bach and Harnish (1979:43) present
the schema of responsives as follows:

Responsives: (answer, reply, respond, retort)

In uttering e, S responds that P if S expresses:

i. the belief that P, which H has inquired about, and

ii. the intention that H believe that P.

When this schema is applied to the text in this instance, the following is
the result:
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In uttering Neither this man nor his parents sinned, but (it was) in
order that the works of God might be manifested in him, Jesus
responds that the man was born blind in order that the works of
God might be manifested in him, if Jesus expresses:

i the belief that the man was born blind in order that the works
of God might be manifested in him, which the disciples have
inquired about, and

ii. the intention that the disciples believe that the man was born
blind in order that the works of God might be manifested in him.

Since Jesus appears to express his belief and intention just as described
above, the utterance would be a successful responsive speech act.

c) Perlocutionary act

The perlocutionary act is for the disciples to understand and accept the
answer Jesus provided. In fact, Jesus used two steps in order for them to
do so. Firstly, Jesus gave them a direct answer to their question in the first
clause, denying that either the blind man or his parents sinned in this case.
Secondly, Jesus also needed to supply new information concerning the
man’s blindness in the second clause, which reveals that God would work
through Jesus for the sake of the blind man.

d) Communicative strategy

1. On the character level, O’Day (1987:58) rightly observes that, although
the disciples inquired about the cause of his blindness, Jesus’ answer
explained the purpose (cf. also Brown 1966:371). The question then
arises: Is Jesus’ utterance a violation of the Maxim of Relation? It is a
violation, strictly speaking, in that his utterance has no direct relevance
to the primary end of the question, but Jesus’ answer is still within the
permissive range as an answer to them and, therefore, it is still a good and
satisfactory answer. In fact, none of the disciples subsequently demanded
another reply from Jesus. To put it differently, since the illocutionary act of
the disciples’ question is to gain information as to who was responsible for
his blindness, Jesus answered it by saying that God was ultimately behind
it all.3” Hence, it can be mentioned that Jesus’ utterance is not a violation
of the Relation Maxim.

37 Foradiscussion of theodicy, cf. Westcott [1882] 1978:144; Dodd 1963:187; Bruce
[1983] 1994:209; Haenchen 1984:37; Dockery 1988:17; Rensberger 1989:44;
O’Day 1995:653. Bernard (1928:325-326) elucidates this verse with the doctrine
of predestination.
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2. Moreover, as the disciples’ question was asked out of theological
interest, Jesus answered it from the same perspective. Jesus revealed
what God’s role was in human affliction. In this sense, Jesus was observing
the Maxim of Relation. This is probably an example of Leech’s (1983:42)
gloss that the Maxim of Relation has been criticised for its vagueness.
Leech (1983:42) offers a clearer definition thereof, stating that one should
make “your conversational contribution one that will advance the goals
either of yourself or of your addressee”. In accordance with this definition,
Jesus definitely succeeded in upholding the Maxim of Relation.

3. As for the other Maxims, since it is obvious that Jesus was also
observing the Maxims of Quantity, Quality and Manner, his answer in this
verse was a very successful utterance. Furthermore, Jesus’ answer was
unpredictable and interesting to the disciples who needed to learn more
about spiritual matters. His answer was beyond their imagination, for their
question originally demanded only an answer as to whether either the
blind man or his parents had sinned. In this sense, his answer contributed
towards enhancing the quality of their conversation through the operation
of the Interest Principle.

4. In accordance with the three purposes of suffering (cf. section 6 in
Chapter 3), the suffering of the blind man is a perfect example of the third
purpose (to God’s glory). Not only did Jesus verbally do so in this verse,
but he also proceeds to demonstrate it in verses 6-7.

5. Regarding the communication between the author and the reader, in
colon 3 the author uses Jesus’ name for the first time in Chapter 9. The use
of his name is delayed for the purpose of the author attempting to focus
the reader’s particular attention on Jesus’ answer.

6. Moreover, the author is observing the Processibility Principle in
order to make it easy for the reader to decode Jesus’ utterance. For this
purpose, the author seems to uphold all three maxims of the Processibility
Principle in Jesus’ first utterance. Since new information is given at the
end of the utterance, the author is observing the End-Focus Maxim. As
“complex constituents are placed at the end of” the utterance (Leech
1983:65), the End-Weight Maxim is also being observed. Because negative
operators (ofite...oite) precede the other logical elements in the utterance,
the End-Scope Maxim is also being adhered to.

7. For the sake of the reader, the author may also be attempting to
correct the wrong traditional view concerning the relation between sin
and suffering, which the reader may still hold (cf. section 3.1.1). If so, the
perlocutionary act for the reader is for him to understand and accept that
the cause or reason for human suffering is not necessarily related to sin.
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This may be epoch-making or, if not, at least good news for readers of
all times. For instance, if a person is experiencing some kind of suffering,
he certainly should not need to feel punished by God as people often do.
Because such a person sometimes tries to find the reason so desperately,
he unnecessarily connects his suffering to wrongs, which he thinks he may
have done in the past. However, the author assures the reader through
Jesus’ words that this is not always the case. There are cases of suffering
that God uses to good purpose. This understanding is often hidden for
many years from the person concerned. The person suffering not only has
to ask God why it happens to him, but also for what purpose it happened.
This may cause a great paradigm shift in his perception of human suffering,
and it may often reveal part of the reasons for suffering, just as the
disciples were told. When one finds a positive purpose in one’s suffering,
it is possible that one would also find some kind of consolation. This may
be the reason why many readers of all times have found encouragement in
this utterance of the Johannine Jesus.

e) Summary

In his responsive speech act, Jesus intended to answer the disciples’
question, and to provide new information concerning the blind man’s
suffering. The information comprises the purpose of his blindness. The
disciples should understand and accept the answer Jesus provided,
because his answer is convincing. The author may be trying to correct the
wrong traditional view, which the reader may still hold, and to let the reader
know that the cause of or reason for human suffering is not necessarily
always related to sin. The reader may be convinced that Jesus was not
an ordinary human teacher, for he surprised the disciples and the reader
with his answer comprising this unique view. For effective communication,
Jesus especially employed the Relation Maxim and the Interest Principle.
The author, on the other hand, uses all three maxims of the Processibility
Principle for the same purpose.

9:4 fludg o€l épyalecBor to €pyo TOD TEUPaVTOC pe Ewg Tuépo
&otiv- Epyetor VOE e obdelg dtvatal épyalecbol.

a) General analysis

The second smaller unit made up of 3.3-3.4 (and the third smaller unit in
3.5) elaborates on the concept that the works of God may be manifested
in human afflictions described in subcolon 3.2. Subcolon 3.3 mentions the
necessity and urgency of doing God’s works within the limitation posed
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by 3.3.1. It is obvious that, in John’s Gospel, the one who sent Jesus was
God the Father (e.g., 3:16-17, 34; 5:36-37; 7:16-18; 8:28-29, 42). In terms of
a shift in grammatical structure for the sake of emphasis, 3.3 is important
because only this subcolon throughout this cluster A employs the first
person plural pronoun fudc in Jesus’ speech. Schnackenburg ([1968]
1980:241) considers it a striking feature (cf. Barrett 1955:295). But, who
were ‘we’ here then? It is most likely that the term we refers to Jesus and
his disciples, because he wished to involve them in doing the works of God
(cf. 20:21).38 Verse 4 is rendered as follows: We must work the works of the
one who sent me, as long as there is day, night is coming, when no one is
able to work.

b) lllocutionary act

Although, structurally speaking, Jesus spoke this utterance partially in
response to the disciples’ question, it does not, in fact, constitute his direct
answer to the question. Indeed, this utterance is Jesus’ comment flowing
from the words ‘the works of God’ in his previous utterance. Therefore, in this
sense, this is not a responsive speech act, but a special instance in which two
kinds of illocutionary acts are performed: one is commisive, and the other is
directive. The reason will become obvious from the following analysis. The
commisive act can be further analysed as a promise. Bach and Harnish
(1979:50) present the following schema of promises (where A = action):

Promises (promise, swear, vow)
In uttering e, S promises H to A if S expresses:
i.  the belief that his utterance obligates him to A;
ii. the intention to A, and
iii. the intention that H believes that S’s utterance obligates S to A
and that S intends to A.
When this schema is applied to the utterance, it reads as follows:
In uttering that We must work the works of the one who sent me,
Jesus promises the disciples to do the action if Jesus expresses:
i the belief that his utterance obligates him to do the action;
ii. the intention to do the action, and

38 Cf. also Brown 1966:372; Haenchen 1984:38; Beasley-Murray 1987:155; Carson
1991:362; O’Day 1995:653; Dodd 1963:188; Lindars [1972] 1981:342; Martyn
[1968] 1979:28.
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ii. the intention that the disciples believe that Jesus’ utterance
obligates Jesus to do the action and that Jesus intends to do
the action.

Hence, this utterance appears to be a successful speech act of promise.
As Jesus was superior to the disciples, the directive illocutionary act of
this utterance can be subcategorised as a requirement. The schema of
requirements, proposed by Bach and Harnish (1979:47), is as follows:

Requirement: (bid, charge, command, demand, dictate, direct,
enjoin, instruct, order, prescribe, require)

In uttering e, S requires H to A if S expresses:

i the belief that his utterance, by virtue of his authority over H,
constitutes sufficient reason for H to A, and

ii. theintention that H do A because of S’s utterance.

When this schema is applied to the text in this instance, the following is
the result:

In uttering that We must work the works of the one who sent me,
Jesus requires the disciples to do the action if Jesus expresses:

i. the belief that his utterance, by virtue of his authority over the
disciples, constitutes sufficient reason for the disciples to do
the action, and

ii. the intention that the disciples do the action because of
Jesus’ utterance.

As described earlier, this utterance also appears to be a successful speech
act of requirement. Howard-Brook (1994:216) comments on this verse,
though his terminology is not derived from a speech act perspective,
that “the call is not an option but a requirement”. Briefly, Jesus had the
intention that he and his disciples should do the works of the Father now,
for the time was limited. The author also wants the reader to participate in
God’s work himself.

c) Perlocutionary act

The perlocutionary force of this utterance has two aspects coinciding with
each illocutionary force performed. Firstly, as regards Jesus’ promise,
the disciples should believe that Jesus’ utterance obligates him to do the
action. Secondly, the disciples should accept the challenge issued by
Jesus and carry out the actual work, understanding the urgency of the
work. There is an element of warning in this challenge - Jesus tried to
warn them in order to get them to work diligently. The reader is also asked

124



Acta Theologica Supplementum 21 2015

to understand the nature of Jesus’ mission as well as to participate in his
work, by starting to believe in Jesus, if necessary.

d) Communicative strategy

1. Since the communication levels cannot be clearly differentiated in the
analysis of this verse, | shall analyse the communication process without
distinguishing between these two levels. Jesus’ utterance in this verse
observes all the Maxims of the Cooperative Principle, except the Manner
Maxim. There are basically two possible ambiguous expressions: one
concerning the works, and the other regarding the words day and night.

2. To begin with, the word work (both noun and verb) is one of the author’s
favourite expressions. Barrett ([1955] 1975:5) counts this word thirty-five
times in the Fourth Gospel, while the Synoptics use it only sixteen times.
The repeated usage suggests that the author has assigned some peculiar
usage for the term. In order to ensure this, at least the following verses
from my suggested categories should be taken into account (viewed from
the author’s perspective):

i. Inthe words of the narrator: 3:19-21.

ii. Inthe conversation between Jesus and the Father: 17:4.

iii. In the conversation between Jesus and the disciples: 4:34; 9:3-4;
14:10-12; 15:24.

iv. In the conversation between Jesus and the multitude: 6:27-30; 7:21.

v. In the conversation between Jesus and his brothers: 7:3, 7.

vi. In the conversation between Jesus and the Jews: 5:17, 20, 36;
8:39, 41; 10:25, 32-33, 37-38.

Most of the author’s use of the word, including the usage in 9:3-4, relates
to the divine work done by the Father or Jesus. In fact, out of thirty-four
occurrences, only six are used to denote meanings other than the divine
works, such as the human deeds. This sufficiently suggests that the
author’s characteristic usage of this word emphasises divine works. O’Day
(1995:653) further categorises John’s usage as follows: ““Works’ ... has
two ranges of meaning ... both of which occur in vv. 3-4. Firstly, as in
v. 3, “works” describes what Jesus does as the one through whom God’s
works are accomplished (cf. 4:34; 10:25, 37; 14:10; 17:4). Second, the
Fourth Evangelist also defines God’s work as belief in Jesus ... and this is
the usage in v. 4.” Through Jesus’ words, John summarises the definition
of the latter’s divine work in 6:29: This is the work of God, that you believe
in Him whom He has sent. From this observation, the expression ‘the
works of God’ is not ambiguous to either the reader or the disciples to
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whom Jesus was speaking in 9:3-4 (cf. 4:34; 6:29). Furthermore, notice
the repetition of this word, recorded four times in Jesus’ answer (vv. 3-4).
Needless to say, this repetition emphasises the importance of the works of
God as one of the themes in this instance. Smith (1995:165) also contends
that the work becomes the principal point.

3. Secondly, since the expressions day and night may be a typical
Johannine contrast® and figurative usage, the exact meaning of the
expressions may not be revealed only from the syntactic structures of the
text. This is undoubtedly very ambiguous because these expressions cannot
be taken literally as referring to the 24-hour system. Relatively speaking,
this verse is more difficult for modern readers than for people in the ancient
world to comprehend, for ancient people knew that they could not do their
works during the night. What are the images of day and night referring to
then?

According to my calculations, the word day is used seventeen times with the
general and usual meaning in John (e.g., 1:39; 2:1, 12, 19, 20; 4:30, 43; 5:9;
9:14). Regarding the various ‘symbolic’ meanings of day, six occurrences
refer to the last day (6:39-40, 44, 54; 11:24, 48) while approximately twice
to Jesus’ day of crucifixion (8:56; 12:7). As opposed to Jesus’ resurrection
days, which are referred to three times (14:20; 16:23, 26), the days of his
earthly ministry are alluded to only twice — where both day and night are
used most figuratively. This is a striking usage of these words in John. In
the instances in 9:3-4 and 11:9-10, the author seems to use them to link
chapter 11 with Chapter 9 (Smalley 1978:183). Moreover, as far as the word
night is concerned, it is utilised four times in the usual way (3:2; 13:30;
19:39; 21:3). But, as mentioned earlier, night is used figuratively in 9:4 and
11:10, implying the period in which Jesus would be physically absent from
the earth. The vast majority of critics* are satisfied with the view that night
refers to Jesus’ departure and death. Night “has a negative connotation
throughout the Gospel of John” (Saayman 1994:7).

4. Enough has been said to indicate that the expressions day and night
in 9:4 are difficult and ambiguous to understand for the reader who has
only read the Gospel up to this verse. Consequently, Jesus’ utterance here
flouts the Manner Maxim. In other words, this flouting is an indication that
the utterance should not be taken literally, because the “flouting of the ...
maxims result in a number of so-called figures of speech such as metaphor,
hyperbole, meiosis, irony and so on” (Botha 1991a:69). In this particular

39 Cf. Dodd 1963:186, footnote 2; he suggests that this antithesis is
primitive-Christian rather than Johannine.

40 E.g., Barrett 1955:295; Schnackenburg [1968] 1980:242; Domeris 1991:226; Von
Wahlde 1995:382; Koester 1995:126.
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case, the expressions day and night in 9:4 are examples of symbolism
(cf. also section 5.1 in Chapter 3). Culpepper (1983:192) points out that
“John 9 also confirms the symbolic use of day and night as subordinate
symbols which evoke the core symbols, light and darkness.” It is, therefore,
interesting to note that the additional meaning of the utterance can be
attained not in the usual way by utilising an implicature deduced from the
immediate co-text, but from, as noted erlier, an analysis of the usage of
those words in the whole Gospel.

5. Why then did Jesus (for that matter, the author ultimately) use the
expressions day and night? An elucidation may be required in order to
justify the use of these symbols. According to my analysis, this has to do
with the plot of the author concerning ‘Jesus’ hour’. The author has the
definite plan to ‘build a drama’ in his Gospel, and ‘Jesus’ hour’ is one of the
devices he uses for that purpose (Culpepper 1983:92). All the references
concerning ‘Jesus’ hour’ from 2:4 to 8:20 do not explicitly tell us what kind
of hour this refers to. He finally explains the meaning of the hour in 12:23:
the hour is the time when the Son of Man is glorified. The author attempts
to keep the reader suspended in understanding ‘Jesus’ hour’ until 12:23
in order to have greater dramatic impact on the reader’s mind. Perhaps
the same kind of dramatic effect is expected when the symbols day and
night are used, especially when the reader reaches 11:9-10. By using such
metaphorical language, the author describes the importance and urgency
of the works of God (Carson 1991:362). Von Wahlde (1995:382) points out:
“The image of light becomes the symbol of Jesus’ public ministry (e.g.,
1:4-5, 9; 3:19-21), and such light constitutes a day of twelve hours during
which Jesus will not be arrested (9:4-5). When darkness or night comes,
however, he will be put to death.”

6. As promised in the section on ‘Johannine symbolism’ (section 5 in
Chapter 3), the purpose and function of the symbols of day and night will
be examined according to Painter and Koester’s claims. Painter (1986:52)
proposes three purposes of Johannine symbols. However, the day and
night imagery used, in this instane, does not directly reflect Painter’s
purposes. The important fact that the symbols serve to evoke faith or
provoke unbelief appears to play no role, for the symbols of day and
night are primarily used to depict the importance and urgency of God’s
works. Only the third purpose, namely that the symbols bring a new
understanding about God through Jesus, can be connected with the day
and night imagery in terms of God’s works.

On the other hand, Koester’s thesis that the theme of Christology lies at the
primary level of meaning in Johannine symbolism and that of discipleship
at the secondary level perfectly portrays the symbols of day and night.
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Koester (1995:145) states: “Jesus was saying that he had a certain period
within which to do his work on earth. A span of time — a ‘day’ - had been
appointed for him to carry out his ministry before death came at nightfall.
The same was true of the disciples, who ... would have a limited time in
which to carry out the work God had given them.”

7. The symbolism of day and night could provide a reference to the motif
of suffering in this story. As noted earlier, Jesus’ death - the severest form
of suffering — was anticipated particularly in the night imagery. Michaels
(1984:150) mentions that “the darkness is the hour of his Passion”. Jesus
himself knew his impending death at the end of his earthly ministry and its
effect upon himself, even when he uttered the words in 9:4. However, it
is striking that the theme of suffering in connection with Jesus’ sacrificial
death, portrayed in the Synoptics,*' fades into the background in John’s
Gospel. In fact, the hour of his death on the cross is described as the
hour of his glory (12:23; 17:1; Smalley 1978:224). Even if, in 11:38, “Jesus’
emotion rises again when he approaches the tomb and when he considers
his own death” (Culpepper 1983:111), Jesus still controlled the situation
and acted on a higher commitment to the glory of God (11:40). Even
when Jesus said, “Now My soul has become troubled” (12:27), he did not
indulge himself in self-pity, but immediately expressed his determination
to do the work of God for ‘the hour’. The author describes Jesus’ death
and his emotions very distinctively when compared with the synoptic
portrayal. As Culpepper (1983:111) rightly observes, “this aspect of his
characterization fits with John’s insistence that Jesus was the incarnation
of the pre-existence logos. He is ‘not of this world’ (8:23; 17:14)”. The
suffering theme is, therefore, not overly stressed in Jesus’ death, as one
would expect. This is how the author characterises Jesus in this Gospel.

8. Regarding the violation of the Manner Maxim in Jesus’ utterance, such
a violation often creates the impression that the speaker can say what is
unpredictable or what has news value. The content of his utterance is new
and shocking, for Jesus revealed that there was a time limit within which
he and his disciples had to do the works of God. There would be a ‘night’
when no man could work. That would be a fearful time. For the people who
would work for God, this was essential information. Hence, Jesus’ utterance
observes the Interest Principle to make their conversation more interesting.

e) Summary

Jesus intended to tell them that he and his disciples should do the works
of the Father now, for the time was limited. His utterance, therefore,

41 E.g., Jesus’ agonising prayer in Gethsemane in Mt 26:36-46; Mk 14:32-42; Lk
22:39-46.
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constitutes the speech acts of both promise and requirement. The author
may want the reader to believe in Jesus while such an opportunity is given,
because Jesus defined the work of God in such a way in 6:29. The author
also wants the reader to participate in God’s work himself. This utterance
is, therefore, directed at both the disciples and the reader. In addition,
the author may intend to produce a great dramatic effect on the reader’s
mind by using metaphorical language such as the supporting symbols
of day and night. While this device makes the story more interesting, it
necessitates the flouting of the Manner Maxim.

9:5 dtav €V 1) KOoP®W &, PA¢ eipL Tod kbouov.

a) General analysis

Subcolon 3.5 discloses something important about Jesus’ identity through
his own words in relation to the previous statements in his answer. The
main clause is 3.5.2*, which indicates Jesus’ own portrayal of his identity
and role. The ‘1 am’ statement in 8:12 has an article before the noun ¢dg,
while 3.5.2* does not have one. Westcott ([1882] 1978:145) argues on the
basis of the omission of this article that “Christ is ‘light to the world’ as well
as ‘the one light of the world’”. However, Morris (1971:479, footnote 14)
draws attention to the fact that “in the New Testament definite predicate
nouns which precede the verb usually lack the article” (cf. Harner 1970:50).
Nevertheless, the author does not use the famous formula &y eiui in this
instance, unlike the similar expression in 8:12. Thus, this statement may
not be classified as one of the ‘l am’ sayings.*? These points may imply that
the connotation of 3.5.2* differs from that of 8:12, even though the meaning
(translation) is the same. Plummer ([1882] 1981:205) states that there is a
difference between 8:12 and 9:5 in the sense that “it is not Christ’s Person,
but the effect of His presence that is prominent here”. Jesus’ portrayal of
himself includes the temporal limitation, as in 3.3.1, and the limitation is
described extensively in 3.5.1. As the prepositional phrase & 1§ kéouw in
3.5.1 comes before the verb &, the phrase may be emphatic. The temporal
conjunction &tav denotes the indefinite simultaneous action. Plummer
([1882] 1981:205) points out that this conjunction “is important; it shows
the comprehensiveness of the statement”. Notice the repetition of the term
world. Jesus’ answer as a whole reveals that Jesus as the light of the
world would do the works of God. This appears to be the main theme of

42 Cf. Bultmann 1971:331; Lindars [1972] 1981:343; Bruce [1983] 1994:210; Smith
1986:45.
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the entire chapter.*® Carson (1991:363) is of the same opinion and states,
regarding verses 4-5, that “these verses are crucial precisely because they
signal to the reader how the healing of the blind man is to be understood.
It is not just a miracle; it is a sign, the work of the Father, mediated through
the sent one, to shed light on those who live in darkness”. Briefly, Jesus
portrayed himself in verse 5, which reads as follows: While | am in the
world, | am the light of the world.

b) lllocutionary act

For the same reason mentioned in the analysis of the preceding utterance,
this utterance is not a responsive speech act. However, it is difficult to
determine the taxonomy of this utterance, as there are a few possibilities
such as assertive, descriptive, informative, or even confirmative. It is
difficult to find the most suitable category for this utterance viewed on
its own. In these instances, it may be helpful to consider “the point of
the utterance: why it is said” (Van Dijk 1980:195). This question would
be best approached by examining the relationship between this and the
previous utterances, as Jesus’ words in verses 3-5 form a speech act
sequence. Indeed, Van Dijk (1980:197) states: “We take a conversation as a
sequence of speech acts, having a global pragmatic point and a schematic
superstructure organizing it.” In light of everyday conversation which “has
a rather clear schematic superstructure” (Van Dijk 1980:196), this speech
act sequence seems to pertain to the major category called topic of the
conversation (Van Dijk 1980:196). There are three subcategories under this
major category. Van Dijk (1980:196) explains these as follows:

i. Topic Identification: It focuses attention on the major theme and
point of the conversation.

ii.  Topic Discussion: It may take embedded arguments or narratives,
accusations and defences, or congratulations and thanks.

iii. Topic Closing: It closes the topic section with a summary,
recognition, gratitude, and so on.

My analysis suggests that Jesus’ utterances in verses 3-5 follow this
scheme exactly. The utterance in verse 3 identifies the major theme or
the main topic of Jesus’ reply, stating that his blindness was for the works
of God to be performed. Jesus’ further comment about the works of God
in verse 4 develops the topic discussion, revealing the importance and
urgency of such works. The last utterance in verse 5 concludes Jesus’

43 Cf. Barrett 1955:292; Lindars [1972] 1981:337-338. Dodd ([1953] 1968:358)
formulates the theme as the judgment of the light in action. Lee (1994:166)
views verse 5 as central; cf. Domeris 1991:226.
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reply with his brief summary that he was the light of the world that would
carry out the works of God. Hence, the utterance in verse 5 functions as
the closure, giving an indication of the purpose of the utterance.

There is another way of scrutinising the relationship between the
utterances, namely from the perspective of, what Van Dijk (1980:182) calls,
conditional dependence, which signifies two major functional relations
between certain speech acts. According to this concept (cf. section 1.5.3
in Chapter 2), the way in which Jesus’ three sentences in verses 4-5
are connected may be functional. This means that each of the second
and third utterances has an explanatory function in relation to the first
utterance, explaining why they must work within the limited time. While
the second utterance provides one reason (that night was coming), the
third gives the other reason (that Jesus was the light of the world as long
as he was in the world). Now it becomes easier to define the illocution of
these explanatory speech acts. The illocution is for Jesus to substantiate
or justify his previous statement in verse 4. Therefore, the speech act of
Jesus’ utterance in verse 5 would be confirmative.

The above conclusion is further supported by the Maxim of Relation,
which also displays an aspect of the relationship between the utterances
in verses 4 and 5. Although there are no common words between these
utterances, they are strongly connected by the expressions “as long as
there is day” in verse 4 and “while | am in the world” in verse 5. Both
of these expressions point to the same time period when Jesus was
physically present on earth. Accordingly, it is possible to transform the
content of these two verses as follows: we must do the works of God
during the daytime when Jesus is the light of the world. When the light
has gone, we can no longer do the works because the darkness of the
n