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abstraCt

This work analyses the linguistic parallels between the Gospel of John and the 
sectarian Qumran document, the Rule of the Community (hereafter referred to 
as the Rule), and investigates the degree of semantic continuity in their respective 
uses of truth terminology. The major premise is that the Rule provides linguistic 
clues which illuminate our understanding of how the author of the Fourth 
Gospel used truth terminology and expected it to be understood. A corollary 
question that is investigated is whether this continuity could be attributed merely 
to a general shared milieu or whether it stems from a common dependence on a 
shared tradition, as well as knowledge of the terminology found in the linguistic 
matrix of the Qumran literature.
 The first chapter establishes the notable failure to arrive at a consensus of 
how truth terminology is used in the history of interpretation of the Gospel of 
John. The major factors contributing to this lack of consensus are identified and 
semantic principles arising from the particular problems noted in the history of 
interpretation of avlh,qeia expounded on. This is followed by a survey of Qumran 
and New Testament research that establishes the current position in this field 
of study and provides a rationale for the comparative approach adopted in this 
work. Finally, this chapter concludes with a discussion of methodological consid-
erations related to the respective roles of genre, history, literature, and theology, 
as well as principles that need to be kept in mind when dealing with parallels.
 Chapters 2 and 3 consist of an exegetical survey of all the instances of 
avlh,qeia in the Gospel and tma in the Rule in their various contexts and linguistic 
combinations. The purpose of these two chapters is to explore the use of truth 
terminology as it relates to authorial intent.
 Chapter 4 discusses the background behind the Gospel in order to determine 
the parameters within which possible linguistic influences on the Gospel are 
to be sought. The second part of this chapter is an investigation of the use of 
truth terminology in its various combinations in the Hebrew Old Testament and 
Septuagint, as well as current usage of the term in the period between 200 B.C. 
and A.D. 100, via a selective survey of passages. This establishes whether the 
general Jewish and early Christian milieu spanning this period reveals a similar 
use of this terminology, or whether some kind of development is reflected in 
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John’s Gospel and the Rule, either in terms of increased use, new combinations 
or different use.
 Chapter 5 evaluates the possible impact of the Rule on the Gospel through a 
comparative analysis, and specific areas of overlap between the two documents 
that cannot be accounted for by influence from the Hebrew Old Testament 
and Septuagint or current use as found in the surveyed Jewish literature and 
the writings of the New Testament are determined and assessed. The chapter 
concludes that both John’s Gospel and the Rule use truth terminology in ways 
that reflect differences with regard to their respective theologies and referents, but 
also striking similarities with respect to linguistic combinations and certain uses.
 The final chapter concludes that while these similarities may be attributed 
to a development of  the common tradition shared by both the Gospel and the 
Qumran literature, as well as the influence of  ideology, the semantic continuity 
with the Rule makes it likely that the author of  the Fourth Gospel was familiar 
with the mode of  thought represented in the linguistic matrix of  the Qumran 
literature and that he followed this in articulating his ideas in certain parts of his 
Gospel. The work ends with implications that relate to the interpretation of 
the Gospel of  John.
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1

introduCtion

Purpose and Significance of the Study

The search for the meaning of  words is by no means new. The ancient Greeks 
already speculated about this issue. The example of  Plato’s Cratylus, whose 
emphasis was to try answer the question of  whether meaning was inherently 
conveyed in a word or was merely a matter of  convention (i.e. the relationship 
between word and object) is cited by numerous authors to illustrate this.1 
Thus, part of  the difficulty that arises in trying to answer the question 
of  meaning is that ‘meaning’ is understood in different ways by different 
people. To date, no consensus on the definition of  the term ‘meaning’ has 
been reached. This issue is further complicated by the fact that dictionaries, 
by their very nature, seem to suggest that meaning is an inherent property 
of  words.2

 In the history of  interpretation of  the Gospel of  John numerous inter-
pretations have been given for the meaning of  the word avlh,qeia, reflecting a 
notable failure to arrive at a consensus of  how truth terminology should be 
understood in this Gospel. The purpose of  this work is to demonstrate that 
truth terminology in the Gospel of  John has not been adequately explored, and 
that the parallels which exist between this Gospel and the sectarian Qumran 
document, the Rule of the Community (hereafter referred to as the Rule), 
provide linguistic clues which illuminate our understanding of  how the author 
of  the Fourth Gospel used truth terminology and expected it to be under-
stood.3 The perspective of  this work is that word usage is the determinant of 
meaning. Hence when one speaks of  ‘word meaning,’ this refers to ‘meaning in 
context.’
 This work will not attempt to definitively define the nature of the relationship 
between these two corpora, particularly given the obvious link with biblical and 
post-biblical traditions for both and the difficulty in establishing an undisputed 
theory of a relationship between the two. Rather, this work will investigate the 
degree of semantic continuity in their respective uses of truth terminology. A 
corollary question that will be investigated is whether any such continuity could 
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be attributed merely to a general shared religious milieu, a common dependence 
on a shared tradition, or perhaps to a knowledge of the terminology found in the 
linguistic matrix of the Qumran literature.
 One limitation is that even while the Greco-Roman context constitutes the 
setting in which the Gospel was penned and the readers situated, its literature 
will not be surveyed since this is beyond the intended scope. Hence, the works 
of Jewish writers influenced by Greco-Roman thought and literary conven-
tions, such as Josephus and Philo, will provide the only resource through which 
any linguistic influence on truth terminology from this environment will be 
observed. A second limitation is that due to the magnitude of the task, an 
in-depth contextual study of texts containing this terminology in the Hebrew Old 
Testament and Septuagint, the literature of the Second Temple period, as well as 
the New Testament writings will not be conducted—a selective survey will have 
to suffice.
 It is hoped that the findings of this work will be of significance to the inter-
pretation of the Gospel of John through providing new data that may help to 
clarify problematic texts and/or contexts and enhance the understanding of the 
language and symbolism of this Gospel, particularly as related to its use of 
truth terminology. In addition, it is hoped that this work will provide concrete 
linguistic evidence of Johannine dependence on some aspects of Qumranic 
modes of expression.

Statement of the Problem

In the history of  interpretation of  the Gospel of  John, numerous articles, 
theses, dissertations, and commentary sections on the topic of  truth have been 
written.4 These works reveal numerous interpretations for the word avlh,qeia, 
reflecting a notable failure to arrive at a consensus of  how truth terminology 
should be understood in this Gospel. The major factors contributing to this 
include an overemphasis on a particular conceptual background, a misuse of 
etymology, a failure to recognize the polysemic nature of  words, and a general 
lack of  integration of  semantic principles in the exegetical process. Hence, 
while some of  the conclusions arrived at reflect a sensitivity to linguistic and 
semantic concerns, most of  the interpretive options offered for the meaning 
of  avlh,qeia reflect the undue emphasis that interpreters place on certain philo-
sophical and/or theological issues, generally above semantic and linguistic 
considerations.5

 The section that follows will therefore lay out semantic principles arising from 
the particular problems noted in the history of interpretation of avlh,qeia. Before 
identifying the particular semantic principles, however, a brief  clarification of the 
relationship between author, text and reader, and their relationship to meaning, 
is necessary.
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Semantic Principles

‘Meaning’ and How it Relates to Author, Text and Reader

Cotterell and Turner note that meaning must be related to the human commu-
nication process. Consequently, there are at least three aspects to meaning: the 
author’s meaning; the receptor’s meaning or perceived meaning, which both have 
a subjective element; and sentence meaning or textual meaning, which has an 
objective element.6 A crucial perspective of this work is that meaning is directly 
related to authorial intent.7

 Granted, it is difficult to determine authorial intent with complete accuracy 
and confidence. Nevertheless, it is this that must guide all interpretation. The 
statement made by E. D. Hirsch continues to hold true: “a text cannot be 
interpreted from a perspective different from the original author’s. Meaning is 
understood from the perspective that lends existence to meaning. Any other 
procedure is not interpretation but authorship.”8 Therefore, even while the text 
is what communicates to a reader via an arrangement of verbal symbols, what it 
communicates can only be what the author intends since any text is willed by its 
author.9 The task of interpretation is to uncover the probable meaning intended 
by the author as it is communicated in the text that is available to the reader. 
Naturally, in the case of several authors/redactors, this is a more complex task.10

 One outcome of this understanding is the determinacy of meaning.11 In 
general, contemporary literary theory accepts the indeterminacy of meaning 
and rejects the notion of a privileged interpretive context. Contrary to this view, 
this work proposes that meaning is not relative to the encounter of text and 
reader. As Vanhoozer rightly argues, “[t]exts without authors count neither as 
historical nor as communicative action. Texts without historical authors are texts 
without meaning.”12 A significant theological implication, particularly relevant 
for Gospel studies, arises from this understanding. If  one understands the Gospel 
texts as mediating “a determinate communication concerning the definitive 
divine self-disclosure,” as Watson astutely observes, then “the current emphasis 
on textual indeterminacy is theologically unacceptable in all its forms, whether it 
postulates an inherent instability in the texts themselves or hands over to readers 
responsibility for the construction of meaning. What these texts mediate is not 
the indeterminacy of the world or the self-image of their readers but the truth of 
God.”13

 Fowl rightly points out the contextually embedded nature of utterances, as 
well as the fact that a knowledge and operation of linguistic and social conven-
tions is what leads to successful communication. However, he contends that one 
cannot argue for textual determinacy, or even a theory of meaning, as speech-act 
theory proponents claim. His argument is that ‘meaning’ is itself  not uniformly 
understood and one undermines other interpretive interests by claiming that 
there is one determinate meaning.14 He goes on to say that Scripture must be 
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interpreted in light of the larger ends of the Christian life, namely faithful living 
and worship as well as a deepening communion with God and others.15

 While it is true that these ends are important and that interpreters must not 
lose sight of the fact that Scripture is meant to initiate faith and foster growth, 
Fowl’s proposed approach introduces its own unique set of problems. Even while 
the meaning of ‘meaning’ remains elusive, it is nevertheless true that communi-
cation remains possible and the biblical authors doubtless expected that their 
readers would understand their written communication in a particular way. To 
claim otherwise would be to deny the very possibility of communication and the 
effectiveness of language as a valid medium of communication. Granted, Fowl 
himself  affirms the possibility of successful communication given contextual 
factors and shared linguistic and social conventions. However, suggesting that 
interpreters approach texts with their differing interpretive interests undermines 
this understanding of communication. If  the questions that a modern interpreter 
asks of the text are meant to answer the questions of his generation, culture 
or subculture, gender, or even economic group, the answers that one gets will 
not be those that would have had much relevance for a first-century writer or 
audience. Rather than attempt to uncover what the text has to say in its own right 
(assuming that the author had a specific message to communicate), one imposes 
his or her own questions on the text and allows his or her agenda to determine 
what the text ‘means.’
 Gadamer, in discussing language as the medium of hermeneutical experience, 
begins with the proposition that language is already interpretation. This has 
serious implications for a theory of authorial intention and determinacy of 
meaning. Arguing for the fusion of horizons, he states the following:

Thus the reference to the original reader, like that to the meaning of the author, 
seems to offer only a very crude historico-hermeneutical criterion which cannot 
really limit the horizon of a text’s meaning. What is fixed in writing has detached 
itself  from the contingency of its origin and its author and made itself  free for new 
relationships. Normative concepts such as the author’s meaning or the original 
reader’s understanding represent in fact only an empty space that is filled from time 
to time in understanding.16

Gadamer raises a valid point, and indeed his approach appears to be slightly 
more nuanced than other radical reader-response approaches. Nevertheless, 
his approach also undermines the goal of communication in that it eliminates 
authorial intent and consequently the determinacy of meaning. However, on 
a positive note, it is a reminder that even as the reader seeks to draw out the 
probable meaning of the text, his or her role is by no means passive. Every reader 
comes to a text with his or her own set of presuppositions, whether these are 
consciously acknowledged or not.
 This brings us to a significant point. There is a distinction between the 
two horizons of ‘what it meant’ and ‘what it means,’ between meaning and 
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significance. Hirsch defines this as follows: “[a]n interpreted text is always taken to 
represent something, but that something can always be related to something else. 
Significance is meaning-as-related-to-something-else.”17 The important feature 
of meaning as distinct from significance is that meaning is the determinate repre-
sentation of a text for an interpreter. Contrary to Gadamer’s proposal, these two 
horizons should not be fused, as this distinction ensures that textual objectivity 
is maintained. This means that while the meaning of the text remains consistent, 
the significance or present relevance for different generations, cultural groups 
and even individuals does not. Watson argues that this meaning/significance 
distinction is problematic, particularly in cases where meaning may be inherently 
and therefore trans-contextually significant.18 However, his objection is easily 
countered when one recognizes that even when meaning and significance appear 
to overlap, it may only be illusory. The contextually relevant meaning of the text 
from the perspective of the author may actually have the same significance for 
modern interpreters.

Overview of the General Semantic Approach Adopted

Simply defined, semantics is the branch of linguistics that is concerned with 
meaning.19 In an article that surveys the three major technical tools that have 
emerged in the twentieth century to study language and meaning, namely 
symbolic logic, structural linguistics and translation theory, Poythress notes 
the tendency toward reductionism that accompanies all these approaches. Of 
relevance to this work is his criticism against the omission of reference in the 
field of structural linguistics as outlined by Saussure. He rightly points out 
that Saussure’s approach ignores the reality that the learning of language by 
children is largely through associations to real world objects.20 In addition, as 
Vanhoozer also points out, it takes one only as far as langue.21 Poythress therefore 
suggests that these approaches be understood as one dimension in the search 
for meaning.22 His caution is well taken. Any attempt to devise a system that 
works must take into consideration the complex and multidimensional nature 
of language. Hence, while these methods should be used since they allow us to 
implement consistent principles and a measure of objectivity, one should not 
assume that one’s system gives access to the totality of meaning.
 Taking into consideration the above caution, this work is built on the 
categories established by Saussure, who was the first to make a distinction 
between the language system (la langue) and the manifestation of that system 
in the speech of particular individuals (la parole).23 Whereas the predominant 
attention of the time was given to the psychological shape of language, Saussure 
identified linguistics with a social institution, proposing that language is socially 
sanctioned. He argued against the analysis of language on the basis of its devel-
opmental history, proposing instead that primary consideration be given to the 
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observable workings of a language at a specific stage. Consequently, he defined 
language as a system of arbitrary signs with no direct relationship to their 
referents. He demonstrated his principles via the analogy of a chess game and the 
placement of its pieces during the game.24

 As a result of his work, a major position amongst semanticists today is that 
words do not carry meaning in themselves, but are arbitrary markers which must 
be studied with respect to convention and their use in the particular community 
in which they have developed.25 Louw and Nida argue as follows:

The meaning of verbal symbols has traditionally been regarded as some kind of 
attribute or inherent property belonging to words. In large measure this opinion 
may be due to such expressions as “the word has this meaning . . .” or “this word’s 
meaning is . . .” But meaning is not a possession, it is a set of relations for which a 
verbal symbol is a sign.26

Osborne goes so far as to say, “[i]n itself  the word has no single meaning but only 
meaning potential. It is a symbol waiting for a context, when its meaning will 
be decided by interaction in a sentence.”27 However, this should not be taken to 
suggest that a word, because it is conditioned by context, can ‘mean’ anything. 
Words only stretch as far as their semantic range allows. As Cotterell and Turner 
point out, even as they note that sometimes a writing may contain accidental or 
even deliberate ambiguity, “[t]he context of the utterance usually singles out (and 
perhaps modulates) the one sense, which is intended, from amongst the various 
senses of which the word is potentially capable.”28

 This brings us to another significant and potentially confusing issue in deter-
mining word meanings—the distinction between sense and referent. Cotterell 
and Turner caution: “[o]ur knowledge of the referent of an utterance is usually 
important, even vital, for understanding the intended sense of  what is said. But 
we must not allow this to lead us into a confusion of sense and referent. As a 
very rough and ready rule, the referent is the extra-linguistic entity about which 
something is asserted, while the sense is the linguistic meaning of the assertion 
itself.”29 The Ogden and Richards triangle, which distinguishes between symbol 
(the term), sense (the mental response) and referent, represents the basic distinc-
tions that need to be kept in mind when defining words.30

 At the same time, there are those theories that posit a denotation (or 
reference) view of meaning. For instance, Klein, Blomberg and Hubbard 
advocate an approach that takes into account the referential, denotative, conno-
tative and contextual meanings of words.31 This means that words may convey 
significance in addition to their specific denotative reference. It is an accurate 
observation that words, whether spoken or written, bring up associations in one’s 
mind. However, the denotation or reference view of meaning, rather than clarify 
our understanding of ‘meaning,’ introduces problems instead. First, equating 
meaning and denotatum often leads to the unwarranted idea that words inher-
ently possess a certain basic meaning, a stable semantic core.32 As Silva argues, 
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this view of meaning is fundamentally unsatisfactory because of the danger of 
positing a direct relationship between symbol and referent. While this link might 
be true of technical and semi-technical terms (particularly in the sciences) and 
terms with fixed theological significance, it is generally not the case with words in 
ordinary language usage.33 A second reason why this view is unsatisfactory relates 
to accuracy of meaning. To state that something is denoted is inaccurate because 
it cannot have universal applicability.
 Consequently, this work disagrees with the denotation or reference view of 
meaning. However, due to the frequency of usage of words in certain contexts 
and/or linguistic combinations, one may, while not assuming a basic or universal 
meaning, speak of an ‘unmarked meaning.’ This is the most common meaning 
assigned to a particular word by a particular group of speakers.34 Note the 
following observation by Lyons:

If a lexeme is frequently used in collocation with a restricted set of syntagmatically 
modifying lexemes or phrases, it may come to encapsulate their sense. This has 
happened, for example, in the case of ‘drive.’ Its frequent collocation with ‘car’ has 
resulted in the encapsulation of “a/the” car (in sentences like ‘Will you drive or shall 
I?’) or “by car” (in ‘He’s driving up to London’). The verb ‘drive’ is still used, of 
course in a variety of other collocations where it has a more general meaning; and 
it also has a number of other specialized meanings, which encapsulate the sense of 
other lexemes (e.g., He drove off might be said of a golfer striking the ball) and can be 
explained as having arisen as a result of its frequent collocation with these lexemes.35

This statement on syntagmatic lexical relations and their bearing on under-
standing unmarked meaning, clarifies the position of this work.
 Of particular relevance is the use of words in biblical languages as articu-
lated by James Barr. His contributions are represented in his thought-provoking 
work, The Semantics of Biblical Languages. His major argument revolved around 
two issues. The first was the sharp contrast drawn between Greek and Hebrew 
mentalities, a contrast that was then used to substantiate linguistic arguments. 
The second was the notion that certain etymological findings proved the notion 
of a theological substructure underlying the Bible as a whole.36 Indeed, his major 
criticism against writers such as Pederson and Boman was their proposal that 
the Hebrew mentality was unique, and that this uniqueness encompassed not 
only linguistic usage, but the theological understanding of Scripture as well. He 
argued that this understanding led to an illegitimate confusion of theological 
and linguistic methods, as evidenced particularly in the work of scholars such 
as Torrance, Herbert, Knight, Rowley, Snaith, and numerous other contributors 
to Kittel’s Theologisches Worterbuch zum Neuen Testament.37 It is generally 
acknowledged that Barr played a special role in the early development of 
semantic thought, and that as a result of his work a foundation was laid for a 
“linguistically oriented approach to biblical lexicography.”38

 Unfortunately, as Silva points out, while some scholars have taken Barr’s 
work into consideration, some have ignored it completely and still others, while 
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paying lip-service to the principle, have failed to incorporate linguistics in their 
exegetical work.39 From the conclusions on truth terminology in the Gospel 
of John, this is clearly the case. The section following will therefore identify a 
few semantic principles that should guide one toward a linguistically informed 
exegetical process.40

Linguistic Contextual Priority

The first principle that suggests itself  is that context, both linguistic and extra 
linguistic, must be given priority in the interpretive process.41 It is clear from 
the conclusions arrived at in the history of interpretation of the Fourth Gospel 
that an overemphasis on conceptual background, to the exclusion of context, 
plays a major role in the determination of the use of avlh,qeia. In his critique, 
Barr cogently argued against the possibility of reading the mentality of a people 
from the structure of language. In refuting the claims of Herbert and Torrance, 
he stated, “[i]t should be noticed that I am not trying to argue that the Greeks 
and the Hebrews did not differ in their conceptions of truth, but only (for the 
present) that neither Greek metaphysics nor Hebrew conceptions of the reality 
of God are built into the intrinsic semantic function of the word avlh,qeia.”42 An 
understanding of his position leads to the conclusion that while the assumed 
conceptual background is important, it is not the determinant of the meaning 
of the word avlh,qeia.
 Given how avlh,qeia has been understood, it can be concluded that one of 
the problematic issues surrounding the determination of its meaning is precisely 
what Barr addressed so effectively in his work. The failure to allow linguistic 
semantics a place in the interpretive process means that an interpreter may feel 
justified in suggesting that the word reflects either a Greek or a Hebrew usage. 
This comes from a failure to acknowledge the linguistic context in which the 
word is found. This misconception undergirded the work of Hoskyns and Davey, 
hence their proposal that since the Hebrew mind fixed upon God as the standard 
of truth, the semantic value of the word necessarily reflected this divine aspect. 
Arguing that theological usage should not be allowed to overshadow the usual 
meaning, Barr pointed out that, “[i]t is not true that a change of emphasis of 
this kind between the usual Greek use of avlh,qeia and its use in the Greek of 
the Bible is to be traced to the influence of Hebrew ’-m-n. It would have been 
different if  Hoskyns and Davey had been speaking about certain particular 
linguistic combinations.”43 However, not only did the linguistic context fail to 
support their conclusions, they went even further and wrongly concluded that 
the contrast between the Greek and the Hebrew mind was supported by linguistic 
phenomena.
 In the same vein Thiselton notes that the conclusions arrived at on the 
one hand by Bultmann, Dodd and others (reality as opposed to falsehood or 
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appearance), and on the other hand by Kuyper, Barrett, Morris and Brown, 
which seem to prove either a Hellenistic view of truth, or a connection to the Old 
Testament and Judaism, appear to suggest “an unduly clear-cut contrast between 
Heb. and Gk. views of truth” and wrongly assume that these exegetical conclu-
sions must necessarily prove a theory about Johannine affinities of thought.44 
While neither Barr nor Thiselton deny the contrast between the two mindsets, 
both are of the consensus that this difference should not be used to support one’s 
linguistic arguments.
 An important hermeneutical point that arises from the above discussion is 
that words must be understood in light of the contexts that influenced the author 
at the time of writing. As has been determined by Saussure, Searle, Austin and 
others, it is only through sentences and speech-acts, namely as part of a general 
context, that meaning is conveyed. This general context includes both linguistic 
as well as extra-linguistic factors.45 In dealing with the linguistic context, two 
important factors relate to the choice of words.
 Every writer has his own unique style and each language has stylistic prefer-
ences that determine word selection, such that “individual style produces variety 
of expression, cultural norms produce conformity of expression.”46 Thus those 
involved in the interpretive task must work from the position that context and 
meaning are intricately bound up in each other. This naturally leads to the under-
standing that meaning is more than just words.47

 Louw, noting that semantics crosses word boundaries, rightly argues that in 
determining meaning, a word cannot be isolated from other words with which 
it is connected.48 Consequently, the relationships between words, both at the 
sentence and at the paragraph level, must be taken into account. Semanticists 
generally acknowledge that the paragraph, not the word, is the basic unit of 
semantic analysis. This is because the paragraph is the largest unit of language 
possessing a single semantic message. The participation of words and sentences 
is therefore understood within the framework of the larger discourse. Hence, in 
order to understand the meaning of particular words and sentences, the context 
of the entire text under study must be determined. It is this larger context that 
gives guidelines to the specific use of a word.
 In terms of systematic analysis, however, the paragraph is too large to 
handle adequately. Hence, one starts with the colon, which Louw identifies as 
the basic syntactical unit.49 Consequently, structural linguistics is built on the 
understanding of the importance of the function of a word within the larger 
linguistic unit, the sentence. The linear relationship of a word with surrounding 
terms in the speech-act is referred to as the syntagmatic relation. The vertical or 
associative relationship of a word with other words that could replace it, such as 
synonyms, is referred to as the paradigmatic relation.50 Paradigmatic relations are 
useful in helping one determine the parameters for the use of a word.51 This is 
particularly significant for technical and semi-technical terms. These linear and 
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vertical interrelationships, which form aspects of the linguistic context, must be 
taken into account in determining how any word is used.

Synchronic Priority

In coming to a conclusion about the meaning of avlh,qeia, the methodology 
employed by numerous scholars failed to recognize the priority of a synchronic/
descriptive approach, as opposed to a diachronic/historical one.52 Many inter-
preters emphasized the importance of etymology, while failing to acknowledge 
current usage of the time. The second principle therefore highlights the priority 
of synchronic analysis in determining how a word is used.
 Based on the assumption that the etymology of a word was the determinant 
of meaning, diachronic studies that examined the history of a word within the 
language with the aim of finding the oldest usage, were frequently employed in 
the past to determine the ‘real’ or ‘true’ meaning.53 It is this practice that led to 
the rise of the etymological method. Eventually, this assumption that one needed 
to work from word to meaning gave rise to the fallacy that meaning is found 
within a word, and that consequently, the only way to derive its meaning was to 
find its origin, its Grundbedeutung or assumed basic meaning.
 Today, there are three major approaches to the study of language. The 
synchronic/descriptive approach focuses on the study of language within 
particular time frames, not on the developmental changes that take place over 
time. The diachronic/historical approach studies language with reference to its 
historical development. The comparative approach studies the interrelationships 
between languages as well as the variations within the same language.54 It is 
Saussure who made the distinction between synchronic and diachronic linguistics, 
emphasizing that the former should have precedence. Silva documents the 
statement which captures the distinction between the two: Synchronic linguistics 
is “the logical and psychological relations that bind together coexisting terms and 
form a system in the collective mind of speakers; diachronic linguistics, on the 
other hand, studies those relations, unperceived by the collective mind, that ‘bind 
together successive terms.’”55 Black notes,

The ancient Greeks debated whether the meaning of a word is to be found in its 
nature (fu,sij) or whether meaning is a matter of convention and usage (no,moj). 
The Stoics opted for the former position and through their influence the idea of 
e;tumon (“real meaning”) became firmly implanted in linguistic investigation. Like 
the Stoics, New Testament commentators are often guilty of finding the “real 
meaning” of a word merely by looking up its etymology, without paying attention 
to the context in which that word occurs.56

Many conclusions regarding the use of  avlh,qeia in the Gospel of  John reflect 
this practice. Rather than use etymology for comparison and background, 
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many scholars have used it to prove the ‘real’ meaning of  avlh,qeia. Note the 
following comment by Jepsen, which demonstrates the view that some scholars 
have that the fundamental meaning is to be found in all instances of  the deriva-
tives of  !ma (aman). He argues that even though derivatives may have special 
meanings in any given context, “[w]hen a Hebrew heard the various words 
derived from the root ’mn, the basic idea that came to his mind was apparently 
‘constancy’ . . . Thus in spite of  the different ways in which the words derived 
from ’mn developed, generally speaking the meaning of  the root was retained 
throughout.”57 Hence, tm,a/ (truth) has often been understood as reflecting the 
divine standard, strictly in the sense of  faithfulness, thereby emphasizing a 
relational aspect.
 However, to insist that the basic meaning is to be found in every occurrence is 
to neglect the basic principle that etymology simply provides information about 
the history of a word. It is not a statement about its meaning. Those who see the 
fundamental meaning of “firmness” or “constancy” in all the derivatives of !ma, 
would be wise to heed Barr’s warning:

We must repeat that to be guided by the ‘fundamental meaning’ of  a ‘root’ in 
discussing the various extant forms is to neglect the force of  word-formation, 
which creates or may create separate fields of  significance for what are independent 
forms. Even supposing there to be a ‘fundamental meaning’ throughout the forms 
from the consonant sequence ’-m-n, it must be clear that the way in which the 
‘fundamental meaning’ becomes integrated into the actual semantic function of 
any form of the sequence depends separately on the function of  the different 
forms.58

As Barr rightly notes, etymology is not a definitive guide to the semantic value of 
words in their current usage. Barr is not alone in his conclusion. Silva also notes 
that the methodology that overemphasizes a word and its derivatives frequently 
results in an overestimation of the value of etymological studies, the danger of 
“totality transfer,” ignoring differences in the way a word is used, as well as a lack 
of recognition of its semantically related terms.59

 At the same time, while a synchronic approach should be given priority, a 
diachronic approach is crucial in some circumstances. This is particularly so 
in the translation of ancient documents written in poorly attested languages, 
as well as in the study of the Old Testament which has such an abundance of 
hapax legomena. Since the Greek of the New Testament is richly attested, etymo-
logical methods are not as necessary.60 However, there are instances where the 
background of a word may prove useful, particularly in cases where the New 
Testament writers use the Old Testament or other extra-biblical literature, either 
through direct quotation or deliberate allusion.61 Thiselton also points out that 
another field where etymological considerations are valuable is in lexicography. 
This is particularly so in cases of homonymy, where two distinct words have the 
same lexical form.62
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Understanding the Polysemic Nature of Words

A third principle that arises from the above conclusions is that words are 
polysemic in nature and this should be taken into consideration in determining 
specific word usage. In addition to the overemphasis on etymology was the 
assumption that while a word may be used in a number of ways, it only has one 
meaning and must be consistently translated by one particular gloss. This is 
reflected in Swain’s criticism of the conclusions arrived at by various scholars.63 
Swain himself  concludes that ‘reality’ constitutes the major use of the term and 
even where a different sense is meant, ‘reality’ is still to be regarded as having a 
secondary meaning.64 In most cases, one passage (generally John 1:14–18) is used 
to determine what avlh,qeia means throughout the Gospel. This not only neglects 
the understanding that words change meaning over time, but that they also have a 
range of meaning. The technical term for the multiple senses an individual word 
can have is polysemy, literally ‘multiple meaning.’
 The failure to take the polysemic nature of words into consideration results 
in illegitimate totality transfer. For instance, note the following conclusion by 
Dodd: “[s]uch then is the characteristic sense of avlh,qeia in the Fourth Gospel. 
It means eternal reality as revealed to men—either the reality itself  or the 
revelation of it. It is probable that this pregnant meaning is to be read into the 
term even in expressions where we might seem to have only the current workaday 
sense of avlh,qeia.”65 In his analysis, he suggests that the theological meaning be 
read into every occurrence of avlh,qeia. Another aspect of this kind of thinking 
is represented by Torrance discussed above, who read every translation of the 
Hebrew tm,a/ into the Greek avlh,qeia. This equating of Hebrew and Greek words 
is probably motivated by the fact that because the Old and the New Testament 
form one Bible, the two languages can therefore be joined together.66

 What complicates this discussion is that even with a range of possible 
meanings, there is generally a meaning that is used most often, as noted previ-
ously. This has led linguists to propose that there are at least three levels of word 
meaning. A word not only has a general, unmarked or central meaning, but a 
number of secondary or transferred meanings as well, a problem that Hirsch 
tries to avoid with his term ‘implication.’67 The primary meaning is believed to 
relate to the thread of meaning that ties together the semantic field of a word.68 
However, even this is debated, since many linguists are in agreement that there 
is only a peripheral agreement between many associated meanings.69 The third 
level of polysemy relates to figurative meanings that derive from metaphorical 
language.70 The perspective of this work is that the only way to determine how 
a word is used is to identify, within its semantic range, which meaning fits best 
in the context, and which level it relates to—unmarked, less commonly used, 
figurative or referential use. As Klein, Blomberg and Hubbard observe, the 
failure to distinguish the particular range of meanings that were in common use 
at the time a book was written is what leads interpreters astray.71
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Summary

The general lack of consensus on what ‘meaning’ is has had an impact on our 
understanding of biblical languages, and in this particular context, biblical 
words and their meanings. One aspect of this problem is reflected in the history 
of interpretation of the Gospel of John, in which one observes a notable failure 
to arrive at a consensus of how truth terminology is used. As noted above, the 
major factors contributing to this lack of consensus include an overemphasis 
on a particular conceptual background, a misuse of etymology, a failure to 
recognize that words have a range of meaning and a general lack of integration 
of semantic principles in the exegetical process. Consequently, three principles, 
based on semantic theory and arising specifically from the particular problems 
noted in the history of interpretation of this word, were proposed in an effort 
to offer a more consistent approach. These include 1) Allowing context to have 
priority. 2) Emphasizing synchronic study, while recognizing that a diachronic 
study may be valid in some instances and therefore parallels should be used 
where appropriate. 3) Recognizing the polysemic nature of words. These are to 
be viewed as complementary to existing methodology. The following section 
will provide a basic overview of Qumran and New Testament studies which will 
provide a rationale for the comparative method adopted in this work.

Survey of Qumran and New Testament Research

From numerous studies carried out on the Qumran literature in the last sixty 
years or so, a number of scholars have concluded that John borrowed ideas, 
motifs and terminology from the sectarian Dead Sea Scrolls.72 Almost from the 
very beginning of Scrolls research, there has been an acknowledgement that the 
writer of the Fourth Gospel was in some way indebted to the sectarian writings 
from Qumran, however this might be conceived i.e. direct dependence or indirect 
dependence through a shared milieu. These theories have stemmed from studies 
that reveal numerous parallels between these two corpora, ranging from parallels 
in theology to those in symbolism and language.
 Various hypotheses of some kind of direct influence from Qumran on John 
have been proposed by scholars such as K. G. Kuhn, J. H. Charlesworth and 
J. Ashton.73 Others such as R. E. Brown and R. Schnackenburg, acknowledge 
some kind of influence, but propose that it is indirect.74 On the other side of this 
debate are scholars such as G. Baumbach and R. Bauckham who see no influence 
whatsoever from the scrolls.75

 According to Frey, scholarly discussion on the relationship between the 
Qumran texts and the New Testament can be divided into four quite different 
periods.76 In the first phase, “First Discoveries and Premature Assumptions 
(1947–ca. 1955),” only the scrolls from cave 1 were available in their edited and 
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translated form.77 These were read as the heritage of a Jewish sect and served as 
a point of comparison with the Hebrew Bible and later rabbinic sources. In this 
early phase, scholars such as A. Dupont-Sommer and K. G. Kuhn came to the 
forefront. Dupont-Sommer was the first to see parallels between Jesus and the 
Teacher of Righteousness, and even suggested that Jesus’ fate was prefigured in 
the Teacher’s fate.78 Kuhn suggested that the scrolls directly linked a sectarian 
type of Gnostic Judaism to Johannine Christianity.79 However, as Frey notes, 
while many analogies exist between the Qumran community and Christianity 
in terms of practice and doctrine, this view of Qumran as the prototype of 
Christianity cannot be maintained from a study of the Qumran texts.80

 Some extreme statements were made during this early time. Osborne notes that

the Church was said to be the Christian equivalent of the Qumran community, 
the Gospel of John and the Epistle to the Hebrews were declared to be Essenic 
documents, and many practices (such as baptism) and beliefs (such as pneuma-
tology and eschatology) were thought to be dependent on Qumran.81

Other claims include the contention that John the Baptist was an Essene. This 
was based on, amongst other factors, the geographical context in which he 
preached, namely the banks of the Jordan in close proximity to where the Essenes 
lived, as well as his practice of baptizing converts. Barrera notes that in the 
previous century, H. Graetz had already suggested that John the Baptist was an 
Essene and that his baptism was only a rite of entry into the Essene movement.82

 The second phase, “The ‘Qumran Fever’ and the Discussion of the Material 
(ca. 1955–ca. 1970),” was one in which all the scrolls from this first cave had been 
edited and made accessible to numerous scholars, and ten more caves had been 
discovered. What characterized this phase was that it tended toward sensation-
alism, with individuals such as John Allegro, the journalist Edmund Wilson, 
P. Powell Davies and Charles Francis Potter contributing to the fervor of the 
time. An over identification between Jesus and the Teacher of Righteousness 
led scholars to claim that the Teacher of Righteousness was “a Christ before 
Christ.”83 However, not all scholars in this era came to such extravagant conclu-
sions. As Carmignac notes, it would be “a distortion of historical reality . . . 
to make of him an ‘Essene Messiah,’ a ‘Christ ante litteram,’ the model copied 
by Jesus of Nazareth. He was a spiritual director; but he was in no way—and 
he never represented himself  as being—‘the Savior of the World.’”84 Note also 
Jeremias’ observation that nothing in the text speaks of the Teacher’s resurrection 
or even identifies him with the messiah. His role was to point the community in 
the right ways and to teach them the laws. His identity as the historical teacher 
was therefore distinct from that of the eschatological figure expected in the final 
days.85 Brown also notes that the Teacher made no claims of divinity, and there 
is no evidence pointing either to his crucifixion or resurrection.86 Frey notes 
that capable scholars in this era included William F. Albright, Millar Burrows, 
Francois-Marie Braun and Jean Danielou, Oscar Cullman as well as Otto 
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Betz, Matthew Black, Raymond E. Brown, James H. Charlesworth, Joseph A. 
Fitzmyer, David Flusser and Heinz Wolfgang Kuhn.87 Another significant topic 
that occupied scholars during this time was the dualism in both the sectarian 
Qumran scrolls as well as the Gospel of John. This was important for Johannine 
studies because it offered better parallels to John than the Mandaean documents 
emphasized by Bultmann or the examples in Philo and the Hermetica offered 
by Dodd.88 Frey observes of this period, “[i]n retrospect, we can see that many 
of the crucial issues concerning the relations between the Qumran texts and the 
New Testament could not have been answered sufficiently in that period. The 
discussion was still limited to the texts from cave 1 and included only a small 
portion of other Qumran documents.”89

 The next period was one of stagnation (ca. 1970–1991), in which publication 
was slow and no new discoveries surfaced.90 However, from 1991, things changed 
dramatically. Frey calls this “A New ‘Qumran Springtime.’ ” Computer-generated 
reproductions from Ben Zion Wacholder and Martin G. Abegg, the facsimile and 
microfiche edition of the photographs of the scrolls by Robert H. Eisenman and 
James M. Robinson, and Emmanuel Tov, as well as the accelerated publication 
of the series, “Discoveries in the Judean Desert” (DJD), made the scrolls largely 
accessible not only to the scrolls experts, but to the general public as well. At 
present, all Qumran texts are available in one form or the other and the DJD 
series is complete.
 Although the fervor that first attended this field has since subsided, and time 
and further research have clearly shown that many of the initial claims were 
unduly over-optimistic, there is still much in this area that is being uncovered 
today that shows how important the findings of Qumran are to understanding 
the world and language of the New Testament. With the completed publication 
of the scrolls from Cave 4, many of the conclusions arrived at in previous studies 
have been challenged. New data from the scrolls is proving to be of invaluable 
help in shedding new light on various issues. The findings from cave 4 in particular 
have prompted further research and reevaluation of conclusions arrived at in the 
earlier phases.91 Previously unknown pseudepigraphic, calendric and halakhic 
documents, as well as sapiential and liturgical texts, have forced scholars to 
rethink previous statements on Qumran and its library, the classification of 
the texts and their relations with the different traditions of early Judaism and 
early Christianity, and to begin to study the scrolls from a fresh perspective.92 
While Qumran research was involved with questions related to the relationship 
of the scrolls with Christianity, and in particular Jesus and messianism in its 
initial stages, in these later stages, largely due to the higher proportion of Jewish 
scholars, purity and other legal issues have gained prominence.93

 Consequently, while the more exaggerated claims are not useful to scholarly 
New Testament study, it is nevertheless clear that the scrolls allow us access 
to valuable information that may help us understand the origins of  early 
Christianity and its literature, particularly as it pertains to its relationship to 
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the Jewish people, religion and literature of  the Second Temple Period. The 
recognition that the library at Qumran represents a vast array of  diverse literary 
genres, traditions and groups within contemporary Judaism, has opened up 
this field of  study to new possibilities. Indeed, an area that is proving extremely 
fruitful is that of  terminological connections that can help to clarify New 
Testament usage of  certain technical terminology.94 Other texts that are proving 
useful for shedding light on Jesus and his ministry include 4Q521 (Messianic 
Apocalypse), a text that helps to clarify Jewish messianism of the time by 
identifying several characteristics expected of  the coming messiah. Another 
is 4Q246 (Apocryphon of Daniel), which has interesting parallels with Luke 
1:30–35, in particular the titles ‘Son of  the Most High’ and ‘Son of  God.’ 
4Q525 (Beatitudes) has beatitudes similar to those of  Matt 5:1–12 and Luke 
6:20–23, showing the common roots in Jewish wisdom tradition.95 Other areas 
for further research include the format of  Jesus’ words and deeds, in particular 
the recent insights from the legal document 4QMMT in its presentation of 
halakhic argument and Jesus’ phraseology in the Sermon on the Mount, as 
well as discipline procedures in Matthew 18, which can be compared with those 
of  the Rule and the Damascus Document.96 In terms of  more technical study, 
striking similarities between the text form of the New Testament quotations 
and those of  Qumran have opened up new areas of  research. Some of the issues 
arising from these discoveries relate to whether the New Testament writers had 
access to Hebrew texts similar to those known at Qumran, or if  the Qumran 
text form or something similar underlies the Greek translations employed by the 
New Testament writers.97

 In light of the above, it is likely that the discussion of the use of truth 
terminology in the Gospel of John would benefit from a comparative analysis 
of its various uses in the Qumran literature, in particular the Rule.98 The Rule, 
a document that was extensively used by a Jewish community based in the 
wilderness at the same time that the Palestinian Jesus movement was on the rise, 
resembles in many ways the motifs, imagery and language of the Gospel of John. 
It is therefore best suited for this comparative task. Following is a discussion 
of the methodological considerations guiding this work. These are to be imple-
mented in conjunction with the semantic principles identified above.

Methodological Considerations

The methodology consists primarily of an inductive study of truth terminology 
(avlh,qeia/tm,a/,) in the different linguistic combinations and contexts in which it 
occurs within the literary flow of the Gospel of John and the Rule respectively. 
Given its multidimensional nature, it is understood that the text is grounded in 
a specific historical context, uses diverse literary genres and approaches and in 
some instances communicates a theological message. Consequently, the genre, 
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literary, historical, theological and grammatical-syntactical contexts will provide 
the hermeneutical constraints within which the meaning of the relevant words 
will be sought.

Genre

Various genre theorists have provided us with a number of metaphors or models 
with which to describe genre. Longman explains that these metaphors illuminate 
genre in three ways: “genre explains the possibility of communication in a literary 
transaction; genres rest upon expectations that arise in readers when they confront 
a text; and authors can be coerced in composition to conform to genre expecta-
tions.”99 The first metaphor, coined by Welleck and Warren, describes genre as an 
institution similar to the church, university or state.100 A second metaphor is the 
legal contract offered up by T. Todorov. An author sets up an agreement with the 
readers concerning how the text should be read.101 E. D. Hirsch, who enters genre 
theory via philosophy, specifically language philosophy, applies Wittgenstein’s 
analogy of the sentence as a game to genre. Just as a sentence is a game, so too 
is genre, and therefore there are rules by which the author abides and which 
are based on the reader’s expectations.102 Hence these metaphors prove useful 
in enabling us to understand not only what genre is, but also how it facilitates 
interaction between the text, the author and the reader. Texts of the same genre 
have certain characteristics in common.103 The implication is that it is therefore 
possible to speak of a broad genre of many texts with few traits in common, or of 
a narrow genre of as few as two texts that are identical in many ways.104

 Authorial intention is conveyed within a specific genre; in order to communicate 
his message, the author selects the genre that will best do so. As Keener accurately 
observes, “[t]he kind of ‘meaning’ one pursues will depend to a great extent on 
one’s goal in interpretation, but the historical goal of recovering how the implied 
readers of a document in its earliest historical context would have approached the 
document is inseparable from attempts to reconstruct the work’s genre and the 
strategies of the implied author in that historical context.”105 Hence, literary genre 
functions as a vital interpretive device in the hermeneutical process. Longman 
writes,

. . . something that is totally unprecedented is incommunicable. In literary terms, a 
text that bears no similarities of structure, content, or the like with anything previ-
ously written cannot be understood by a reader. Not only is genre recognizable in 
the expectations of the reader, but it also directs authors as they compose the text. 
It shapes or coerces writers so that their compositions can be grasped and commu-
nicated to the reader.106

Clearly, it is important to identify genre, because this is what defines how one 
reads the text, the ‘rules of the language game’ or the hermeneutical principles 
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by which one understands it. Hence, genre is a crucial component of the commu-
nicative process.107

 An important point to note about literary genres is that they not only change 
over time, developing into different forms, but specific characteristics of the same 
genre often vary significantly in different settings. They are therefore not static or 
even universal categories.108 In addition, motifs and vocabulary may be borrowed 
from one genre and incorporated into another to make a new genre.109 This yields 
an important principle. One must focus on the genres and literary conventions of 
the period relevant to the era of writing.

Literature

With regard to literature, Porter notes that “[a]ny text no matter how artistic or 
literarily shaped has an inherent historicality in terms of at least the fact that 
an author wrote it in a particular place or time, using a variety of language of 
some linguistic community and it was read at least initially by readers in a given 
historical context who knew or understood the language or at least sufficient to 
think that they were making sense of it.”110 An analysis of the history of inter-
pretation that focuses on the emphasis on author, text or reader, reveals that an 
emphasis on the form and features of a literary work was lacking in the past in 
the area of biblical studies. Until recently, historical criticism had a monopoly 
on the field of interpretation. The rise of literary criticism led to new insights 
in hermeneutics. Two major subdisciplines associated with literary criticism are 
narrative criticism and structuralism.111

 Narrative criticism constitutes an important tool in analyzing the literary 
structure of texts, particularly given its emphasis on the whole, as opposed to just 
the parts of a text.112 Together with Klein, Blomberg and Hubbard, this author 
affirms that “[t]o the extent that narrative criticism engages a close reading of 
the texts with a view to understanding their plots, themes, characterizations, and 
other features of the ‘surface structure’ of biblical books as literature, we may 
enthusiastically welcome the discipline.” 113 However, one should guard against 
an ahistorical perspective, which tends to overshadow the historicity of events 
and people referred to in the text.114 Critical for the analysis of texts is an under-
standing of the interaction of author, reader and text, as well as factors related 
to the setting, plot, characterization, style and narrative time.

History

It is crucial to remember that the historical elements of a text must be given their 
proper place in the interpretive task. This extra linguistic context is a crucial 
factor in determining how a word has been used. Turner points out the following:
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It is engagement between the writer’s utterance and the implied presupposition 
pool that establishes the (determinate, even if  sometimes ambiguous) authorial 
discourse meaning. It is important, then, fully to recognize that—insofar as it seeks 
to elucidate the elements of the first-century presupposition pool directly evoked 
by a piece of NT discourse—study of so-called ‘behind the text issues’ establishes a 
substantial part of the discourse meaning itself.115

This is a significant observation largely because communication is based on 
certain shared linguistic rules within communities which the interpreter must 
take into consideration in the hermeneutical process. This perspective emphasizes 
the socially conditioned nature of language. It mirrors sociolinguistics, a branch 
of linguistics that concerns itself  with the sociological influence on language 
usage pioneered by Gadamer and Wittgenstein.116

 The historical-cultural background provides important information that 
gives the interpreter valuable insight into the world of the author and his original 
audience.117 These insights are related to factors such as the perspective of the 
original communicator which is rarely made explicit in the writing since both 
the author and his audience lived at the same time and in the same cultural 
context. In terms of locutions, a failure to take the perspective of the original 
communicators into account means that while the contemporary interpreter may 
understand the content, he or she may miss the energy and intended effects.118 A 
second factor has to do with mindset. In reading a text, one seeks to understand 
not just the content but the purpose behind the communication as well as the 
intended emotional impact.119 Since language is culturally conditioned, studying 
the historical-cultural background is the main way of uncovering the original 
intended impact of a statement.
 Related to both perspective and mindset is the worldview of a particular 
people.120 Sire defines worldview as

. . . a commitment, a fundamental orientation of the heart, that can be expressed 
as a story or in a set of presuppositions (assumptions which may be true, partially 
true, or entirely false) which we hold (consciously or subconsciously, consistently 
or inconstantly) about the basic constitution of reality, and that provides the 
foundation on which we live and move and have our being.121

Worldview has both an individual and a corporate character. Its individual 
aspect is a reflection of the fact that individuals have beliefs and values that 
are uniquely theirs, and the corporate reflects the fact that communities hold 
things in common.122 Worldview is influenced by, and develops within, a cultural 
context. One can obtain glimpses of the worldview of a literate people not 
only through their literature, but also through a study of the historical-cultural 
context within which this literature arose. Since every individual is situated within 
a certain cultural context and lives in general conformity to that context, an 
analysis of the historical-cultural background is a useful tool in uncovering the 
worldview implicit in any given writing.
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 A final factor underlying the significance of historical-cultural analysis has 
less to do with the original audience, and more to do with how the message can 
be accurately expressed for an audience today. Contextualization recognizes that 
there are two horizons that constitute the “alternating foci of the perceptive 
interpreter.”123 In order to bridge the gap between these two horizons, that of the 
biblical and the modern world, the interpreter must have a grasp of both.

Theology

A third important key to the interpretive process is a correct understanding of 
the theological emphases of a writing, and how these are expressed within the 
structural framework of the parts as well as the whole. Osborne comments, “while 
biblical theology provides a bridge to systematic theology and the contextuali-
zation of Scripture, it remains primarily within the sphere of exegetical research 
because its major goal is to discover the views of the biblical period.”124 Moreover, 
even as it technically builds upon the results of exegesis, this is in fact a mutually 
informing task, with each process informing the other until greater precision in 
meaning and understanding is achieved. Caution must be exercised in this area. 
One must not allow premature theological conclusions regarding the text to 
influence how one understands the words used. In other words, meaning must 
be consistent with the theology expressed through the words of the text but the 
assumed theology of the specific text, or even entire writing, must not be allowed 
to dictate the meaning of the words. A holistic approach is advisable. Hence one 
must consider the theology expressed in a particular section, then the theology 
of the particular book, followed by the corpus of writings of a particular author, 
and finally the combined collection of which the book is a part.

Parallels

Finally, in order to avoid ‘verbal parallelomania,’ there are a number of methodo-
logical considerations that need to be kept in mind when dealing with parallels.125 
This is a major fallacy which tends toward the excessive use of questionable 
verbal parallels in a bid to demonstrate literary dependence and conceptual 
links.126 As the brief  review of the history of New Testament and Scrolls research 
shows, this has been a major problem in this field. Pointing out that one must first 
identify a high degree of semantic overlap, Osborne cautions that “the immediate 
context is the final arbiter in deciding the proper parallel.”127

 Consequently, whereas parallels at the phenomenological level are easily 
determined, actual borrowing is not, even given the temporal priority of the 
scrolls. Hence, similarities at the terminological level will be noted, but not 
treated as the final determinant of influence. It may be that one corpus has been 
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influenced indirectly by the other, or that these are merely the expressions that 
occur when dealing with a common subject matter. Second, it is understood that 
points of comparison with other Jewish and early Christian literature are likely 
to be present as well, given their common Jewish background. Hence, admitting 
similarities with the Qumran literature need not necessarily negate similarities 
with, or even borrowing from these other sources. Note here the importance 
of the Old Testament as a source for the thought, theology and terminology of 
both corpora. One must be cautious not to read a parallel into a situation that 
clearly reflects a shared tradition. Therefore, one must show: 1) That the term 
that is paralleled is either not found elsewhere in Jewish writings of the same 
period, the Hebrew Old Testament, or the early Christian literature, or 2) That it 
reflects some kind of development from these, either in terms of increased usage, 
different usage or new combinations. Hence, both synchronic and diachronic 
analysis of the terms is necessary. Frye suggests that sources of possible influence 
should be categorized into three levels: 1) General beliefs; 2) Motif  similarity (not 
only are general beliefs similar, but the details of those beliefs are similar); 3) 
Similarity of specific terminology. For his scheme, actual borrowing can only be 
considered if  influences are established at this last level.128 Finally, one should not 
assume the linguistic and theological homogeneity of the scrolls, since not all the 
literature found at Qumran was originally composed by the Qumran community 
members themselves and much of the literature shows evidence of redaction.129

Content Outline

The following is a summary of the outline followed in this work. Chapter two 
will be an exegetical survey of all the instances of avlh,qeia in its various contexts 
and combinations. The purpose of this chapter is to explore the Fourth Gospel’s 
use of truth terminology as it relates to authorial intent. In dealing with the 
historical context of the Gospel of John, the two-tiered nature of this document 
with regard to the original context of Jesus and that of the evangelist will be 
taken into consideration. In addition, even as debate continues as to whether the 
Gospel and the Johannine epistles can be viewed as deriving from one author, the 
epistles are to be considered an invaluable resource for the interpretation of the 
Gospel. As Bauckham notes, “[i]t is in any case generally recognized that these 
Johannine writings share characteristic linguistic usages, whether these belong 
to the ‘idiolect’ of one author or to the ‘sociolect’ of a school of Johannine 
writers. Parallels in the Johannine letters are therefore relevant to establishing the 
meaning of related passages in the Gospel of John.”130

 In chapter three, an exegetical survey of all the instances of tma in the Rule 
in its various contexts and combinations will be conducted. The purpose of 
this chapter is to determine how truth terminology is used in this particular 
document. It should be noted that while the title The Rule of the Community 
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is generally used to refer to the group of manuscripts designated with the letter 
“S,” the collection itself  is varied and represents several literary genres and 
variants that originated at different times and derived from different sources. 
Therefore, the manuscript 1QS will be used as a point of reference in this work 
with the understanding that a standardized text did not exist at Qumran. Cross-
references to other literature represented in the Qumran library (both sectarian 
and non-sectarian) that clarify usage in the Rule will be included.
 The first part of chapter four will consist of a study of the background behind the 
Gospel of John. This will determine the parameters within which possible linguistic 
influences on the Gospel should be sought. The second part of this chapter will be a 
study of the use of truth terminology in the Hebrew Old Testament and Septuagint 
via a selective survey of passages. The aim of this section is to investigate the common 
Old Testament tradition and its possible impact on the use of truth terminology 
in both corpora.131 The final section of this chapter will be an investigation of the 
current usage of the term and its various combinations by way of a selective study of 
Jewish and early Christian writings between 200 B.C. and A.D. 100. This delimited 
period, which both predates and includes the time that the Fourth Gospel was 
written, is short enough to provide the most valid information regarding the use of 
truth terminology and extensive enough to reveal any major changes in linguistic 
usage. Due to the difficulty involved in establishing accurate dating of early Christian 
writings, only the New Testament writings will be surveyed. The aim of this section 
is to investigate whether the general Jewish and early Christian milieu spanning this 
period reveals a similar use of this terminology, or whether there is evidence of some 
kind of development reflected in John’s Gospel and the Rule, either in terms of 
increased usage, new combinations or different usage.
 Chapter five will organize the findings from the previous chapters into specific 
categories of usage arising from the study in the earlier chapters. Through a 
comparative analysis, specific areas of overlap between John’s Gospel and the 
Rule that cannot be accounted for by influence from the Old Testament or 
current usage will be determined and assessed. The aim of this chapter is to 
attempt to establish the impact of the Rule on the use of truth terminology in the 
Gospel of John, taking into consideration other possible influences.
 The concluding chapter will begin with a summary of the findings of the 
above research. This will provide an entry into a discussion of the implications 
of the conclusions drawn in the previous chapter for the study of the Gospel of 
John with regard to its interpretation.
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2

truth terminology in the gospel of John

Introduction

This chapter provides an exegetical survey of all the instances of avlh,qeia in its 
various contexts and combinations. It will begin with a brief  discussion of the 
genre, history and literature of this Gospel. The purpose of this chapter is to 
explore the Fourth Gospel’s use of truth terminology as it relates to authorial 
intent. Other words in the avlhq-word group, as well as the double avmh,n sayings of 
Jesus, are beyond the scope of this work and will therefore not be investigated. 
However, a brief  lexical summary with representative examples will be provided. 
With regard to the flow of thought, the generally linear chronological sequence 
of this Gospel displays a repetitive pattern that makes it difficult to postulate a 
structure. John’s characteristic repetition, introduction of multiple themes and 
their development as the book progresses, as well as the use of chiasms and 
parallel constructions are all features that have been noted by various scholars. 
Even while numerous theories have been proposed, the structure that seems to 
best allow the text to speak for itself  includes a four-part outline beginning with 
the Prologue (1:1–18), followed by the Book of Signs (1:19–12:50), then the Book 
of Glory (13:1–20:31), and ending with the Epilogue (21:1–25).1 The literary 
flow of the Gospel will be followed as closely as possible, except in cases where a 
chiasm exists or a particular understanding crosses over to other sections of the 
text. A summary organizing the findings into various categories will complete 
the chapter.
 The Fourth Gospel has many facets that contribute toward the difficulty in 
isolating its overall genre.2 While it has numerous similarities with Greco-Roman 
‘lives’ or Bioi, the ‘life’ of Jesus has a salvation-historical dimension, set as it is in 
the broader context of Israel’s history. Hence, due to this wider scale, as well as its 
undisputed theological character, the genre of this Gospel may be understood as a 
theological biography communicated in the historical narrative style characteristic 
of the Old Testament, or perhaps even historical narrative with a theological-
biographical character.3 Within this larger genre, one finds embedded genres of 
various kinds, all playing differing roles within the larger setting of the Gospel.
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 John uses a number of literary and structural devices to weave his story.4 
However, there are a few that are significant by virtue of the fact that they 
contribute a great deal to the understanding of this Gospel. Of particular note 
are his use of editorial comments, misunderstandings, double entendre, irony, 
symbols, inclusios and chiasms. For John, plot development is structured around 
both the recognition, and the lack thereof, of Jesus’ identity.5 Hence, as in the 
other Gospels, the Gospel of John reflects ‘conscious plotting,’ that is, the delib-
erate arrangement of material by the author that reflects his understanding and 
interpretation of the life and ministry of Jesus. It revolves around Jewish feasts, 
festivals and religious symbols, and their fulfillment in Jesus Christ.6

 There are a number of contentious issues regarding the background of this 
Gospel. Due to its limited scope, this work assumes certain conclusions regarding 
the historical background and composition of the Fourth Gospel, while at the 
same time conceding that there is by no means a consensus on most of these 
issues.7 Following the classic approach initially proposed by Westcott, it is likely 
that the author was a Jew, of Palestinian origin, an eyewitness, an apostle, St. 
John, the son of Zebedee.8 It is also likely that he was known to his readers, 
and therefore the more common understanding that this Gospel is formally 
anonymous may not be appropriate.9 Tradition suggests that he wrote from 
Ephesus, probably around A.D. 85–95. As Köstenberger cogently argues, it is 
likely, without downplaying other factors, that the destruction of the temple in 
A.D. 70 constitutes at least one significant event prompting the writing of this 
Gospel.10 The clearly articulated purpose statement indicates that the author has 
carefully selected certain material pertaining to Jesus, in particular certain signs, 
and organized them into a cohesive whole in order to convince his readers that 
“Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God” (John 20:30–31).11 Hence, it seems that 
his intention is not only to engender faith in Jesus, but also to encourage those 
already in the faith.

Lexical Survey of vAlhq- Word Group

The word avlh,qeia is relatively rare in the Synoptics but appears 25 times in the 
Gospel of John, concentrated mainly in chapters 1 to 8, and 14 to 18. It is the 
Greek rendering of the Hebrew tm,a/, whose root is !ma.12 tm,a/, has been understood 
to signify: stability, reliability, durability, permanence, faithfulness, or truth.13 
Louw and Nida list avlh,qeia under the domain ‘True, False.’ The sub-domains 
in which these words are classified are as follows: 1) True, False (which not only 
involves consistency with external facts but also implies positive and negative 
moral values). 2) Accurate, Inaccurate.14 With the prepositions evn, evpi, and kata,, 
it is classified under the domain ‘Real, Unreal.’15

 Whereas the adjectives and the adverb appear to be agreed upon, one of 
the issues that plagues commentators is the lack of a basic consensus amongst 
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Johannine scholars regarding the interpretation of avlh,qeia.16 The general trend, 
observed in the previous chapter, is to suggest either a Hebrew meaning, hence 
focusing on the moral and relational aspect, or a Greek meaning, hence focusing 
on the intellectual category of reality.

Prologue: 1:1–19

The Word Became Flesh (1:14, 17)

The first two references to avlh,qeia are found in the prologue (vv. 14, 17; cf. 1 John 
1:1–2; 4:2). In order to understand how avlh,qeia is used in these two occurrences, 
it is necessary to situate it within its genre, literary structure and the overall 
purpose of the prologue. While the prologue actually begins John’s narrative, it 
should nevertheless be regarded as an embedded genre since it differs from the 
narrative style employed in the rest of the Gospel.
 Many opinions have been given concerning the genre of the prologue of John. 
One suggestion has been that the prologue is Hebrew poetry, interspersed with 
prose comments at various points.17 Others have suggested that the prologue is 
poetry that has a Gnostic root.18 While some promote the idea of poetry, whether 
Semitic or Greek, others are adamant that the form of these verses cannot be 
classified in such a manner. Barrett says of these verses, “Greek poetry they 
certainly are not; and it is doubtful whether they can legitimately be described 
as a rendering into Greek of Semitic verse.”19 Many scholars have instead 
proposed that the prologue be regarded as rhythmical or elevated prose, a genre 
that fits better particularly in light of scholarly disagreements surrounding the 
arrangement of the material with regard to the couplets, quatrains, strophes, 
stanzas, as well as the identification of ‘interpolations.’
 The purpose of the prologue is itself  best understood within the framework 
of its structure. As rhythmical prose, the structure that commends itself  and that 
has received much support in recent scholarly study is the chiastic structure.20 
Admittedly, some of the connections proposed do seem a little strained, added 
to which this view has to contend with the issue of an agreed upon pivot, a 
situation that has not been resolved as yet.21 Nevertheless, this does not disqualify 
this structure altogether; moreover, recent studies have revealed that the use of 
chiasms is not uncommon in John.22 Given that the nature of chiastic structures 
is that they reveal the focus of the defined text at a glance, the question that 
needs to be resolved is which verse (or verses) best communicates the purpose 
of the Gospel. This is a crucial question, particularly in light of the fact that 
the prologue summarizes many of the themes expounded on in the body of the 
Gospel itself.
 In this regard, the statement in 1:12, o[soi de. e;labon auvto,n e;dwken auvtoi/j 
evxousi,an te,kna qeou/ gene,sqai (“but as many as received Him, to them He gave 
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the right to become children of  God”), is of  crucial importance. This is because 
it emphasizes the result of  belief  in Christ.23 Those who believe in Christ 
are given the right to become children of  God. Ridderbos points out, “[t]he 
privilege of  being children of  God is special and exclusive. It is not a natural 
quality that every human being has as a creature of  God; nor is it the inalienable 
right of  Israel as ‘his own’ (cf. 8:42). It is, rather, the gift that is given only to 
those who believe in the Word.”24 In this context therefore, evxousi,an does not 
have a judicial sense but should rather be understood as ‘privilege,’ ‘right’ or 
‘freedom of choice,’ or even ‘empowerment.’25 This is contrasted against the 
previous verse eivj ta. i;dia h=lqen( kai. oi` i;dioi auvto.n ouv pare,labon (“he came to 
his own, and those who were his own did not receive him”), which is, according 
to Duke, “[p]erhaps the most obvious of  John’s ironic incongruities.”26 This 
verse therefore points to Jesus as the unique revelation of  the Father, the only 
path to salvation and to abundant life for believers. Given the emphasis on 
Christology and Soteriology in this Gospel, it is likely that 1:12–13 constitutes 
the climax of  the prologue and therefore best reflects the purpose of  the Gospel 
(cf. 20:30–31).27

 Consequently, the nature of the contents of the prologue, including its central 
message, theological import and introduction of themes that receive further 
elucidation in the main narrative, indicates that this piece of embedded genre 
has three purposes. 1) It has an emphatic function of focusing the reader on the 
message of the text that follows in the main body of the narrative. 2) It formu-
lates a conclusion for theological purposes. In this case, even before he steps into 
the narrative, the reader is made aware of the eternal pre-existent Word made 
flesh in Jesus, who is the only one who possesses the authority to impart eternal 
life.28 3) It serves as a temporal marker, broadening the perspective of the reader 
to eternity past. It is therefore within this three-fold purpose, which itself  further 
underscores the larger purpose of the Gospel, that one must understand how 
truth terminology is used in the prologue.
 As noted above, the first occurrence of  avlh,qeia is found in verse 14, in 
connection with o` lo,gojõ, “the word,” who appears here for the second time as the 
defined subject and is later identified with Jesus Christ (v. 18). John begins his 
Gospel with evn avrch/| (“in the beginning”), 29 words that echo the beginning of 
Genesis, introducing the lo,gojõ in the first verse of  his first chapter and immedi-
ately alerting his readers to the eternality of  his subject.30His introduction at 
this specific juncture is significant: it establishes that the lo,gojõ ushers in a new 
creation, a new beginning.31 With the unfolding of  the prologue, the narrator 
allows the readers to share in his omniscience regarding the identity and the 
mission of  the lo,gojõ—the lo,gojõ is God and his mission is to reveal the Father to 
mankind.
 The statement that follows in verse 4, evn auvtw/| zwh. h=n( kai. h` zwh. h=n to. fw/j 
tw/n avnqrw,pwn (“in him was life and the life was the light of  men”), clarifies that 
the lo,goj is also referred to in terms of  life and light. The coming of  the lo,goj 
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into the world is equated with the coming of  the light, a fact that is clarified 
further on in the narrative when Jesus refers to himself  as the light of  the world 
(cf. 8:12). This light is further defined in verse 9 as o. fw/j to. avlhqino,n( the “true 
light.” Calvin points out that “[t]he Evangelist did not intend to contrast the 
true light with the false, but to distinguish Christ from all others, that none 
might imagine that what is called light belongs to him in common with angels 
or men . . . Christ is the light, shining from itself  and by itself, and enlightening 
the whole world by its radiance.”32 In addition to this, the affirmation that the 
lo,gojõ is the true light is an indication that he is the fulfillment of  Old Testament 
hopes and expectations. As the ‘true’ light, he is the real, genuine or authentic 
light, but there is also a sense in which the ultimate nature of  the light may also 
be in view.33 With the following statement, kai. to. fw/j evn th/| skoti,a| fai,nei( 
kai. h` skoti,a auvto. ouv kate,laben (“and the light shines in the darkness and the 
darkness did not overcome /comprehend it”), John expresses the superiority 
of  the light over the darkness.34 It can neither be overcome nor understood by 
the realm of  darkness.35 As Ashton points out, the dualism expressed in this 
contrast is a modified dualism because while both light and darkness coexist in 
the world, the light must at the very least partially dispel the darkness.36 This 
imagery of  light contrasted with darkness further emphasizes the theme of  new 
creation.37

 This very same lo,gojõ now becomes the subject of the verse in question, verse 
14, Kai. o` lo,goj sa.rx evge,neto kai. evskh,nwsen evn h`mi/n (“And the word became flesh 
and dwelt amongst us”). An analysis of the main verbs used here, namely evge,neto, 
evskh,nwsen and evqeasa,meqa, reveals that they progress with increasing emphasis. 
That is, they record a sequence in which the lo,gojõ first became flesh, then he made 
his dwelling amongst men, some of whom subsequently witnessed his glory.38 In 
this context, the Greek word skhno,w, commonly translated “to dwell” or “to live,” 
alludes to Israel’s wilderness wanderings, where God is seen as dwelling in the 
Tabernacle. Hence, this verse announces God’s dwelling amongst his people once 
again, but in a more intimate way than before (cf. Exod. 40:34–35).39 Ridderbos 
points out, “[t]he newness of this indwelling consists, of course, in the incar-
nation of the Word. It distinguishes itself  from the divine indwelling operative 
up to that point by its totally different form of proximity—as that of one who 
permits himself  to be seen and to be a member of society (cf. vss. 38, 39), to live 
among people as one of them.”40 Consequently, this allusive reference to the 
Tabernacle moves beyond the idea of a temporary residence to a more permanent 
one.41 Completing this thought with kai. evqeasa,meqa th.n do,xan auvtou/ (“and we 
beheld his glory”), John alludes to the element of faith that is required in order 
for one to see the glory of the lo,gojõ.42

 In the phrase that follows, plh,rhj ca,ritoj kai. avlhqei,aj, it is likely that plh,rhj 
agrees syntactically with o` lo,gojõ.43 The genitives ca,ritoj kai. avlhqei,aj, “grace and 
truth,” are linked in a coordinate or paratactic relationship by the conjunction 
kai,.44 Since the head noun plh,rhj indicates content, these are genitives of 
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content. Hence, in terms of syntagmatic relationships, the entire phrase plh,rhj 
ca,ritoj kai. avlhqei,aj plays a descriptive role in relation to the subject, o` lo,gojõ. 
This syntagmatic relationship is what gives it theological significance. This 
enfleshed Word, who now takes his place in human society, is therefore under-
stood as being full of grace and truth. Citing examples in which this word pair 
occurs in the Old Testament, Brueggemann points out that this stylized creedlike 
formulation forms the basis of much of Israel’s reflection upon the character of 
God.45

 It is significant that o` lo,goj, who has previously been identified as eternal 
and pre-existent, God, life and true light, is now referred to in terms that 
are reminiscent of Old Testament terminology used to describe God. While 
Bultmann sees these two terms as forming a hendiadys, such that avlh,qeia 
becomes the ‘content of the gift,’46 it is more likely that given the allusion to 
the Old Testament formula, they should be viewed as separate and referring to 
different aspects of the lo,gojõ. Hence, avlh,qeia is a characteristic possessed by o` 
lo,gojõ. Schlatter also points out that this word pair is to be associated with God’s 
act of initiating (expressed in the first term) and sustaining fellowship (expressed 
in the second term) with Israel.47 The semantic relationship between the two parts 
of the colon is therefore qualificational character-characterization.48

 This same combination is repeated in verse 17 and no other place in the 
Gospel. Moving on from a description of John the Baptist’s testimony, John 
picks up on the terminology of completeness, stating in verse 16 that it is from 
this fullness that we have received ca,rin avnti. ca,ritoj (“grace instead of grace”).49 
Beginning with an explanatory or epexegetical o[ti, he goes on to clarify what 
this means in 1:17, o[ti o` no,moj dia. Mwu?se,wj evdo,qh( h` ca,rij kai. h` avlh,qeia dia. 
VIhsou/ Cristou/ evge,neto (“for the law came through Moses, grace and truth came 
through Jesus Christ”).50 Here o` no,moj is contrasted with h` ca,rij kai h` avlh,qeia 
and the agency through which these come are respectively identified as Moses 
and Jesus Christ.51 Köstenberger rightly suggests that the use of avlh,qeia in verse 
17 has an eschatological dimension, namely, “truth in its finality as compared 
to previous preliminary expressions.”52 He also understands this expression as 
a hendiadys and his interpretation therefore reads true grace, i.e. final eschato-
logical grace.53 However, given that this is the same combination as in verse 14, 
and that the word pair is syntagmatically related to VIhsou/ Cristou/ (which combi-
nation is also related to o` lo,gojõ above), it is likely that the two terms are better 
understood as separate but coordinate.
 Betz suggests that h` avlh,qeia and o` no,moj (Torah) in this verse should be 
viewed in contrast to one another, on the basis that avlh,qeia in John is not bound 
to the Torah (as it was in certain Jewish groups such as the Qumran community), 
but to the person of Jesus Christ.54 While this is accurate, the nature of this 
contrast needs to be more explicitly defined, particularly given the recurring 
motif  of the presentation of Jesus as a second Moses that has been duly pointed 
out by commentators. For instance, note the following comment by Davies:
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Again as the Law, God’s lo,goi, expresses God’s will, so Jesus, the lo,goj become man, 
makes God’s purpose known (Exod. 20.1; John 17.8). The Prologue describes the 
lo,goj ‘tabernacling’ among people (1.14 evskh,nwsen) as the Tabernacle of witness (h` 
skhnh. tou marturi,ou) was the place where God met with Moses and made known 
his honour (Exod. 33.7).55

Clearly, the Gospel reflects an undeniable similarity between Moses and Jesus—
indeed the text demonstrates that they are both agents of God’s revelation. 
However, even while the biblical record reveals that Moses was a mediator of 
God’s Law, there is an obvious contrast between his mediation and Christ’s. 
One aspect of this contrast therefore lies in the fact that Moses could never be 
considered equal to Christ because of his inability to dispense God’s glory in its 
‘fullness.’56 A second aspect of this contrast relates to the inability of the system 
itself  to reveal God fully (cf. v. 18).57

 At the same time, as Casselli accurately points out, the contrast is not itself  
antithetical in nature. Following Schnackenburg and Godet, he suggests that the 
contrast is to be found in the subtle verbal alteration from evdo,qh to evge,neto, which 
illustrates “the epochal shift taking place in the person of Jesus Christ. The old 
order, including the centrality of the Torah, is giving way to the new order with 
a new center who is the incarnation of all Torah promised and expected.”58 In 
addition, as Carson argues, the contrast is not between Law and grace, which 
are both regarded as gifts from God. Rather, the contrast is between the two 
agencies through which these gifts come, and the permanence of one over against 
the other in light of the fact that the Law itself  pointed to Jesus.59 Keeping the 
nuances of the contrasts in mind, the semantic relationship between these two 
cola may be identified as dyadic contrastive. At the same time, there is a sense 
in which this relationship may be described as concession-contraexpectation.60 
Given the pairing of the two words, it is likely that a reader, and in particular a 
Jewish reader, would expect to see God as the agent, coming after the expression 
h` ca,rij kai h` avlh,qeia. However, John chooses to complete his sentence with 
VIhsou/ Cristou/.
 There are linguistic clues that suggest that the source of this word pair, h` 
ca,rij kai h` avlh,qeia, is the Old Testament. The Hebrew Scriptures and Septuagint 
are replete with instances in which tm,a/, /avlhqino,j/avlh,qeia are found. tm,a/, (“truth”) 
or some form of the root !ma is joined with ds,h, (“grace”) twenty-two times in 
the expression ‘grace and truth.’ Jepsen raises the issue of whether tm,a/, in these 
situations is only a characteristic of ds,x,, or whether it stands independent of 
it. It is likely, as he suggests, that in light of the parallelism of these two words 
in adjoining half-verses, as well as the plural form of verbs used with these two 
words in some contexts, they should be understood as two separate attributes of 
God.61 tm,a/, is therefore not subordinated to ds,x, in any way, but is a distinct aspect 
of God’s character. Exodus 34:5–7, which is the most extensive statement about 
the name, i.e. character, of God in the whole Bible, includes in the qualities of 
God tm,a/w< ds,h,-br:w> (LXX makro,qumoj kai. polue,leoj kai. avlhqino,j), which is best 
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translated as “filled with unfailing love and faithfulness” (NLT).62 The context 
is the second giving of the Law to Moses after the first disastrous failure by the 
people to obey.63

 While the Gospel does not use this precise terminology, there are a number 
of  indicators that suggest that John is alluding to Exodus 34,64 particularly 
given the numerous similarities and clear parallels between Exodus 33–34 
and John 1:14–18 as noted by Köstenberger and Lindsay.65 However, the 
verse that establishes the linguistic connection is Exodus 34:5–7, which gives 
a somewhat comprehensive overview of  the character of  God. Although, the 
phrase in question, tm,a/w< ds,h,-br:w>, occurs in verse 6, it is not this single phrase 
itself  which gives the passage such importance. It is the context in which 
it is found. According to Brueggemann, chapter 34 is not only found in a 
triadic relationship with chapters 32 and 33, but also forms the conclusion 
of  this triad. He states, “[t]ogether they express a great dramatic moment in 
Israel’s life with Yahweh: 32, broken covenant; 33, intercession and the crisis 
of  presence; 34, renewed, restored covenant.”66 This personal encounter of 
Moses with God is a significant one. Having broken the covenant with the 
calf  incident (ch. 32), the Israelites are sorely in need of  God’s forgiveness 
and assurance that his promises to them will still be fulfilled. This reassurance 
comes in a declaration of  God’s character—a declaration that is comprised 
of  seven elements, which provide the core vocabulary of  the Old Testament 
for the affirmation of  God’s awesome graciousness: merciful, gracious, slow 
to anger, abounding in steadfast love and faithfulness, keeping steadfast 
love, and forgiving. These have a cumulative impact and hence the whole 
expression conveys God’s commitment to his covenant with Israel. The 
fact that this declaration is made precisely at the point when Israel is at her 
worst is significant. As Brueggemann explains, “[i]t is crucial and precisely 
characteristic of  this God that the statement of  self-disclosure is given in the 
moment when God is most deeply offended and Israel is most profoundly 
in jeopardy.”67 Within this context, it is God’s character as faithful that best 
describes the use of  tm,a/, ,. It is precisely because he is faithful that he responds 
to Moses’ pleas.
 vAlh,qeia in both occurrences in the prologue has not just one, but a twofold 
meaning. It should be understood as it is understood in the Old Testament in 
its traditional connection with grace. Considering the clear allusion to Exodus 
34, and not allowing Hebrew theological conceptions to determine its meaning, 
there is no reason to doubt that in this context it has the sense of ‘faithfulness’ 
and ‘reliability.’ Seeing avlh,qeia here as an ontological concept as in Greek 
philosophy, i.e. a life lived genuinely under God versus the pseudo-life in sin as 
Bultmann suggests, fails to deal with this obvious connection.68 It is also evident 
that, considering the context of the prologue within which it is set, it also bears 
the connotation of ultimate revelation. The prologue, and the Gospel as a whole, 
point to Jesus as the fulfillment of Old Testament expectations. Consequently, 
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God’s faithfulness is seen in his ultimate revelation of himself  through the sending 
of his son. Hence, avlh,qeia takes on a deeper significance here. As Vos points out,

The [fullness] of “truth,” which, side by side with “grace,” resides in the Only 
Begotten, must mean far more than the reliability pertaining to his words; similarly 
the “grace and truth” which, in contrast to the law of Moses, “came (or became) 
through Jesus Christ,” must have a wider and deeper reference, if  justice is to be 
done to the context.69

Ladd further notes that it reflects the fact that all of the previous manifestations 
of God’s love and faithfulness were pointing toward God’s deed in Christ.70 This 
emphasizes the salvation-historical thrust of the prologue and the Gospel as a 
whole.71

 Following Schnackenburg, Thiselton acknowledges this sense, but points 
out that this should be seen in the background, with ‘divine reality’ being more 
prominent.72 Given that the prologue as a whole speaks of the lo,gojõ coming to 
dwell amongst men, this nuance of ‘divine reality’ is not unwarranted. Thus 
John adds a new twist to this very familiar pair of words. It is not surprising that 
he does so, given that the circumstances themselves are unparalleled anywhere 
else in history. The incarnation necessarily means that familiar forms must be 
adapted to reflect the new situation, but adapted in such a manner that the vital 
connection with the old meaning is not lost.

The Book of Signs: 1:19–12:50

The second section of the Gospel is dominated by Jesus’ signs. As the story 
unfolds, John includes not only Jesus’ own affirmation of his messiahship, but 
also witnesses that support Jesus’ claim that include Moses and the Scriptures, 
the Baptist, the Father, Jesus’ works, the Spirit, the disciples, and the evangelist 
himself. All of this takes place in an environment of growing hostility. As the plot 
develops, John continually displays the conflict between belief  and unbelief  in the 
face of Jesus’ signs. The signs that he performs become the evidence that prove 
his messiahship, authenticating his claims that he is indeed God’s true repre-
sentative, just as is portrayed in the Old Testament in Moses and later prophets.73 
Rising opposition to, and rejection of, Jesus is seen particularly in 5:1–7:52, with 
a radical confrontation between Jesus and the Jewish authorities occurring in 
8:12–10:42. The confrontations are set in the form of interrogations or mini-trial 
scenes (cf. 5:19–47; 7:14–36; 8:12–58; 10:22–39).74 In addition to opposition to 
Jesus, the section from chapters 5 to 10 also reveals that the Jews (the multitude) 
are in conflict amongst themselves. In the end, not only is the eventual rejection 
by the Jews portrayed as final, it is clear that they have not understood the Old 
Testament prophecies concerning the messiah—they continue to hope for a 
political messiah to deliver them.
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Jesus and Nicodemus (3:21)

The first occurrence of avlh,qeia in this second part of the Gospel is found in 3:21, 
concluding the section 3:16–21. In this section, which is characterized by its use 
of contrasts, John offers a commentary on the eschatological significance of the 
Son’s coming.75 In order to understand what this commentary is about, one must 
go back to the encounter between Jesus and Nicodemus (2:23–3:15).
 Nicodemus is presented in an environment in which many have put their 
faith in Jesus, largely because of his miraculous signs. Numerous commentators 
have noted the connection between 2:23–25 and 3:1, some suggesting that the 
conjunction de,, which begins 3:1, be understood as indicating that Nicodemus 
was like those mentioned in 2:23–25, an example of spurious faith ignited by 
Jesus’ signs. Others suggest that the conjunction is adversative and the reader 
should therefore understand that Nicodemus was different, an example of a true 
believer.76 A more likely option is that proposed by Carson. The conversation 
that is related does not indicate that the signs performed by Jesus had caused 
Nicodemus to come to faith. As Carson proposes, they were merely a “conver-
sation starter.”77 Indeed, although verse 2 seems to reflect Nicodemus’ belief  that 
Jesus is a teacher from God, this confession is inadequate in light of the fact 
that he does not move beyond this to the proclamation of Jesus as the Son of 
God, the Promised One.78 He therefore serves as a foil for the positive responses 
reflected in the accounts of Jesus’ mother and the woman of Samaria, which 
frame Nicodemus’ own encounter with Jesus.79

 As the conversation between Jesus and Nicodemus progresses, Nicodemus 
poses three questions, the first implicit and the other two explicit (vv. 2, 4 and 
9), which provide a basis for the direction the conversation takes. In light of 
the picture painted of Nicodemus, his questions and counter-questions are not 
surprising. It is significant that Nicodemus, although a teacher and obviously 
an authority on the Law judging from his position as a member of the ruling 
council (3:1, 10), did not comprehend the nature of the events unfolding during 
this time. The irony of the situation is captured in Jesus’ question in 3:10, su. ei= o` 
dida,skaloj tou/ VIsrah.l kai. tau/ta ouv ginw,skeijÈ (“are you the teacher of Israel and 
do not understand these things?”).80 His understanding is that the signs are the 
key to unlocking the ‘heavenly things’ and that by comprehending these, he would 
consequently be able to unveil Jesus’ identity, as well as discover the relationship 
between the revelation Jesus had brought and the kingdom of God (cf. 3:3; 3:5). 
Jesus, however, wants him to rise to a higher plane of understanding. Beginning 
all his answers with ‘avmh.n, avmh,n,’ an utterance that is characteristic of Jesus and 
that demonstrates his authority, and consequently the authority and reliability of 
his responses,81 he introduces a new dynamic—the new birth. This is the recurring 
theme in verses 1–8; the verses that follow emphasize eternal life.
 The conversation begins with the kingdom of God. Jesus tells Nicodemus 
that one must be gennhqh/| a;nwqen, “born again,” in order to gain entrance into 
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the kingdom of God. 82 He clarifies this as being born evx u[datoj kai. pneu,matoj 
(“of water and the S/spirit”).83 This is a perplexing notion for Nicodemus whose 
entrance into the kingdom is assured according to Judaism.84 His bewilderment 
is obvious as he tries to understand how it is possible for one to be physically 
reborn. While Nicodemus probably understood Jesus as meaning ‘again,’ in 
writing this for later audiences in the Greek language, the ambiguous nature of 
the word would have been evident.85 Consequently, a;nwqen may be viewed as an 
adverb of time, in which case it points to recreation of the new life as opposed 
to a mere repetition of the first birth. Or, it may be understood spatially, as 
referring to the supernatural aspect of the birth. 86 John’s literary style often 
employs double meanings and misunderstandings that serve to catalyze and 
move the dialogue forward. 87 In this case, a;nwqen carries a double meaning 
and should therefore be understood both in its temporal and spatial sense. It 
therefore stresses the spiritual rebirth and assurance of eternal life that take effect 
when one places their faith in Christ (3:16, 17, 36), as well as the source of this 
regeneration, namely God.88 For this rebirth to be effected, the text clarifies that 
Jesus must first go through crucifixion, resurrection, and ascension (vv. 13–15). 
Hence, as Carson aptly summarizes, “[t]he Kingdom of God is seen or entered, 
new birth is experienced, and eternal life begins, through the saving cross-work 
of Christ, received by faith.”89

 The editorial section (3:16–21), therefore brings together these ideas of the 
kingdom of God, spiritual rebirth, eternal life, and Jesus as the sole means by 
which these are made available. The second word in this section is an explan-
atory, coordinating conjunction ga,r, “for,” which signals to the reader that the 
author’s aim is to expound on why God makes this eternal life (as explained to 
Nicodemus) available, the thought from verse 14. It is because of his love for all 
mankind. The i[na clause that follows therefore indicates the purpose for which 
the Son came: in order that through belief  in him, all might be saved and have 
access to eternal life. The purpose for the coming of God’s Son, the light, into 
the world is therefore not condemnation, but salvation (vv. 16–17). However, in 
order to have a share in this salvation, one must believe in God’s sent Son. Those 
who believe are assured of eternal life. However, those who do not believe, who 
reject the revelation of God, remain in the realm of darkness, and the result is 
judgment (vv. 19–21).90 The conflict between belief  and unbelief  in these verses 
is captured in a metaphor that pits light against darkness, with light being 
referred to five times and darkness once. As in 1:15, to. sko,toj, “darkness,” is 
used metaphorically and indicates not merely the absence of light, but an active 
presence of malevolence, evil and wickedness that is totally estranged from God.
 In spite of the coming of the Light into the world (cf. 1:1–18), people 
preferred the realm of darkness. The explanation given for this preference, 
signaled by the explanatory conjunction ga,r, is that their deeds are evil (h=n ga.r 
auvtw/n ponhra. ta. e;rga). These individuals, described as o` fau/la pra,sswn (“those 
who practice evil”), hate the light. to. fw/j, “the light,” used here in direct contrast 
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to to. sko,toj, is a metaphor that refers in the first occurrence to Jesus Christ and 
in the following occurrences to that arena in which God reigns and one’s deeds 
are seen for what they are (v. 19). The i[na purpose clause that follows shows 
that those who hate the light avoid coming into it so that their deeds might not 
be exposed (i[na mh. evlegcqh/| ta. e;rga auvtou/, v. 20).91 Ridderbos points out that 
“[t]hat fact that in the conflict between truth and error, uprightness and 
deception, reality and illusion one person shuns the light and another is attracted 
to the light is not just a matter of psychology or of a good or a bad conscience. 
At its root it is a matter of ‘being’ of God or not of God, that is, of the devil 
(8:44; 1 John 2:21).”92

 Beginning with the conjunction de, (v. 20), used in this instance in an adversative 
sense, John contrasts o` fau/la pra,sswn (cf. 1 John 1:6, evn tw/| sko,tei peripatwmen) 
with the parallel phrase o`` poiw/n avlh,qeian, “those who practice truth” (cf. 2 John 
1:4, peripatou/ntaj evn avlhqei,a; 3 John 1:3, su. evn avlhqei,a| peripatei/j).93 The use of 
these verbs of doing with the substantives is a Semitism that is peculiar to John 
in the New Testament (cf. Rev 22:15, poiw/n yeu/doj). The participle linked with 
the substantive indicates that avlh,qeia is something that is done, with the clause 
signifying not merely an occasional act, but constant practice or manner of life. 
Hence one’s deeds reveal one’s spiritual affiliations. The one who lives by avlh,qeia 
is not afraid of exposure and identifies himself  with the light (cf. 12:36, ui`oi 
fwto,j) and consequently with God. The i[na purpose clause that follows reflects 
that God’s role is plainly seen, and that the point of coming to the light is not to 
brag about one’s achievements, but rather to show that these acts have been done 
in communion with God and in conformity to his will.94

 There are at least two explicit paradigmatic relationships in this section. 
The first is expressed with the antonym fau/loj, which shows that avlh,qeia in this 
context is to be understood in its sense as opposed to everything that is worthless, 
bad, evil and base. The expressed contrast with o` fau/la pra,sswn indicates that 
avlh,qeia has a moral aspect to it—it reveals that one is of God through saving 
faith in his Son, as appropriated through the spiritual rebirth and eternal life that 
he offers. However, it goes beyond the mere practice of fidelity or even morality 
(as in Old Testament and Jewish usage) and alludes to the way of Christian 
revelation.95 Lindsay observes that “John goes beyond the Old Testament and 
beyond the pietistic Judaism of his day . . . Faithful action which endures is 
necessarily bound to the historical person of Jesus Christ and is especially to be 
understood in terms of faith in him.”96 It entails living a life of integrity that is 
opposed to all that is evil and hence consistent with the nature and character of 
God as revealed in his Son.
 The second paradigmatic relationship is expressed metaphorically through 
the imagery of light and darkness. There is a positive relationship between o`` 
poiw/n avlh,qeian and to. fw/j. Those who practice truth are not afraid of exposure 
and consequently come into the light. The semantic relationship between the two 
parts of the cola, o` de. poiw/n th.n avlh,qeian and e;rcetai pro.j to. fw/j( is logical 
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reason-result. On the other hand, o` fau/la pra,sswn hate the light (i.e. Christ 
and the realm in which God reigns) and consequently shy away from it and the 
exposure it brings, preferring instead the realm of darkness.
 Noting that “[t]he repeated and emphatic mention of  ‘deeds’ is due not to 
the idea that in the end it is works and not faith that is decisive for entry into 
the kingdom of God; it is based rather on the idea (deeply rooted in the Old 
Testament and the religion based on it) that the truth is practical, that something 
must be done, and that what most deeply motivates a person becomes cognizable 
in his or her deeds,” Ridderbos concludes that the phrase, o`` poiw/n avlh,qeian, 
refers to “that which is trustworthy, genuine, and nondeceptive.”97 Swain, 
emphasizing a Christological focus, suggests that this phrase means ‘reality’ or 
‘the reality about Jesus as the Sent Son.’ He argues, “[i]n light of  the previous 
discussion (cf. especially 6:29) it may be that to ‘do the truth’ simply means to 
believe that Jesus is the sent Son. This not only concurs with the themes in the 
immediate context concerning light coming into the world and the Son being 
sent, but it is supported by the major purpose of  the Gospel to inspire belief.”98 
However, in light of  the context, it seems unnecessary to divorce the phrase 
from its usual sense which specifically relates to right action. The Christological 
emphasis that he rightly sees in this verse should rather be understood as the 
source from which one’s actions flow. Therefore, in this instance, this typically 
Semitic expression means ‘to act faithfully’ or ‘to act honorably,’99 with the 
understanding that this is only possible through belief  in Christ. In this context 
it is not in the abstract but the practical realm, as it is actualized in the daily lives 
of  believers.
 From 3:22–36, John proceeds to include John the Baptist’s testimony about 
Jesus, which concludes with a reiteration of the theme of eternal life for those 
who accept Christ, but judgment in the form of God’s wrath on all those who 
reject him. This leads into the narrative of the woman from Samaria.

Jesus and the Woman of Samaria (4:23, 24)

The story of the woman from Samaria that follows serves to reveal yet another 
aspect of the author’s portrayal of Christ.100 She serves both as a foil, and like 
a number of other individuals, as a mirror, reflecting Christ’s image in different 
ways.101 The setting itself  is not uncommon as far as biblical settings go. It is 
a conventional biblical-type well scene, familiar from stories about Abraham, 
Isaac, Jacob and Moses. The major characteristics of this scene are the encounter 
in a foreign land, the expected words or actions of the protagonist and the 
return of the maiden home to prepare for the man’s visit to her home. This 
concludes with a wedding. All these elements appear in this encounter. However, 
as Culpepper points out, John treats these conventional elements in a radically 
unconventional manner.102
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 Jesus initiates the discussion by asking for water. Her response and the 
explanatory comment that follows in verse 9, ouv ga.r sugcrw/ntai VIoudai/oi 
Samari,taij (“for Jews have no dealings with Samaritans”), reveals the unexpected 
nature of the encounter and highlights the significance of the exchange that 
follows. Intense hostility existed historically between Jews and Samaritans, a 
hostility that was based on their respective ethnic as well as salvation historical 
distinctions.103 For a Jew to ask a Samaritan for a drink was therefore unheard of. 
For him to ask a Samaritan woman for a drink was just as shocking, for Jewish 
men did not interact publicly with women.104

 Ignoring her question, Jesus rather points out that if  she knew th.n dwrea.n 
tou/ qeou/ (“the gift of God”) and the identity of the one with whom she spoke, 
she would have been the one asking for u[dwr zw/n (“living water”; v. 10; cf. 
7:38–39).105 The fact that Jesus qualifies what kind of water he is offering is a 
signal to the woman that he is no longer talking about the water found at the 
bottom of the well.106 There is a direct relationship between th.n dwrea.n tou/ qeou/ 
and u[dwr zw/n. A number of proposals regarding this relationship have been 
forwarded. However, if  one takes into account the salvation-historical emphasis 
of this Gospel, it is evident that John is developing his fulfillment theme.107 
Schnackenburg astutely points out the chiastic structure (gift-speaker-living 
water) that leads to the conclusion that th.n dwrea.n tou/ qeou/( and u[dwr zw/n 
point to the same thing, namely the revelation that Jesus brings.108 Even more 
importantly, it identifies Jesus Christ as the giver of eternal life. In addition, 
if  this encounter takes place during the feast of Tabernacles, its significance is 
heightened. Jesus’ words symbolize that he is the fulfillment of the water pouring 
ceremony which constituted part of this feast.109

 However, this is a signal that she ignores, and as in the case of Nicodemus, 
this dialogue is impelled forward by misunderstandings coupled with irony, 
which allows Jesus to expound on the supernatural nature of the water that he 
provides.110 As the conversation develops, it is evident that Jesus’ purpose is not 
to bring her to a deeper understanding of her sinfulness, but rather to bring her 
to a deeper awareness of his identity.111 Indeed, part of Jesus’ response earlier in 
verse 10 reads Eiv h;|deij . . . ti,j evstin o` le,gwn soi (“If  you knew . . . who it is who 
says to you”). However, even when the climax of this story is reached through 
the unveiling of Jesus’ identity as messiah with the statement evgw, eivmi( o` lalw/n 
soi (“I who speak to you am He”),112 it becomes clear that she still has not made 
the connection since she does not recognize that he is, in fact, the one who is the 
fulfillment of her expectations.113

 It is therefore not surprising when Jesus moves the conversation to the topic 
of true worship, and even more specifically, to the locus of worship. Speaking 
of a time when worship would no longer be centered on Mt. Gerizim or the 
Temple in Jerusalem,114 Jesus tells her that the Samaritans worship what they do 
not know (o] ouvk oi;date), implicitly contrasting this with Jewish worship which 
is based on knowledge regarding their object of worship (h`mei/j proskunou/men 
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o] oi;damen). This does not, however, imply that he believes that God is utterly 
unknowable in their perspective or that they worship what they do not believe, 
hence displaying an insincerity in worship. He is rather saying that God, the 
object of their worship, is unknown to them since they stand outside the stream 
of God’s revelation. Consequently, what they worship cannot be characterized by 
truth and knowledge. The causal clause that follows in verse 22, o[ti h` swthri,a 
evk tw/n VIoudai,wn evsti,n (“for salvation is from the Jews”), establishes that this 
distinction exists because of the crucial role of the Jewish race in God’s plan of 
redemption, a fact of which the Samaritans seemed ignorant.
 Jesus’ next statement in verse 21, avlla. e;rcetai w[ra kai. nu/n evstin (“but a 
time is coming and now is”), is representative of the already-not yet eschatology 
prominent in Johannine theology.115 With this contrastive statement, Jesus begins 
to reveal that true worship would no longer be confined only to the Jewish race. 
He completes his thought with o[te oi` avlhqinoi. proskunhtai. proskunh,sousin tw/| 
patri. evn pneu,mati kai. avlhqei,a (“when the true worshippers shall worship the 
father in spirit and truth”; v. 23). In this particular context, w[ra constitutes an 
eschatological marker that pertains to the end times inaugurated or realized by 
Jesus’ coming.116 This statement is therefore an indication that this period of 
worship is now present in him, the true temple, and that ethnic barriers are no 
longer valid.117 Even more significantly, this new form of worship is based on 
“a relationship with a person rather than worship based on a relationship with 
a place.”118 Clarifying that God seeks such people to worship him, he continues 
with the words pneu/ma o` qeo,j (God is spirit; v. 24), which establish God’s nature, 
and a repetition of the main idea found in verse 23, tou.j proskunou/ntaj auvto.n evn 
pneu,mati kai. avlhqei,a| dei/ proskunei/n (“those who worship Him must worship in 
spirit and truth”).119

 In both instances, avlh,qeia is found in close relationship with the substantive 
pneu/ma and is also the object of the preposition evn. The phrase evn pneu,mati kai. 
avlhqei,a (“in spirit and truth”) presents us with at least two syntactical difficulties 
that relate to the functions of evn and kai,. The former is complicated by the fact 
that the one preposition governs the two nouns. Ridderbos suggests that these 
two words form a hendiadys; they therefore refer to the new mode of fellowship 
mediated by the Spirit of God himself.120 Contra Ridderbos, Carson rightly 
suggests that even though the one preposition governs the two nouns, which on 
the surface seems to suggest that they should not be viewed as separable, they 
nonetheless constitute two separate aspects of worship.121 A likely explanation 
(albeit with some nuancing) that explains the use of both is related to the use of 
kai,. Rather than having a coordinating function, kai, may be epexegetical with 
the translation being “in spirit, that is, in truth.”122 This understanding of the 
dative prepositional phrase avoids collapsing the two categories into one, and 
also reflects the close syntactical relationship between the two nouns.
 However, this conclusion is affected by a corollary issue. What is the referent 
of pneu/ma? The context indicates that the conversation has been pointing to the 
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‘how’ of worship. In this case, the human spirit is more in view.123 Together with 
the understanding above that kai, reflects an epexegetical use, the phrase reflects 
worship that engages one’s spirit as opposed to merely being in the right place, 
going through the right motions and displaying the right attitude. The semantic 
relationship in this case is qualificational character-manner. Whitacre points out 
that on one level, worshipping in truth may point to genuineness in worship, 
without hypocrisy and with integrity.124 While this may be true, given the nature 
of the conversation thus far, a deeper meaning is probably intended, one that 
incorporates the new reality Jesus offers, founded on the character of God and 
the identity of Christ.125

 However, the ‘where’ of worship also appears to be an issue. The ambiguity in 
the use of pneu/ma, which makes it difficult to determine whether ‘Spirit’ or ‘spirit’ 
is in mind as both may appropriately fit the context, makes it almost certain that 
John intends to address both the manner as well as the locus or sphere of worship. 
In this case, ‘Spirit’ is more in view, and therefore the dative prepositional phrase 
functions adverbially in relation to the verb proskune,w to define the sphere of 
worship. Hence, the prepositional phrase is understood not merely in terms of 
manner but also sphere. Proposing that pneu/ma in this context refers to the Holy 
Spirit, Ridderbos, concludes that, “[t]he combination . . . suggests that worship 
is no longer mediated by all sorts of provisional and symbolic forms, but by the 
Spirit of God himself. True worship is not limited to a certain locale and is not 
to be associated with the supersensuous and elevated above the visible temporal 
world or any cultic form.”126 This statement is therefore an indication that the 
locus of worship has changed in light of the fact that Christ points to himself  as 
the source of eternal life. Köstenberger properly views avlh,qeia in this phrase as 
pointing to that sphere or realm in which God is rightly worshipped.127Moreover, 
since God is spirit, he cannot be confined to any one particular place—neither 
the Temple in Jerusalem, nor Mt. Gerizim. Therefore, in addition to being quali-
ficational character-manner, another semantic relationship is evident. It also 
conveys a qualificational setting-place relationship.
 This phrase therefore emphatically affirms that temple worship, both in 
Jerusalem and Samaria, is to be displaced by worship inspired by the Spirit. 
Additional evidence toward this conclusion lies in the structure of this verse. Lee 
points out that a chiastic relationship exists between pneu/ma o` qeo,j and evn pneu,mati 
kai. avlhqei,a which seems to indicate that John is pointing to both the Holy Spirit 
as well as an interior attitude in the worshipper. She rightly suggests that “John’s 
primary meaning is that true worship has at its centre the divine Spirit, the one 
who is the Spirit of Truth—although unquestionably this has implications for the 
spirit in which the worshipper approaches the Father.”128 True worshippers are 
therefore not those who worship on Mt. Gerizim, or in Jerusalem, or even those 
of a particular ethnicity, but those who worship God out of the fullness of the 
supernatural life they now experience, whose basis is God’s revelation to man, 
Jesus Christ himself. However, taking into consideration the two-tiered nature of 
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the Gospel, it is evident that this understanding of worship being mediated by 
the Holy Spirit would only be apparent in the context of the readers, and not the 
original context of the conversation as it unfolded.
  vAlh,qeia in this case therefore refers to both the attitudes that charac-
terize one’s approach to the worship of God and the sphere within which this 
worship occurs, both of which are grounded in one’s knowledge of the ultimate 
revelation that has come in Jesus Christ, who now replaces the temple as the new 
locus of worship. This new worship is therefore not related to ethnicity or even 
geographical boundaries. Indeed, it is no accident that John deliberately places 
the cleansing of the temple at the very beginning of the Gospel (2:12–22). Both 
the time of the cleansing (Passover) and the event itself  are significant. John 
interprets this as representing the Messiah’s lordship over the temple, which will 
be destroyed and replaced by all that is represented in Jesus’ resurrection (2:19–
20).129 Given Jesus’ probable intention to point out to the Samaritan woman both 
the ‘how’ and the ‘where’ of worship, this category should be viewed as comple-
mentary to Collins’ analysis of avlh,qeia as ‘reality’ or ‘genuineness.’

Witnesses to Jesus (5:33)

After these early episodes, John continues to develop his plot through the 
repetition of the conflict between belief  and unbelief, the choice to respond in 
faith or to reject the offer of salvation. In the midst of all this, Jesus continues to 
perform his miraculous signs, but despite this demonstration, there is a growing 
hostility from the Jewish authorities, and this becomes more explicit with each 
successive chapter. Numerous commentators have noted that in John’s Gospel 
the term oi` VIoudai/oi carries negative overtones. While this is generally true, it is 
not always the case, as seen in 2:6 and 5:1 where it is neutral and in 4:22 where 
it is positive (salvation is from the Jews). However, in the section that follows, 
the negative element is obvious. And, while John generally uses this term not as 
an ethnic designation, but to characterize those hostile to Jesus, it also serves to 
characterize the response of unbelief  toward, and rejection of, Jesus’ revelation.130

 The setting of Jesus’ speech recorded in 5:31–47, in which the word avlh,qeia 
occurs (v. 33), is ‘a feast of the Jews’ in Jerusalem.131 While Morris proposes 
that the description of this feast as being ‘of the Jews,’ is for the benefit of 
Gentile readers, it is more probable, as Ridderbos suggests, that the author 
makes this clarification as a way of bridging the temporal and material gap 
between the situation described here and the church of John’s time.132 Looking 
back to 5:1–14, the reader notes that John records the catalyst that prompted 
this speech from Jesus. The incident is the healing of an invalid at the pool 
of Bethesda. What provokes the hostile Jewish response to this incident is the 
fact that Jesus heals this man on the Sabbath. John writes in verse 16, kai. dia. 
tou/to . . . o[ti tau/ta evpoi,ei evn sabba,tw| (“and for this reason . . . because he was 
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doing these things on the Sabbath”), with both dia, and o[ti being understood in 
a causal sense. The Sabbath was an extremely important day in Judaism and was 
to be observed as a holy day (Exod 20:8–10; cf. 31:12–18; 35:1–3; Deut 5:12–15). 
There were many rules and regulations governing what one could or could not do 
on this special day and anyone who desecrated this day would be cut off (cf. Exod 
31:15).133

 Jesus’ justification for breaking the Sabbath (which is based on the fact that 
his Father is still at work; cf. 5:17) merely serves to aggravate the Jews even more. 
Even worse than working on the Sabbath, they felt that Jesus sought to make 
himself  equal to God by claiming a Father-son relationship.134 The verses that 
follow are Jesus’ testimony regarding himself, justifying that whatever authority 
he has to do the things he does is based on his relationship with his father, his 
sender (vv. 19–30). In actual fact, since he accurately represents the Father and 
does all he does in obedience to his Father’s wishes, his witness should be under-
stood as the witness of the Father.135

 The notion of testimony was very crucial in Jewish society and the section 
that follows Jesus’ own testimony of himself, the larger section of 5:31–47, 
is replete with a cataloguing of witnesses.136 Jewish law preferred external 
testimony, recognizing it as more valid than personal testimony (cf. v. 31). In 
actual fact, self-witness was regarded as invalid in both Jewish and Hellenistic 
legal proceedings. However, the invalidity of personal testimony was more 
significant in Jewish law, where legal procedure was based on an examination 
of the witnesses rather than the accused.137 Therefore, to validate his testimony, 
Jesus calls up several witnesses, in language that reflects that of the courtroom, to 
testify in his favor. This makes it clear that in this context at least, John is using 
the term marture,w (“to bear witness,” “to testify”) in a judicial sense.138 In his 
list he includes John the Baptist, his own works, the Father, the scriptures, and 
Moses. The testimony that comes from these witnesses is not only an affirmation 
of the messiahship of Jesus, but serves also to present a contrast to the Baptist’s 
witness, being of a weightier, more authoritative nature.139

 When Jesus says in verse 33, u`mei/j avpesta,lkate pro.j VIwa,nnhn( kai. memartu,rhken 
th/| avlhqei,a| (“You have sent to John and he has borne witness to the truth”), in 
connection to the Baptist’s testimony concerning h[ avlh,qeia, he is referring to an 
incident where Jews of Jerusalem had sent priests and Levites to question the 
Baptist (cf. 1:19). In spite of the fact that the Baptist’s witness regarding Jesus 
had already been rejected, Jesus still points to him as a key witness, perhaps 
with the intention of giving them another chance.140 Hence, Jesus mentions the 
Baptist’s witness, not for his own benefit, but for that of his hearers.141

 VAlh,qeia in this context is linked to the verb marture,w in the clause kai. 
memartu,rhken th/| avlhqei,a|. The dative substantive, th/| avlhqei,a|, functions as a 
dative of reference or respect in relation to the verb marture,w. The semantic 
relationship is qualificational substance-content. Hence avlh,qeia is something 
that is verbalized with reference to the legitimacy or validity of a statement or 
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an action. In this context, it points to claims concerning Jesus. Given the legal 
context in which this monologue occurs, in saying that John verifies that Jesus is 
who he claims to be, the word avlh,qeia refers to that which is in accordance with 
the facts as they stand. His claims are valid. Crump also points out that this is an 
example of metonymy, whereby avlh,qeia is not merely understood as conforming 
to fact but reflects a deeper significance.142 Hence, avlh,qeia as used here also refers 
to the ultimate nature of that which is mediated through Christ.
 The role of John the Baptist, established from the start, is crucial in this 
context for revealing Jesus’ identity. He was introduced at the beginning of 
this Gospel in the prologue (1:6–9, 15; note esp. v. 7), and in 1:19–28 in his 
own speech regarding his understanding of his role as the one sent to testify 
concerning Jesus (note especially verse 23 where he quotes Isa 40:3). That was the 
purpose of his witness (1:7), and hence, as Ridderbos notes, Jesus’ appeal to such 
witness is justified.143 Trites points out that “the Baptist’s whole function, in the 
eyes of the Fourth Evangelist, is simply that of witness . . . The central purpose of 
his testimony is to point men to Christ.”144 Since people are saved by believing in 
Jesus, John the Baptist’s witness may help them believe, if  they would only come 
to the realization that he was pointing to Jesus. The fact that they were not willing 
indicates a deliberate refusal to accept Christ (cf. v. 40).145

 As John progresses in his narrative, the conflict continues to escalate until 
it finally explodes in the larger section of 8:12–10:42. Seven of the twenty-five 
occurrences of avlh,qeia are found in this section. By 7:45–52, coming to the close 
of the feast of Tabernacles, it is evident that not only are the people divided with 
regard to their reception of Jesus (cf. 7:43), but the chief  priests and Pharisees 
are in active opposition to Jesus and consider him a fraud. Not all the leaders are 
against him, however, and Nicodemus appears again, this time in active defense 
of Jesus’ right to be heard before being condemned, in accordance with Jewish 
law (7:50).

The Truth Will Make You Free (8:32)

This section, 8:12–10:42, displays characteristics common to a trial or lawsuit 
as is evidenced by the repeated motif  of testimony. Jesus’ identity is once again 
in question, and it is therefore crucial that the veracity and character of the 
witnesses on either side be established.146 Jesus’ own testimony of himself, evgw, 
eivmi to. fw/j tou/ ko,smou (“I am the light of the world”; 8:12), expressed metaphor-
ically in the familiar contrasting terms of light and darkness, is declared by the 
Pharisees to be invalid.147 This time, Jesus points them to the authority of his 
Father, his sender, thus validating his testimony in accordance with their own 
law, which states that the testimony of two men is valid (v. 17). Ironically, these 
experts of the Jewish law are not only ignorant of Jesus, but of the Father as well 
(v. 19). Their failure to accept Jesus’ claims about himself, including his appeal to 
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the Father’s testimony about him, would lead to their eventual downfall (v. 24). 
Only Jesus’ coming death and resurrection, alluded to in verse 28, would convince 
them. In spite of the active opposition of these leaders, many people continue 
to put their faith in him (cf. v. 30, although the next few verses reveal that they 
are not yet true believers; cf. vv. 33, 37).148 And while it may appear that in this 
context John’s use of the term oi` VIoudai/oi is neutral, referring to the people of 
Jerusalem or Judea in general as Brown suggests, the conversation that follows 
reveals that this is not the case.149 These Jews are hostile to Jesus.
 The section under investigation, 8:31–41, beginning with the logical 
conjunction ou=n (“then,” “therefore”) consists of Jesus expounding on the true 
impact of his presence.150 It is likely, as Morris suggests that the aim of this 
section is to “address the needs of those who recognize the truth of Jesus’ words, 
yet fail to commit themselves to him.”151 Jesus begins by stating that true disci-
pleship is measured by whether or not one remains in his word. As Bultmann 
notes, “[i]t is not immediate assent but steadfastness of faith that gives character 
to genuine discipleship.”152 If  one satisfied this condition, then as a true disciple 
he would be in a position to benefit from this relationship. He concludes with 
the explanatory statement in 8:32 (kai. is used in an explanatory or epexegetical 
sense here), kai. gnw,sesqe th.n avlh,qeian( kai. h` avlh,qeia evleuqerw,sei u`ma/j (“and 
you shall know the truth and the truth shall make you free”; cf. 1 John 2:21). This 
explanatory statement (cf. 1 John 2:21), clarifies that knowledge of the truth is 
liberating. In the first clause, avlh,qeia is the direct object of the future form of 
the verb ginw,skw. The verb ginw,skw has both an abstract and an experiential 
sense in this context (cf. 1:14, 17; 8:36).153 Hence, truth is an object to be known. 
The semantic relationship is qualificational substance-content. It points back to 
the phrase tw/| lo,gw| tw/| evmw/|, Jesus’ word or his message and hence knowing the 
truth is therefore accepting the truth brought by Jesus. It is also the subject of the 
future form of the verb evleuqero,w, to set free or release, and consequently avlh,qeia 
is what effects liberation. While the semantic relationship between these two cola 
may be described as either additive different or logical cause-effect, the latter is to 
be preferred because liberation only occurs as a direct consequence of knowing 
the truth. In this context, avlh,qeia is personified as a liberator.
  vAlh,qeia is therefore both an object to be known and also that which 
effects liberation. Thus, freedom is not effected from within an individual, but 
is something external to him/her. The implication is that the listeners are in 
bondage, and their indignation at this thought is expressed in the verse that 
follows. They declare that they, being Abraham’s descendants, have never been 
in bondage. Given their obvious history of bondage under various masters, 
including their present situation under Roman rule, this statement obviously 
refers to spiritual bondage.154 Or, as Brown suggests, it may indicate that although 
they have briefly experienced subjection to foreign masters, they have never 
actually been enslaved.155 Jesus clarifies that he is not talking about physical or 
political liberation, but rather release from bondage to sin.
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 With his characteristic double avmh,n, Jesus points out that pa/j o` poiw/n th.n 
a`marti,an dou/lo,j evstin th/j a`marti,aj (“everyone who commits sin is a slave of 
sin”). It is likely that the relative clause refers to a general attitude of opposition 
to God as Schnackenburg suggests, rather than actual acts of sin as proposed by 
Barrett, in which case their rejection of Jesus is included here.156 He rearticulates 
this same liberation motif, this time with reference to the exclusive authority 
given to the Son to effect it in verse 36 with the words eva.n ou=n o` ui`o.j u`ma/j 
evleuqerw,sh|( o;ntwj evleu,qeroi e;sesqe (“if  therefore the son shall make you free, you 
shall be free indeed”).157 Barrett explains that being made free is nothing other 
than a synonym for salvation; hence Jesus is the only one with the authority to 
give true freedom.158 Indeed, while Judaism taught that study of the Law makes 
a man free, John goes further to show that the law points to Jesus (5:39; 46), who, 
as revealed later, is himself  the truth (14:6).159 It is only in him that true freedom 
is to be enjoyed. Lindsay also rightly points out that “‘[k]nowing the truth’ and 
being ‘set free by the truth’ are conditional upon ‘remaining in the word of 
Christ.’”160

 vAlh,qeia therefore refers to the redemptive content of that which has been 
revealed in and through Jesus, and hence Carson may have a point in seeing 
this close to the meaning of gospel.161 In this regard, avlh,qeia should not be 
understood as general or philosophical truth, but the divine liberating message 
revealed both in and through Jesus. In this context, John’s usage reflects the 
understanding that avlh,qeia points to “the divine truth, revealed by God, about 
the salvation of man (cf. 17:17), more specifically, the eschatological revelation of 
salvation which Jesus, as God’s messenger, has brought (18:37).”162 There may be 
in this context an implicit contrast between the power of Jesus’ revelation and the 
Law. This salvific function of truth as used by John demonstrates his authorial 
intent in pointing to Jesus as the Messiah who brings God’s salvation.

Your Father the Devil (8:39–47)

In this section (8:39–47), although the Jews continue to protest that Abraham 
is their father, Jesus points out that by their rejection of him and the truth 
he conveys from God (v. 37), they show no relationship to Abraham. In fact, 
their intention to kill him reveals this clearly. This is what prompts their protest 
about their legitimate status. Both Carson and Ridderbos note that the issue of 
fatherhood is prominent in this discussion, ultimately separating Jesus from those 
who would kill him. Jesus is pointing beyond physical descent, which is ultimately 
irrelevant, to the manifestation of spiritual characteristics that accurately reflect 
one’s lineage.163 In this legal context, avlh,qeia in the phrase a;nqrwpon o]j th.n 
avlh,qeian u`mi/n lela,lhka (“a man who has told you the truth”; v. 40), is the direct 
object of the verb with Jesus as the implied subject. It is that which is expressed 
verbally and signifies the content of the message Jesus heard from God. It is also 
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the ultimate truth that Jesus mediates. The semantic relationship is qualifica-
tional substance-content.
 As this conflict between belief  and unbelief  continues to build, Jesus denies 
them any right to claim God as their father. Their inability to understand not 
only that he has come from God but that what he conveys is from God is evidence 
that they do not belong to God (cf. v. 47).164 As a result, Jesus explicitly places 
them in the lineage of the devil with the statement u`mei/j evk tou/ patro.j tou/ 
diabo,lou evste. (“you are of your father the devil”; v. 44; cf. 1 John 3:8).165 Jesus 
adds that their intention is to carry out their father’s desire (with evpiqumi,aj in this 
context indicating strong desires directed to the wrong things),166 whose character 
as a murderer is ingrained in him and who is incapable of standing in the truth. 
The reason (causal use of o[ti) is that there is none in him.167 In this context, 
avlh,qeia is the object of the preposition evn in the clause kai. evn th/| avlhqei,a| ouvk 
e;sthken (v. 44a; and he does not stand in the truth).168 It is possible that the verb 
e;sthken should be understood in a spatial sense. Schnackenburg, in suggesting 
this, notes that it is not uncommon for John to use such spatial expressions to 
describe one’s sphere of existence (cf. 5:24) or influence of evil (cf. 8:31, 37). He 
writes, “[c]orrespondingly ‘truth’ means the ‘space’ belonging to God, who by 
nature is truth and purest light (cf. 1 John 1:5), and banishes all ‘lying’ from his 
presence.”169 The prepositional phrase is therefore a dative of sphere signifying 
the sphere or realm in which truth operates, one in which the devil is incapable 
of operating. Within this colon the semantic relationship is qualificational 
substance-content. The NLT eloquently translates the statement that follows 
o[tan lalh/| to. yeu/doj( evk tw/n ivdi,wn lalei/( o[ti yeu,sthj evsti.n kai. o` path.r auvtou/ 
(v. 44d) thus: “When he lies, it is consistent with his character; for he is a liar and 
the father of lies.”170

 In line with the modified dualism represented in this Gospel, Brown suggests 
that the personification of truth and lying are found in Jesus and Satan respec-
tively and a radical opposition exists between their followers.171 Because they 
are children of the devil, the Jews are unable to recognize the truth before them 
(vv. 45–47). Their unwillingness to hear has as its basis the fact that they do 
not belong to God. Ridderbos further notes that the lies referred to here and 
attributed to the devil are not acts of commission that can be rectified. Rather,

. . . one must not just think of dishonesty or mendacity in a moral sense, for the lie 
here is the antithesis of what in vs. 32 is called the truth. It is the contradiction of 
the word of God and therefore by implication enslaving and deadly (cf. Gn. 3:3, 4). 
Therefore “lie” does not refer here to a distinct act that can be immediately rectified 
but to a transindividual power of deception with paternity of its own, not from God 
the Father but from the father, the devil.172

Hence, God and the devil, truth and falsehood/deception are antithetical in every 
way. One cannot hold the two together—to reject the truth is to embrace the 
devil. Jesus finishes in verse 45 with the reason why his hearers do not listen to 
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him (causal and not temporal use of o[ti as the NLT suggests)—it is because he 
speaks the truth (o[ti th.n avlh,qeian le,gw). As in verse 40, avlh,qeia functions as the 
direct object of the verb le,gw and hence suggests that truth is something that is 
expressed verbally. The semantic relationship is qualificational substance-content.
 The expressed antonym of avlh,qeia in this section is to. yeu/doj. Hence with 
regard to paradigmatic relationships, just as God is set in uncompromising 
contrast to the devil, so avlh,qeia is set in contrast to its antonym to. yeu/doj. The 
phrase “to speak the truth” therefore has as its antithesis “to speak falsehood/
lies” (cf. 1 John 2:21, 27). Although Schnackenburg argues that in these contexts 
(as well as in 16:17) the correctness of what is said is not in view, only Jesus’ 
preaching, the paradigmatic context indicates otherwise.173 At the same time, 
avlh,qeia is interwoven with o` lo,gojõ in such a way that their reciprocity suggests, 
as many scholars have proposed, that the Fourth Gospel’s theology is that of 
revelation.174 It therefore also signifies the content of the message which Jesus 
heard and brought from God, his ultimate revelation to humankind. At the 
same time avvlh,qeia is a quality that is found within those that belong to God, that 
constitutes a core characteristic of their nature (cf. 1 John 1:8; 2:4) and that is 
absent in the devil.

The Book of Glory (13:1–20:31)

The third major section of the Gospel, the Book of Glory (13:1–20:31), is so 
named because of the events of the cross that dominate this section. It follows 
Jesus’ rejection by the Jews and is focused on Jesus’ private ministry. It therefore 
moves from the general Jewish public addressed in the previous section, to the 
narrower circle of Jesus’ disciples. After the footwashing, Jesus gives his final 
instructions and the promise of the Holy Spirit (13–16). John then records Jesus’ 
final prayer which provides an appropriate entrance to the passion narrative. 
This is followed by the official commissioning of the disciples as the newly 
constituted community. They, like Jesus, are to testify to the truth, just as Jesus 
himself  was sent into the world to do the same. As Carson points out, the focus 
of these chapters is not so much to expound on “the nature of discipleship, but 
the nature of Jesus’ mission and what takes place after his impending departure,” 
and therefore is pre-eminently salvation-historical.175

 The structure of the Farewell Discourse is difficult to determine.176 
Consequently, many different proposals have been put forward with the three 
main categories today being chiastic, rhetorical and text-linguistic.177 The 
following analysis works on the basis of a structure for the Farewell Discourse 
proper that is loosely chiastic in nature, with 15:1–11 as the pivot, and framed by 
13:31–38 (which constitutes the introduction to the discourse),178 and 16:4b–33. 
The genre of 13:31–16:33 is farewell discourse or speech, built on the precedent 
of patriarchal deathbed blessings and Moses’ final words in Deuteronomy. It 
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therefore includes instruction in virtue, talk of Jesus’ impending death, words of 
comfort and the provision of proper succession (the Holy Spirit) to ensure conti-
nuity.179 Brown also points out similarities with postbiblical farewell speeches, 
pointing out some common themes such as reassurance, commands to love, 
unity, succession, final prayer and so forth.180 The significant difference with these 
farewell discourses is that Jesus will return.
 In his last discourse, Jesus prepares his disciples for his leaving, encouraging 
them with the fact that it would be brief, and that they would soon enter into 
a new relationship with him and with God the Father, through the indwelling 
presence of the Holy Spirit. The main emphasis of this section is reflective of the 
events of Jesus’ death, resurrection and glorification and it is here that the new 
community begins to take on a more defined shape. Köstenberger comments that 
Jesus is no longer concerned to show the Jewish nation that he is the God-sent 
messiah. “[r]ather, the focus is on preparing his new messianic community for 
their Spirit-guided mission to the unbelieving world.”181 Having turned his 
attention from the larger crowds to his closest circle, Jesus begins to prepare them 
for the task of carrying on his mission.

Jesus the Way to the Father (14:6)

As noted above, some sections of the Farewell Discourse are very similar. This 
is the case with chapters 14 and 16. In both, Jesus addresses the issue of his 
imminent departure, comforting his disciples with the hope that he is going ahead 
to prepare a place for them, that they would see him again, and he would send 
the Holy Spirit to be with them. The first occurrence of avlh,qeia in this section 
occurs in 14:6, one of the seven evgw, eivmi (“I Am”) statements. Prior to this, Jesus 
speaks of his imminent departure, referring to it as his glorification by God, and 
indicating that his disciples would not be able to follow him.182 Talbert notes 
that “[t]he point here is that Jesus is going to the Father; he is going before the 
disciples do; and until he goes they are unable to follow. Christ and Christians 
are not on the same footing in salvation history. Jesus possesses a soteriological 
priority that is expressed here in terms of the chronological priority of Jesus’ 
going.”183

 Knowing that his death would bring grief  to his followers, he gives them a 
new command (13:34–35; cf. 15:12, 17), a command that is better understood in 
the context of his humble example of foot-washing. This event has a cleansing 
significance both in light of what his death was soon to accomplish, as well 
as with regards to the new community.184 This selfless act sets a precedent for 
his followers (13:14–16), and when Jesus commands his disciples to love one 
another, this act of foot-washing is uppermost in their minds. Commands to love 
one another were not new (Lev 19:18) and parallels in other Jewish literature 
(Josephus, Hillel, the community at Qumran) testify to the fact that this was not 
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a new concept.185 Consequently, lest one question the validity of labeling this 
command ‘new’, it is important to note that the newness is based on the fact 
that Jesus establishes himself  as the model that all believers are to emulate with 
regard to love for one another. The ultimate demonstration of this love would 
be through his death. This genuine self-sacrificing love would henceforth be the 
parameter by which they would be identified with Christ as his followers. This 
theme of mutual love is reiterated in the pivot, 15:9–16.186

 Going back to his imminent departure, Jesus urges the disciples not to be 
troubled (14:1). He commands them to trust in him as they do in God, reassures 
them of a place in his Father’s house, of his task of preparation for them, and 
of his sure return to take them with him (vv. 1–3).187 He ends with the statement 
kai. o[pou Îevgw.Ð u`pa,gw oi;date th.n o`do,n (“and you know the way where I am 
going”).188 It is this pronouncement that prompts Thomas’ question, a question 
that anticipates a literal answer: ku,rie( ouvk oi;damen pou/ u`pa,geij\ pw/j duna,meqa 
th.n o`do.n eivde,naiÈ (“Lord, we do not know where you are going; how do we know 
the way?”). In answer to Thomas’ question, Jesus makes the following statement 
(beginning with evgw, eivmi which in this context identifies it as a divine formula), 
evgw, eivmi h` o`do.j kai. h` avlh,qeia kai. h` zwh, (“I am the way, and the truth and the 
life”; v. 6a).189 The impact of this statement in shaping Johannine theology has 
been noted by numerous commentators. A crucial point to note here is that it is 
“the juxtaposition of the words ‘I’ and ‘the truth’ in this context, along with the 
knowledge that the ‘I’ is Jesus and not a personified abstraction,”190 that gives 
this statement its theological emphasis. The substantive h` avlh,qeia is linked to the 
pronoun subject evgw,, referring to Jesus, by the equative verb eivmi,. The syntag-
matic relations within this sentence are what give avlh,qeia its significance; it is 
therefore not understood as an abstract concept, but a tangible one embodied in 
Christ himself. The semantic relationship is qualificational substance-content.
 While the three substantives h` o`do.j kai. h` avlh,qeia kai. h` zwh, share a paratactic 
relationship, Jesus clearly means to place slightly more emphasis on h` o`do,j 
since this is an answer to Thomas’ question. Schnackenburg also notes that the 
emphasis in the statement made by Jesus prior to Thomas’ question is on h` o`do,j, 
coming as it does at the end of the sentence. Moreover, this key word is repeated, 
and the phrase diV evmou/ (v. 6b) also confirms it as the focal point.191 Therefore, 
as Carson contends, 14:6a should not be interpreted as a Semitism, with the first 
noun governing the other two (“I am the way of truth and life” and hence “I 
am the true and living way”). He proposes that the three terms are syntactically 
coordinate, but with “truth” and “life” playing a supporting role. By mediating 
God’s truth and God’s life, he is indeed the way to God.192

 While this is largely accurate, in terms of syntactical relations the first 
kai, should be regarded as explanatory or epexegetical, while the second is a 
simple coordinating conjunction.193 This declaration therefore goes beyond self-
revelation, not only identifying who Jesus is, but what he does.194These three 
elements are also associated with the Torah in Judaism. In first-century Jewish 
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understanding, the Law provided the way; indeed, the Qumran community 
referred to itself  as ‘the Way,’ by virtue of its strict adherence to the Law. 
However, Jesus, as the ultimate revelation of the Father, is the only one who can 
truly claim to be “the way.”195 Clearly, the fulfillment theme is evident here, with 
Jesus representing himself  as the fulfillment of the Law.196

 Truth is therefore not an abstract concept in this context, but a tangible one 
embodied in Christ himself. For Jesus to say that he is the truth is to reflect 
his awareness that he is the full revelation and embodiment of the redemptive 
purpose of God.197 As the truth, therefore, he is in perfect accord with that 
which is veracious and veritable, both of which point to that which is genuine, 
authentic, actual, or real. This sense of the word avlh,qeia is identical to the one 
that it holds in 1:17, and hence reflects that of the ultimate, true revelation of 
God in Christ, who is not only a purveyor of truth, but the manifestation of truth 
itself.
 In all three cases, the linguistic context supplied by the par excellence uses of 
the article h`, together with the statement immediately following, ouvdei.j e;rcetai 
pro.j to.n pate,ra eiv mh. diV evmou/ (“no one comes to the father except through me”), 
further support Christ’s exclusivity in his role as intermediary between God and 
man. Hence avlh,qeia in this context is exclusively mediated through Christ and is 
used to refer to the ultimate revelation that he brings. This exclusivity has to do 
with Christ’s unique position as the one sent by the Father, a theme reiterated at 
various points in the Gospel. Schlatter notes of the crucial role of the motif  of 
the ‘sent son’ in Johannine thought:

The concept of the Son is his major expression, and his theological achievement, 
as far as one can speak of such, consists in the development of this concept. For 
the Son concept provided him with both conditions of faith: Jesus’ dependence on 
God by which he speaks the divine word and performs the divine work, and his 
independent authority by which he provides humanity with the divine gift. . . . John 
uses the Son concept to delineate the basis, manner, and extent of Jesus’ rule.198

Indeed, Jesus goes on to explain that he is the only way to the Father and that 
from that point on, because he has been with them, they both know and have 
seen the Father (v. 7). This exclusivity is also based on the intimate relationship 
of mutual indwelling that they share, such that whatever Jesus says and does is an 
accurate representation of his Father (vv. 10–11). Thompson further notes that 
this theme of ‘sent son’ has a legal flavor. As the ‘sent son’ Jesus is able to function 
as a unique delegate on his Father’s behalf.199

The Promise of the Spirit (14:17)

Having revealed to the disciples that he is h` o`do.j kai. h` avlh,qeia kai. h` zwh,, Jesus 
explains that all who wish to have a relationship with the Father can only do so 
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through him because they are a unity and moreover, he is the only one capable 
of revealing the Father. He continues to explain to them that although they had 
been accorded the privilege of direct access to Jesus, this was about to change 
with his departure. He would no longer continue to be with them in the same way.
 The theme of love pervades the section spanning 14:15–31. Jesus begins 
with a conditional statement in verse 15, VEa.n avgapa/te, me( ta.j evntola.j ta.j evma.j 
thrh,sete (“If  you love me, you will keep my commandments”).200 Contrary to 
this, those who do not love Christ will not obey his teachings (and by implication 
God’s, cf. v. 24), because obedience to Christ’s commands is motivated by love 
for him.201 The fact that they do not obey is a clear indication of their opposition 
to Christ—those who reject Christ reject the Father. Speaking in this context of 
obedience to his commands, he promises a;llon para,klhton (“another paraclete”) 
in his place from the Father. He links this phrase appositionally with to. pneu/ma 
th/j avlhqei,aj (the Spirit of Truth; cf. 1 John 4:6, where he is mentioned together 
with to. pneu/ma th/j pla,nhj meaning error, delusion, deception), who lives with 
them and would be in them (vv. 16–17).202 The phrase to. pneu/ma to. a[gion (“the 
Holy Spirit”), also found in apposition to a;llon para,klhton a few verses later, 
identifies him with the Holy Spirit (14:26). In terms of paradigmatic relations, 
John uses the two terms, o` para,klhtoj and to. pneu/ma th/j avlhqei,aj, to refer to the 
same thing, namely to. pneu/ma to. a[gion.
 This terminology is significant, coming as it does on the heels of Jesus’ decla-
ration that he is himself  h` avlh,qeia. Note that in 1 John 5:6, h` avlh,qeia is found 
in connection with to. pneu/ma in the context of bearing witness in the statement 
to. pneu/ma, evstin h` avlh,qeia (the Spirit is the truth).203 Together with the phrase 
a;llon para,klhton, which suggests that Jesus is the first Paraclete (cf. 1 John 
2:1),204 there is at least a preliminary indication of “a continuity between Jesus’ 
pre- and postglorification ministry.”205 This continuation is successive rather than 
parallel.206 Indeed, the giving of the Paraclete is intimately tied to Christ’s own 
death and exaltation (7:39; 14:15, 26; 15:26; 16:12). He is sent by both the Father 
and the Son (14:17, 26; 16:7) and comes to indwell believers uniting them to both 
the Father and the Son (14:15–20; 23) in a manner never experienced before. 
However, while the reference in the epistle has a legal nuance, in this context 
where Jesus is in the midst of encouraging his disciples in view of his imminent 
departure, his role is clearly that of encourager or comforter. The purpose clause 
of verse 16, i[na meqV u`mw/n eivj to.n aivw/na h=| (“that he may be with you forever”), 
gives at least one reason behind the sending of the Paraclete—the permanent 
presence of the Spirit.
 Jesus clarifies that although the disciples know the Spirit of Truth and can 
therefore accept or receive him, the world (o` ko,smoj) cannot, because it neither 
sees him nor knows him (14:17). In this context, ko,smoj refers to individuals in 
this world system who are opposed to God (cf. 1:10; 3:16). The Gospel repeatedly 
shows the failure of the world, generally represented by the ‘Jews,’ to recognize 
the truth that Jesus brings and is. The disciples, however, recognize him because 



 Truth Terminology in The Gospel of John 63

(causal o[ti) parV u`mi/n me,nei kai. evn u`mi/n e;stai (“he remains with you and will be 
in you”). This signifies that his residing would no longer be temporary, but the 
permanent indwelling of believers as anticipated in Old Testament prophets (Joel 
2:28; cf. Acts 2:17–21).207

 This abiding presence is identified as having yet another purpose (cf. 14:26).208 
Putting to. pneu/ma to. a[gion in apposition to o` para,klhtoj, Jesus states that ekei/noj 
u`ma/j dida,xei pa,nta kai. u`pomnh,sei u`ma/j pa,nta a] ei=pon u`mi/n Îevgw,ÐÅ The Paraclete has 
the task of teaching the disciples all things, reminding them of everything that 
Jesus has taught them. At this present time, the disciple’s understanding is incom-
plete and what Jesus teaches them is limited by their ability to understand.209 
This therefore necessitates that one come after him to provide a disclosure of his 
teaching.210 In this context, the role of the Spirit of Truth most closely resembles 
that of the Spirit of prophecy in the Old Testament.211

 The genitive th/j avlhqei,aj may be understood as modifying its head noun to. 
pneu/ma in a number of ways. These are illuminated by the roles that he plays. 
It may be descriptive, in which case one would understand it as “the spirit who 
is characterized by truth” or “whose nature is truth.” It could be attributive, 
in which case he is the “truthful spirit.” While both are applicable, the context 
suggests that the latter option should be given more prominence. It is not just 
his nature as truth that is expressed in this relationship; it is the fact that he 
conveys only that which conforms to truth. Therefore, he discloses prior teaching 
given by Jesus, illumining it and making it understandable to the disciples. From 
prior contexts it is clear that Jesus’ teaching must be understood as the ultimate 
revelation from God.

Jesus the True Vine (15:26)

Another reference to avlh,qeia in the Farewell Discourse is found in the section 
following the extended metaphor of the vine (15:1–11). This metaphor is the core 
of the Farewell Discourse. The imagery of the vine is reflective of Old Testament 
references to Jews in which Israel is shown as failing to live up to God’s ideal. It 
begins with the seventh Vegw, eivmi saying: Vegw, eivmi h` a;mpeloj h` avlhqinh. kai. o` 
path,r mou o` gewrgo,j evstin (“I am the true vine and my father is the vinedresser”). 
In this metaphor, Jesus is identified as the true and genuine vine as opposed to 
Israel, the unfaithful vine.212 Only he completely measures up to God’s ideal. The 
emphasis of this metaphor is therefore not on the branches, but on the vine. Jesus 
is the center of this entity, just as he is the center in the metaphor of the flock in 
chapter 10. As Whitacre points out, “[t]he identification of the people of God 
with a particular nation is now replaced with a particular man who incorporates 
in himself  the new people of God composed of Jews and non-Jews.”213

 Talbert points out that this metaphor primarily communicates the soteri-
ological priority of Jesus and the fact that the disciples derive their existence from 
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him.214 Hence, in order to be considered part of this corporate unity, the disciples 
must remain in Christ. Me,nw, used eleven times in this section, is indicative not 
simply of that moment in which one enters into a relationship with Christ, but 
of continued dependence on him,215 modeled after the example of the union that 
exists between Jesus and his Father.216 Whitacre defines it thus:

Remaining is not simply believing in him, though that is crucial, but includes being 
in union with him, sharing his thoughts, emotions, intentions and power. In a 
relationship both parties must be engaged. The divine must take the initiative and 
provide the means and the ability for the union to take place, but it cannot happen 
without the response of the disciple.217

The very structure of  the Farewell Discourse leads to the understanding that 
Jesus is the locus of  the newly constituted people of  God. The exhortations to 
love, obey and be united are only possible if  one remains in him. Those who 
fail to remain, and are cut off, may initially seem to be a part of  this corporate 
entity, but are soon proved to be outside of  it. The disciples, however, have 
been cleansed by Jesus’ word and are therefore considered kaqaroi,.218 The 
outward expression of  this new community of  faith is the bearing of  fruit, 
which is in itself  based on a relationship of  dependence on Jesus. The context 
suggests that the bearing of  fruit refers to a life of  consistent Christian disci-
pleship. It is the faithful continuation of  Jesus’ mission.219

 In the midst of this, Jesus once again emphasizes the theme of mutual love 
for one another, a love that is grounded in his own example of love for them (vv. 
12–13). Given that love for him is a necessary condition for obedience (cf. 14:1) 
and consequently fruit bearing, this is an appropriate reminder. Coming on the 
heels of this injunction to remain in him and to love one another, Jesus then turns 
to the relationship of the world to believers, a relationship that is characterized 
by hatred (15:18–16:4a). Because believers do not belong to the world, the world 
hates them—just as it hated both Jesus and the Father. And although the world 
witnessed his teachings and his works (vv. 22, 24), yet they rejected Jesus and are 
therefore guilty of sin.
 It is in this context that Jesus refers yet again to the Spirit of Truth, this time 
in connection with the verb marture,w: {Otan e;lqh| o` para,klhtoj . . . to. pneu/ma th/j 
avlhqei,aj . . . evkei/noj marturh,sei peri. evmou/ (“When the paraclete comes . . . the 
Spirit of Truth . . . he will bear witness of me”; cf. 15:26). Once again the phrase 
to. pneu/ma th/j avlhqei,aj is found in apposition to o` para,klhtoj. It is the subject 
of the verb marture,w in its future form. The genitive relationship, to. pneu/ma th/j 
avlhqei,aj, may be understood as an attributive genitive, and hence “the truthful 
spirit.” However, th/j avlhqei,aj in this context is more than that. It is possible that 
John means, as Barrett suggests, “the Spirit who communicates truth.”220 Carson, 
in turn, following Johnson, proposes that this description defines the Paraclete as 
the Spirit who bears witness to the truth, namely the truth which Jesus is.221 While 
both are accurate, the context of 15:26 suggests that Carson may be closer to 
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the mark than Barrett. Indeed, noting that Christianity is itself  ‘the Truth’ with 
the role of the Spirit being to interpret and enforce it, Westcott suggests that the 
genitive is descriptive of “the substance of that with which the Spirit dealt, and 
not a mere characteristic of the Spirit, that His witness is true.”222

 The preposition peri. combined with the genitive evmou/ may be understood as 
indicating reference, hence ‘concerning’ or advantage/representation hence ‘on 
behalf  of.’ In this context, the sense is that the Spirit of Truth testifies on behalf  
of Jesus, concerning the claims that he has made of himself. The legal context of 
testimony and the role that is identified here suggests how avlh,qeia is to be under-
stood. It is used to signify the claims that Jesus has made of himself  and hence 
should be understood as truth in its ultimate sense. Indeed, Lincoln suggests that 
the role of advocate is the primary role of the Paraclete/Spirit of Truth, as he 
witnesses to the truth that Jesus both embodies and reveals.223

 The judicial language of testimony pervades this section, as Jesus points to 
the Spirit of Truth as one who testifies or bears witness to him (cf. 1 John 5:6). He 
thus becomes an additional witness for Jesus, adding to the list that has already 
been enumerated earlier in the Gospel.224 This he does through the disciples, who 
are also required to witness in his favor since they have been eyewitnesses from 
the beginning (cf. 15:27).225 Lindars proposes that this means that the Spirit will 
provide assistance to the disciples to defend their faith in times of persecution.226 
While this is true, it is too narrow a focus and hence unlikely in this particular 
context (although this is the sense in Matt 10:20; Mark 13:11; Luke 12:12). It is 
most likely a reference to the work of the Spirit of Truth as he aids the witnessing 
ministry of the disciples in their words and deeds. Because these disciples were 
eyewitnesses of Jesus from the beginning, they were regarded as guarantors of 
the Jesus tradition and hence could be relied upon.227 Jesus now clarifies that 
the Holy Spirit himself  would guide their work, thus further reinforcing their 
authority to testify in a legal sense in Jesus’ behalf.

The Work of the Spirit (16:7, 13)

The final references to avlh,qeia in the Farewell Discourse are found in 16:7, 13, 
although it is understood that the reference to o` para,klhtoj in verse 7 is also 
a reference to to. pneu/ma th/j avlhqei,aj. In the larger context of this reference, 
16:4b–15, further details of the work of the Paraclete/Spirit of Truth are 
provided. In 16:7 Jesus begins with the statement avllV evgw. th.n avlh,qeian le,gw 
(“but I tell you the truth”). In this verse, avlh,qeia functions as the direct object 
of the verb le,gw in 16:7 with Jesus as the subject. In this case, it is understood 
as it is in the references in 8:40, 45. Consequently, what Jesus is about to say is 
opposed to falsehood.
 Reassuring them that his departure is to their benefit, Jesus tells the disciples 
that upon his departure he would send the Paraclete. Given all that he has said 
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thus far, it is clear that Jesus’ exaltation must come before his presence through 
the Spirit can become a reality—what Köstenberger refers to as an “eschatological 
necessity.”228 He then states: kai. evlqw.n evkei/noj evle,gxei to.n ko,smon peri. àmarti,aj 
kai. peri. dikaiosu,nhj kai. peri. kri,sewj, (“and when he comes, he will convict the 
world concerning sin, and righteousness and judgment”) clarifying the work of the 
Spirit in relation to the world (16:8). These terms reflect the fact that John presents 
the Spirit’s activity with respect to the world as a legal battle or cosmic trial.
 Much of the understanding of this section is dependent on one’s under-
standing of evle,gcw and how John uses it here. The only other instances of the 
use of this verb in the Gospel include: 3:20, where it is used with reference to 
the exposure of evil deeds by the light, i.e. Jesus, who has come into the world; 
and 8:46, where it is used in a context where Jesus is asking which of those Jews 
opposed to him can prove him guilty of sin.229 The use in this verse reflects that 
of 8:46 (in the sense of bringing a person to the point of recognizing their wrong-
doing—in this case showing Jesus to be a sinner) and hence may be rendered 
convict or convince as reflected by the various translations (ESV, NIV, NKJ, 
NLT).230 Buchsel further points out that although this word carries the sense 
of education and discipline in the LXX (conviction, chastisement, punishment, 
instruction by testing, teaching, admonition), in the New Testament it has a 
narrower sense and is always used with regard to showing someone their sin and 
bringing them to repentance.231 It therefore has a forensic tone, with the role of 
the Paraclete being to prove the world guilty of its wrongdoing.
 The object of conviction is to.n ko,smon (the world), used in the very same 
sense that Jesus has just spoken of in 15:18–25. The role of the Paraclete is 
therefore to convict those who are opposed to the revelation of God. The list of 
things of which he convicts them includes three things, namely, sin, righteousness 
and judgment, which he expounds on in the verses that follow (16:9–11). There 
are at least three possibilities for understanding the use of peri, and o[ti in these 
verses: 1) To convict the world in regard to its wrong notion of sin, showing it 
that sin is the failure to believe in Jesus. 2) To convict the world of its sin because 
it has failed to believe in Jesus. 3) To convict the world of its sin, namely its failure 
to believe in Jesus.232 Since the understanding of the construction evle,gxei peri, 
in this present context is the same as that of 8:46, the proposal that the world 
has a wrong notion of sin, righteousness and judgment may not fit. In addition, 
it seems that John is giving the grounds rather than the content of the Spirit’s 
conviction such that the third option, while possible is not as viable as the second 
in this context.233 The second option appears to be the most probable with most 
translations viewing the o[ti clauses in this and the following verses as causal. 
This option may also be better supported in light of the context of the Paraclete’s 
judicial role.
 What are the grounds of conviction in these verses? The first area of 
conviction, found in verse 9, is peri. a`marti,aj me,n( o[ti ouv pisteu,ousin eivj evme, 
(“concerning sin, because they do not believe in me”). In 15:21–24, the sin of 
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the world was identified as lack of belief  in Jesus, and their rejection of him, 
and looking back to 8:21–24, unbelief  was identified as sin. The conviction of 
the world is therefore on the grounds of their unbelief  in Jesus. The second area 
of conviction in verse 10 is peri. dikaiosu,nhj de,( o[ti pro.j to.n pate,ra u`pa,gw kai. 
ouvke,ti qewrei/te, me. (“concerning righteousness, because I go to the Father and 
you no longer see me”). Dikaiosu,nh may be understood as a reference to people’s 
lack of righteousness, 234 or to Jesus’ righteousness as the basis of the Spirit’s 
judgment.235 In light of the context, it is likely that the righteousness in view here 
is that of Jesus himself  and not the world’s perception of its own righteousness, 
which is a false righteousness. Together with the phrase pro.j to.n pate,ra u`pa,gw, 
which is significant because it is a reference to Jesus’ death and glorification, 
it is more likely that Jesus’ righteousness is in view. Hence, the Spirit convicts 
the unbelieving world (which has misunderstood the plan of salvation) on the 
basis of Jesus’ righteousness, which is itself  affirmed by the fact of his resur-
rection. The third area that the Spirit brings conviction, listed in verse 11, is peri. 
de. kri,sewj( o[ti o` a;rcwn tou/ ko,smou tou,tou ke,kritai (”concerning judgment, 
because the ruler of this world has been judged”). While the term a;rcwn reflects 
a prominent position of authority used for both Roman and Jewish officials,236 
the genitive modifier tou/ ko,smou suggests that it has a supernatural reference in 
this context and therefore refers to Satan.237 John’s portrayal of Jesus reflects 
the fact that he is opposed to the ruler of this world and indeed is the one that 
finally overcomes him. In this verse, the judgment of Satan and the unbelieving 
world he rules over is seen as an accomplished fact because of the certainty of 
Jesus’ glorification in his death and resurrection. As Barrett notes, “It is on the 
basis of this historical event that men may be convinced by the Spirit of the fact 
of judgment, and thus of their own judgment by God.”238 The Spirit therefore 
convicts those who refuse to believe in Jesus of the judgment that they themselves 
are certain to face on account of their unbelief. With respect to the world, he (and 
hence also to. pneu/ma th/j avlhqei,aj) is now its accuser or prosecuting counsel, with 
the task of bringing it to a recognition of its guilt and ultimately to repentance.239 
vAlh,qeia is understood in this section in light of the role of to. pneu/ma th/j avlhqei,aj 
with respect to the unbelieving world. This is clarified by the verb with which it is 
connected. It is found as the subject of the future form of the verb evle,gcw (16:8) 
which reveals that he has the legal role of convicting the unbelieving world on 
the grounds of its unbelief  in Jesus, of Jesus’ righteousness and of its own certain 
judgment incurred due to its failure to believe in Jesus.
 With regard to the disciples, however, the task of to. pneu/ma th/j avlhqei,aj is 
positive: o`dhgh,sei [eivj/evn] u`ma/j pa/san th.n avlh,qeian (“he will lead you in all truth”; 
cf. 16:13).240 In this instance the Spirit of Truth is used as the subject of the future 
form of the verb o`dhge,w. While one ought not to overstate the differences, evn is 
the best reading, not eivj, because the latter suggests new revelation, unlike the 
former which points to revelation already disclosed by Christ.241 Therefore, the 
Spirit of Truth passes on only what he hears from Jesus and not new revelation, 
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contra Burge who proposes that “not only does the Spirit recall, authenticate, 
and enliven the teaching of Jesus for each generation, but also the Spirit works 
creatively in the church, bringing a new prophetic word.”242 In addition, rather 
than predictive prophecy, the emphasis is “on helping the believing community 
understand their present situation in light of Jesus’ by-then-past revelation 
of God.”243 As in 14:26, this role most closely resembles that of the Spirit of 
prophecy in the Old Testament.
 Since avlh,qeia also occurs in combination with the adjective pa/san in the 
second part of this verse, this is an indication that avlh,qeia in this context also 
refers to the ultimate truth that Jesus brings. Given the content of what he is 
about to say, it may also be understood as ‘true revelation’ or ‘eschatological 
reality.’244 The semantic relationship is qualificational substance-content. Alh,qeia 
is therefore used in two ways: 1) As a genitive modifier to communicate that the 
Spirit of Truth leads disciples. 2) To signify the content of his leading, namely 
the ultimate truth concerning Jesus, thus aiding them in the work of testifying in 
Jesus’ behalf.
 The next reference to avlh,qeia, encompassing not just the disciples but all 
believers, is found in the final prayer of Jesus (17:1–26).245 Structurally, the final 
prayer is not part of the Farewell Discourse. However, in terms of its contents, it 
mirrors 13:1–35 with its central theme of oneness of Father, Son and believers.246 
This relationship can therefore be regarded as an inclusio.

The Prayer of Jesus (17:17)

While the more common designation for the prayer in this section is ‘The High 
Priestly Prayer’, it is perhaps more appropriate to refer to it as ‘The Farewell 
Prayer’ (so Ridderbos) or even ‘The Prayer of Jesus’ (so Carson).247 Although 
Ridderbos identifies the genre of this prayer as a farewell prayer similar to other 
such prayers, given that it emanates from the farewell situation, it is not quite 
as straightforward as it appears.248 It resembles the farewell words and farewell 
blessings of the patriarchs, employs the idea of intercession found in other texts 
of the same tradition (for instance apocalyptic literature), has some linguistic 
points of contact with Gnostic texts, and bears close affinities with the special 
type of prayer of the Son found in the Synoptics (the ‘cry of rejoicing’). It is 
likely, as Schnackenburg points out, that this is a distinctive and unique form of 
prayer (note also the prayers in John 11:41–42 and 12:27–28).249 It is divided into 
three general sections: a prayer for himself  (vv. 1–5), a prayer for his disciples 
(vv. 6–19), and lastly, a prayer for all believers (vv. 20–26).250 Although there is 
a wide range of material covered, at least three main themes stand out: 1) The 
glorification of the Father through Jesus’ death/exaltation.251 2) The theme of 
unity, primarily “the eternal unity of Father and the Son in its relation to the 
incarnation and the temporary (and apparent) separation which the incarnation 



 Truth Terminology in The Gospel of John 69

involved,”252 but also a unity amongst believers, and between believers, Jesus and 
the Father. 3) The theme of sending—Jesus is both the sent son and the sender.253

 Jesus begins with a prayer for himself  (vv. 1–5), requesting that his Father 
glorify him, in order that he himself  might glorify his Father. Indeed, he states 
that he has already brought the Father glory by completing the work given to 
him, the purpose of which was to provide eternal life through making God 
known (vv. 3–4).254 In this case, just as in 8:32, knowing is both objective as well 
as relational hence there is a correlation between ‘knowing’ and ‘believing.’ As 
Barrett points out, “[s]aving knowledge is rooted in knowledge of a historical 
person; it is therefore objective and at the same time a personal relation.”255The 
ultimate means by which Jesus would bring glory to God would be through his 
impending death on the cross. Do,xa is a prominent term in this prayer, being 
referred to eight times in various forms, and attached to the Father, Jesus and 
believers as a whole (vv. 1, 4, 5, 10, 22, 24). As in the prologue, it alludes to the 
Old Testament ‘glory.’256

 After praying for himself, Jesus then prays for his disciples (vv. 6–19), who 
in actuality belong to God. Having successfully completed his task (vv. 4, 8), 
he prays for their protection in the world. Knowing that they would have much 
opposition to face in the form of hatred from the world (v. 14; cf. 15:19), he prays 
for their unity (v. 11) and their sanctification. It is in the context of sanctification 
that the word avlh,qeia is used. Beginning with the acknowledgement that they do 
not belong to the world, even as he does not, he asks the Father a`gi,ason auvtou.j 
evn th/| avlhqei,a|\ o` lo,goj o` so.j avlh,qeia, evstin (“sanctify them in the truth; your 
word is truth”; v. 17). The verb a`gia,zw is used with reference to both things and 
people and means to make holy, sanctify, consecrate, dedicate, purify, or ‘set 
apart for God’s use,’ (cf. Matt 23:17, 19; John 10:36; 1 Cor 7:14; Heb 9:13). For 
John, however, sanctification is always for the purpose of mission.257 Indeed, it is 
important not to lose sight of the centrality of missions in this prayer. Borchert 
points out that “throughout this prayer the overarching concern is not status but 
mission and that much of the discussion that has taken place in the last century 
on oneness or unity is truncated because it neglects to emphasize mission.”258 
The object of sanctification in this case is auvtou,j, which refers to the disciples. 
Looking back to the phrasing of verse 11b (pa,ter a[gie), it is apparent, as Barrett 
points out, that the sanctification of Jesus and his followers is only made possible 
on the basis of the Father’s holiness.259 At the same time Jesus’ self-sacrifice is 
what enables the disciples’ sanctification,260 with the Paraclete participating in 
this sanctification by guiding the disciples in all truth (cf. 15:13).261

  vAlh,qeia in this context is the object of the preposition evn, with the preposi-
tional phrase evn th/| avlhqei,a| functioning in an adverbial relationship to the verb 
a`gia,zw. One option is to take the prepositional phrase as an instrumental dative, 
and hence “by means of/through the truth.”262 However, it is far more likely that 
as in the case of 4:23–24, it reflects a sphere or realm of operation, hence ‘in the 
sphere of truth.’ 263 Consequently, as Ridderbos suggests, the phrase “refers to 
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the realm in which that consecration is realized, that of the truth of God’s word 
and of his name (cf. vs. 11). Within that realm the disciples are not only safe in 
the world but also capable of continuing the work for which Jesus has destined 
them, their mission in the world.”264 The semantic relationship within this cola is 
qualificational character-setting-place.
 Given the emphasis on words, avlh,qeia should also be understood as ‘words 
of reality’ or ‘true revelation’ such that the prepositional phrase may mean ‘in 
eschatological reality.’ The paradigmatic relationships in this section indicate that 
truth is juxtaposed to the world hence, the sphere in which avlh,qeia operates is to 
be regarded as contrary to the sphere of the world.265 vAlh,qeia therefore reflects a 
sphere or realm of operation that is juxtaposed to the world and that conforms 
to the ultimate truth revealed by and in Jesus.
 The second clause can almost be regarded as an explanatory clause, albeit 
implicit. Using the equative verb eivmi,, John clarifies that avlh,qeia is to be 
equated with God’s word (o` lo,goj o` so,j). This word is itself  “valid, effective, 
in no way false, indeed in accord with reality.”266 Within this colon the semantic 
relationship is qualificational substance-content and with the previous one it is 
qualificational substance-generic-specific. Brown points out that “in Johannine 
theology Jesus is both the Word and the truth (xiv 6), so that consecration in 
a truth that is the word of God is simply an aspect of belonging to Jesus.”267 
In this context avlh,qeia is God’s Word in the sense of the ultimate revelation 
that Jesus brings and is.
 Jesus concludes his prayer with a prayer for all believers (vv. 20–26), including 
the disciples. The unity that he emphasizes in this section has two aspects: as 
a contemporary unity, it brings together believers of any one age or time; as 
a historical unity, it binds present and future generations of believers to their 
predecessors in the past (cf. vv. 20–21).268 Both the model and the basis are to be 
found in the unity existing between Jesus and the Father.269 The unity of believers 
is a double testimony to the world: It demonstrates, first, that the sending of Jesus 
came from God himself, and second, that just as God loved the Son, he displays 
the same kind of love to believers everywhere.
 The final prayer of Jesus provides an appropriate entrance to the Johannine 
passion narrative in which the last three references to avlh,qeia are found—the first 
two by Jesus and the last by Pilate (specifically 18:28–19:16a).

Jesus before Pilate (18:37–38)

In terms of structure, a number of commentators have proposed seven scenes or 
episodes for this section: 18:28–32; 33–38a; 38b–40; 19:1–3; 4–8; 9–11; 12–16a.270 
Of theological relevance is the fact that Jesus’ death during Passover week firmly 
establishes him as “the prototype of the Jewish Passover.”271 As Ridderbos points 
out, the significance of the redemptive-historical character of Jesus’ suffering and 
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death is evident, particularly on this day of the great feast of Israel’s liberation 
when the decision for or against Jesus hangs in the balance.272

 Having been arrested (18:1–11) and questioned by both Annas and the high 
priest Caiaphus (18:12–27), Jesus is taken before the Roman governor, Pilate, for 
questioning. There is double irony in this situation: The first is pointed out by 
Carson: “[t]he Jews take elaborate precautions to avoid ritual contamination in 
order to eat the Passover, at the very time they are busy manipulating the judicial 
system to secure the death of him who alone is the true Passover.”273 Brown 
also notes of this situation: “[t]hey do not hesitate to make use of the Gentile 
to destroy their adversary, but they will not enter the Gentile’s house.”274 The 
intention of the Jews is clear—they desire a death sentence by crucifixion for 
Jesus, even though the kinds of charges they raise against him have no weight 
in a Roman court. However, because Jesus had not been formally convicted of 
a crime, if  they themselves executed him, they would be guilty of murder under 
the Law of Moses.275 The author cleverly brings out the second irony involved in 
having this death sentence passed against Jesus. The intention of the Jews was 
to get rid of what they perceived as a threat against them. They also desired to 
discredit Jesus’ claims about himself  by having him die under the curse of God 
(cf. Deut 21:23).276 However, death by crucifixion is exactly the kind of death 
Jesus predicted for himself  and the only means of ensuring the fulfillment of 
God’s plan of salvation for mankind.
 In the dialogue between Pilate and Jesus, Pilate’s character emerges in an 
interesting fashion. Commenting that Pilate is to be viewed neither as a repre-
sentative of Rome nor of the state, Culpepper observes,

Like other characters caught between Jews and Jesus (principally Nicodemus, the 
lame man, and the blind man), Pilate is a study in the impossibility of compromise, 
the inevitability of decision, and the consequences of each alternative. In the end, 
although he seems to glimpse the truth, a decision in Jesus’ favor proves too costly 
for him.277

Even though he believes in Jesus’ innocence, saying three times that he finds 
no basis for a charge against him (18:38b; 19:4, 6b), he nevertheless passes the 
death sentence.278 He chooses his own self-preservation over the release of an 
innocent man (cf. 19:2). Ironically, while Pilate thinks that Jesus is the one on 
trial, it is Pilate himself  who is on trial and who must decide whether or not he 
will accept the truth.279 Even further, while seeking to protect Rome from political 
insurrectionists, in the end he ironically chooses to release Barabbas, who is, as 
Burge aptly points out “a man who is a genuine threat to Rome, a man with 
proven capability to challenge the military occupation of Israel.”280 The Jews’ 
vehement outcry for Barabbas’ release is also an indication that they are not 
really concerned for the maintenance of the socio-political order.281

 Prompted by Pilate’s question recorded in verse 37, ouvkou/n basileu.j ei= su,È 
(“so you are a king?”), asked initially in verse 33,282 Jesus declares, somewhat 
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surprisingly in light of the weight of the question, VEgw. eivj tou/to gege,nnhmai( kai. 
eivj tou/to evlh,luqa eivj to.n ko,smon( i[na marturh,sw th/| avlhqei,a| (“For this I have 
been born, and for this I have come into the world, to bear witness to the truth”; 
18:37; cf. 3:32; 8:47; 1 John 4:6).  [Ina introduces a purpose clause—hence his 
reason for coming into the world was to testify concerning the truth (dative of 
reference/respect). Given the legal nature of the proceedings thus far, it is likely 
that marture,w is used here in a judicial sense, as an affirmation of the revelation 
that has come through Christ himself. Ridderbos points out that Jesus’ testimony 
for the truth is not on his own behalf, but against the world in the lawsuit that 
God brings against it.283 As in 5:33, where a similar phrase is used of John the 
Baptist (kai. memartu,rhken th/| avlhqei,a|), avlh,qeia is something that is verbalized 
with regard to the veracity of a statement or an action. It also points to the 
validity of the claims concerning Jesus, namely that which is in accordance with 
the facts as he himself  has represented them. Consequently, as in 5:33, it is an 
instance of metonymy. The avlh,qeia that Jesus testifies to in this context is that 
of the ultimate revelation that has come through him, who is himself  the truth, 
and is not simply that which is opposed to falsehood. The semantic relationship 
within this colon is qualificational substance-content and with the previous one, 
it is means-purpose.
 Whereas this question has political implications, Jesus shifts the focus 
away from a physical dimension and associates his kingship with avlh,qeia, 
thus indicating that it is of a different order than that of which Pilate speaks. 
According to Barrett, the kingship of Jesus is the core of the section encom-
passing 18:28–19:16.284 This kingship, as Ridderbos points out,

. . . consists in the utterly unique authority with which he represents the truth 
in the world. His birth and coming had no other purpose than to ‘bear witness 
to the truth,’ in the absolute sense in which the Fourth Gospel continually 
speaks of  the truth: Jesus testifies to what ‘he has seen and heard of  the Father’  
(cf. 3:31–36), indeed to the truth that he himself  is (14:6) and for which he 
answers with his life, person, and work.285

He completes his statement by declaring that pa/j o` w’n evk th/j avlhqei,aj avkou,ei 
mou th/j fwnh/j (everyone who is of the truth hears my voice; v. 37b, cf. 1 John 
3:19; 2:21)Å
 The prepositional phrase functions in a genitival relationship to the parti-
cipial phrase o` w’n indicating a sphere of belonging. Paradigmatically, evk th/j 
avlhqei,aj in verse 36 points back to, and therefore contrasts, evk tou/ ko,smou tou,tou. 
While Whitacre may be right in pointing out that the entire phrase signifies an 
inner disposition, one that is tuned to the truth,286 it is more accurate to under-
stand it as “everyone who belongs to the sphere of truth,” that sphere in which 
God reigns.287

 While Jesus’ response is an indication to Pilate that he poses no danger to 
Rome’s political interests, it nonetheless creates a certain measure of discomfort 
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for Pilate. It is an implicit challenge to Pilate to recognize the truth.288 Coming 
on the heels of this declaration, Pilate’s question in verse 38, ti, evstin avlh,qeiaÈ 
(“what is truth?”), may seem to convey a philosophical skepticism, and, indeed, 
some have even suggested this. However, in light of the unfolding drama, this 
view is not viable. Schnackenburg comments that Pilate’s question “is meant to 
express . . . neither philosophical skepticism nor cold irony, and certainly not a 
serious search for truth; for the evangelist it is an avoidance and so a rejection 
of Jesus’ witness.”289 Whether or not an avoidance of a confrontation with the 
Roman state is in his mind here or that his intention is to cut off  Jesus’ testimony 
as Kostenberger suggests,290 it is clear that Pilate failed to see what was so clearly 
before him. Unlike the Jewish leaders, however, Pilate’s rejection of the truth 
is different in that he “lacks spiritual insight to comprehend the true nature of 
the Jewish case against Jesus and the spiritual dimension of his kingdom.”291 As 
Duke perceptively points out, there is dramatic irony in this question because 
the readers are aware that Pilate asks this question of the one who is himself  the 
Truth (14:6).292 Even more ironically, he ultimately not only rejects the truth, but 
despite his declaration of innocence, is responsible for colluding with the Jewish 
authorities to silence the Truth. Clearly, he did not understand Jesus’ association 
of his kingship with its nature as truth. With regard to Pilate’s question, ti, evstin 
avlh,qeiaÈ (18:38), avlh,qeia in this context reflects a representation of the facts as 
they stand, without distortion or manipulation. The semantic relationship in this 
instance is qualificational substance-content.

Conclusion

In the past, the study of truth terminology in the Gospel of John has been 
approached in a number of ways. One of the problematic issues that continues to 
surround the understanding of the meaning of the word avlh,qeia is the insistence 
by the majority of scholars that the word necessarily reflects either a Greek or 
a Hebrew usage. As pointed out in chapter one, this is a misconception that 
was effectively demolished by Barr, who argued that one should not see the 
intrinsic semantic function of the word as being tied to Greek metaphysics, or 
even Hebrew conceptions of the reality of God. Even more recently, Thiselton 
concluded that it was misleading to tie exegetical conclusions about the meaning 
of avlh,qeia to a theory about Johannine affinities of thought. In many instances, 
the understood meaning is seen to underlie every occurrence. This chapter has 
shown that it was not John’s intention to force one meaning on all the contexts. 
Rather than propose that avlh,qeia for John means one thing and one thing alone, 
it is perhaps better to allow the various contexts to speak for themselves rather 
than have one passage (generally 1:14–18) determine what it means throughout 
the Gospel. The conclusions arrived at on the use of truth terminology in the 
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Gospel of John are therefore based on the priority of contextual interpretation 
as opposed to etymological or metaphysical theories of language.
 This survey of the different contexts within which avlh,qeia in its various 
combinations and linguistic relationships appears has shown that John’s use 
was varied. John uses avlh,qeia in a number of ways: to signify the full and final/
ultimate revelation of the redemptive purpose of God; to refer to God’s faith-
fulness and reliability; to indicate that which is both tangible and personal, 
embodied in Christ himself; to refer to the redemptive content of that which 
has been revealed in and through Jesus; propositionally, to reflect that which 
is conformed to fact, and hence opposed to falsehood; to specify the sphere of 
operation in which believers are to function for worship and sanctification, a 
sphere that is opposed to the world; to refer to a sphere of belonging that is also 
opposed to the world; and lastly, to refer to qualities inherent in the Holy Spirit. 
vAlh,qeia is also linked metaphorically with light and that which is opposed to it 
with darkness. There may occasionally be an overlap of these categories.
 The findings of this chapter show that ‘truth’ for John is not a rigid concept. 
It is clear from the prologue onward that although he uses a term that is familiar 
to his readers, in certain contexts he adapts this term to suit the new circum-
stances brought about by the revelatory act of God breaking into human history. 
Thus, in his hands, avlh,qeia is given a redefined shape and form that takes on 
different hues in different contexts.
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because both come from “the same tradition for their source.”

 19. C. K. Barrett, The Gospel According to St. John: An Introduction with Commentary 
and Notes on the Greek Text (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1978), 150.

 20. One of the reasons why a chiastic structure appears to work best is that the 
‘interpolations’ do not present a problem. While these seem to interrupt the flow 
of the text and are omitted by some authors, these verses are accounted for in 
the proposals that incorporate a chiastic structure. They are actually considered 
to add to the message of the prologue, rather than interrupt it. The verses that 
some regard as interpolations by later editors (generally 1:6–8, 15), are key to the 
purpose of the gospel in light of the fact that they introduce key figures (John 
the Baptist) and themes (witness motif), and consequently in no way do they 
pose a problem to the unity of this section.

 21. For instance, George R. Beasley-Murray, John (2d ed.; WBC 36; Nashville: 
Thomas Nelson, 1999), 4, objects to a pivot that is focused on 1:12b, arguing 
that 1:14 is of greater theological importance and should therefore be seen as the 
pivot. However, this appears to be a subjective judgment.

 22. For an overview, see R. Alan Culpepper, The Gospel and Letters of John (IBT; 
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Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1998), 113–15; Jeff  Staley, “The Structure of 
John’s Prologue: It’s Implications for the Gospel’s Narrative Structure,” CBQ 
48 (1986):245; Andreas J. Köstenberger, John (BECNT; Grand Rapids: Baker, 
2004), 21.

 23. Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 
1996), 382, argues that e;labon in 1:12a, o[soi de. e;labon auvto,n, should be under-
stood as a historical, not a soteriological, statement (Jews in Palestine received 
Jesus into their houses as a prophet). While the physical act of welcoming Jesus 
should not be discounted, nevertheless, the context suggests that the statement 
following (toi/j pisteu,ousin eivj to. o;noma auvtou/), is better understood as parallel 
to the first clause, providing an expansion of thought—to receive him is to 
believe in him. See also Rudolf Schnackenburg, The Gospel According to St. 
John (2 vols.; New York: Seabury Press, 1980), 1:261, Bultmann, John, 56, and 
Francis J. Moloney, The Gospel of John (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 
1998), 38, who argue that ‘received’ here is parallel to ‘believe’ (cf. 5:43–44). This 
understanding further clarifies the centrality of verse 12.

 24. Herman Ridderbos, The Gospel of John: A Theological Commentary (trans. John 
Vriend; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997), 46.

 25. For these options see Ridderbos, John, 46; Morris, John, 87; Bultmann, John, 57, 
Carson, John, 126.

 26. Duke, Irony, 111.
 27. So also Ben Witherington, John’s Wisdom: A Commentary on the Fourth Gospel 

(Louisville, KN: Westminster John Knox, 1995), 56; Köstenberger, John, 23. 
Others that have come to a similar conclusion include Staley, “The Structure of 
John’s Prologue,” 245, and Culpepper, Gospel and Letters, 116, whose narrative 
approaches emphasize the final form of the text.

 28. Categories developed from J. P. Fokkelman, Reading Biblical Narrative: An 
Introductory Guide (Louisville, KN: Westminster John Knox, 1999), 178–9.

 29. Many commentators have noted that the words VEn avrch/| are an allusion to 
Genesis 1:1. For instance, Ridderbos, John, 23, Brown, John, 1:4, Carson, 
John, 114, Morris, John, 64, Beasley-Murray, John, 10, Witherington, Wisdom, 
52, Schnackenburg, John, 1: 232, Köstenberger, John, 9 and Gary Burge, 
John (NIVAC; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2000), 54. vArch, can mean either 
‘beginning’ or ‘first cause’. Because John uses dual meanings often as part of his 
literary style, it is possible that he intends both meanings here.

 30. Discussions of the background of lo,gojõ are not directly relevant to this study 
and hence will not be pursued.

 31. Morris, John, 64.
 32. John Calvin, Commentary on the Holy Gospel of Jesus Christ According to John 

(trans. Rev. William Pringle; 2 vols.; Grand Rapids: Baker, 1848, 1999), 1:37 
(emphasis original).

 33. Hence, “God has revealed himself  in an escalated, eschatological sense.” 
Köstenberger, John, 35; cf. Carson, John, 122.

 34. Contra Beasley-Murray, John, 11 and Ashton, Understanding the Fourth Gospel, 
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389, the statement ‘the light shines’ is not a timeless statement. Rather, the 
context suggests that it refers to the unique historical event when Christ entered 
the world. So also Schnackenburg, John, 1:245.

 35. While the only other use of this word is found in 7:35 with the meaning 
‘overcome’, the present context suggests that John may be making a play on 
words—the world estranged from God can neither understand the light nor does 
it have the ability to overcome it. This dual meaning is understood by Barrett, 
John, 158; Carson, John, 138; Burge, John, 56; Ashton, Understanding the Fourth 
Gospel, 387; Keener, John, 1:387. Other interpretations include: Understood: 
Ridderbos, John, 39–40, Bultmann, John, 48, Schnackenburg, John, 1:246–47, 
Beasley-Murray, John, 11. Overcome: Brown, John, 1:8, Morris, John, 76, 
Köstenberger, John, 31.

 36. Ashton, Understanding the Fourth Gospel, 390.
 37. Right from the beginning of his narrative, John reflects a use of light/darkness 

imagery that harks back to the Old Testament (as well as other Jewish 
literature); cf. Isa 9:2; 50:10; Ps 107:10, 14, the Genesis creation account, the 
Qumran literature etc. darkness communicates the idea of ignorance and 
fallenness and not just the absence of light, but positive evil. Therefore, darkness 
in this case is understood in its spiritual sense as reflective of the blinded world 
of men ensnared by evil and related to the ko,smoj of verse 10. See Witherington, 
Wisdom, 55; Carson, John, 119.

 38. The fact that he became flesh should not be taken to mean that he was no longer 
the divine lo,goj. Witherington, Wisdom, 55, following Barrett, John, 164–65, 
rightly suggests that the translation “took on flesh” better preserves his identity.

 39. Köstenberger, John, 41. Note that others see here an allusion to Exodus 33, so 
Morris, John, 92, or the Exodus in general, so Beasley-Murray, John, 14.

 40. Ridderbos, John, 51.
 41. However, note that there are some objections to the identification of this verb 

with the divine tabernacle. For instance, U. Schnelle, Das Evangelium nach 
Johannes (2d ed.; Leipzig, 1999), 40–41 argues that the allusion is not so much 
to the dwelling of God, but as in the Wisdom literature, alludes to the physical 
nature of the incarnation. Note the following statement: Das Verb skhnou/n 
erinnert nicht so sehr an das Zelt als Wohnort Gottes (vgl. Ex. 33, 9-11), sondern 
hat im >Zelten< der Sophia seine nächsten Parallelen (vgl. Sir. 24,4.8; äth. Hen. 
42,2; Ps. 19,4; Bar. 3,38; vgl. ferner Philo, Imm. 134; NHC XIII 47,14 f.). Hier 
steht skhnou/n für den vergänglichen Menschenleib (vgl. Weish. 9,15; 2 Kor. 5,1.4; 
2 Petr. 1,13.14), so daß V. 14b eine Steigerung der Inkarnationsaussage in V. 14a 
darstellt. Der menschgewordene Offenbarer Jesus Christus verweilte tatsächlich 
unter den Menschen, lebte in Zeit und Geschichte, hatte seine Geschichte und 
entschied die Geschichte.” Given the context, it is likely that both are in John’s 
mind and hence he communicates in this one word the physical manifestation of 
the divine indwelling.

 42. This glory is w`j monogenou/j para. patro,j, which should most likely be under-
stood as ‘in the quality of,’ and in the context of the Old Testament concept of 
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glory. So Brown, John, 1:13. Discussion of what monogenh,j means is beyond the 
scope of this work. This study follows Brown in the view that it means ‘unique’ 
as against Schnackenburg, John, 1:270–71 and Ridderbos John, 53, who prefer 
‘only begotten.’

 43. While Carson, John, 126, concedes that the words ‘full of grace and truth’ may 
be descriptive of the Word, especially if  plh,rhõ is understood to be nominative, 
hence agreeing with o` lo,goõ, he argues that because plh,rhõ is regularly indeclinable 
it should be understood as a modifier of do,xan. Lightfoot, St. John’s Gospel, 90, 
suggests that this adjective may agree with either ‘the Word’ or ‘his glory’ in spite 
of the bracket in the RV. Ridderbos, John, 54, suggests that if  it is indeclinable, 
it agrees with do,xan or better still with auvtou/ (following BAGD). Brown, John, 
1:14, proposes that it may agree either with o` lo,goõ or u`ioj from the variant that 
has the combination monogenh.j u`ioj, with no significant difference in meaning.

 44. Contra Bultmann, John, 73–74, Moloney, John, 39, who see this as epexegetical, 
hence “grace, namely in truth,” and “the fullness of a gift that is truth” respec-
tively. While an epexegetical use is grammatically possible, the allusive reference 
to Exodus makes it unlikely.

 45. Walter Brueggemann, Exodus (NIB 1; Nashville: Abingdon, 1994), 946, lists 
Phyllis Trible, David Noel Freedman, and a host of other scholars (cf. Num 
14:18–19; Ps 145:8–9; Jonah 4:2; Nah 1:2–3). So also John I. Durham, Exodus 
(WBC 3; Waco: Word, 1987), 453, who notes that the confession that follows the 
double calling of Yahweh’s name is clearly reflected in eight OT passages, three 
of them in Psalms (86:15; 103:8; 145:8) and one each in Num 14:18; Joel 2:13; 
Nah 1:3; Neh 9:17; and Jonah 4:2. Possible allusions to it can be discovered at 
additional places in the Old Testament, for instance Exod 20:5.

 46. Bultmann, John, 73–74, sees this as having the formal meaning of ‘giving grace’ 
and ‘gracious gift,’ with truth denoting the content of the gift, the divine reality 
revealing itself.

 47. Adolf Schlatter, Der Glaube im Neuen Testament (6th ed.; Stuttgart: Calwar 
Verlag, 1927, 1982), 552, writes, “Daher wird sie mit grace zu einem festgefügten 
Wortpaar verbunden. Während grace die anhebende, mit eigenem Trieb gebende 
Güte vor truth voraus hat, fügt dieses zu grace die Beharrlichkeit, und erhebt 
die Güte über das augenblickliche Erbarmen und die einzelne Hilfeleistung zu 
einem bleibenden Verband.”

 48. The categories employed in this study to describe the semantic relationships are 
from Nida, Exploring Semantic Structures, 50–65; Style and Discourse: With 
Special Reference to the Text of the Greek New Testament (ed. E. A. Nida et. 
al.; Cape Town: Bible Society, 1983, 1991), 102–103. See the appendix for a full 
listing of categories. See D. F. Tolmie, “A Discourse Analysis of John 17:1–26,” 
Neot 27 (1993):403–11, for a study that follows a somewhat similar approach to 
the analysis of the semantic content of language segments.

 49. Various meanings have been suggested for avnti, in 1:16: Corresponds to 
(Bernard); in return for (Augustine)—for these two options see Carson, John, 
131–32; Upon or in addition to, which means that this grace is inexhaustible, so 
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Bultmann, John, 78, Beasley-Murray, John, 15, Schnackenburg, John, 1:275–6, 
Barrett, John, 168; instead of (the most convincing) so Brown, John, 1:16; 
Carson, John, 131–32, Köstenberger, John, 47.

 50  Contra Wallace, Grammar, 461, who understands o[ti causally.
 51. Although these abstract nouns are articular in this case, there is no appreciable 

difference in sense with 1:14. They may have an anaphoric use, pointing to the 
grace and truth previously mentioned. In this particular context, dia, with the 
genitive suggests that the preposition is used for agency.

 52. Köstenberger, John, 438.
 53. Ibid., 47.
 54. Otto Betz, Offenbarung und Schriftforschung in der Qumransekte (WUNT 

6; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1960), 54, writes, “Johannes unterscheidet sich 
dadurch von der Sekte, daß bei ihm die Wahrheit nicht an die Tora gebunden 
ist, sondern mit der Person Christi in die Welt hereintritt.”

 55. Davies, Rhetoric, 73.
 56. Ridderbos, John, 57–58.
 57. Morris, John, 100.
 58. Stephen J. Casselli, “Jesus as Eschatological Torah,” TrinJ 18 NS (1997):37. He 

himself  defines it as ambivalent, on the basis of the lack of evidence from the 
formal structure of this passage.

 59. Carson, John, 132.
 60. This category is not identified by Nida. However, Cotterell & Max, Linguistics, 

212, describe a semantic relationship in which “the prominent kernel expresses 
an event or state of affairs that would be unexpected given the information 
offered in the other kernel.”

 61. For instance Gen 24:27, 49; Exod 34:6; Josh 2:14; 2 Sam 2:6; 15:20; Pss 25:10; 
40:11; 57:3; 61:7; 85:10; 86:15; 89:14, 24; 98:3; 115:1; 138:2; Prov 3:3; 14:22; 16:6; 
20:28. Jepsen, TDOT 1:314.

 62. Note that in the LXX, polue,leoj (very merciful) not ca,rij is used to translate ds,x,, 
and the adjectival form avlhqino,j is used rather than the substantive. However, 
contra Bultmann, John, 74, this is not an obstacle to seeing Exodus 34 as the 
source. Thiselton, “Truth,” 889, points out that John does not always follow the 
LXX accurately and moreover, ca,rij replaced e;leoj as the standard translation 
of ds,x, in later Greek. Representative translations that accurately capture the 
meaning include NIV, NIB (NIV UK) abounding in love and faithfulness.

 63. Other instance where this formulaic proclamation attached to God occur in the 
same combination in the Hebrew Old Testament and Septuagint include 2 Sam 
2:6; Ps 25:10; 61:8; 86:15; 89:15. tm,a/, is variously rendered in the versions as truth 
or faithfulness.

 64. Morris, John, 95, suggests Exod 34:6, and Brown, John, 1:14, Exod 35:6.
 65. Köstenberger, Encountering John, 52, points out that Israel finds grace in 

Yahweh’s sight (33:14)/disciples receive “grace instead of grace”(1:16); No 
one can see Yahweh’s face and live (33:20)/no one has seen God at any time 
(1:18); Yahweh’s glory passes by Moses (33:23; 34:6-7)/the disciples beheld the 
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word’s glory (1:14); Yahweh abounds in loving kindness and truth (34:6)/Jesus 
is full of grace and truth (1:14, 17); Yahweh dwelt in a tent (33:7)/the Word 
“tented” among the disciples (1:14); Moses was given the Law (34:27–28)/the 
Law was given through Moses (1:17); Moses, mediator between Yahweh, Israel 
(34:32–35)/Jesus, mediator between God and man (1:17–18). Lindsay, “‘What 
is Truth?’129–145, notes the following: both dwell in a tent, the visible glory of 
God (Exod 33:9f., 18 ff.; 34:29ff./John 1:14), as well as the idea of seeing God 
(Exod 33:20–23/John 1:18) are prominent themes in both; finding or receiving 
the grace of God also features in both (Exod 33:12f. 16f.; 34:9/John 1:16), and 
the Law, also referred to here (1:17), is a dominant theme of Exodus 34.

 66. Brueggemann, Exodus, 945.
 67. Ibid.
 68. See Bultmann, John, 321.
 69. Vos, “‘True’ and ‘Truth,’” 510.
 70. George Eldon Ladd, A Theology of the New Testament (Grand Rapids: 

Eerdmans, 1974), 302.
 71. See Craig A. Evans, Word and Glory: On the Exegetical and Theological 

Background of John’s Prologue, JSNTSup 89 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1993).
 72. Swain, “Truth,” 33, in his discussion also concludes that in addition, ‘reality,’ not 

in the Platonic sense, but in the sense of the complete reality of the revelation of 
God’s covenant faithfulness that Jesus has brought, be seen as a vital part of the 
meaning of this word here.

 73. Köstenberger, “John,” DBT 280–82.
 74. Andrew T. Lincoln, The Gospel According to Saint John (BNTC; New York: 

Hendrickson, 2005), 8.
 75. Not all commentators are in agreement on this. Some suggest that Jesus’ 

discourse continues to the end of verse 21, so Moloney, John, 90, Brown, John, 
1:149. Those that view these comments as editorial and beginning in verse 16, 
the author’s position, include Carson, John, 203, Burge, John, 113, 117–18, 
Köstenberger, John, 128, Morris, John, 202 (as evidence, Morris points out that 
the cross is spoken of in the past, monogenh/ is used of Christ only by John, and 
the expression poie,w th.n avlh,qeian is characteristically Johannine, and never 
found on the lips of Jesus). Others suggest that verses 12–15 should at the very 
least be considered transitional; so Witherington, Wisdom, 99.

 76. See Köstenberger, John, 118, for some of these views.
 77. Carson, John, 186.
 78. Barrett, John, 205.
 79. Beck rightly observes that “Nicodemus’ response to Jesus here is not merely 

inadequate, it is non-existent. He fails to indicate any acceptance, or even 
comprehension of Jesus’ word. He never makes an active faith response to Jesus, 
or even verbal confession. He does not witness to anyone concerning what he 
has seen and heard from Jesus. His is not a wrong response, but a non-response.” 
David Beck, The Discipleship Paradigm: Readers and Anonymous Characters in 
the Fourth Gospel (BibInt 27; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 67.
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 80. Duke, Irony, 45–46.
 81. Ridderbos, John, 124, notes that as in 1:51, this utterance resembles “a revela-

tional utterance that not only transcends human certainties (‘we know’) but also 
replaces them with something of another order and a higher priority.”

 82. While there is a controversy over the meaning/significance of genna,w, whether 
it pertains to ‘to be born’ or ‘to be begotten’, the understanding is that “[e]ntry 
into the kingdom is not by way of human striving, . . . but by that rebirth which 
only God can effect.” Morris, John, 189.

 83. “Spirit” probably has a double meaning in this context. So Morris, John, 195, 
and contra Carson, John, 191–96, who identifies it as the human spirit. With 
regard to evx u[datoj, Carson, John, 191–96, rightly argues that this phrase must be 
understood in light of the Old Testament understanding, as Nicodemus would 
have. In this case, it refers to the eschatological cleansing and renewal promised 
by the Old Testament prophets, which is both corporate as well as individual. 
Any understanding of it by John’s readers in terms of Christian baptism is 
therefore secondary. It is not the rite that is in view here, but the need for radical 
transformation.

 84. For Nicodemus it meant a participation in the kingdom at the end of the age, the 
experience of eternal resurrection life. Only the wicked and the apostate would 
be exempt from this. John’s stress, however, is on participation both now and in 
the future. Carson, John, 188–89.

 85. Hence, Witherington, Wisdom, 95, argues against seeing this as an instance 
of double entendre and suggests instead that the problem lies in that Jesus 
and Nicodemus are operating on two levels of understanding. He writes, 
“Nicodemus assumes that Jesus is referring to another physical birth by the 
phrase ‘born anew,’ whereas in fact Jesus is referring to a birth of a different sort, 
caused by the work of the Holy Spirit in someone’s life.”

 86. For the former see Bultmann, John, 135, Witherington, Wisdom, 95, and for the 
latter see Schnackenburg, John, 1:367–69, Burge, John, 114.

 87. Barrett, John, 207, notes the following words with “double or doubtful 
meaning”: a;nqrwpoj (19:5), a;nwqen (3:3,7), avpoqnh,|skein u`pe.r (11:50f.; cf. 
18:14), basileu,j (19:14f., 19, 21), euvcaristei/n (6:11, 23), kaqi,zein (19:13), 
katalamba,nein (1:5), u[dwr (4:10), u`pa,gein (8:21; 13:33), u[pnoj (11:13), u`you/n 
(3:14; 8:28; 12:32–34).

 88. For instance Barrett, John, 205–6, Morris, John, 189, Moloney, John, 92, see this 
as part of John’s literary technique of misunderstanding, which is only possible 
in the Greek. Brown, John, 1:130 and Beasley-Murray, John, 45, also hold this 
view but suggest that John is emphasizing ‘from above’ over ‘again.’

 89. Carson, John, 202.
 90. Barrett, John, 216, points out that in 5:27 and 9:39, the meaning of kri,sin is 

neutral, whereas in this context it means ‘to condemn’, the opposite of which 
is ‘to save’. Lincoln, Truth, 70, however, sees this as a “rescue mission” (cf. v. 
17b), and hence proposes the more neutral sense of “putting on trial.” However, 
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his later statement, whereby he reiterates that a negative response to the Son 
produces a negative judgment, seems to imply otherwise.

 91. Barrett, John, 217, notes that the same word, evle,gcw, is used in 16:8 of the 
Paraclete and in both places refers to convincing exposure. He therefore finds a 
parallel here between the work of Christ and the work of the Spirit. However, 
given the imagery of light which accompanies it, in this context it is the aspect of 
exposure rather than the judicial sense that comes to the fore (even as one cannot 
discount that conviction lies in the background). This is further strengthened by 
the fact that the positive counterpart of evle,gcw is fanero,w, used in the next verse 
(cf. Brown, John, 1:135). Hence, it has a different sense than in both 8:46 and 
16:8. See also Lincoln, Truth, 71. This, however, in no way negates the parallels 
noted by Barrett.

 92. Ridderbos, John, 142.
 93. Although Morris, John, 208, argues that this phrase cannot be used to contrast 

verse 20 because the verbs used are different it is likely that John used poie,w and 
pra,ssw interchangeably, as he does with a number of other verbs such as avgapa,w 
and file,w.

 94. Ridderbos, John, 142.
 95. Thiselton, “Truth,” 891.
 96. Lindsay, “What is Truth?” 135.
 97. Ridderbos, John, 142.
 98. Swain, Truth, 37.
 99. Carson, John, 207.
100. The identity of the woman is not important. Indeed, John presents her simply 

as gunh. evk th/j Samarei,aj. Other references in which the article is affixed merely 
reflect an anaphoric use (cf. vv. 11, 15, 19, 25, 28, 39, 42). See the discussion in 
Wallace, Grammar, 218, 324.

101. See Brown, John, 1:176, Ridderbos, John, 152.
102. He notes that Jesus asks for water but apparently receives none. Dialogue rather 

than action carries the scene. Living water, of which Jesus is the source, rather 
than well water, to which the Samaritan woman has access, becomes the central 
concern. Additionally, the woman is not of marriageable status; she has had 
five husbands. Still, Jesus goes to her village, and she receives him as her Lord. 
Culpepper, Anatomy, 137; cf. Robert Alter, The Art of Biblical Narrative (New 
York: Basic Books, 1981), 51–58.

103. While Samaritans recognized the five books of Moses, they were suspected of 
being an idolatrous cult because they venerated Mt. Gerizim as a holy mountain. 
Köstenberger, John, Acts, 45.

104. Gerald L. Borchert, John 1–11 (2 vols.; Nashville, TN: Broadman & Holman, 
1996, 2002), 1:202. Reading beyond this to verse 17b, the reader comes to the 
realization of just how unusual this situation is, when he is made aware of her 
immoral lifestyle.

105. This second class conditional statement is therefore understood thus: If  you 
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knew the gift of God [but you do not] . . . you would have asked him and he 
would have given you living water.

106. Contra Brown, John, 1:179–80, this passage does not allude to baptism. He 
bases his argument on the similarities he sees between this story and that of 
Nicodemus and the assumption that 3:5 is a reference to baptism. Hence, 
although the issue in verses 1 and 2 had to do with baptism, there is nothing in 
this particular context to suggest that this is what Jesus is referring to. So also 
Morris, John, 225.

107. For a detailed discussion of the various viewpoints and arguments surrounding 
this issue, see Mburu, Rule of the Community, 82–84.

108. Schnackenburg, John, 1:426–31. Therefore while Burge, John, 144, correctly 
identifies this relationship of equivalence, his conclusion that they both refer to 
the Holy Spirit tends to underplay the Christological emphasis in this particular 
context. He points the reader to Acts 2:38; 8:20; 10:45; 11:17; Heb. 6:4.

109. Köstenberger, “John,” 282.
110. Jesus is not speaking of physical water from a well and he is indeed greater than 

Jacob. Carson, John, 219.
111. See Morris, John, 236, Ridderbos, John, 158–60, Carson, John, 220–21.
112. Contra Beasley-Murray, John, 62, Brown, John, 1:172, Morris, John, 241, 

Moloney, John, 130, 134, Schnackenburg, John, 1:442 here evgw, eivmi does not 
refer to Christ’s divinity. So Carson, John, 227, Witherington, Wisdom, 121, 
Barrett, John, 239.

113. Although the statement oi=da o[ti Messi,aj e;rcetai o` lego,menoj cristo,j seems 
to indicate some awareness of the coming of the messiah, it may be that she is 
referring to the Samaritan messiah known as the Taheb, primarily a political 
figure but also expected to restore true worship since he was of the tribe of Levi. 
See Schnackenburg, John, 1:441. However, this is not certain as Moloney, John, 
133–34, points out that the evidence for this individual is late.

114. The Temple played a significant role in the lives of the Israelites: it enabled them 
to fulfil their obligations e.g. offering first-fruits, tithes, wave offerings and oblig-
atory sacrifices; it served as the place of worship and prayer and was the place 
in which study of the Torah was conducted and questions on legal tradition 
could be posed; it provided a place for Temple worship alongside the priests, 
as well as ritual cleansing with cleansing water. See S. Safrai, “The Temple,” In 
The Jewish People in the First Century: Historical Geography, Political History, 
Social, Cultural and Religious Life and Institutions (ed. S. Safrai et al; CRINT 2; 
Philadelphia: Fortress, 1976), 876–77. For Jesus to suggest that its centrality in 
worship would become obsolete is therefore shocking.

115. John’s eschatology is a realized eschatology. As Beasley-Murray, John, lxxxvi 
notes, “[t]he Evangelist consistently represents the new existence in Christ by the 
Spirit to be a present reality. Life in the kingdom of God or new creation is now, 
not a hope reserved for the future” (cf. 5:21, 24; 12:31). At the same time, the 
tension between realized and futurist eschatology is evident, for this Gospel also 
anticipates the raising of the dead on the last day by the Son of God (5:21, 25, 
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28–29; 6:39, 40, 44, 54), future judgment (12:48), and what may be a reference to 
the Parousia (14:3). Barrett, John, 68, suggests that this paradox may be partially 
explained by the fact that John wrote from two standpoints—both before and 
after the resurrection.

116. Köstenberger, John, 155.
117. Schnackenburg, John, 1:435, points out that the shift in pronouns from verse 21 

makes it clear that he is no longer addressing the woman as an individual, but 
as a representative of the Samaritan people (proskunh,sete, with the personal 
pronoun u`mei/j in verse 22).

118. Stibbe, John as Storyteller, 64.
119. This worship is based on the fact of the nature of God as spirit. So also Carson, 

John, 225–26, and contra Beasley-Murray, John, 62, who views the phrase as 
defining God in terms of his work in the world.

120. Ridderbos, John, 163–64. Other proponents of the hendiadys theory include 
Brown, John, 1:172, 180–81, Marianne Meye Thompson, The God of the Gospel 
of John (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001), 214–16.

121. Carson, John, 225.
122. C. John Collins, “John 4:23–24, ‘In Spirit and Truth’: An Idiomatic Proposal,” 

Presbyterion 21/2 (1995): 118–21, esp. 120, points out that this evn . . . kai. avlhqei,a 
combination only occurs one other time in the Johannine literature (cf. 1 John 
3:18). There the context demands that kai, be viewed as having an epexegetical 
or explicative use, hence the translation “in deed, that is, in reality,” reflecting 
that genuine love is demonstrated in actions. He therefore argues for a similar 
use in this instance with avlh,qeia having the sense of genuineness or reality, and 
pneu/ma referring to the inner man. His translation therefore reads “in spirit, that 
is to say, in reality.” He notes comparable instances of this structure in the New 
Testament, found only in Eph 5:9 and 1 Tim 2:7, with the latter being the only 
truly analogous instance (although even here it is not entirely clear whether an 
epexegetical use is in view). Looking outside the New Testament, and including 
at least one ei,j phrase, he suggests that it might “be possible to propose a wider 
definition, whereby evn A kai. B could be interpreted as “in A, that is to say in B,” 
when A and B are not synonymous and when the context favors seeing B as a 
comment on the activity done in manner A, rather than an additional item in a 
list. This seems to be the case in 2 Pet 3:7, and in Judith 7:25; and possibly 2 Pet 
3:1; 1 Maccabees 3:51; Ben Sira 45:4.” One criticism against these examples is 
that while most are valid, the first two use nouns that appear to be synonymous. 
However, this does not weaken the proposal as the other examples conform to 
the pattern.

123. See, for instance, Morris, John, 240; Collins, “John,” 118–21.
124. Rodney A. Whitacre, John (IVP 4; Downers Grove: InterVarsity, 1999), 106–107.
125. Contra Edwin D. Freed, “The Manner of Worship in John 4:23f.,” in Search the 

Scriptures: New Testament Studies in Honor of Raymond T. Stamm (ed. J. M. 
Myers et al.; Leiden: Brill, 1969), 46–47, the focus in this phrase is not merely 
ethical, relating merely to the right attitude and practice as in Qumran.
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126. Ridderbos, John, 163–64.
127. Köstenberger, John, 438. 
128. Dorothy Lee, “In the Spirit of Truth: Worship and Prayer in the Gospel of John 

and the Early Fathers,” VC 58 (2004):280, 287, therefore proposes that Jesus acts 
as the locus, object, and means of worship (the first two overlap and the last 
signifies that he is the avenue through which true worship of the Father is made 
possible cf. 1:14; 2:13–22; 4:23, 24; 9:38b; 12:1–8; 20:4–29).

129. Ladd, Theology, 267.
130. Culpepper, Anatomy, 129, writes, “[t]he reasons for the Jews’ response are 

explained not in terms of their ‘Jewishness’ but in universally applicable charac-
teristics: they have never heard or seen the Father (5:37), they do not want to 
come to Jesus so that they might have life (5:40), they do not have the love 
of God in themselves (5:42), and they do not receive Jesus (5:43) or seek the 
glory of God (5:44). An even more basic reason emerges later: they are from 
a different world order (8:23). The pathos of their unbelief  is that they are the 
religious people, some even the religious authorities, who have had all the advan-
tages of the heritage of Israel. Through the Jews, John explores the heart and 
soul of unbelief.”

131. It is not clear what this feast refers to, whether Passover, Pentecost or Tabernacles, 
and a search for its specific identity probably does not greatly affect one’s under-
standing of this account; the information about it being ‘a feast of the Jews’ is 
sufficient. As Brown points out, this is a secondary interest. Brown, John, 1:206.

132. Morris, John, 265, Ridderbos, John, 184.
133. A. E. Harvey, Jesus on Trial: A Study in the Fourth Gospel (Atlanta: John Knox, 

1977), 76, points out that in this instance, carrying a bed was explicitly forbidden 
in the Mishnah (M. Shab. 10.1–5) and had legal consequences.

134. Harvey argues that Jesus is not claiming honor or privilege, but is rather 
explaining that his actions are consistent with God’s intentions. As God’s 
accredited agent, he could not be charged. He writes, “it was an established rule 
that an agent, when acting on the authority of his principle, must be treated as 
his principal would be if  he were present.” Ibid., 91.

135. Köstenberger, John, 188, explains that “Jesus’ role as the sent son highlights both 
Jesus’ equality with the Father in purpose (and even nature) and his subordi-
nation to the Father in carrying out his mission: ‘it is a legal presumption that 
an agent will carry out his mission’ (b. `Erub. 31b–32a; cf. b. Ketub. 99b).”

136. See the background to the legal principle of witness in Dt 19:15; 17:6; Num 
35:30. Brown, John, 1:223. Aalen, “Truth,” 7, also provides a discussion of Old 
Testament theological uses of ‘testimony’ and ‘truth.’

137. Cf. Susanna, Daniel 13 and the trial of Jesus. Schnackenburg, John, 2:120.
138. Lincoln, John, 205.
139. Brown, John, 1:224.
140. Harvey, Jesus on Trial, 32, astutely points out, “[t]he whole question of Jesus’ 

authority, in John’s Gospel, is closely linked with that of his credentials, of the 
evidence he can produce.”
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141. While some suggest that the use of perfect tenses here indicate that his present 
testimony is as an established datum or it remains as evidence, is a continuing 
message or even that it still has value (cf. Barrett, John, 264, Carson, John, 260, 
Beasley-Murray, John, 78, Morris, John, 288, Brown, John, 1:224, Bultmann, 
John, 264–65), the perfect tenses are merely indicative of the front-grounding 
of this event. The author wishes to draw attention to it. For the significance 
of aspect, see Stanley Porter, Verbal Aspect in the Greek of the New Testament: 
With Respect to Tense and Mood (New York: P. Lang, 1993).

142. Crump, “Truth,” DJG 860.
143. Ridderbos, John, 260.
144. Allison A. Trites, The New Testament Concept of Witness (Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, 1977), 92.
145. Brown, John, 1:225.
146. Lincoln, John, 264, notes that as was the case in 5:17–49, “Jesus starts off  as a 

witness in his own defense and then the roles become reversed, as he becomes 
prosecutor and judge of the opponents, leveling counter-accusations and charges 
against them.” See also Truth on Trial: The Lawsuit motif in the Fourth Gospel 
(Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2000), 86. Trites, Concept of Witness, 84, points 
out that this switching of roles is not uncommon in the Fourth Gospel (John the 
Baptist is represented as both a witness to Christ and an advocate whose task is 
to convince unbelievers) and finds a precedent in the Old Testament lawsuit (cf. 
Isa 41:21–24, 26; 43:9).

147. Note that earlier, Jesus had himself  stated that his own self-testimony was not 
valid, but had gone ahead to include ample testimony from others that proved 
that his testimony was acceptable (cf. 5:31–45). By stating that he is the light of 
the world, in the context of the Feast of Tabernacles, Jesus points to himself  as 
the fulfilment of the torch-lighting ceremony that formed part of this feast (cf. 
9:5) as well as all that the Torah signified with regard to light (cf. Ps 119:105; Wis 
7:26) and life (cf. Deut 30:15–20; Sir 17:11; Prov 8:35). So Köstenberger, “John,” 
282; Lincoln, John, 265.

148. No semantic distinction should be made between pisteu,w plus the dative and 
pisteu,w plus ei,j. See Carson, John, 346–47, Beasley-Murray, John, 132, Morris, 
John, 404. Lincoln rightly refers to the response of the people as “pseudo-belief.” 
Lincoln, Truth, 90.

149. Brown, John, 1:355.
150. It is possible that rather than have merely a transitional force (so Wallace, 

Grammar, 674), the conjunction ou=n should be interpreted logically. This 
suggests that Jesus saw the need to address the meager faith of those individuals. 
Morris, John, 404.

151. Ibid., 403.
152. Bultmann, John, 434.
153. Ridderbos, John, 308.
154. Borchert, John, 303, notes that an understanding of the Feast of the Tabernacles 

is important for understanding Jesus’ words about liberation in this context. 
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He suggests that the feast commemorates the experience of the Israelites in the 
wilderness and therefore alludes to more than political freedom. The statement 
of the Jews therefore claims that because of their kinship with Abraham they 
have never been under the power of an external spiritual force. Schnackenburg, 
John, 2:206, also points out that in view of the Johannine concept of sin, more 
than ‘moral freedom’ is in view. Hence, it refers to “freedom existentially as 
liberation from the realm of sin and death, from the darkness of an existence 
remote from God (cf. 8:12), from the ordinary unsaved situation of man in ‘this 
world’ (see on 8:23).”

155. Brown, John, 1:355.
156. Schnackenburg, John, 2:208, Barrett, John, 345.
157. Morris, John, 407, notes that “Jews held themselves to be sons in God’s 

household. They presumed accordingly on rights that, being really slaves, they 
did not possess.” Jesus corrects this mistaken belief  by pointing to himself  as the 
liberator.

158. Barrett, John, 345.
159. Early rabbinic writing contains the idea that the study of the Law is a liberating 

factor, freeing one from worldly care (Pirqe Aboth iii 6). See Brown, John, 1:355.
160. Unfortunately, in arguing that remaining firm and knowing the truth are 

virtually the same, he commits the etymological fallacy. He argues that because 
they are represented by the same root in Hebrew (!ma), “the use of these various 
Greek terms in John 8:30–47 could reflect various aspects of the Hebrew ’mn. 
The conditional, perhaps even reciprocal relationship between remaining in 
Christ’s word and knowing the truth is not unlike the relationship between 
“believing” and ‘being established,” which is expressed in Isaiah 7:9 (cf. Chron. 
20:20).” Lindsay, “What is Truth?” 139. Hence, while his conclusion is valid, the 
basis of his argument is not.

161. Carson, John, 348–49.
162. Schnackenburg, John, 2:205.
163. Carson, John, 351–52, Ridderbos, John, 311–12.
164. This is a second class contrary to fact conditional sentence: If  God were your 

Father [but he is not], then you would love me.
165. Although this construction poses some difficulties in translation, it does not 

mean that the devil has a father. Rather, as has been pointed out by various 
scholars, Jesus is concluding his discussion of the Jews’ paternity. See Barrett, 
John, 348–49 and contra Bultmann, John, 318–19.

166. Morris, John, 411.
167. Betz points out the analogous relationship between avlh,qeia and to. pneu/ma th/j 

avlhqei,aj in this context. Both suffuse or fill the inner being of a believer (8:44, 
14:17; cf. 1 John 1:8; 2:4). Betz, Offenbarung, 60.

168. This is a reference to his actions in the Garden of Eden. See Köstenberger, John, 
266, who lists numerous commentators holding this view, as well as a secondary 
reference to Cain and Abel.

169. Schnackenburg, John, 2:214.
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170. Note that unless one understands that the referent of auvtou/ is to. yeu/doj, the 
construction o` path.r auvtou/ poses some difficulties in translation. Barrett, John, 
349, suggests that this difficulty arises from the Evangelist’s attempt to make a 
negative parallel between Jesus and the Father.

171. Brown, John, 1:365.
172. Ridderbos, John, 315.
173. Schnackenburg, John, 2:227, suggests that instead John uses kalw/j le,gein/lalei/n 

(cf. 4:17; 18:23) and avlhqe,j/avlhqh/j le,gein (cf. 4:18; 19:35c) to communicate this.
174. See Hawkins, “The Johannine Concept of Truth”:3–13.
175. Carson, John, 481.
176. For a fuller discussion, see Mburu, The Rule of the Community, 104–105.
177. See the discussion in L. Scott Kellum, The Unity of the Farewell Discourse: The 

Literary Integrity of John 13:31–16:33 (JSNTSup 256; New York: T. & T. Clark, 
2004), 63–76.

178. See Barrett, John, 449; Morris, John, 558; Carson, John, 476; Kellum, Unity, 
149–52.

179. Köstenberger, John, 396–98.
180. Brown, John, 2:597–601.
181. Köstenberger, John, 395.
182. Adolf Schlatter, The Theology of the Apostles: The Development of New 

Testament Theology (trans. Andreas J. Köstenberger; Grand Rapids: Baker, 
1998), 178, rightly explains that for John, the cross is seen as the exaltation of 
Jesus. John focuses on Jesus’ glory because this is his communion with the Father 
by which he accomplishes his mission of revealing God. Duke, Irony, 113–14 
also points out that this death as exaltation is the dominant irony concerning 
Jesus’ destiny.

183. Charles H. Talbert, Reading John: A Literary and Theological Commentary on 
the Fourth Gospel and the Johannine Epistles (New York: Crossroad, 1994), 203.

184. This cleansing is both literal (the footwashing) and figurative (the exposure and 
departure of Judas). Köstenberger, John, 424–25.

185. Köstenberger, John, Acts, 136.
186. Some scholars suggest awkward redactional manipulation, but viewed in the 

framework of the loose chiastic structure adopted her, it fits in perfectly for it is 
only by abiding in Christ is a community of mutual love produced.

187. pisteu,ete eivj to.n qeo.n kai. eivj evme. pisteu,eteÅ The context of distress and uncer-
tainty suggests that the verbs in this clause are most likely imperative/imperative. 
As Carson briefly points out, the other options, namely indicative/indicative 
and indicative/imperative do not adequately reflect the context, and imperative/
indicative, “though syntactically possible, is incoherent.” See Carson, John, 
487–88.

188. The nature of monai, is not exactly clear. The only other occurrence is in 14:23 
where it clearly has a spiritual sense. Whitacre, John, 348–49, in arguing against 
a materialistic view of heaven, explains, “[i]t is indeed an objective ‘place’ but not 
in the material sense many have in mind. Perhaps the most helpful language we 
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have at present to speak of such a reality is to refer to it as another ‘dimension.’ 
The exact relation between the present physical universe and the new heavens 
and new earth is unclear, but the idea that someone could reach heaven in a 
spaceship misunderstands the language of Scripture.”

189. This identification of Jesus with h` zwh, is seen in numerous instances in the 
Gospel. Jesus is the one who possesses life and the only one with the authority 
to impart it (cf. 1:4; 3:15; 4:13; 6:54; 10:28 etc.). In this instance, he reveals that 
he is himself  the life.

190. Barr, Semantics, 198, argues that those who see the Hebrew background as the 
key to the interpretation of avlh,qeia in this context should realize that this is not 
a normal sentence even in normal Hebrew speech. He writes, “Even ‘God is 
truth’ is nowhere found in the Old Testament, although there are a good many 
references to ‘thy truth’ and the like.”

191. Schnackenburg, John, 3:63–64, therefore interprets verse 6a as “I am the way, 
that is, the truth and the life,” and notes that most exegetes today generally 
suggest this interpretation. See his discussion for a brief  overview of other 
interpretations, with the Church fathers generally viewing the second and third 
predicates as having special value as goals to be achieved, and Bultmann, who 
gives it an existential, theological interpretation based on parallels in Mandaean 
literature.

192. Carson, John, 491.
193. See F. Blass and A. Debrunner, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and 

Other Early Christian Literature (ed. and trans. Robert W. Funk; Chicago: 
The University of Chicago Press, 1961), no. 442. So also Potterie, “Truth,” 72; 
David Mark Ball, ‘I Am’ in John’s Gospel: Literary Function, Background and 
Theological Implications, JSNTSup 124 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 
1996), 120–21. While Swain, Truth, 53, argues against seeing this first kai, as 
epexegetical, on the basis that John’s typical grammatical construction of three 
elements connected by kai, never has this use (cf. 2:14; 16:8), his argument is 
hardly convincing. In 2:14, the three elements (namely oxen, sheep and doves) 
are clearly to be regarded as coordinate given what they represent. In 16:8, sin 
can hardly be explicated with righteousness and judgment. In both cases, the 
context calls for a coordinating use for kai,. As to his objection that kai, never 
has this epexegetical use, this is overruled by the clear instance in 1:16 (o[ti evk 
tou/ plhrw,matoj auvtou/ h`mei/j pa,ntej evla,bomen kai. ca,rin avnti. ca,ritoj). While this 
does not prove its use here (the surrounding context does), it does show that this 
use was not foreign to John.

194. Moloney, John, 395.
195. So Lincoln, John, 438. Schnackenburg, John, 3:66, objects to the understanding 

that the Johannine idea of the way derives from Judaism. He states, “there is 
no conscious perspective directed towards the goal in the Jewish texts. This 
perspective is at the most in the background, providing motivation, either in 
the promises made to those who are walking on the right way or in their expec-
tation of God’s eschatological reward and new creation. In John, on the other 
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hand, the way and the goal form a single unity, the ‘way’ coming into view only 
through the ‘goal.’” However, Brown, John, 2:628–30, points out convincing 
parallels from Jewish literature (e.g. Ps 119:30; Prov 15:24; Tob 1:3; Wis 5:6; 1QS 
4.15–16) that come close to John’s meaning. He rightly argues that even given 
the emphasis on the revelatory sense in this context, one ought not to posit a 
radical dichotomy between the revelatory and moral aspect of Jesus as the way. 
In addition, given John’s Christology, there is no reason to assume that John’s 
use is not a development of the Jewish terminology.

196. Stephen J. Casselli, “Jesus as Eschatological Torah,” TrinJ 18 NS (1997):15–41, 
argues convincingly for the presentation of  Jesus in this Gospel as the 
fulfillment of  the Law, as eschatological Torah. This is based on John’s use of 
the Exodus narrative, the connection of  Jesus with Moses, and in particular 
the representation of  both as the Word of  God, wisdom, truth, as well as the 
familiar images of  life and light, bread, water, and wine. See his article for this 
discussion.

197. Ladd, Theology, 303.
198. Schlatter, Theology of the Apostles, 129–30.
199. Thompson, “John,” 378.
200. The future tense not the imperative is the correct reading, see Bruce M. Metzger, 

A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament:A Companion Volume to the 
United Bible Societies Greek New Testament (3d ed.; New York: United Bible 
Societies, 1971), 245.

201. Schnackenburg, John, 3:74, points out that ta.j evntola.j does not refer to moral 
precepts or even the new command just given. It encompasses lo,goj amd lo,goi 
mentioned in verses 23 and 24 and hence refers to “the whole of Jesus’ activity 
in the sphere of revelation.”

202. 14:16 is the first of five Paraclete sayings. Others are found at 14:26; 15:26; 
16:7–11, 12–15.

203. This also shows the close relationship between Spirit and truth, a conclusion 
that leads Betz to rightly propose that avlh,qeia is a mark of the divine being. 
Betz, Offenbarung, 60.

204. It could also be translated as “another who will be a Paraclete” but the option 
“another Paraclete” is preferred because of the textual evidence supplied by 1 
John 2:1. This term is often used in a legal sense in secular Greek to refer to 
a legal assistant or advocate. Later Rabbinic writings associated the role of 
advocate with the Holy Spirit (Lev. Rab. 6.1 on Lev 5:1). See Johannes Behm, 
“Para,klhtoj,”TDNT 5. 803.

205. Köstenberger, John, 437.
206. Beasley-Murray, John, 256, refutes Blank’s proposal that the two exercise 

parallel, not successive functions, since the Gospel is written in the post-Easter 
situation. He rightly points out that the Gospel makes a distinction between the 
past and present of Jesus.

207. D. Moody Smith, John (ANTC; Nashville: Abingdon, 1999), 274–75, points out 
that the pronouns used in this case are plural (u`ma/j, u`mi/n) indicating that this 
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indwelling probably has the community of believers as a whole in focus, rather 
than individual believers, with evn having a range of meanings from ‘within’ 
to ‘among’ (the NRSV translation). While this is true, his inner presence in 
individuals is also necessary since it is only inwardly that believers are able to 
understand the Spirit and his activity. See the discussion in Schnackenburg, 
John, 3:76. Smith’s conclusion is an unwarranted dichotomy that appears to lay 
excessive stress on grammar without recognizing the overall context. It should 
be understood as a both/and situation.

208. While the phrase to. pneu/ma th/j avlhqei,aj is not used in this context, it is under-
stood from other contexts that to. pneu/ma th/j avlhqei,aj and o` para,klhtoj refer to 
the same thing.

209. Schnackenburg, John, 3:82–83.
210. Carson, John, 505, further points out with regard to the original readers/hearers 

of this Gospel that John’s purpose in including this theme was to explain how 
the first group of believers, the disciples attained “an accurate and full under-
standing of the truth of Jesus. The Spirit’s ministry in this respect was not to 
bring qualitatively new revelation, but to complete, to fill out, the revelation 
brought by Jesus himself.” So also Barrett, John, 467, who points out that this is 
not new teaching.

211. M. E. Boring, “The Influence of Christian Prophecy on the Johannine Portrayal 
of the Paraclete and Jesus,” NTS 25 (1978):113–23, suggests that the role of the 
Paraclete accords best with that of the Spirit of prophecy in the Old Testament. 
Whitacre, John, 358–59, similarly notes, “[r]ather, the role of the Spirit as 
Paraclete is similar to that of the Spirit of prophecy in the Old Testament, that 
is, ‘the Spirit acting as the organ of communication between God and a person 
. . . He bears witness to Jesus, thereby leading the disciples into all truth and 
convicting the world for their rejection of Jesus.” However, this does not explain 
the judicial role or the personal character of the Paraclete. Similarities with 
regard to these aspects of the Paraclete are to be found in late Jewish literature 
(particularly the Qumran literature and T. Jud. 22.1–5). See Raymond Brown, 
“The Paraclete in the Fourth Gospel,” NTS 13 (1967):121.

212. Cf. Jer 2:21; Ezek 15:1–8; 19:10–14; Ps 80:9–16. In this case, the true vine is not 
apostate Israel, but Jesus, and those incorporated in him as branches. Barrett, 
John, 472–73.

213. Whitacre, John, 372.
214. Talbert, Reading John, 214–15.
215. Keener, John, 2. 1000.
216. Barnabars Lindars, John (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1990), 490.
217. Whitacre, John, 376.
218. While this adjective typically means pruned, in this context it has the sense of 

cleansed. There is an intentional play on the word stem. Hence, those branches 
that have been cleansed refer to true disciples—“they have heard, believed, and 
obeyed Jesus’ word, although they may not even yet have comprehended it fully.” 
See Moody Smith, John, 282–83. Furthermore, Carson, John, 515, points out 
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that rather than carry the metaphor too far, evn evmoi, should rather be seen as 
describing the outward appearance of relationship as opposed to being viewed 
as a technical designation.

219. Lindars, John, 489.
220. Barrett, John, 463.
221. Carson, John, 500.
222. Westcott, John, 224.
223. Lincoln, Truth on Trial, 114, shows how this Gospel as a whole utilizes the 

metaphor of a cosmic trial of the truth (cf. Isa 40–55) and the corresponding 
terminology of testimony in a legal framework to develop the story of Jesus. 
The features of the trial/lawsuit motif  are taken up in various parts of the 
Gospel. This motif  is particularly significant in understanding the role of the 
Paraclete. Lincoln sets his notion of truth in the context of the trial/lawsuit 
motif, suggesting that “the Fourth Gospel has taken up a scriptural metaphor 
and interpreted it for its own setting.”

224. As Brown, “The Paraclete,” 116–17, argues, this forensic action is on behalf  of 
Jesus, not the disciples. He notes, “the forensic function of the Paraclete is to 
show the disciples (and through them to show the world) by his witness that 
Jesus was victorious in the trial and that the Prince of the world was defeated.”

225. This verse incorporates both legal testimony as well as eyewitness testimony.
226. Lindars, John, 496. Keener, John, 2:979, also suggests an analogy with Matt 

28:19, concluding that “14:26 probably means that the Spirit will provide 
wisdom in the hour of testing before the court of ‘the world,’ bringing to 
remembrance the polemic of the Fourth Gospel for use in debates with hostile 
synagogue leaders and those influenced by them.”

227. Bauckham, Jesus and the Eyewitnesses, 93.
228. Köstenberger, John, 470.
229. The only other use in Johannine literature is in Rev. 3:19, where it has the sense 

of disciplining for wrongdoing with the purpose of restoration.
230. Harvey, Jesus on Trial, 113, argues that it should rather be translated ‘accuse’ 

since ‘convict’ implies judging. However, as Barrett, John, 90, points out, there 
is no reason why one should dismiss the dual roles of prosecutor and judge in 
this context.

231. Friedrich Büchsel, “evle,gcw,” TDNT 2:473–74.
232. All three options are possible but if  the first option is applied one would need 

to understand verses 9–11 in the context of the world having wrong notions of 
these three concepts. Barrett notes that if  one does this, it would also require a 
different understanding of 8:46, hence rather than showing Jesus to be a sinner, 
he is accused of having a wrong view of sin. Barrett, John, 487–88.

233. The NLT conveys this third option (epexegetical use of the o[ti clause) and reads: 
“The world’s sin is unbelief  in me.”

234. E.g. Carson, John, 533; “The Function of the Paraclete in John16:7–11,” JBL 98 
(1979):547–67.

235. E.g. Burge, John, 438.
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236. It also frequently refers to those who have supernatural and godly powers at 
their command. Gerhard Delling, “a;rcwn,” TDNT 1:488–89.

237. Tou/ ko,smou is a genitive of subordination, which in this contexts reflects the 
idea that the world, in this case those hostile to God, is under the authority or 
dominion of this ruler.

238. Barrett, John, 488.
239. Schnackenberg, John, 3:143.
240. The construction of eivj plus the accusative was probably an introduction by 
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3

truth terminology in the Rule

Introduction

This chapter will conduct an exegetical survey of all the instances of tma in the Rule 
in its various combinations. The purpose of this chapter is to determine how truth 
terminology is used in this document, particularly as it pertains to authorial intent. 
While other literature represented in the Qumran library (both sectarian and 
non-sectarian) will not be studied in depth, cross references that clarify the use in 
the Rule will be included.1 The literary flow of the document will be followed except 
in cases where a particular understanding crosses over to other sections of the text.
 The structure that will be followed is: General Introduction (1.1–15); Entry 
into the Community (1.16–3.12); Doctrine of the Community (3.13–4.26); 
Purpose and Way of Life of the Community (5.1–6.23); Penitential Code of the 
Community (6.24–7.25); Model of a Pioneer Community to Pave the Way for the 
Main Community (8.1–9.26); Closing Hymn (10.1–11.22).2 A summary organ-
izing the findings into various categories will complete the work.
 A proper understanding of truth terminology in the Rule begins with an 
understanding of the general context of the documents of the community. There 
are various kinds and genres of writings that have been uncovered in the caves of 
Qumran, all of which are Jewish documents mainly in Hebrew or Aramaic, with a 
small Greek component.3 Most of the manuscripts are non-biblical works that were 
either previously unknown to scholars or known only through secondary sources in 
ancient literature.4 This diverse library also reflects the viewpoints of non-Essenes 
and Jews not living at Qumran; for instance, those in Aramaic probably originated 
in Jerusalem. It even represents ideas that diverge from those commonly held by the 
Qumran community, including some Sadducees and Pharisees (or their precursors), 
some traditions associated with the Samaritans, some books produced by the Enoch 
groups, and other types of Jews within early Judaism.5Although there is clearly no 
consensus regarding how this literature ought to be categorized, it is evident that 
some of it originated with the Qumran sect itself.6 It is the sectarian literature that 
best reflects the linguistic matrix of the community and hence is most valuable for 
this work. Unfortunately, it is not an easy task to isolate this category. However, two 
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factors prove useful in this venture. The first is related to the twofold viewpoint of 
the literature that combines both halakhic interpretation and apocalyptic revelation.7 
The second relates to the presence of distinctly ‘Qumranic’ terminology and ideas.8

 The Rule is found in the rule genre.9 The rule documents, by virtue of their 
character and function, are generally the easiest to identify as originating with 
the community. The general aim of these documents was to teach the exclusive 
Qumran community how to apply the Torah to practical forms of communal 
life, so as to live blamelessly before God. Because the circumstances addressed 
in the rules were different, the particular perspectives represented in the rules 
also differed.10 Internal evidence shows that the Rule was composed over time. 
Editorial activity is clear, and there is the presence of distinct literary units.11 In 
addition to evidence gleaned from literary analysis, clear signs of the development 
of the Rule are seen in the character of the fragments from Cave 4.12 Based on 
comparisons with similar documents in the contemporary Greco-Roman world, 
some conclude that the Rule is essentially a charter or constitution for the 
community, resembling more a philosophic academy than a club.13 However, in 
terms of function, it also closely resembles early Christian church orders such as 
the Didache, the Didascalia Apostolorum, and the Apostolic Constitutions.14

 The main purpose of the Rule was to instruct the community on the proper 
practice of the Torah in daily life prior to the end of the age. It consists of more 
than just instructions for daily life, however, for it also contains an important 
section detailing the community’s beliefs (3.15–4.26) and also has hymnic 
material.15 It shares many similarities in language and style with Wisdom 
literature such as Ecclesiasticus and Sirach, but, unlike them, includes escha-
tological and apocalyptic aspects.16 Headings, marginal signs, blank lines and 
spaces indicate the different sections. Unfortunately, the paleography and the 
rough Hebrew syntax make it difficult to come up with a uniform translation. 
This is compounded by the fact that the historical and sociological contexts 
out of which the text arose are difficult to reconstruct.17 Nevertheless, it is often 
viewed as the standard of identification for isolating other writings of Qumran 
origins. After the Rule, and appearing on the same scroll, are found the Rule of 
the Congregation (1QSa51QS28a) and the Rule of Blessings (1QSb51Q28b).18

Lexical Survey

The word tma in its various forms occurs most frequently in the sectarian 
documents, although it is also evident in the liturgical texts of the Hymns and 
Blessings. A few occurrences are also found in the parabiblical texts.19 It occurs 
approximately 305 times in various linguistic combinations in the non-biblical 
texts from Qumran.20 Betz notes that tma is found in the Rule 41 times (+ 2 times 
in 1QSb), and in the praise-songs approximately 50 times.21 Elwolde, in noting 
the semantic developments that have taken place from the Hebrew Bible to the 
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Mishnah, argues that “[t]he extra use of tma like that of rwa ‘light’, probably 
reflects the emblematic status of ‘truth’ at Qumran.”22 This emphasis on truth is 
to be expected, given that the Qumraners were a sect that had broken away from 
the religious establishment and regarded themselves as a persecuted minority.23

General Introduction: 1.1–15

The Rule begins with what may possibly be a liturgy for an annual observance 
of covenant renewal, which is at the same time spoken of as the door of entry 
into the covenant community (1.1–3.12).24 Although information regarding the 
historical context of the Qumran community is provided through archaeological 
evidence from the site as well as other ancient writings, it is difficult to identify 
the specific historical community and context that this document pertains to.25 
The most widely held view is that the Qumran community may have been the 
Essene community. This identification primarily relies on 1) External evidence 
provided by Philo (Prob. 12–12 and Hypoth. 11:1–18, both written prior to A.D. 
40) and Pliny the Elder, who associated the Essenes with the site of Qumran 
(Nat. Hist. 5.15), and passages in Philo and Josephus (J.W. 2.8.2–13, written 
about A.D. 73, and in Ant. 18.1.2, 5, written about A.D. 94) that describe the 
Essenes. 2) Internal evidence that consists of a comparison between texts such as 
1QS and CD. Similarities include admission and organization, novitiate periods, 
communal regulations, strict observance of the Sabbath vis-à-vis rabbinic law, 
and certain legal positions such as the transmission of ritual impurity by oil.26

 While internal data concerning this community is scanty, their documents 
nonetheless reveal useful information about the community’s self-identity and 
rationale for existence. For instance, the prolific use of Isaiah in their texts, and 
the approach of the pesharim, sheds light on their experience of reality and their 
self-identity.27 The members of the Qumran community believed that they were 
the final remnant and the ‘converts of Israel’ (cf. CD 4.2). The Commentary on 
Psalmsa 3.15–17 (Ps. 37:23–24) indicates that this community was founded by one 
referred to as qdsh hrm (“Teacher of Righteousness” or “Righteous Teacher”). 28 
His title may be indicative of the content of his teaching or perhaps even point 
to his authenticity as a teacher.29 His appearance, life, and death feature in the 
Damascus Document and portions of his life are also related in two pesharim, 
which indicates that the expositors of these prophetic texts believed that his 
appearance was predicted and that he held a priestly office.30

General Regulations for Person(s) in Authority (1.5)

The authors begin with a preamble (1.1–15), which essentially outlines the 
general aims and ideals of the community. Since this document was intended as 
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a constitution for the community, the opening verses, 1.1–11a, are characterized 
by a succession of infinitives that express purpose.31 The first section begins with 
wyxl ~yXÎ ·· Ðl. The gaps in the first line make it difficult to reconstruct the text 
with certainty. Martínez and Tigchelaar propose Î. . . lykXmÐl which they translate 
“For [the Instructor . . .] . . . for his life,” which suggests that the instructions that 
follow are for individuals in authority.32 However, given the contents, it is likely 
that although the manual is addressed to the leader, the instructions themselves 
apply to the entire community.33 This continues with dxyh $rÎs rpsÐ, “book of the 
Rule of the Community.”34The first occurrence of tma is found in this context 
of instruction.35 The phrase #rab jpXmw hqdcw tma twX[lw (“in order to do truth 
and justice and uprightness on earth”) is used with reference to the conduct 
expected of a member of the covenant community (1.5b–6a).36 In this context, 
tma is found in a paratactic relationship with the moral qualities hqdc and jpXm 
(“justice” and “uprightness”) and is the object of the verb hX[, here translated 
“to do” or “to practice.”37 This suggests that it is something that manifests 
itself  in outward, visible actions. The semantic relationship is qualificational 
substance-content. This statement is contrasted with the negation in 1.6b–7a, 
“and not to walk anymore in the stubbornness of a guilty heart and lecherous 
eyes performing every evil” ([r). The paradigmatic relations indicate that tma in 
this context should be understood with reference to its expressed antonym, [r. 
Hence tma, not as an abstract concept, but as a characteristic that demonstrated 
itself  in outward, visible action, was required by God as the norm of behavior 
in the community.38

 The opening purpose statement 1b–2a, ÎXpn lwkÐbªw©Î bl lwkÐbª la Xwrdl (“in 
order to seek God with all one’s heart and with all one’s soul”), which is 
reminiscent of  the Old Testament, consequently reflects the high regard in 
which this community held diligent study of  the Word of  God.39 It constituted 
one of  the most important functions of  the community.40 Wernberg-Møller 
writes that “[t]he sole aim of  the Torah study was the detection of  the will 
of  God, and the members set themselves the goal of  living accordingly.”41 
Prior to this, the author makes it clear that the standard upon which these 
instructions are based is that of  God’s Law given through Moses and the 
prophets.42 However, it was not just obedience to the Law as commanded 
and taught by Moses and the prophets that was required of  all community 
members. Since they believed that the prophets were not fully aware of  what 
they wrote, an inspired interpreter was necessary to unveil the full import of 
the text. This reflects their perspective that there was a distinction between 
the revealed law and what they themselves had interpreted, and that it was 
only by a deeper study of  the Torah that members of  the community could 
unveil even deeper ‘truth.’43 The Damascus Document and the Commentary 
on Habakkuk (cf. 7.1–5) provide evidence of  the God appointed nature 
of  the Teacher’s role as interpreter as well as the inspired nature of  his 
exegesis.44 Noting the recurrence of  the expression la wrXp, which may be 
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translated “the interpretation of  this is,” “this refers to” or “this means,” 
Longenecker writes,

Certain prophecies had been given in cryptic and enigmatic terms, and no one 
could understand their true meaning until the Teacher of Righteousness was given 
the interpretive key. In a real sense, they understood the passages in question as 
possessing a sensus plenior, which could be ascertained only from a revelational 
standpoint, and they believed that the true message of Scripture was heard only 
when prophecy and interpretation were brought together.45

Hence it was only this interpretation, propagated by his disciples, which offered 
true enlightenment and guidance.
 Consequently, those that formed part of this community believed themselves 
“to be living in the true city of God, the city of the Covenant built on the Law 
and the Prophets (cf. CD 7.13–1 8).”46 These members are identified in 1.9 as 

ynb dXwx (“sons of light”), the sect’s self-designation and a term almost always 
unique to Qumran theology. Leaney comments with regard to this term and its 
connection to the creation doctrine, “[t]he sun was a light for the earth, Israel for 
mankind. It was therefore natural that those who believed themselves chosen to 
renew the Israel specially called by God should regard entrance upon membership 
of their sect as entrance into the covenant, should venerate the ‘greater light’ and 
should designate themselves ‘sons of light.’”47 In addition, it is because they 
were “doers of the Torah” that they could apply this name to themselves.48 This 
term is contrasted with $Xwx ynb (“sons of darkness”; cf. 1.10). This symbolism of 
light and darkness, used frequently in Second Temple Literature, was used as a 
designation that separated the good from the wicked. Hence, this metaphorical 
identification of the members of this community as rwa ynb contrasted with rwa ynb 
(1.9, 10) further clarifies how tma is to be understood.
 tma in this context has a moral aspect. Leaney points out that it may be 
understood as “practicing the true law” but also “carries with it the further 
meanings of  dealing sincerely with one’s neighbor and of acting rightly 
according to one’s own real feelings, and not by mere outward show.”49 Similarly, 
Knibb notes that it has the “underlying sense of  faithfulness to God’s law and 
sincerity in one’s actions,” a usage that is frequently found in the scrolls.50 Taking 
into consideration the related symbolism of light and darkness, tma is therefore 
understood as a sphere of  operation that defines a way of life that is opposed to 
evil, and that is conformed to God’s revelation and the Teacher’s interpretation 
of the Law (cf. 8.14–16). It pertains to upright action.

General Regulations for Candidates (1.11, 12, 15)

Even a cursory reading of the Rule reveals that the covenant ideology was 
foundational to the community’s basic beliefs. The covenantal terminology that 
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pervades the entire rule is more prominent in this section, and is significant for 
enabling us to understand not only the mechanics of community membership, 
but even more importantly, the nature of the community. Like many other areas, 
the concept of the covenant appropriated by the Qumran community was not 
original or unique to the community but a basic Old Testament idea.51 Hence it 
was not a ‘new covenant’ per se, but a renewed covenant (cf. CD 1.4; 8.17–18; 
19.30–31; 1QM 13.7; 14.8; 18.7), which had been established by the ‘Teacher of 
Righteousness’ as a reward for their conversion. It was regarded as the only legit-
imate form of the eternal alliance between God and Israel.52 However, unlike the 
original covenant, the covenantal community that participated in this renewed 
covenant differed in that it consisted only of the ‘sons of light,’ and was therefore 
not attained by heredity.53 Because of this, the community believed itself  to be in 
a special relationship with God. This idea of covenant therefore undergirds all 
the rules and regulations of the community.54

 Intimately tied to covenant, is the concept of community. dhy, the word 
frequently translated ‘community’ in the Rule, occurs numerous times in the 
Qumran literature. This term is unique to the community and Brownlee observes 
that its meaning embraces the ideas of unity, community and communion,55 
with context determining which is most appropriate. Entry into the community 
was presented as entry into a covenant with God, and was synonymous with 
entry la tc[b (1.8). There is a constant ambiguity in the word hc[ in the scrolls 
and depending on the context, may mean ‘council’ or ‘counsel.’56 Knibb rightly 
suggests that in this case the two senses overlap such that entry into the covenant 
is seen as part of God’s counsel or purpose, while simultaneously bringing the 
new member into the council or community of God.57

 It is in this context that the next two occurrences of tma are found (cf. 1.11–12):
la yqwx tmab ~t[d rrbl . . . wtmal ~ybdnh lwkw (“All those who submit freely to his 
truth . . . in order to refine their knowledge in the truth of God’s decrees . . .”).58 
In the first occurrence, tma is found as the object of the participle (~ybdnh), which 
in this case functions as a substantive (subject) that designates a particular class 
of people, namely, all who submit themselves freely wtmal.59 tma is also found as 
the object of the preposition l, which is understood as pointing to specification, 
expressing that in respect to which something is affirmed, hence ‘with regard to’ 
or ‘concerning.’ This clarifies that the submission that is in view is that which is 
with regard to wtma (“his truth”). The context suggests that the pronominal suffix 
points to God. The semantic relationship within this colon is qualificational 
substance-generic specific.
 The second occurrence of tma in this verse is an expansion of the thought 
found in the phrase that begins with the purpose infinitive rrbl (“in order to 
refine”), whose stated object is ~t[d (“their knowledge”). Within the preposi-
tional phrase, la yqwx tmab, the relationship may be either genitival (lengthened 
series, i.e. “in the truth of the decrees of God”) or appositional (“in the truth, 
namely the decrees of God”).60 In the first instance, the verity of God’s decrees is 
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in view.61 In the second instance, la yqwx is used to clarify what the authors mean 
by tma. Both are possible. In any case, it is understood that wtma and la yqwx refer 
to the same thing and the prepositional phrase (spatial use of b) clarifies that the 
knowledge that the members are expected to acquire pertains to both ‘his truth’ 
and the ‘decrees of God’. In addition, the phrase in 1.15, wtma yqwxm is a paral-
lelism that should be understood as emphasizing the previous la yqwx tmab. In 
this case, the genitive is attributive emphasizing the nature of qx as reliable. The 
relationship with the previous colon is logical means-purpose.
 As noted previously, there was great emphasis placed on study of the Law, an 
emphasis that arose from the perceived exalted status of the community. Hence 
it was expected that a member of the community would spend his time searching 
the Scriptures, including the interpretations available to him, in order to attain 
a greater understanding of their contents and purpose in specific aspects of 
community life. Indeed, 1.15 emphasizes that the members of the community  
wtma yqwxm rwsl awlw (“shall not veer from his decrees of truth”). In this instance, 
tma is to be understood as divine truth. It therefore has a revelatory sense 
and indicates a body of knowledge that constitutes the content of faith for 
the community. Hence, wtma, la yqwx and wtma yqwx are merely different ways of 
referring to the Law, which has already been alluded to in 1.3 (cf. 5.8).62

 tma also includes the interpretation provided by the Teacher of Righteousness 
and the sages. Hence, in this context, “[t]ruth as seen from the point of view of 
revelation in the Qumran texts is ‘the revealed Torah, the synthesis of everything 
revealed by Torah.’”63 Betz points out that the interpretation of the Teacher of 
Righteousness and the sages was regarded as God’s truth, hence propagating 
their claim that it too was revelation. Moreover, in that it is given to him expressly 
by God, this truth is God’s truth (cf. 1QH 5.9; 11.4, 9, 16).64

Entry into the Community: 1.16–3.12

The larger section of 1.16–3.12 continues the theme of membership into the 
community. From 1.16–2.18, the authors expound on the ritual that accompanies 
entrance into the community. 2.19–25a addresses issues related not just to the 
new members, but to a gathering of all the members, who met together yearly 
at the covenant renewal ceremony. Then, from 2.25b–3.12, the authors elaborate 
on a certain group, namely, those who refused to enter into the covenant after a 
probationary period.

Rite for Entry into the Covenant (1.19, 25b–26a)

The first occurrence of tma in this section is found in 1.19, ta ~ykrbm ~yywlhw 

wtma yX[m lwk taw tw[wXy la (“and the Levites shall bless the God of victories 
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and all the works of his faithfulness . . .”).65 One significant indicator of the 
community’s self-understanding is seen in the social and religious structure that 
the community chose to adopt. The reference to priests and Levites, and the 
special role that they played in acting as intermediaries between God and the 
community (1.21–23), is an indication that its structure was intended to reflect 
that of Israel itself.66 Consequently, the entrance ritual described here is very 
similar to the covenant ceremony described in Deut (27; 28–30).67 As is evident 
from the preceding verses, this entry into the covenant had serious implications 
for one’s life. It was essentially entrance into a covenant to serve God faithfully. 
In this context, the author notes that the priests and Levites are expected to 
praise God and his works at the entrance of new members into the covenant. 
The construction preceding this, tyrbb ~rbw[bw (“when they enter the covenant”), 
is a temporal adverbial clause that identifies the timing and order of events that 
is to be followed in this ceremony.68

 tma in this reference must be understood within the context of  the works 
of  God (cf. 10.17).69 In the Old Testament, the word tma is sometimes 
associated with the works of  God. For instance, the Psalmist declares: 
“The works of  his hands are tma and just; all his precepts are trustworthy” 
(Ps 111:8[7]). In such contexts, tma usually signifies God’s faithfulness and 
reliability.70 Given the context of  covenant that pervades this section, it 
is likely that this is the same sense intended here, as reflected in various 
translations.71 This interpretation is bolstered by the following section, 
which reveals in more specific detail what this praise entailed. It was a 
recitation of  the just deeds of  God in his mighty works and a procla-
mation of  all his merciful favors toward Israel (cf. 1.21). Consequently, the 
genitive relationship (tma yX[m) is understood as an attributive genitive which 
further defines the works that have been done by God. This is found in a 
coordinate relationship with tw[wXy la, both of  which function as the direct 
objects of  the participle (~ykrbm), here functioning as the main verb. Hence, 
tma, namely the faithfulness and reliability of  God that is inherent in his 
character, shows itself  outwardly in the works that he performs, particularly 
toward the nation of  Israel. In this context it is the object of  praise of  the 
priests and Levites. The relationship between this colon and the previous 
one is qualificational character setting-time.
 After this reference, tma is found in 1.25b–26a. The context is the confession 
of the new covenant members, a confession that comes after the recitation 
by the Levites of the iniquities, the blameworthy offences and the sins of the 
children of Israel.72 This is, in essence, an affirmation of their recognition of 
their sinful condition under the dominion of Belial. This dominion is to be 
understood as the period prior to their entry into the covenant. The authors 
use a number of synonyms to express this confession (for instance, “acted 
sinfully,” “transgressed,” “sinned,” “committed evil”), which is made also on 
behalf  of their fathers before them. The verbs reveal that not only the inner 
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attitudes, but the outward actions are in view as well. These are equated with 
a failure to walk in conformity to tma and qydc (“truth” and “righteousness”), 
here represented in a coordinate relationship.73 tma is therefore used to indicate 
a standard of conduct required of those in covenant relationship with God. 
The paradigmatic relationships revealed in the expressed antonyms indicate 
that the authors expect tma and qydc to be understood as antithetical to these 
negative characteristics. The semantic relationship within this colon is qualifi-
cational substance generic-specific.

Ceremony for Assembly of Members (2.24)

The section spanning 2.19–25a is best understood as a continuation of the 
instructions that cover the ceremony of entry into the community, and not as a 
separate ceremony as some scholars have suggested.74 The instructions reflect the 
hierarchical order prescribed during the yearly admission of new members. In 
addition to the priests and Levites mentioned in various parts of the scroll, the 
Rule clearly shows an emphasis on communal organization.75

 In this section, tma occurs in 2.24 in the construct relationship tma dxyb 
(“in a community of truth”). Following a statement that prescribes the proper 
order to be followed during the ceremony, and the admonition to stay in 
one’s allotted place, the authors write tma dxyb wyhy lwkh ayk (“for all shall be 
in a community of truth”). In this section, tma is used in a possessive genitive 
relationship to further describe the community that belongs to God’s heavenly 
council.76 The semantic relationship is qualificational substance-content. In this 
instance, tma signifies a sphere of belonging that is characterized by ‘truth.’ As 
in the other references in which tma and dxy occur together, the sense intended 
is that of the holy and upright sphere of operation that characterizes its 
members and that is reflective of the inner submission to the Law of God, and 
the covenant relationship with God that is enjoyed by its members. It is thus 
used as an identifying marker for the community, whose conduct is expected to 
be characterized by uprightness in every aspect and integrity in interpersonal 
relationships.
 This community is further described in this section as a community “of 
proper meekness, of compassionate love and upright purpose, towards each 
other, in a holy council, associates of an everlasting society” (2.24). Titles such 
as these, as well as the idea that angels were present in the community are evident 
in other sections of the scrolls (cf. 1QSa 2.8b–9a), and indicate that “the members 
believed that their life already formed a part of the life of God’s heavenly council 
(cf. Jer 23:18, 22).”77 Indeed, they held that as “[t]he priestly courses were in 
harmony with the circuits of the celestial luminaries, so the covenanters perceived 
themselves to be unified with the angels.”78 This is further reflected in their 
reference to themselves as la dxy (“a community of God”).
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Denunciation of Those Who Refuse to Enter the Covenant  
(2.26; 3.6, 7)

In the final portion of this section, 2.25b–3.12, the author addresses those who 
refuse to enter into the covenant after their probationary period, hence indicating 
their refusal to become a part of the community. This section, particularly the 
rules for purity and atonement, demonstrates the exclusivity of the community. 
This entire section must be understood in light of the sect’s ideas of defilement 
and purification, and the stages necessary to complete the process of purification. 
Dimant explains:

The successive stages of  admission are marked off  by the purity rules of  the sect. 
The degree of  purity of  the candidates is raised after each examination. In the 
first year he is not allowed to touch the ‘Purities of the Many’ (6:16); in the second 
year the prohibition is restricted to the ‘Drink of the Many’ (6:20), and finally he 
is allowed to participate fully in the communal meals. . . . True purity of the body 
became effective only when repentance takes place, i.e. by accepting the sectarian 
way of life. In this context, ritual purity is seen as only one facet of a more compre-
hensive idea of purity: purity from sin.79

In order to be cleansed from sin, there was need for both genuine repentance and 
ritual purification. Those who refuse to enter into the covenant indicate by their 
refusal that they prefer to walk in the stubbornness of their hearts (2.26). This 
refusal to participate in the covenant ceremony and to enter into the covenant 
therefore goes beyond outward actions. It is reflective of an inner attitude of insin-
cerity (cf. 2.11–18), in the face of which the purification rites are useless (cf. 3.4b–5).
 Consequently, those who refused to enter into the covenant, who showed by 
their outward acts their lack of repentance and their affiliation with that which 
is contrary to the decrees of God (cf. 3.2b–3), would not receive atonement for 
their sins. Their preference for [Xr (“wickedness”) and $Xx (“darkness”) over the 
paths of rwa (“light”) condemn them.80 To choose one is to reject the other and 
hence they would not be reckoned as Israelites in the final judgment of God since 
they cannot enter wtma dxÎyb . . .Ð (“into the community of his truth”; cf. 2.26).81 
A similar expression is found in 2.24 with one slight difference—there tma in 
the construct relationship does not carry a pronominal suffix. In this case, the 
pronominal suffix points to God and it is therefore understood as the community 
of God’s tma. tma in this construct relationship functions in a possessive genitive 
relationship and signifies, as in 2.24, a sphere of belonging that is characterized 
by truth. In this case it is clear that tma refers to divine truth. It therefore 
clarifies what was only implicit in 2.24—it emphasizes the community’s sense of 
“belonging” to God, whose character is truth. Walck notes that since tma is viewed 
as an important quality of God’s character and of his dealings with mankind in 
the sectarian documents, it follows that it is therefore also seen as an important 
characteristic of the identity and behavior of the community, both toward God 
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and toward fellow members.82 Here it is used to describe the character of the 
community, related to both an inner attitude as well as an outward manifestation. 
This is conformed to the character of God and opposed to all wickedness. In 
terms of paradigmatic relationships, tma is explicitly juxtaposed with [Xr which 
further clarifies how the authors expected it to be understood in this context (cf. 
3.2b–3). It is that which is opposed to wickedness.
 On the other hand, both purification of sins and entrance into the covenant and 
therefore God’s eternal community, were guaranteed for those with sincere hearts.83 
The emphasis on a right inner attitude forms an important part of the community’s 
orientation toward God and his Law. Indeed, this section emphasizes the necessity 
of an inner purification. Without it ritual uncleanness still persisted in spite of 
participation in outward purification rituals with the cleansing waters (3.4b–5).84 
The authors clarify that it is God alone who is able to effect this purification and 
they explain how the iniquities of man are atoned for: la tma tc[ xwrb ayk (cf. 3.6, 
“for it is by the spirit of the true counsel of God”; note the ambiguity discussed 
above). Hence God’s activity, the individual’s inner disposition of uprightness, as 
well as holiness and compliance to all God’s laws, are all necessary components for 
an individual’s atonement by God. In this phrase, which clarifies God’s role in the 
purification process, the genitive relationship tma tc[ is attributive, signifying the 
reliability of God’s council/counsel.
 The authors further emphasize in 3.7–8a that the spirit of holiness also plays 
a vital role in the purification of hopeful members: rhjy wtmab dxyl hXwdq xwrbw 
wtwnww[ lwkm (“And it is by the holy spirit of the community, in his truth, that he is 
cleansed of all his iniquities”).85 In this prepositional phrase, tma refers to divine 
truth. The semantic relationship within this colon is logical means-result. Leaney, 
warning against seeing this as a reference to the Holy Spirit, writes,

But it is vital to true understanding of the Qumran way to remember that what 
its members desire, and so often make the subject of their writing, is not the Holy 
Spirit, but a spirit of holiness; and this must be interpreted in the contexts in which 
it occurs. . . . The subject is purification from moral and ceremonial defilement . . . It 
is the spirit of holiness in this combined moral and levitical sense that is the acme 
of a sectarian’s desire.86

This atonement therefore has a positive benefit. It is what enables the cleansed 
person to look at the ~yyxh rwa (“light of life”), which is in this case used with 
reference to the Law and the wisdom derived from it, in the sense of life-giving 
enlightenment.87 In metaphorical terms, rwa is used in this section to indicate that 
which conforms to tma and is descriptive of the holy and pure sphere of operation 
that characterizes its members and that is reflective of the inner submission to 
the Law of God, and the covenant relationship with God that is enjoyed by its 
members. It is opposed to darkness.
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Doctrine of the Community: 3.13–4.26

As many have emphasized, albeit in varying degrees, this portion contains an 
important theological teaching that underlies many of the regulations given in 
the Rule.88 3.13 makes clear that the instructions that follow are addressed to 
the lykXm (“instructor”).89 It was his official role to teach the members of the 
covenant community about the nature of mankind.90 At the same time, it is likely 
that study of this section was compulsory for all members since this doctrine 
underlies the community’s understanding of God’s role in mankind’s nature and 
history and supplies an explanation for the existence of evil and God’s eventual 
triumph.91

 Charlesworth identifies seven key features of the dualism expressed here: it 
is a modified dualism, because both spirits are subjugated to one God, and the 
existence of the spirit of perversity is limited; it is primarily explained in terms 
of the light vs. darkness paradigm; it is an ethical dualism; it is combined with an 
absolute determinism; it is a dualism that attributes responsibility for evil to God; 
it is an eschatological dualism with present and future rewards and punishments; 
and it is ultimately a cosmic dualism, although the struggle is centered in man.92 
In a later study, he isolated what he termed the termini technici associated with 
this dualism, that then form an identifiable paradigm.93 This paradigm is based 
on the fact that the dualism is defined and its technical terms concentrated only 
in 1 QS 3 and 4, on the probability that this section was to be memorized by the 
candidates and, finally, on the fact that these terms reflect the mind-set of the 
community and overflow into other Qumran compositions.94 What this paradigm 
does is explain the human condition and the fact that all people do evil because 
of the angel of darkness (3.22).

The Two Spirits (3.19, 24)

The first passage in which tma occurs is found in this dualistic context. Like all 
Jewish groups, God, the creator of all, was the starting point of the belief  system 
of this sect (3.15b; cf. 1QHa 18.8–11; 9.7–20).95 The authors write: “He created 
man to rule the world and placed within him two spirits so that he would walk 
with them until the moment of his visitation: they are the spirits of truth and 
of deceit” (3.18b–19). This doctrine of two ways is not unique to the sect. It is 
also found in pseudepigraphical and early Christian literature.96 The surrounding 
context indicates that the relationship between the two spirits, lw[hw tmah twxwr, 
is one of opposition (cf. 4.23).97 They are further described in the metaphorical 
language of light and darkness as $Xwxw rwa twxwr (3.25), thus equating ‘truth’ with 
‘light’ and ‘deceit’ with ‘darkness.’98 The substantive tma modifies xwr in a number 
of ways (3.18b–19). These are illuminated by the roles the spirit plays. While 
this is an attributive genitive, in this context it is the role of the tmah xwr that is 
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emphasized. This role is to be understood in terms of instruction and guidance, 
which itself  entails a gradual unveiling.99

 Moreover, these spirits derive from the rwa !y[mb (“spring/fountain/source 
of light”) and $Xwx rwqmmw (“spring/ fountain/source of darkness”) respectively 
(3.20–21).100 The text clarifies that all those under the dominion of the ~yrwa rX 
(“prince/leader/chief  of lights”) live lives that are characterized by uprightness 
and integrity.101 This is only possible because God and the wtma $alm (“angel of 
his truth”) assist the members of the community in order that they might have 
victory over the lw[h xwr (“spirit of deceit”; cf. 3.24–25). The context makes 
it clear that tmah xwr and wtma $alm refer to the same thing. On the other hand 
corruption, sins, iniquities, guilt and offensive deeds are under the dominion 
of the $Xwx $alm (“angel of darkness”), which is an alternate term for lw[h xwr 
(3.19b–20).102

 Aune notes that these two opposing figures, the spirits of truth and deceit, can 
be interpreted both macrocosmically, as angelic beings, as well as microcosmi-
cally (i.e. psychologically), constituting spiritual dispositions in each person. This 
tension has been explained thus: Some scholars see the two angels as personifica-
tions of the two spirits, hence they have only anthropological significance; others 
see the two spirits as people in microcosmic manifestations of a supernatural 
macrocosmic conflict.103 The first view therefore emphasizes the conflict within 
mankind such that the two spirits represent opposing forces that struggle to find 
dominant expression in every human being.104 The second view emphasizes the 
conflict in the cosmos. 105 The textual support points to both a macrocosmic as 
well as a microcosmic dualism (where the spiritual forces within each person 
correspond to the spirit of truth and the spirit of deceit).106 The pertinent point 
is that a struggle between light and darkness is experienced at every level. In the 
situation of the Qumran community, where the members devoted themselves in 
strict obedience to the Teacher’s interpretation of the Law, the spirit of truth was 
seen as dominant.107

 In terms of paradigmatic relations, the explicit use of lw[ in this context 
indicates that the authors intend tma to be understood in its relationship as juxta-
posed to lw[. Hence, anything that is opposed to the spirit of truth is under the 
influence of the spirit of deceit. Consequently, tma in this context is descriptive of 
the spirit who guides the members of the community in a proper understanding 
and application of the Law. It therefore refers to divine revelation. It is opposed 
to lw[ and the two spirits struggle for dominion over the inhabitants of the world, 
influencing mankind either in the direction of truth or in the direction of deceit.

The Work of the Spirits in the Lives of Men (4.2, 5, 6)

In the section spanning 4.2–11, the work of these two spirits in the lives of men 
receives further elucidation. 4.2–6 focuses on the role of the spirit of truth and 
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this is contrasted with the role of the spirit of deceit from 4.9–11.108 Brownlee 
notes that these are presented in ascending order, reflecting developing religious 
experience whereas the vices attributed to the spirit of deceit/injustice are 
presented in descending order, reflecting increasing wickedness.109 This list, which 
is reminiscent of Old Testament ideals, enumerates positive defining character-
istics that result from the direct influence of the spirit of truth, and includes 
amongst other things character traits such as meekness, patience, generous 
compassion, eternal goodness, trust in God and dependence on his mercy, love 
for members of the community, a concealment of the truths revealed to the 
community, and so forth.110 The spirit of truth has the positive task of enlight-
ening man, straightening out in front of him the tma qdc ykrd and establishing 
respect for God’s Law in his heart (4.2–3a).111 This phrase may be translated in a 
number of ways. Martínez and Tigchelaar translate the phrase as “true justice.” 
Brownlee suggests “true righteousness,” a somewhat similar understanding.112 
Leaney, on the other hand, views tma appositionally and accordingly trans-
lates this phrase as “ways of righteousness, of truth.” All three translations are 
possible. However, given that tma in the sect frequently refers to upright conduct, 
it is more likely that the use of tma here is not merely attributive as in the first two 
examples, thus reflecting justice that is genuine and sincere. This phrase should 
be understood appositionally, emphasizing that the ‘paths of righteousness’ 
are in essence the ‘paths of truth’ and that these accord with the standards of 
uprightness and integrity demanded by the Law.
 A third reference to tma in this section concerns the t[d yzr (“mysteries of 
knowledge”). The members of the community are to have abxw lwk tmr[b . . . xwrw 
t[d yzr tmal (4.4, 6). The preposition l affixed to tma is understood in the sense 
of “concerning.” The phrase is therefore translated “a spirit . . . of concealment 
concerning the truth of the mysteries of knowledge.”113 Complete disclosure to 
fellow members was expected but absolute secrecy to outsiders, even under the 
pain of death, was required.114 Leaney suggests that the reason for this secrecy was

. . . probably to be found in the sentiment that the practice of a regulation by those 
who did not belong to ‘the truth’ (that is, those who practice the truth or Law of 
God in their everyday lives perfectly, in other words, the sect) would be a defilement 
of that regulation.115

The term t[d yzr is an all embracing term for the secrets of the Law that can only 
be unveiled through daily study (cf. 5.6) and only by people specially gifted to 
do so. For the community, this knowledge was a privileged possession bestowed 
on them by God, hence the need to guard it jealously (cf. 1QM 13.12).116 With 
regard to the phrase t[d yzr tmal (4.4, 6), Wernberg- Møller argues for the use 
of tmal in the sense of ‘faithfully,’ based on his conclusion that it is dependent 
on Isa 42:3.117 However, if  as pointed out above, the preposition is used in the 
sense of ‘concerning,’ tma in this context should be understood as signifying the 
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veracity of the mysteries of knowledge, namely that which is uncovered in the 
Law through study.
 The authors end by cataloguing the present and eschatological rewards 
for all those who walk according to the spirit of  truth, for whom a crown 
of  glory awaits (4.6b–8). This group has previously been identified as y n b 

tma (4.5).118 This expression communicates their belief  that they, and not the 
apostate Jews in Jerusalem, are the true Israel. This view is in keeping with 
their perception of  themselves as the only faithful adherents to God’s truth.119 
Other related terms that are used to refer to the members of  the covenant 
community help to clarify how tma ynb should be understood. The first is ynb 
qdc (“sons of  righteousness”; cf. 3:20, 22).120 In this case, it is understood 
that this phrase refers to upright conduct. Another related expression is rwa ynb 
(“sons of  light”). This is the sect’s self-designation and a term almost always 
unique to Qumran theology.121 The metaphorical use of  light for truth has 
been previously noted. rwa ynb is contrasted with $Xwx ynb (“sons of  darkness).122 
Another contrasting expression is lw[h yXna (“men of  injustice/perversity/ 
deceit”; cf. 5.3).123 The context therefore indicates that the genitive relationship 

tma ynb is simply another way of  referring to the members of  the covenant 
community (dhy), in whom the spirit of  truth reigns and the spirit of  deceit 
been overcome. This genitive relationship is therefore a possessive relationship 
that is not only translated ‘sons characterized by truth’ (particularly given the 
characteristics listed above), but even more so, ‘sons that belong to the sphere 
of  divine truth.’
 In direct contrast to the traits of  the spirit of  truth, the author lists the 
characteristics that result from the work of  the spirit of  deceit (4.9–11). In 
his list he includes character traits such as greed, slowness in implementing 
justice, wickedness, falsehood, pride, insincerity, impurity, blasphemy and other 
negative character traits. This section, like the preceding one, also ends with a 
cataloguing of  the present and eschatological punishment that befalls all those 
who walk according to the spirit of  deceit. Those in this category find that 
their eventual end, after the abyss of  darkness, is total annihilation (4.11b–14a; 
cf. 3.14).124 Interestingly, in this context, rqX (“falsehood”) is not seen as 
directly juxptaposed to tma, but is one of  the character traits of  lw[ (perversity/
wickedness/deceit).

God’s Final Plan for the Two Spirits (4.17, 19, 20, 21, 23, 24, 25)

The section ends with God’s future plans for these two spirits. The deeds that arise 
from one are abhorrent to the other and vice versa such that hlw[ twlyl[ tma tb[wt 
(“deeds of injustice are abhorrent to truth”; cf. 4.17). The animosity that exists 
between these two spirits is identified as originating with God himself. Although 
this relationship is one of violent conflict, these two spirits are nevertheless found 
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together in human beings, albeit in different proportions.125 In this context, tma 
in the phrase tma ykrd lwk hlw[ tb[wtw (“all the paths of truth are an abhorrence 
to injustice”; cf. 4.17) is understood in terms of its relationship of direct juxta-
position to lw[. It functions as an attributive genitive that describes a way of life 
that is conformed to the truth that is uncovered in the Law.
 This hostile relationship that exists between the spirits of  truth and 
injustice/perversity/deceit is further clarified in 4.23. These genitives are 
attributive in nature. Paradigmatically, tma and its antonym lw[ are juxtaposed 
to one another and indicate how the authors expected tma to be understood. 
The authors declare that they feud in the heart of  man, causing him to walk 
either in wisdom or in folly. Hence, the righteous, namely those that walk in 
wisdom, are viewed as acting in agreement with tmab Xya tlxn (“man’s inher-
itance in the truth”; cf. 4.24), while the wicked, namely those that walk in 
folly, are viewed as those that tma b[ty (“will despise truth”). tma in this case 
refers to divine truth, and perhaps more specifically to the Law and that which 
is revealed in it.
 However, even while the two coexist at the present time, the authors make it 
clear that God has determined to put an end to perversity and wickedness. Just 
as was true of those under the influence of the spirit of deceit, a total annihi-
lation of the very existence of perversity and wickedness is to be expected in the 
future (cf. 4.18). Using the metaphorical language of personification, the authors 
describe the rising up of tma and an end to its defilement forever, which reflects 
that it too has been under the influence of lw[ (4.19).126 In this context, tma is 
juxtaposed to the hlw[ tlXmm (“dominion of injustice/perversity/ deceit”). In this 
case, the previous phrase tma ykrd, is understood in juxtaposition to the constructs 
hlw[ twlyl[ and hlw[ tlXmm (“deeds” and “dominion of injustice/perversity/deceit” 
respectively). It functions as an attributive genitive that describes a way of life 
that is conformed to the truth that is uncovered in the Law.
 Furthermore, God will refine and purify man wtmab (“by his truth”; cf. 
4.20).127 He will accomplish this by completely stripping him of any remnants 
of  deceit and cleansing him with the Xdwq xwr (“spirit of  holiness”) and the xwr 
tma (“spirit of  truth”) like lustral water (4.21). In this case, the images of  water 
(cf. 3.4–5) and spirit are combined, as is the cleansing role performed by Xdwq xwr 
and tma xwr. These are the cleansing agents at God’s final judgment when God 
finally brings an end to the conflict between the spirit of  truth and the spirit 
of  injustice/perversity/deceit. The deeds from which the defiled are cleansed 
include violations against ethical and ceremonial rules (cf. CD 6.15ff; 12:1–8; 
cf. Lev. 11:43).128 This purification is, in essence, an “eschatological baptism of 
the spirit.”129 The context makes it clear that Xdwq xwr and tma xwr are not two 
different spirits but are terms that are used interchangeably.130 In this context, 
they are contrasted with the hdn xwr (“unclean spirit” or “spirit of  impurity”). 
The righteous will be able to live righteous lives because the tma xwr will instruct 
them in the knowledge and wisdom that is to be found in the Law and the secrets 
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revealed to the initiated (4.22).131 tma in this genitive relationship is therefore 
understood as a defining term, hence an attributive genitive, for the spirit whose 
role is in this case, both one of  cleansing and of instruction. The paradigmatic 
relationships indicate that in this context, tma is understood in light of  its 
antithesis to hdn (“impurity”).

Purpose and Way of Life of the Community: 5.1–6.23

The Rule includes a section that articulates the code of conduct that is expected 
of every member of the community (5.1–7.27). Beginning with an introductory 
passage (5.1–7a), members are warned against associating with men of injustice, 
and are encouraged to test one another’s spirits and deeds for purposes of either 
promotion or demotion, depending on the results.132 In addition, regulations for 
communal life and the religious observances of the community, direction for 
conduct during official meetings, direction in the manner in which trials were to 
be conducted, and the determination of penalties imposed during these trials are 
included.

General Statement of Purpose and Way (5.3, 5, 6)

Elledge observes that the dualistic doctrine had serious implications for the 
daily life of the community: “[s]ince the cosmos had been structured according 
to a conflict between Darkness and Light, strict separation from Darkness was 
necessary to practice the Torah in purity.”133 Because the community understood 
life in terms of this dualism, its members were obligated to separate themselves 
totally from all ‘darkness’ in order to avoid corruption. Hence the emphasis on 
keeping apart from the congregation of lw[h yXna (“men of injustice”; cf. 5.1b–2a, 
10b).134 This phrase refers to non-members of the community, who by virtue of 
being out of the covenant, are under the influence of the spirit of deceit.135

 However, not only were members of the community to separate themselves 
from lw[h yXna, they were also expected dxy tma twX[l (“to achieve truth together,” 
5.3; cf. 1.5; 8.2). Together with additional moral qualities, tma functions as the 
object of the verb hX[, here translated ‘to achieve’ (cf. 1.5), and is used with 
reference to the conduct expected of every member of the covenant community. 
In this case, the community context is explicit and the term dhy is used in the 
sense of ‘together’ or ‘in communion.’ As Walck points out, “[t]ruth, based 
on the Torah, was to be the standard of judgement for internal community 
matters, as well as the standard of behavior by which the community council 
was to encourage truth, justice, judgement compassionate love, and unassuming 
behaviour, in order that the community might be a house of perfection and truth 
(cf. 8.1–9).”136 Most importantly, where communal organization was concerned, 
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this tma was a vital component of every aspect of community life. In terms of 
syntagmatic relations, tma is found in a paratactic relationship with the moral 
qualities of hwn[ (“humility”), jpXm (“justice”), hqdc (“uprightness”), dsx tbha 
(“compassionate love”) and [nc (“seemly behavior”) in all things (5.3). Given that 
it follows the denunciation of lw[h yXna, tma should be understood with reference 
to lw[ (“injustice”). Hence in terms of paradigmatic relations, the two are juxta-
posed. Consequently, in this context it refers to a sphere of operation that defines 
a way of life that is opposed to injustice/perversity/deceit, and that is conformed 
to God’s Law.
 This pure way of life had the atoning purpose of laying a tma dswm 
(“foundation of truth”) larXyb tmah tybl (“for the house of truth in Israel,” 5.5, 6; 
cf. 8.5ff.). The genitive relationships may be understood as attributive. Given that 
this community believed that they were “recreating” Israel, these phrases identify 
this community as “a cleansing community which purifies those who join it by 
absorbing them into its life . . . in Qumran men are regarded as effecting atonement 
when they observe those conditions of repentance and purification which bring 
them within the atonement which God alone, properly speaking, provides.”137 tma 
therefore refers to divine truth and further defines the community as belonging 
to that sphere or realm in which God reigns. Previous contexts in the Rule and 
the scrolls in general attest to the community’s self  understanding as the ‘house 
of truth.’138 However, by pointing out that the community is also a foundation 
of truth, the authors emphasize that it therefore constitutes the foundation from 
which the new Israel will arise.

Members not to Associate with Other Israelites (5.10)

One of the obligations to which a member bound himself  in entering into the 
covenant included the oath to return to the Law of Moses (5.7b–10a). The signif-
icance of  this lies in the fact that the covenant was understood as a continuation 
and renewal of  the Mosaic covenant.139 The men of the covenant are identified 
as those wtmal . . . ~ybdntmh (“who freely volunteer together for this truth”) and 
who also pledged to live in accordance with God’s will (5.10a; cf. 9.16–18). 
In this case, the participle (~ybdntmh) functions in apposition to the preceding 
phrase, ~tyrb yXna (“men of the covenant”). Since tma is found as the object of 
the preposition l, this clarifies that the submission that is in view is that which 
is with regard to wtma (“his truth”). The preposition is understood as pointing 
to specification, expressing that in respect to which something is affirmed, hence 
‘in regard to’ or ‘concerning.’ The pronominal suffix points to God. The context 
suggests that dedication to the study of the Law is the issue here. Brownlee points 
out that as in 1.11, the reference to study of the Law is followed by a reference 
to the conduct required of  the members of  the community. This conduct is 
expected to conform to what is prescribed in the Law.140 Hence, as in 1.11 where 
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a similar expression is found (wtmal ~ybdnh lwkw), tma is used in a revelatory sense to 
refer to the Law of Moses, the content of  faith. The other obligation, also noted 
in 5.1, was to keep oneself  pure by avoiding men of injustice (5.10b–20a). This 
oath revealed the community’s emphasis on the strict observance of  the laws 
of  ritual purity (like the Pharisee sect), and its perspective of  itself  as the true 
Israel, complete with the priestly and Levitical ideals of  the Old Testament.141

Rules for Life in the Community (5.25)

The section encompassing 5.20b–26a continues with a cataloguing of  the 
rules for life within the community. The contents reveal that a yearly 
examination of  members was practiced.142 The section that lays down 
principles for rebuking a fellow member begins in 5.25. The authors 
note that complainants were not to accuse in anger or with a spirit of 
wickedness, and neither were they to detest those who had wronged them, 
but they were to bring up the matter dsx tbhaw hwn[w tÎ~Ðab (“in truth, 
meekness and compassionate love”) and without delay. In this section, tma 
is found in paratactic combination with other moral qualities, namely hwn[ 
(“meekness”) and dsx tbha (“compassionate love”). These substantives are 
used with the verb xky (“rebuke,” “reprove”) and as objects of  the prepo-
sition b (instrumental use) to describe the manner in which one ought 
to rebuke fellow members. The semantic relationship within this colon is 
therefore qualificational character-manner.
 Pointing out that this is an interpretation from Lev 19:17 (and closely related 
to CD 9.2 ff.; cf. CD 7.2 ff), Wernberg- Møller notes that this practice of admon-
ishing fellow members was not unique to the sect. It also featured prominently 
in Jewish and Christian circles (cf. Ecclus.19:13 ff; Sabbat 119b; Test. Gad 6.3, 
6; Matt 18:15; Luke 17:3; Rom 15:14; Hebr 10:25).143 The legal context suggests 
that tma is used in the sense of ‘sincerely,’ and ‘in accordance with the facts as 
they stand.’ This implies that members were to have the right motivation in 
rebuking one another and were not to raise false accusations of misconduct. The 
requirement of witnesses ensured that proper procedures and standards were 
followed (cf. 6.1) and that the complaints were genuine, based on an objective 
observance rather than a grumbling disposition.144

Steps by Which a New Member Enters the Community (6.15)

The section encompassing 6.13b–23 continues with the entrance ceremony and 
outlines in greater detail the specific steps that an individual was expected to go 
through in order to be admitted into the community. First, there was an indef-
inite probation period, during which time the potential member was outside the 
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sect, then a year’s probation after which admission into the purity of  the Many 
took place, and finally another year before admission to full membership.145 
It is clear that one’s entrance was voluntary, based on the individual’s desire 
to become a part of  this community. The entrance ceremony involved certain 
tests administered by the dyqp (the instructor and the head of  the Many) and 
by the Many (the general community) that related to the insight and deeds of 
the prospective member. Depending on the outcome of  the vote, he was either 
admitted into the community or excluded. This was in order that he might 
lw[ lwkm rwslw tmal bwXl. tma is found as the object of  the preposition l and as 
the object of  the infinitive with l (bwXl), indicating purpose. Hence, as in other 
contexts, the phrase signifies “in order to revert to the truth”; cf. 6.15. As other 
contexts show, entry into the covenant or the community implied a promise to 
return to the Law of  Moses (cf. 8.15; 22; CD 5.8, 21; 1QH 17.12).146 tma in this 
context is therefore used to refer to the Law.

Penitential Code of the Community: 6.24–7.25

Penitential Code (7.18)

Following the section on entrance into the community, the Rule continues with 
the ‘Penitential Code of the Community,’ which outlines rules for the punishment 
and/or rehabilitation of offenders. The literary form of the list of punishments 
follows that of casuistic law.147 Offenses that incurred punishment included lying 
about property, discordant interpersonal relationships, blasphemy, angry speech 
against the priest, intentional lying, and so on. All these offenses, and the many 
others listed, violated the standard of uprightness that was expected of a member 
of the community and revealed that the individual was not living up to a life of 
purity. This failure incurred two types of punishment: either exclusion or total 
expulsion, depending on the nature (either intentional or unintentional) and the 
seriousness of the offence.148 In this context, the authors warn that anyone who 
turns aside from the foundation of the community wbl twryrXb tkllw tmab dwgbl (“to 
betray the truth and walk in the stubbornness of his heart”; cf. 7.18b–19) would 
be excluded from the community for two years. This punishment applied only to 
those who had been in the community less than ten years (cf. 7.22).
 In this verse, tma is found as the direct object of the verb dgb (“betray”). In this 
case tma is used to refer to the Law and its interpretation in the community. This 
section that outlines the code of conduct for the community therefore clarifies 
the nature of the sphere of operation that those who live in covenant community 
are to aspire to. Hence, while tma is mentioned explicitly only once in this section, 
there is clearly a warning against the failure to live up to the standard of tma as 
prescribed in the Law and as interpreted by the sages.
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Model of a Pioneer Community to Pave the Way  
for the Main Community: 8.1–9.26

In the section spanning 8.1–9.26, the reader begins to gain an understanding 
of the reason for the community’s existence (cf. 8.13–16; 9.19–20), and why its 
original members felt compelled to separate themselves from the rest of Israel 
and retire to the wilderness.149 Barrera notes that the rejection of the temple 
at Jerusalem, as well as worship celebrated there, is one of the most distinctive 
characteristics of the Qumran community. However, lest the nature of this 
antagonism be misunderstood, it must be emphasized that the Qumranites were 
not opposed to sacrifices and the cult. Rather, considering themselves to be 
the legitimate successors of the priesthood, they disagreed with the priests of 
Jerusalem on the issue of the calendar of Feasts and accused them of betraying 
the laws of purity. This break with the priesthood was the main reason for their 
withdrawal into the desert.150

 However, even though they had broken away from the establishment and had 
no means of offering sacrifices, they still regarded themselves as the ‘temple of 
God.’151 They therefore intended, “to start the history of Israel afresh, beginning 
with its roots in the desert and especially to prepare in the desert the path of the 
Lord by means of the study of the Law” (cf. 1QS 8.13–15).152 They believed that 
only they had the solution. As further evidence of their perceived exalted status 
as the ‘true Israel,’ the authors emphasize the central role that the community 
played in atoning for the sins of the entire nation of Israel (8.3–10; 9.3–6; cf. 
5.5–6). This atonement involved both living a righteous life as well as enduring 
suffering (8.3–4).153 A look at the Old Testament prophets and Jewish literature 
(apocryphal and pseudepigrahical) of the Hasmonean and Herodian periods 
reveals that this general unrest regarding temple practices, as well as the expec-
tation of the purging of the temple and establishment of a new, restored temple, 
was not unique to the community.154

Constitution of the Pioneer Community (8.2, 4, 5, 6, 9; 9.3)

Although this section addresses the responsibilities of a specific community 
council, consisting of twelve men and three priests, these instructions are also 
understood to apply to the larger body of the community in general.155 These 
responsibilities include carrying out justice (hqdc), judgment (jpXm), compas-
sionate love (dsx tbha), unassuming behavior ([nch) of one to another, preserving 
faithfulness (hnwma) in the land with firm purpose, and to do truth (tma twX[l; cf. 
8.2).156 The translation given by Martínez and Tigchelaar, “to implement truth,” 
appears to imply that these instructions were given only to the leaders mentioned, 
in which case the sense would be that they were to help the community members 
implement the moral qualities listed.157 However, as pointed out above, while 
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this may have been the case for a while, once the community was constituted, 
the instructions applied to everyone. As in 1.5–6a, tma in this reference functions 
as the direct object of the verb hX[, which suggests that it is something that 
manifests itself  in outward, visible actions. The relationships are the same in 
both contexts, and both references indicate that tma has a moral aspect. Used 
in conjunction with the moral qualities listed above, it signifies a sphere of 
operation that defines a way of life that is conformed to God’s revelation and the 
Teacher’s interpretation in the Law (cf. 8.14–16).
 They were also to walk with everyone tmah tdmÔÔÙÖÖb (“in the measure of 
the truth,” 8.4; cf. “measure according to truth,” 4Q181 2.8; 4Q416 6.6). This 
construct relationship conveys that relationships with fellow members of the 
community were to adhere to the precepts laid down in the Law. It indicates 
that it was the responsibility of every individual to ensure that the community 
functioned as it should, by practicing, within the community context, the 
principles prescribed in the Torah. Walck points out that “truth is an important 
quality of God’s character and of God’s dealing with humanity. Derivatively, 
truth is an important characteristic of the identity and behavior of the community, 
both in their adherence to God’s truth and in their dealings with one another.”158

 The result of this is that tmab dxyh tc[ÔÔhÖÖ hnwkn (“the community council 
would be founded/stand firm on truth”; cf. 8.5).159 In this context, this is a clear 
reference to the community in general. In this phrase, tma functions as the object 
of the participle hnwkn, which functions as the main verb (“shall be founded/stand 
firm”). The preposition b attached to tma is used spatially. One of the aims of 
the community was to establish itself  on the Law and this is how this reference 
should be understood in this context. Hence, the community would be founded 
in that realm in which divine truth reigns.
 The hymn that follows, which is probably sectarian in origin,160 clarifies that 
the community was to consider itself  not only “an everlasting plantation, a holy 
house for Israel and the foundation of the holy of holies for Aaron,” but also tma 
yd[ (“witnesses of truth”) for the judgment (8.6; cf. Isa 43:10, 12.). This may be 
understood as a subjective or objective genitive. In the former case, the emphasis 
is on the character of the individuals and on the accuracy or veracity of their 
report, hence ‘true witnesses.’161 In the latter case, the emphasis would be on 
the content of their witnessing. The context suggests that while the former may 
also be true, the emphasis is on the content of witnessing, the divine truth upon 
which the community is founded, namely the Law. Hence, it was expected to be 
the standard of judgment for internal community matters.162 This idea that God 
chooses the righteous to act as his witnesses at the judgment can also be found in 
a fragmentary Aramaic version of 1 En. 93:10.163

 In addition, the community was to function as larXyb tmaw ~ymt tyb (“a house of 
perfection and truth in Israel”) for the purpose of establishing the covenant (8.9–10). 
In this phrase, tma is found in a paratactic relationship with ~ymt. The construct 
relationship, together with the emphasis suggested by this paratactic relationship, 
suggests that tma is used as in previous contexts in an attributive genitive relationship 
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as a defining term for the community, whose lives must be characterized by delib-
erate effort toward ethical perfection in all things, as well as an inner submission to, 
and an outward manifestation of, the requirements of the Law. Ethical perfection 
(cf. CD 7.5; 10.6; used as the title of the sect in CD 20.2, 5, 7) is synonymous with 
keeping every aspect of the Law.164 In this context, ‘house’ is used as a reference to 
the temple.165

 The final reference to tma in this section is found in 9.4–5, which is a reiter-
ation of the theme found in 8.1–11. Here, the authors discuss the punishment 
for inadvertent transgressions and the culprit’s restoration to the community. 
Shemesh suggests that the scrolls distinguish between two groups of offenders, 
only one of whom may rightly be called lb[h ynb. There are those who sin 
willfully and hence must be expelled permanently, and there are those who 
sin unintentionally, who are excluded from the community for a while but are 
restored after discipline has been administered (cf. 9.3–6).166 However, Qimron 
provides us with a third option. Pointing out the failure of numerous studies 
in making a connection between the dualistic division of mankind into two 
categories, the covenant, and the practical aspect of the expulsion of an offender 
from the community, he suggests that in this context (9.5–11; cf. CD 20.20–25), 
these individuals belong to an ambiguous category, they are neither one nor 
the other. Although they are in the community, they still continue to maintain 
their perverse ways, making it difficult to judge whether or not they ought to be 
expelled from the community. He concludes that there are degrees of liability, 
ranging from intentional, to unintentional and finally to careless transgression.167

 The phrase that speaks of the establishment of the ~lw[ tmal Xdwq xwr (“spirit 
of holiness in truth eternal”; cf. 9.3–4) points to at least one purpose behind the 
community’s conformity to the Law that is prescribed throughout the Rule. In a 
previous context (4.20–22), the ‘spirit of holiness’ refers to the ‘spirit of truth.’ 
This is not the case here; rather the emphasis is not so much on the identity of 
the spirit, but on what he accomplishes. The substantive ~lw[ clarifies the eternal 
aspect attached to truth and by implication its divine origins. The preposition 
l is understood as pointing to specification, expressing that in respect to which 
something is affirmed, hence “in regard to” or “concerning.” The combination of 
tma and Xdwq are a linguistic clue that purification and cleansing go hand in hand 
with the truth of God—it is the truth revealed by God that exposes and sweeps 
away error and cleanses from all defilement. tma is therefore used to refer to the 
sphere in which God reigns.

Guidance for the Instructor of the Pioneer Community (9.17, 18)

This section also relates to regulations for the lykXm (“instructor”). His task, 
in accordance with the revelation given in every period, is to carry out the will 
of God and to judge between the sons of Zadok (i.e. the whole community) in 
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accordance with their spirits (cf. the dualistic doctrine).168 He is also to acquire 
wisdom that has been gained “according to the periods and the decree of the 
period.” Leaney points out that while the phrase “decree of the period” pertains 
to the time present to the student, the phrase “according to the periods” relates 
to “what had to be learnt by members, the scriptural commentaries found at 
Qumran furnishing examples of the necessary textbooks.”169 One of his tasks, 
with respect to those who had chosen the way of the Lord, was tma t[d xykwhlw 
(“to reproach with truthful knowledge”) and just judgment (9.17). The genitive 
relationship is attributive, clarifying that the knowledge referred to here must 
have the character of truth. The phrase tma t[d xykwhlw therefore specifies the 
manner in which the act of reproaching was to be conducted. It was through 
knowledge that is informed by the Law.
 In addition to this as well as his other roles and responsibilities, he was to lead 
the men of the community with knowledge and instruct them tmaw alp yzrb (“in 
the secrets/mysteries of wonder and truth”; cf. 9.18). As noted previously, secrecy 
was crucial in the community. Indeed, in some instances (e.g. 4Q298), scribes 
sometimes wrote in code in order to hide secrets from the uninitiated.170 This 
term, together with the related term t[d yzr (“secrets/ mysteries of knowledge”; 
cf. 4.6) emphasizes the shroud of secrecy that surrounded the community (cf. 
10.24–25). Given the context of teaching in which this phrase occurs, as well as 
its linguistic combination with zr and alp (9.18), tma is used here to refer to that 
which is revealed to the community in the Law.

Closing Hymn: 10.1–11.22

Finally, in 10.1–11.22, the authors bring the Rule to an end, but not as one would 
expect. Rather than the casuistic style that has been the emphasis throughout the 
scroll (except for the doctrinal section), the author chooses to include a calendar 
of  worship (10.1–8a), a hymn (10.9–11.15a) and a benediction (11.15b–22).

Hymn (10.17; 11.4, 14)

The last occurrences of tma are found in the section incorporating the hymn. As 
one scholar points out, the hymn serves to reveal:

. . . the Community’s self-understanding as a dwelling place of the divine, which God 
has joined together with the heavenly world (11.7–9). In the pure worship of the 
Community, the boundaries between heaven and earth diminish, as human beings 
and angels assemble together to praise God.171

This piece of embedded genre, serves at least two functions. First, it emphasizes 
what is already present in the sections that have gone before it by focusing, not 
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surprisingly, on God’s mercy toward humanity despite their depth of impurity 
before him. Second, it formulates a conclusion for a theological purpose, namely to 
convey the significant truth that the community is indeed the dwelling place of God.
 The hymn states that an individual’s steps do not waver, and beginning with 
the causal conjunction ayk, explains why this is so. In 11.4b–5a, one reads ayk
ym[p [ls hayh la tma (“for the truth of God is the rock of my steps”). This 
possessive genitive relationship (la tma), identifies God himself  as the author of 
tma. It also functions in an equative relationship with [ls (rock) thus indicating 
that life itself  is founded on divine tma. The hymn therefore expresses the 
conviction that those who are of God are assured of righteous lives as long as 
they hold to the truth of God. Hence, tma is not merely assumed, but praised as 
the foundation of life.172 tma therefore refers to divine truth.
 Finally, as the hymn comes to a close, the theme of judgment reappears in 
the phrase ynjpX wtma tqdcb (11.14a) which may be translated “He will judge me 
in the justice of his truth,” or even “By his righteous truth has he justified me.”173 
This genitive relationship with the moral quality of hqdc (“justice”) and the 
occurrence of the verb jpX (“judge”) indicate the sphere in which judgment takes 
place (11.14a). While both translations noted above are possible, it is likely that 
the genitive relationship in this case is attributive and hence the latter translation 
(“righteous truth”) is more accurate. The substantive hqdc is therefore used in this 
context to define tma. The pronominal suffix makes it clear that divine truth is in 
view here.
 Indeed, just prior to this, in the context of  God’s authority to impose 
judgment, the authors declare that the judgment of  all living things lies in 
God’s hands. Moreover, wyX[m lwk tmaw (“all his [God’s] deeds are truth,” 10.17; 
cf. 1.19). In the declaration that all God’s deeds are tma, it is the character of 
the one who does them that is emphasized. In this case, tma is used by the 
authors in the sense of  the faithfulness, reliability and trustworthiness of  the 
character of  God. Hence, while 9.13 seemed to imply that the instructor is the 
judge (and indeed he is), this verse clarifies that it is God who is the ultimate 
judge and he bases his judgment on certain standards that pertain to his 
character.

Conclusion

The community that composed this document believed themselves to be the ‘true 
Israel,’ and hence ‘truth’ naturally occupied an emblematic status in their liter-
ature. The Rule is itself  a document whose general aim was to teach the exclusive 
Qumran community how to apply the Torah to practical forms of communal life 
so as to live blamelessly before God. It was established that the word tma in its 
various forms occurs most frequently in the sectarian documents, although it is 
also evident in the liturgical texts of the Hymns and Blessings. A few occurrences 
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are also found in the parabiblical texts. It was also noted that in addition to the 
paleography and the rough Hebrew syntax, which make it difficult to arrive at a 
uniform translation, the historical and sociological contexts out of which the text 
arose are also difficult to reconstruct. This was evident in the lack of consensus 
in translation for some of the texts studied.
 This survey of all the instances of tma in the Rule in its various combinations 
indicates that the authors used tma in a number of different ways. When used 
with reference to God, it is descriptive of his character and his deeds. In these 
instances, it generally signifies faithfulness, reliability and trustworthiness. tma is 
also used in a revelatory sense, in that it refers to the Law of God revealed through 
Moses and the prophets. In this case, it forms the content of faith for those in the 
community. That which has been revealed through the Teacher of Righteousness 
and the sages is also regarded as tma in the sense of divine revelation. tma is also 
used to signify the sphere of operation of those who are rightly related to God, 
by virtue of being in a special covenant relationship. In this case, it is conformity 
to the Law and its interpretation as evidenced in outward acts of uprightness and 
purity. This is vertical (towards God) and horizontal (toward fellow members). 
tma is also used as a defining term to describe: 1) The spirit of truth, who 
instructs and cleanses the members of the community. 2) The sons of truth, 
who are the members of the community and consequently belong to the realm 
of divine truth. 3) The community itself. In most instances, the emphasis is on 
the character of the community. It is also used dualistically, in opposition to lw[ 
(“injustice/perversity/ deceit”) as well as hdn (“impurity”). Rather than falsehood, 
injustice/perversity/deceit is the functional opposite of tma in the Rule. Finally 
tma is also linked metaphorically with light, while that which is opposed to it is 
linked with darkness.

Notes

  1. Two works serve as core resources in this chapter. 1) The Dead Sea Scrolls Study 
Edition (eds. Florentino García Martínez and Eibert J. C. Tigchelaar; 2 vols.; 
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997). This is a two volume work that proves particu-
larly useful for anyone not specializing in Dead Sea Scroll studies. While it is 
primarily based on the translation in The Dead Sea Scrolls Translated, as well 
as prior work done on the scrolls, it is itself  a fresh transcription and English 
translation of all the non-biblical scrolls found in caves one to eleven, as well as 
three cases of manuscripts not found at Qumran but related to this literature. 2) 
The electronic resource on the scrolls accessed through Bible Works 7, Martin 
G. Abegg, Jr., The Qumran Sectarian Manuscripts © 1999, 2000, 2001.

  2. This is the structure proposed by A. R. C. Leaney, The Rule of Qumran and its 
Meaning (London: SCM Press, 1966), 112–13.

  3. The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls is very similar to late biblical Hebrew. 



 Truth Terminology in the Rule 123

However, it also has features that reflect the transition from Biblical Hebrew 
to Rabbinic or Mishnaic Hebrew. On the basis of its unique features, Elisha 
Qimron, The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls (HSS 29; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 
1986), 117–18, argues that it is probably a mixture not only of biblical and 
Mishnaic Hebrew and Aramaic, but “also draws on a distinct spoken dialect.”

  4. Wise, “Dead Sea Scrolls,” 137–38. For a fuller discussion of these introductory 
issues see Mburu, The Rule of the Community, 145–49.

  5. For instance, Charlesworth, “Shared Symbolism and Language,” 3:97, notes 
that The Prayer of Jonathan honors a person who was hated by the Qumranites. 
This implies that conclusions regarding the marginal nature of the group are not 
as secure as was once assumed.

  6. The following comment by Philip R. Davies, “Qumran and the Quest for 
the Historical Judaism,” in The Scrolls and the Scriptures:Qumran Fifty 
Years After (ed. Stanley E. Porter and Craig A. Evans; JSPSup 26; Sheffield, 
England: Sheffield, 1997), 26, represents a growing consensus in Qumran 
studies: “[o]nce these manuscripts could easily be referred to as a sectarian 
library, in which everything that was not biblical (i.e. about 75% of the texts) 
could be taken to represent the views of the owners of the library. But the idea 
is long gone. We do not in any case know what ‘biblical’ means in the context 
of the Qumran texts, and, even allowing that the producers and owners of the 
texts had the notion of a category of Scripture, there remains the problem of 
distinguishing among remaining manuscripts so-called ‘sectarian’ from so-called 
‘non-sectarian’ writings, which means, in effect, writings already known from 
outside this collection as against those only known within it. A further problem 
is that of the eight hundred or so distinct manuscripts that can be reconstructed, 
very few indeed can be positively identified as having been written by the same 
scribe. Furthermore, the Scrolls attest different kinds of Hebrew, different ways 
of writing it, and different conventions of preparing the manuscripts for writing. 
There are differing editions of ‘scriptural’ texts but even important variations in 
so-called ‘sectarian’ texts (such as between 1QS and 4QS, 1QM and 4QM). The 
idea that the Qumran archive was a collection of texts even largely written at 
Qumran has therefore been largely abandoned, and it now seems widely agreed 
that many or most were brought there from elsewhere.”

  7. The twofold eschatological and halakhic viewpoint is made clear by the issue of 
the calendar. The calendar is a legal presupposition of the ordering of the cult 
and has the added function of both dividing history into periods and allowing 
for the calculation of the end time, all significant aspects of the community. Julio 
Trebelle Barrera, “The Essenes of Qumran: Between Submission to the Law 
and Apocalyptic Flight,” in The People of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Their Writings, 
Beliefs and Practices (ed. Florentino García Martínez and Julio Trebelle 
Barrera; trans. Wilfred G.E. Watson; Leiden: Brill, 1995), 67.

  8. These ideas relate to the practices and organization of a distinct community, the 
history of the community and its contemporary circumstances, the theological 
and metaphysical outlook of the community, the community’s typical biblical 
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exegesis with the most characteristic (though by no means the only) term, pesher. 
See Alex R. G. Deasley, The Shape of Qumran Theology (UK: Paternoster, 
2000), 69.

  9. The Rule is also formerly known as the Manual of Discipline or the Discipline 
Scroll, and is very similar to the Damascus Covenant with regard to halakhah.

 10. Elledge, Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls, 55.
 11. There are at least eleven other copies of this document that have been 

discovered in addition to the main one from Cave 1, namely 4QSa-j54Q255–264, 
5QS55Q11; cf. 11QS511Q29. These are not identical to the main one from cave 
one, but contain some variants.

 12. Deasley, Qumran Theology, 15, notes the following: One of the copies of the 
Rule from Cave 4 begins at the same point as 1QS 5. This may be indicative of 
the fact that for some purposes or at some stage in the history of the community, 
the Rule began here; the reference to the “Messiahs of Aaron and Israel” in 4QSe 

is missing; and while 1QS 8–9.25 appears to be designed to serve much the same 
purposes as columns 5–6, the latter is not as extensive and appears to be written 
more from the perspective of the aims and spirit of the Community, as well as 
from a more distinctly historical rather than a legislative view point. Because 
this study is concerned with the final form of the text of the Rule, issues related 
to redaction and textual criticism are not directly relevant. However, where 
necessary, issues in these areas that impact this study will be noted.

 13. Michael Wise, Martin Abegg Jr. and Edward Cook, The Dead Sea Scrolls: A 
New Translation (San Fransisco: HarperSanFransisco, 1996), 113.

 14. Philip S. Alexander, “Rules,” EDSS 2:803.
 15. Michael A. Knibb, The Qumran Community (Cambridge: University Press, 

1987), 77.
 16. P. Wernberg- Møller, The Manual of Discipline: Translated and Annotated with 

an Introduction (STDJ 1; Leiden: Brill, 1957), 16–1, points out that the best 
parallels to the eschatology of 1QS are found in the pseudepigraphical literature.

 17. Wise, “Dead Sea Scrolls,” 138.
 18. The first, also known as the Messianic rule (1QSa), is two columns long and deals 

with the “last days.” It apparently originally belonged to the same scroll from 
Cave 1, but the connection is not clear. It discusses the education of children 
raised in the community, the stages of progression within the community 
according to age and ability, and procedures for the communal meal presided 
over by priests and the “messiah of Israel.” The second appendix, (1QSb), 
is very poorly preserved. It consists of several blessings pronounced by the 
maskil (“wise leader”) over the community, the priests and the prince. Like the 
Messianic Rule it has a definite eschatological setting. Ibid.

 19. Leslie W. Walck, “Truth,” EDSS 2:950.
 20. Martin G. Abegg Jr. et. al., The Dead Sea Scrolls Concordance (vol. 1; Leiden: 

Brill, 2003), 72–75.
 21. Betz, Offenbarung, 55.
 22. John Elwolde, “From Bible to Mishnah,” in The Hebrew of the Dead Sea 
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Scrolls and Ben Sira, Proceedings of a Symposium held at Leiden University 
11–14 December 1995 (eds. T. Muraoka and J. F. Elwolde; STDJ 26; Leiden: 
Brill, 1997), 36, argues that in the Qumran literature there are instances of new 
collocations of tma in the sense of ‘truth’ (i.e. conformity to fact), rather than 
‘reliability,’ which, according to him, seems to be the more common meaning in 
the pre-mishnaic corpus as a whole. Both the quantity of usage and the use of 
tma primarily as ‘truth’ rather than ‘reliability’ are admitted. However, these are 
not the only two categories as this study will demonstrate.

 23. Ashton, Understanding the Fourth Gospel, 392–93.
 24. Wernberg- Møller, Manual of Discipline, 46, following Brownlee, points out that 

2.19 suggests that all the members renewed the covenant each year and therefore 
contra Dupont-Sommer, this covenant renewal ceremony did not just apply to 
the newcomers. VanderKam and Flint, Meaning of the Dead Sea Scrolls, 263, 
suggest that A Liturgy of Blessing and Cursing (esp. 4Q286–90) may supply the 
words used in the annual covenant renewal ceremony.

 25. While the following is by no means a consensus, one position holds that the 
Rule applied to more than just one particular community living at Qumran. 
Wise, Abegg and Cook, Dead Sea Scrolls, 113, argue against the standard 
model that presupposes this. They explain, “[s]cholars commonly refer to this 
work as the ‘Community Rule.’ According to the Standard Model described in 
the Introduction, this work is supposed to have governed a community living at 
Qumran. But this idea is at least partly wrong; the work itself  refers to various 
groups or chapters scattered throughout Palestine. Therefore it did not attach 
specifically to the site of Qumran (whatever the connection of the Dead Sea 
Scrolls to the site, and whatever the nature of that site). This text does not 
merely reflect a small community living there. Since ‘community’ usually implies 
a definite and restricted geographical location and thereby calls this mistaken 
notion to mind, it seems better to find a different word for the text’s users. As 
we have explained in the Introduction, to avoid the misleading connotations 
of various possible English semiequivalents we have decided to use one of the 
association’s most common self  designations, Yahad, ‘unity.’”

 26. For a number of reasons, this “Qumran-Essene” hypothesis, first suggested by 
Eleazar Sukenik, has been refuted. One objection to this hypothesis is that the 
source upon which Pliny relies postdates the First Revolt, hence describing a 
community that lived on the shores of the Dead Sea after A.D. 70, after use 
of Qumran had ceased. Apart from the multiplicity of scribes involved in the 
composition and/or editing of the Scrolls (which probably indicates a source 
other than Qumran), there are also significant disagreements (and sometimes 
no point of contact at all), with regard to the descriptions of Essene life 
(for instance with regard to celibacy, involvement in war and slavery, lack of 
mention of the sect’s solar calendar etc.). Others, recognizing that Essenism 
was a widespread movement whose members did not all isolate themselves 
from the rest of Judaism, propose that the “Groningen hypothesis” provides 
the best explanation for both the common elements and the differences. In this 
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hypothesis, the Palestinian Apocalyptic tradition provides the ideological roots 
of the Qumran community. Yet another competing hypothesis (although still a 
minority position) is Golb’s Jerusalem hypothesis which postulates a Jerusalem 
provenance. On the basis of similarities between the way the law is interpreted in 
MMT (and other scrolls), Schiffman argues that the sect consists of Sadducees 
(compare with the Sadducee-Pharisee conflict). For these discussions, see Wise, 
“Dead Sea Scrolls,”144–45; Wise, Abegg and Cook, Dead Sea Scrolls, 25–26; 
T. Beall, “Essenes,”DNTB, 343–46; Martínez, “The Dead Sea Scrolls,” 11. 
Clearly, these arguments are not conclusive either way and there is not enough 
evidence from any party to make a clear identification. It is probably best not 
be overly dogmatic on the identification of the Qumran sect with any particular 
community. At any rate, this study is not itself  dependent on any particular 
identification, and the results are not likely to be dramatically affected by new 
information with regard to this debate.

 27. See J. J. M. Roberts, “The Importance of Isaiah at Qumran,” in The Bible and the 
Dead Sea Scrolls: The Second Princeton Symposium on Judaism and Christian 
Origins (ed. James H Charlesworth; 3 vols.; Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 
2006), 1:273–286.

 28. James Charlesworth, “Community Organization,” EDSS 1:134, notes of this 
individual: “[h]e was the bearer of God’s special revelation (1QpHab), he was 
like Moses ‘the Lawgiver,’ he was the author of some of the hymns chanted in 
the community, and he most likely composed many of the rules to be memorized 
by members of the community (most likely, but not certainly 1QS iii.13–4.16).”

 29. This can be understood as both a subjective and an objective genitive. Betz, 
Offenbarung, 55.

 30. VanderKam and Flint, Meaning of the Dead Sea Scrolls, 282–84; Wernberg- 
Møller, Manual of Discipline, 12; Gert Jeremias, Der Lehrer der Gerchtigkeit 
(SUNT; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1963), 285.

 31. Wernberg-Møller, Manual of Discipline, 43, suggests, following Burrows, that 
these infinitives “except in cases of clear subordination, are to be translated as 
finite forms: they are the promises, to which the members of the community 
pledged themselves on renewing the covenant.” On the grounds that this is 
an introductory section in the Rule that enumerates general principles of 
community life, Metso, Textual Development, 120, argues that the series of 
infinitives with l in this section (twenty occurrences), as well as in 5.1–7a (nine 
occurrences) and 8.1–13a, 15a (ten occurrences), are “to be understood in a 
predicative sense, denoting commands.” However, the context suggests a third, 
more probable alternative. According to T. Leahy, “Studies in the Syntax of 
1QS,” Bib 41 (1960): 138–39, 143, in this instance the use may be categorized 
as having three uses—explicative, appositional and purpose. Given that the 
opening sentence identifies this document as belonging to the rule category, 
it is likely that the instructions contained in it are intended to serve specific 
purposes, the substance of which are identified in this, as well as the other two 
introductory sections (5.1–7a; 8.1–13a, 15a). The translations by Martínez 
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and Tigchelaar, DSSE 1:71, and Elisha Qimron and James H. Charlesworth, 
“The Rule of the Community,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew, Aramaic and 
Greek Texts with Translations (ed. James H. Charlesworth et. al.; The Princeton 
Theological Dead Sea Scrolls Project 1; Louisville: Westminster, 1994), 7, reflect 
this understanding.

 32. Martínez and Tigchelaar, DSSE 1:71. See also Knibb, Qumran Community, 79, 
who proposes “For [the wise leader . . . ]” which has the same sense. For other 
reconstructions, see Leaney, The Rule of Qumran, 117–18, “For [the instructor 
and the me]n his brothers”; cf. J. Carmignac, “Conjecture sur la première ligne 
de la Règle de la Communauté,” RevQ2 (1959): 85–87, esp. 85), “De l’instructeur 
. . . aux hommes ses frères, le livre de la règle de la communauté.” Carmignac 
argues that “wyhl pourrait être une graphie qumrânienne pour wyhal, et alors on 
devine immédiatement que le terme précédent serait ~yXÎnalÐ”; and William Hugh 
Brownlee, The Dead Sea Manual of Discipline (BASORSup 10–12 ; Connecticut: 
American Schools of Oriental Research, 1951), 6, “[These are the ordinances] 
for [the whole assembly, including children and wo]men,” which differs from 
Carmignac’s reconstruction only in that it includes all ages and genders.

 33. Note Metso, Textual Development, 111–112, who argues that the principles 
of community life enumerated here apply to all members of the community 
and therefore the division of the text into 1.1–11a (directed to the instructor) 
and 1.11b–15 (directed to the candidates) as has been argued by Knibb is 
not accurate. Her reconstruction reads “For the wise leader, to instruct the 
men for (during?) his life, the book of the order of the community.” See her 
discussion for criticisms against reconstructions by Brownlee, Carmignac and 
Dupont-Sommer.

 34. This heading, dxyh $rs, has been preserved in two copies of the Community Rule 
(1QS and 4QSa) and in the verso of  the handle-sheet of the scroll containing 
1QS, 1QSa and 1QSb. Ibid., 67. Apart from denoting a document that sets out 
rules, the semantic range of $rs extends to: practice, orderly procedure or ritual 
(cf. 5.1; 6.8); ‘Order’ (cf. 1.1, 16; 2.20, 21; 5.23; 6.22); position or rank (cf. 1Q28a 
1.21); list or register (cf. 1QS 5.23; 6.22; 1Q28a 1.21; 1QM 4.6, 11); battle array 
(cf. 1QM 7.1; 3.3; 9.10–11, 14; 13.1, 5); a synonym for the community (cf. 1QS 
1.16; 2.20); a specific ruling, statute or commandment of the Torah (CD 7.7). 
In the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs, it is translated with the Greek word 
ta,xij. See Brownlee, Manual of Discipline, 7, Philip S. Alexander, “Rules,” EDSS 
2:799.

 35. Cf. 1.19; 5.3; 6.15; 8.2; 10.17; 1QM 13.1 f., 9; 14.12; 1QH 1.30; 6.9; 13.4; 1Q22 
1.11.

 36. Wernberg- Møller, Manual of Discipline, 45 points out that no parallel can be 
found for 1.4b–5a in the Old Testament, but that this appears “ to be an echo of 
a ‘golden rule’, used by both Jewish and Christian moral teachers, cf. e.g. Test. 
Asher iii 1 f  (BROWNLEE); Test. Benj. viii 1; Rom. xii 9; 1 Thess. V 21 f.”

 37. Cf. 5.3f, 8.2, and the very close parallel in Testament of Benjamin 10.3 where 
‘truth’, ‘righteousness’ and ‘judgment’ are objects of ‘to do’; Jer 9:23 (with the 
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Lord as subject); 23:5 (with the Davidic messiah as subject). Wernberg-Møller, 
Manual of Discipline, 45.

 38. Betz, Offenbarung, 54, writes, “[d]ie Wahrheit wird nicht nur im Handeln Gottes 
in Erscheinung treten, sondern soll auch beim Menschen zur Tat werden. Das 
fordert vor allem der Sektenkanon. Dort bezeichnet der Begriff  tma den Dienst, 
den Gott vom Menschen erwartet und der,,wahr“ ist, weil ihn Gott befohlen hat. 
Die,,Wahrheit“ ist durchaus praktischer Art.”

 39. For this emphasis, albeit with different wording, see the other introductions (cf. 
5.1; 8.1–2). Metso, Textual Development, 122.

 40. Knibb, Qumran Community, 79.
 41. Cf. 1.3; 8.15 ff. Wernberg- Møller, Manual of Discipline, 13.
 42. For Moses (cf. 5.8; 8.15, 22; CD 5.21; 1QM 10.6; 1QH 17.12), and his servants, 

the prophets (cf. 8.16; 4QpHab 2.9; 7.5; 4QpHosb 2.5). The reference to prophets 
is important and it may imply that as in the Mishnah, the Qumraners viewed the 
prophets as serving “an essential link in the transmission of the Law from Moses 
to the Rabbis,” and also understood them to be “not only teachers of morality, 
but also guides in the domain of the final eschatological realities.” Vermes, 
Dead Sea Scrolls, 70. Note also that given that these two are never mentioned 
together in the Old Testament, this pairing is an indication of the value that this 
community placed on the Torah and the prophetic writings. Wernberg- Møller, 
Manual of Discipline, 45.

 43. 4QMMT provides clear guidance on what was considered valid interpretation. 
VanderKam and Flint, Meaning of the Dead Sea Scrolls, 263.

 44. VanderKam and Flint, Meaning of the Dead Sea Scrolls, 284, point out that “[i]f  
the Teacher wrote a revealed law, then, according to the pesharim, his inspiration 
extended to both the law and the prophets.”

 45. Richard N. Longenecker, Biblical Exegesis in the Apostolic Period (2d ed.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999), 29. See also Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 118–19; F. F. 
Bruce, Biblical Exegesis in the Qumran Texts (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1959), 
8ff., 67.

 46. Vermes, Dead Sea Scrolls, 71.
 47. Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 80.
 48. Cf. 1QpHab 7.10–12. Betz, Offenbarung, 54.
 49. Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 119.
 50. Knibb, Qumran Community, 80.
 51. Ibid., 84.
 52. Vermes, Dead Sea Scrolls, 69.
 53. Its importance is seen in its repeated appearance in numerous documents found 

at Qumran including 1Q28a, 1Q28b, 1QM, 1Q34, 1QHa, 4Q501, 4Q504, 11Q19 
and especially in 1QS, 4Q255–264a, 5Q11, and CD, 4Q266–273, 5Q12, 6Q15. 
James C. VanderKam, “Covenant,” EDSS 1:152–53.

 54. Wise, Abegg, and Cook, Dead Sea Scrolls, 115, also point out that this new 
covenant is also referred to as the Covenant of Mercy, the Covenant of the 
eternal Yahad, the Eternal Covenant, and the Covenant of Justice.
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 55. Brownlee, Manual of Discipline, 7.
 56. Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 120, explains that “[t]his council is believed to owe 

its existence to the counsel (or plan) of God and to make decisions which are 
according to his counsel; thus the council of the community, when it makes a 
pronouncement after deliberating according to what it holds to be the divinely 
ordered procedure, can almost identify itself  with the counsel of God.”

 57. Knibb, Qumran Community, 81.
 58. The full reference reads: “All those who submit freely to his truth will convey all 

their knowledge, their energies, and their riches to the Community of God in 
order to refine their knowledge in the truth of God’s decrees and marshal their 
energies in accordance with his perfect paths and all their riches in accordance 
with his just counsel.” Martínez and Tigchelaar, DSSE 1:71. This command 
overlaps the command in Deut 6:5 in which a wholehearted devotion to God is 
enjoined. See the discussion in Moshe Weinfeld, “The Covenant in Qumran,” 
in The Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls: The Second Princeton Symposium on 
Judaism and Christian Origins (ed. James H. Charlesworth; 3 vols.; Waco, TX: 
Baylor University Press, 2006), 59–69.

 59. Leahy, “Syntax,” 145 notes that “[t]he use of the masculine plural of the 
participle with the article, following kwl, is frequent in 1QS for designating the 
various classes of persons with whom the author is concerned.”

 60. For lengthened series, see Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar (ed. E. Kautzsch; rev. A. 
E. Cowley; 2d ed.; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1910), 414 § 128.

 61. For instance, Wise, Abegg, and Cook, Dead Sea Scrolls, 117, translate 1.13 as 
follows: “in the verity of God’s laws,” which emphasizes the aspect of reality, 
authenticity and actuality of God’s laws.

 62. As Wernberg- Møller, Manual of Discipline, 47, points out, it should be seen as 
a synonym for the Torah (cf. 1.7; Ps 119:142). Contra Yalon, in this context it 
does not refer to covenant.

 63. Schnackenburg, John 2:233.
 64. Indeed, the Teacher of Righteousness is the teacher of truth; as such, he is 

opposed to bzkh Xya (“the man of the lie”); cf. 1QpHab. 2, 1 f; 5, 10 f; cf. CD20, 14 
f. Betz, Offenbarung, 55–60. Timothy H. Lim, “Liar,” EDSS 1:493–94, describes 
the man of the lie as depicted as being a rival of the Teacher of Righteousness 
on the matters of legal interpretation. He adds that his teachings are considered 
to have rejected the Torah and to be full of falsehood (1QpHab 5.11–12; 2.2–10) 
and in the Qumran literature he is described as a scoffer who preached lies to 
Israel and led many astray (CD 1.14–17; 10.9–13).

 65. Note that Wernberg- Møller, Manual of Discipline, 50, translates this “true 
works.”

 66. Cf. 1.18–19. Knibb, Qumran Community, 85.
 67. Devorah Dimant, “Qumran Sectarian Literature,” in Jewish Writings of the 

Second Temple Period: Apocrypha, Pseudepigrapha, Qumran Sectarian Writings, 
Philo (ed. Michael Stone; CRINT 2; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1984), 483–550, 
esp. 500. Worth mentioning is the fact that the formula tyrbb rb[ which occurs 
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in 1.16–18a; 1.18b–2.18 and 2.19–25 has its origins in Deut 29:11, and in that 
context “denotes the concrete act of the congregation submitting itself  to the 
covenant with God.” Metso, Textual Development, 141; cf. Manfred. Weise, 
Kultzeiten und kultischer Bundesschluss in der Ordensregel vom Toten Mer (StPB 
3; Leiden, Brill, 1961), 69–70.

 68. The infinitive construct with the preposition b plus the context is what suggests 
the temporal use of this clause. See also Leahy, “Studies in the Syntax of 1QS,” 
139, who identifies it more closely as temporal-circumstantial i.e. “upon the 
occasion thereof.”

 69. Cf. 1QM 13.1, 2, 9; 14:12; 11Q17 10.6.
 70. See also Ps 111: 9[8]. This reliability and fidelity of God is reflected in the scrolls 

(e.g. 1QM 10, 11–16) where God’s tma is made evident in his acts in nature and 
history. Betz, Offenbarung, 53.

 71. So Martínez and Tigchelaar, DSSE 1:71, Vermes, Dead Sea Scrolls, 99, and 
contra Wise, Abegg, and Cook, Dead Sea Scrolls, 117, who translate this as 
“veritable deeds,” thereby placing more emphasis on the genuineness and 
authenticity of God’s works.

 72. This confession is also found in CD20.28–30, albeit in a slightly different form. 
Wernberg- Møller, Manual of Discipline, 51.

 73. The exact words are uncertain. Based on the reading of CD20.29, Knibb, 
Qumran Community, 85, suggests, “We have acted sinfully . . . in that we have 
walked [contrary to the covenant] of truth and righteous[ness];” Brownlee, 
Manual of Discipline, 8, suggests a translation almost similar to this: “because 
we have walked [contrary to] true [ordinances]”; Wernberg- Møller, Manual 
of Discipline, 51, translates this as “true and righteous is his punishment.” He 
objects to the translation by Knibb on the grounds that this expression occurs 
nowhere else in the Scrolls and that just as the parallel text in CD indicates that

 qydcw tma belongs to what follows and should be taken as a predicate of wjpXm, so 
should this text be taken. Following Martínez and Tigchelaar, DSSE 1:71, this 
study leaves it uncertain.

 74. So Knibb, Qumran Community, 88, Metso, Textual Development, 140, and 
contra Wernberg-Møller, Manual of Discipline, 55.

 75. The hierarchical structure of the community followed biblical tradition. The 
Rule describes categories that identify priests, Levites and the people (1.19–22). 
The latter are collectively referred to as the Many (cf. 6.8–9). The officials that 
had specific responsibilities include: the dyqp (the Instructor), who was the head 
of the Many and the one responsible for examining candidates during this 
period of membership (cf. 6.13c–15); the rqbm (the Examiner), who officiated at 
the council sessions (6.11–13); the lykXm (“the instructor”; cf. 3.13–15; 9.12–19, 
21–26) who was involved mainly in the teaching of the doctrine and practice 
of the sect. These organizational terms mirror the self-understanding of the 
community at different times and stages of its history and hence one should 
not try to systematize them. For representative discussions on these and other 
organizational categories, see Deasley, Qumran Theology, 16–17, Leaney, Rule 
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of Qumran, 229f., Wernberg- Møller, Manual of Discipline, 12–13, Charlesworth, 
“Community Organization,” 1:134–35, Sarianna Metso, “Qumran Community 
Structure and Terminology as Theological Statement,” in The Bible and the Dead 
Sea Scrolls: The Second Princeton Symposium on Judaism and Christian Origins 
(ed., Charlesworth, James H., 3 vols.; Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2006), 
2:283–300.

 76. Contra Brownlee, Manual of Discipline, 10–11, who sees the sense of dhy as 
‘unity,’ and hence translates it “true unity.” He also suggests, “[o]r in the ‘true 
Community’ as in line 26 but here the phrase seems to be coordinated with the 
following virtues by reason of which one does not aspire to a rank higher than 
that assigned him.”

 77. Knibb, Qumran Community, 90. See also previous discussion on “council” and 
its ambiguity.

 78. See also Thanksgiving Psalms 11.21–23; 14.12 –13; War Rule 7.5–6; 9.14–16; 
12.1–9; Priestly Blessings for the Last Days 3.25–26; 4.23–26; Songs of the 
Sabbath Sacrifice. VanderKam and Flint, Meaning of the Dead Sea Scrolls, 263.

 79. Dimant, “Qumran Sectarian Literature,” 499. See also Magen Broshi, “Qumran 
and the Essenes: Purity and Pollution, Six Categories,” RQ 87 (2006):463–74, 
who lists at least six areas that the purity laws encompassed. These relate to 
table, bed, body, space (camps and Jerusalem), time (the calendar and the 
Sabbath) and means of purification (ritual bathing and spiritual repentance). 
Although he is dependent on a Qumran-Essene identification, his study is useful 
in that it isolates the main categories and relates these to specific Qumran texts.

 80. This preference for the darkness is clarified in the dualistic doctrine (cf. 
3.13–4.26). Light in the scrolls is frequently associated with wisdom and the 
Law. Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 43–46.

 81. Ibid., 138.
 82. Walck, “Truth,” 2:950.
 83. Knibb, Qumran Community, 90.
 84. See also the Mishnah, Yoma 8.9, for this teaching, particularly with reference to 

the cleansing waters. Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 139; It is not clear whether the 
context of this section is the Day of Atonement (so Wernberg- Møller, Manual 
of Discipline, 60, and Lehman, “Yom Kippur in Qumran,” RQ 3 (1961–62): 117 
ff.) or the Feast of Weeks (so Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 104–107).

 85. Brownlee, Manual of Discipline, 13, suggests that it should be read “through a 
holy spirit disposed toward unity” cf. “heart (disposed) toward unity” (bbl dxyl)) 
as in 1 Chronicles 12:18 (17). If  the pronominal suffix in the prepositional phrase 
wtmab points back to dxy, this reveals that the community is the emphasis here. 
However, if  it points back to hXwdq xwr as is more likely, then it is the spirit of 
holiness that is in view. 3.6b provides a parallel expression which clarifies this 
understanding: lwk wrpwky Xya ykrd la tma tc[ xwrb ayk (For it is by the spirit of the 
true counsel of God that are atoned the paths of man). It is the following verses 
that show that the character of the community members is also important for 
this cleansing.



132 Qumran and the Origins of Johannine Language and Symbolism

 86. Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 35.
 87. Ibid., 143.
 88. Commenting on the theological exclusivity of this doctrine to the community, 

Charlotte Hempel, “Beyond the Fringes of Second Temple Society,” in The 
Scrolls and the Scriptures: Qumran Fifty Years After (ed. Stanley E. Porter 
and Craig A. Evans; JSPSup 26; Sheffield, England: Sheffield, 1997), 51, 
points out that “[t]he famous teaching of the two spirits in 1QS 3.13–4.26, 
which is frequently described as ‘Qumran theology’ at its most developed 
and in its purest form, is missing from a number of Cave 4 manuscripts of 
the Community Rule . . . The teaching on the two spirits is thus not intrinsi-
cally linked to the communal legislation, and by implication the community 
legislated for, in1QS 5–9, and may well have originated independently of that 
material and/or outside of that community. It can, therefore, no longer be 
taken for granted that the two-spirits passage should be regarded as Qumran 
doctrine par excellence.” In the same vein, Sarianna Metso, “Methodological 
Problems in Reconstructing History,” DSD 11 no. 3 (2004), 325–28, points out 
that fragment 16 of 4Q502, which only has eight words, appears to overlap 
with 1QS 4.5–6 and consists of an enumeration of the virtues of the spirit of 
light. This raises the possibility that such a list of virtues did exist independ-
ently of the Rule. The implications are that it either used the Rule as a source, 
or both texts depended on a common source, oral or written, perhaps created 
outside the Essene circles with no knowledge of the Rule or the doctrine of 
the two spirits. In Metso, Textual Development, 67, she also notes that “[t]
he manuscripts 4QSa and 4QSh include two fragments which have no direct 
parallel in 1QS. The vocabulary of the fragments indicates that at least the 
fragment of 4QSa belonged to the doctrine of the two spirits.” While it is 
beyond the scope of this work to pursue this further, this data does bring up 
the possibility of an awareness of this doctrine beyond the narrow confines 
of the Qumran sect.

 89. Cf. 9.12, 21; CD 12.21. While it may refer to a wise man in general (so 
Burrows), a particular teacher (so Dupont-Sommer), perhaps the Mevaqqer 
(so Van Der Ploeg), Wernberg- Møller, Manual of Discipline, 66, points 
out on the basis of  its use in Dan 11:33, 12:3, En. 100:6, 14:12, that “[b]
oth in Daniel and in Pseudepigraphical literature the designation ‘wise’ is 
used in a general sense about a member of  the pious community, and this 
is probably the meaning in which the word is used also in 1QS and CD; cf. 
especially 1QS ix 12 where the ensuing injunctions are most naturally taken 
as applying to the community as a whole, and not only to the teacher of 
the society.”

 90. Metso, Textual Development, 140, points out, on the basis of the notable change 
in style from legislative to doctrinal, that given that other sections addressed 
to the lykXm generally consisted of rules, this difference in style and theological 
reflection must point to the conclusion that this section was not originally 
addressed to him. However, because of the emphasis of his role as a teacher in 
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certain sayings in the Rule (for instance, in 9.13, 18–21), when this section was 
attached, it seemed only logical to address it to him.

 91. As Metso, rightly argues, the rationale for including this doctrine “was probably 
to provide an explanation as to why in the community of the mymx even lists of 
punishment were needed.” Ibid.

 92. He notes that while recognizing the cosmic dimension of this dualism, J. 
Jeremias isolates only three main characteristics: the dualism is monotheistic, 
ethical and eschatological. James H. Charlesworth, “A Critical Comparison of 
the Dualism in 1QS 3:13–4:26 and the ‘Dualism’ Contained in the Gospel of 
John,” in John and the Dead Sea Scrolls (New York: Crossroads, 1991), 88–89.

 93. The technical terminology within this paradigm in 1QS 3.13–4.26 includes: light/
darkness; sons of light/sons of darkness; angel of light/angel of darkness; angel 
of truth/spirit of perversity; sons of truth/sons of perversity; sons of right-
eousness/sons of perversity; spring of light/well of darkness; walking in the ways 
of light/walking in the ways of darkness; truth/perversity; God loves/God hates; 
everlasting life/punishment, then extinction. Charlesworth, “Shared Symbolism 
and Language,” 3:116.

 94. Ibid., 133.
 95. Cf. 1 Enoch, Jublilees. VanderKam and Flint, Meaning of the Dead Sea Scrolls, 

255–56.
 96. The Two Ways tradition; cf. Barn. 18–20; Did. 1–6; Herm. 6; Sir 33; 42; Jub. 

7–12; 1 En. 2–5; 41–48; T. 12 Patr. (T. Jud. 20:1–4, T. Ash. 1:3 ff., 3–6; T. Benj. 4:1 
ff.). Light and darkness representing powers or spheres to which men belong (2 
En. 30.15; T. Naph. 2.10; T. Levi 19.1); being or causing ethical qualities (T. Levi. 
17.6f.; T. Benj. 5.2; 6.4; T. Gad 5.7). The depiction of this struggle is also reflected 
in Rabbinic literature which taught that every person had two tendencies in him, 
the good and the evil tendency, that both struggled for dominion in the person. 
See Aune, “Dualism,” 294; Ladd, Theology, 270; Knibb, Qumran Community, 96; 
Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 42, 149–50; Wernberg- Møller, Manual of Discipline, 
71; Metso, Textual Development, 137.

 97. Brownlee, Manual of Discipline, 14–15, points out that lw[hw tmah twxwr is 
“doubtless the Hebrew underlying the Greek of T. Jud. 20:1, which R. H. 
Charles translates ‘the spirit of truth and the spirit of deceit.’” Cf. ‘Prince of 
Deceit’ (T. Sim. 2:7; T. Jud. 19:4); ‘spirits of deceit’ (T. Iss. 4:4; T. Naph. 3:3; T. 
Ash. 6:2; T. Reu. 2:1; T. Sim. 6:6; T. Levi 3:3); ‘angel of peace’ (T. Benj. 6:1).

 98. Given the biblical phraseology evident in this passage, it is likely that it is based 
on Gen 1:1 ff. Wernberg- Møller, Manual of Discipline, 67.

 99. Betz, Offenbarung, 54.
100. Cf. “those who were born in darkness” (1 En. 108: 11, 15). Brownlee, Manual of 

Discipline, 15. Cf. also T. Ash. 5:3 (pa/sa avlh,qeia u`po. tou/ fwto,j evsti,n). Wernberg- 
Møller, Manual of Discipline, 70.

101. This precise phrase is only found here and in CD 5.18 in extant Judeo-Christian 
writings. ‘Prince’ is equivalent to angel and is used in antithesis to Belial. 
Following Guilbert, Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 148, suggests that “the plural 
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lights may be due to the fact that this angel controlled the stars whose behaviour 
in the heavens determined the calendar by which the righteous ones in heaven 
and on earth regulated their life of worship” (emphasis original).

102. While there are some phrases that come close to it, this exact phrase, $Xwx $alm, 
is not found in any extant Hebrew literature. He is probably to be identified with 
Beliar (T. 12 Patr.; Jub. 1.20; 15:33) or Belial (1QS 1.18, 24; 2.5, 19; CD4.13, 15; 
5.18; 8.2; 12.2; 19.14; 1QM 1.1; 5, 13; 4.2; 11.8; 13.2), and is also known as Satan 
and Mastema (Jub. 10.8; 11.5, 11; 17.16; 18.9, 12; 19.28; 48.2, 9, 12, 15; 49.2; 
CD16.5). So Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 149.

103. For an overview of these discussions, see John R. Levison, “The Two Spirits in 
Qumran Theology,” in The Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls: The Second Princeton 
Symposium on Judaism and Christian Origins (ed. James H. Charlesworth; 3 
vols.; Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2006), 2: 169–194. Levison points 
out the lack of scholarly consensus on the cosmic and psychological interpreta-
tions assigned to these two spirits. The issue centers on the nature of these two 
spirits (human dispositions, angels, something different?) and whether or not, 
given their long history, there existed a consistency in Qumran pneumatology. 
He examines several views, ranging from those given by K. G. Kuhn and A. 
Dupont-Sommer (the spirits as cosmic beings based on Zoroastrian influence), 
P. Wernberg-Møller (the spirits as two inclinations within human beings), and 
O. Seitz, who postulated a relationship between passages from the Shepherd of 
Hermas, the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, and the Rule of the Community 
(the spirits as the product of the creative exegesis of  1 Sam 16:14). Scholars 
with a both/and interpretation are also represented in his discussion and include 
Otzen, Schweizer, Leaney, Gammie, Lichtenberger, and Sekki. However, while 
he represents Wernberg- Møller as having only a psychological understanding, 
this is not accurate. Noting that the former is evident especially in 3.18 and the 
latter in 4.23, Wernberg-Møller, Manual of Discipline, 67, writes, “[t]here is no 
doubt that rwhi in this essay is used in both a metaphysical and a psychological 
way, designating at the same time the governing principle of either good or evil 
and the individual spirit of every man” (emphasis original).

104. See also 1 En. 41:8, which reads: “God made a separation between the light and 
the darkness, and divided the spirits of men.” With reference to their works; cf. 
“works of light” (T. Naph. 2.10). Brownlee, Manual of Discipline, 13.

105. This dualism is also represented in the War Scroll, but there, the representation 
of this dualism is not psychological or individual but points to the eschatological 
war between Michael and his angels (the sons of light) and Belial and his angels 
(the sons of darkness). And where they might share a cosmic dualism, different 
aspects are emphasized in the two works. See Richard Bauckham, “The Qumran 
Community,” 108; Metso, Textual Development, 137.

106. While both the Damascus Document and the Rule have this macrocosmic 
dualism, only the dualism of the Rule involves good and evil. See Aune, 
“Dualism,” 294.

107. Ladd, Theology of the New Testament, 270.
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108. 4.2 reflects an appositional use of infinitive constructs that expounds on the 
paths of the spirits in the world (. . . lbtb !hykrd hlaw).

109. Note also that the heading to the first list has been lost through accidental 
scribal omission, or through oversight on the part of the author as some 
scholars suggests. Brownlee, Manual of Discipline, 15.

110. Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 152, notes that even in the Old Testament, the idea that 
following a certain code yields earthly rewards is common (cf. Prov 3:1 ff; Exod 
23:26; Job 5:26; Gen 49:25 etc.). There are also passages that point to the futurity 
of these rewards (cf. Isa 49:20; 53:10), particularly in the Pseudepigraphical 
literature (1 En. 5.7–9; 10.16 f.; 11; 25:6; 28:1; 55; 59; Jub. 1.29). He concludes, 
“[w]e can therefore understand the visitation as the reward which God will 
bestow at the end of this age to be enjoyed in the new order” (emphasis original). 

111. Wernberg- Møller, Manual of Discipline, 73, notes that although this exact 
expression (tma qdc ykrd) does not occur in the Old Testament, it echoes Isa 
40:3; 45:13; Ps 5:9; cf. Pss. Sol. 10:3 and is found in Jub. 1:20; En. 91:18, 19; 
94:1; CD1.16. He also points out that tma is a gloss that was probably originally 
written in the margin and later incorporated into the text. For this frequent 
combination, which he views as synonymous; cf. 1QS 1.24; 5.3f; 8.2; 11.14; CD 
3.15; 20.29 f; cf. En. 39.6.

112. Martínez and Tigchelaar, DSSE 1:77; Brownlee, Manual of Discipline, 14.
113. So Martínez and Tigchelaar, DSSE 1:77. Note Leaney’s translation (following 

Habermann’s pointing and punctuation): “concealing for the sake of truth the 
secrets of knowledge.” Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 144.

114. Cf. J.W. 2.8.7 from Knibb, Qumran Community, 99–100.
115. Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 152.
116. Ashton, Understanding the Fourth Gospel, 506.
117. Wernberg-Møller, Manual of Discipline, 78–79. 
118. Cf. 1QM 13:10; 4Q257 5:2; 4Q491 f11ii:15.
119. Walck, “Truth,” 2:950.
120. Cf. 1QM 3:6; 13:10; 17:8; 4Q424 f3:10 ; 4Q468b f1:5 ; 4Q503 f48_50:8 ; 

11Q13 2:8. Noting that this terminology ‘sons of righteousness,’ is common in 
Pseudepigraphical literature, Wernberg- Møller, Manual of Discipline, 71, points 
out that, “this designation provides us with one of the most important links 
between 1QS and Pseudepigraphical literature: the pious circles behind Enoch 
called themselves by this name, as did the circles behind 1QS.”

121. Cf. 1QS 1:9; 2:16; 1QM 1:1, 3, 9, 11, 13f; 13:16; 4Q177 4:12, 16; 4Q510 f1:7; 4Q511 
f10:4; 11Q13 2:8. Charlesworth, “Shared Symbolism and Language,” 3:116, 
following David Flusser, Judaism and the Origins of Christianity (Jerusalem: 
Magnes, 1988), esp. 26, notes that rwa ynb occurs only in Qumran compositions 
and in documents influenced by Qumran theology (cf. 1QS 3.13–4.26 (3.13, 24, 
25; cf. 1:9; 2.16; 3.3; 1QM 1.1, 3, 9, 11, 13; 4Q510 11.7; 4Q177 [=4QCata] frag. 12 
1.7 and 1.11; 4Q174 [4QFlor] frag. 1 1.1–9). However, while one would expect to 
find it in the Testaments of the Twelve Partriarchs, a document that has a dualism 
similar to that of the Essene dualism, and probably influenced by it, this term is 
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surprisingly absent. It is also absent in both the Old Testament and in rabbinic 
literature.

122. Cf. 1QM 1:1, 7, 11, 16; 3:6, 9; 13:16; 14:17; 16:11; 4Q491 f8_10i:14; f11ii:9.
123. Ashton, Understanding the Fourth Gospel, 211, points out that the separation 

of mankind into two categories, good and bad, is more noticeable and more 
extreme in Second Temple literature that originates from circles outside of the 
establishment.

124. Cf. CD2.6 f.; 1QM 1.6; cf. 4.2; 14.5; 1QH 6.32; Ezra 9.14. Cf. Jub. 24.30 and 1 
En. 52.7. Zeph 1:18 also expresses this idea of total annihilation. Leaney, Rule 
of Qumran, 154.

125. Charlesworth, “Shared Symbolism and Language,” 3:118, notes that the 
Horoscopes explain more clearly the constitution of each person–a mixture of 
darkness along with light (see esp. 4Q186). Each human has nine parts, some of 
light and others of darkness. Some humans are very evil, having eight parts of 
darkness and one of light. Other humans are nearly perfect, having eight parts 
of light and one part of darkness.

126. Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 136.
127. The use of the preposition in this context is instrumental. So also Otto Betz, 

Offenbarung, 54. The translation ‘refine’ is used by Martínez and Tigchelaar, 
DSSE 1:79, as well as Brownlee, Manual of Discipline, 17, but Leaney, following 
Jastrow prefers ‘make manifest’ since he argues that it is man’s deeds that are in 
view here. He sees a similar idea in 1Q27 1.6 f. which reflects the idea of a final 
dénouement. Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 156. 

128. Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 159.
129. Betz, Offenbarung, 131.
130. Brownlee, Manual of Discipline, 17.
131. Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 160.
132. As above, the series of infinitives with l in this section (5.1–7a) are used to 

express purpose.
133. Elledge, Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls, 57–58.
134. Ashton, Understanding the Fourth Gospel, 392, points out that this hatred is to 

be expected, given that this is a work that originated with a sect. He continues,  
“[t]hey are therefore what Peter Berger calls cognitive minorities: their discontent 
finds expression in the burning conviction that they and they alone possess the 
truth.”

135. Knibb, Qumran Community, 105, suggests that a particular group may be in 
mind, given that they are described as a ‘congregation.’

136. Cf. 5.6, 9.16–18. Walck, “Truth,” 2:951.
137. Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 168. Cf. men effecting atonement 3.6; 8.6; God 

effecting atonement 2.8; 11.14; CD 2.4f.; 3.18; 4.6f.; 14.19; 20.34.
138. Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 214, quoting Vermes, Scripture and Tradition in 

Judaism, 32f., on 8.5ff., “[t]he Temple of Jerusalem, fallen into the hands of 
wicked priests, was to be considered defiled (CD6.11–20; 1QpHab 12.7–9) until 
its purification at the return of the sons of Zadok in the last days. The War 
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Scroll prophesies that this capital event will occur in the seventh year of the 
eschatological war against the sons of darkness (1QM 2.1–7). In the meanwhile, 
the council of the community is the one true sanctuary in which God is to be 
worshipped.”

139. Knibb, Qumran Community, 108.
140. Brownlee, Manual of Discipline, 95.
141. Knibb, The Qumran Community, 109.
142. Given the use of the formula tyrbb ~yab (go in/enter into the covenant), found in 

1.16, 5.20–24 may also contain, in addition to the yearly examination, rules for 
the examination of new members. See Metso, Textual Development, 130.

143. Wernberg-Møller, Manual of Discipline, 100.
144. Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 178.
145. Ibid., 191.
146. Ibid., 171.
147. Knibb, Qumran Community, 125.
148. For this discussion, see Aharon Shemesh, “Expulsion and Exclusion,” DSD 9.1 

(2002):44–74.
149. Whether or not 8.1–9.26 is an insertion lies outside the scope of this work. For 

a representative discussion see Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 229–30.
150. Barrera, “The Essenes of Qumran” 65. Martínez cites, in addition to the above, 

a particular way of understanding the prescriptions relating to the temple as well 
as the conviction of the imminence of the end of days. Martínez, “The Dead Sea 
Scrolls,” 11.

151. Cf. 4Q174 [4QFlor] and the Temple Scroll. Barrera, “The Essenes of Qumran,” 
66.

152. Cf. 1QS 8.13–15; Temple Scroll 12. Barrera, “The Essenes of Qumran,” 66. Betz, 
Offenbarung, 155ff. explains that for the sect the way is halakhah and obedience 
to it (cf. 9.19) and this halakhah must be constructed by study of the Law.

153. Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 213–14.
154. For this discussion see K. A. Mathews, “John, Jesus and the Essenes: Trouble at 

the Temple,” CTR 3.1 (1988), 101–126.
155. Leaney cautions: “[a]t first sight it appears that the passage which now follows 

(8.1–9.11) regulates part of the constitution of the community at Qumran, 
stipulating the formation and maintenance of an inner council of twelve men 
and three priests (so Dupont-Sommer, Vermes, Brownlee); but 8.12–24 makes it 
clear that the Qumran community was to be formed after this inner corps d’élite 
had been established and tested for two years (10b–11). The community or 
movement therefore out of which it arose must have been represented by groups 
dispersed throughout the land, such as we know to have existed . . . Further, the 
council of the community does not necessarily mean a smaller body within the 
wider community, for it is one of the phrases which is used to mean simply the 
community (3.2; 5.7; 6.13f.; cf. 8.11; 1QHab 12.4). Wernberg- Møller is therefore 
right to say that all that follows ‘applies to the community, and not to the twelve 
or fifteen men exclusively’, although it applies to them alone at first, since they 
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for a time are identical with the community” (emphasis original). Leaney, Rule 
of Qumran, 210–11. So also Metso, Textual Development, 123.

156. As noted earlier, the series of infinitives with l in the introductory section 
(8.1–13a, 15a) are used to express purpose.

157. Martínez and Tigchelaar, DSSE 1:89.
158. Walck, “Truth,” 2:950 (emphasis added).
159. Wise, Abegg, and Cook, Dead Sea Scrolls, 129, translate this as “truly be estab-

lished” hence emphasizing an adverbial sense.
160. Brownlee, Manual of Discipline, 32–33.
161. Martínez and Tigchelaar, DSSE 1:89, Wise, Abegg and Cook, Dead Sea Scrolls, 

129.
162. So also Walck, “Truth,” 2:951.
163. Knibb, Qumran Community, 131.
164. Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 213.
165. Knibb, Qumran Community, 132.
166. See discussion in Shemesh, “Expulsion and Exclusion,” 44–74.
167. Elisha Qimron, “Dualism in the Essene Communities,” in The Bible and the 

Dead Sea Scrolls: The Second Princeton Symposium on Judaism and Christian 
Origins (ed. James H. Charlesworth, 3 vols.; Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 
2006), 2:195–202.

168. Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 231, notes that in Proverbs 16:2 this task is ascribed to 
the Lord.

169. Ibid., 230.
170. James H. Charlesworth, “Secrecy,” EDSS 2:852–53, also notes that there 

were seven categories of secrets. These include: 1) The secrets of the cosmos 
(Mysteries 1Q27 13). 2) The secret society of the eternal planting (1QHa 16 [8]). 
3) The secrets of music (1QHa 9.28 [1.26]). 4) The secret of language (1QHa 9.29 
[1.27]). 5) The secrets of Scripture (1QpHab 7). 6) The secrets of the universe 
that helped establish the solar calendar (1QHa 9.9–13 [1.7 –11]). 7) The secrets 
of recent and past salvific history and the future (1QS 11.3–4, 1QpHab).

171. See Thanksgiving Hymns, Angelic Liturgy, Blessingsa-e. Elledge, Bible and the 
Dead Sea Scrolls, 59.

172. Walck, “Truth,” 950.
173. Cf. 1QM 11.14. For the former see the translation by Martínez and Tigchelaar, 

DSSE 1:99, and for the latter see Wise, Abegg, and Cook, Dead Sea Scrolls, 135.
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4

baCkground of usage

Introduction

This chapter provides a survey of the background of truth terminology in 
Jewish and Christian literature. 1 The first part will consist of a summary of the 
background behind the Gospel of John.2 This will lay out the parameters within 
which possible linguistic influences on the Gospel should be sought. The second 
part of this chapter will be a study of the use of truth terminology in the Hebrew 
Old Testament and Septuagint by way of a selective survey of passages. The 
aim of this section is to investigate the common Old Testament tradition and its 
possible impact on the use of truth terminology in both the Gospel of John and 
the Rule. The final section of this chapter will be an investigation of the current 
usage of the term and its various combinations via a selective study of Jewish and 
early Christian writings between 200 B.C. and A.D. 100. This delimited period, 
which both predates and includes the time that the Fourth Gospel was written, 
is short enough to provide the most valid information regarding the use of truth 
terminology, and extensive enough to reveal any major changes in linguistic 
usage.3 The aim of this chapter is to investigate whether the general Jewish and 
early Christian milieu of this period reveals a similar use of this terminology, or 
whether there is evidence of some kind of development reflected in John’s Gospel 
and the Rule, either in terms of increased usage, new combinations or different 
usage.

Background of the Gospel of John

Early in the history of interpretation of this Gospel, it was noted that significant 
differences in style and theological emphases set it apart from the other three 
Gospels. The differences between this Gospel and the Synoptics in terms of its 
“unique content, distinctive presentation of Jesus, and the significant differ-
ences between it and the other three (Synoptic) Gospels” have often raised 
questions about its reliability.4 F. C. Baur of the Tübingen school identified 
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an Entwicklungsprozess (developmental process), which ruled out an apostolic 
period for its composition, thus drastically reducing the possibility of a Jewish 
background.5 Goodspeed claimed that the Gospel was thoroughly Greek.6 Loisy 
also argued that Greek philosophy was behind this Gospel. For him John’s 
portrayal of the logos-concept stemmed from pre-Socratics like Heraclitus, or 
with the Stoics.7 Bultmann, with his Gnostic redeemer hypothesis, suggested that 
John’s primary sources were Gnostic, particularly the Offenbarungsreden, the 
Revelation-Discourses of a Baptist Gnostic sect.8 Kümmel likewise contended 
that the thought world of the Fourth Gospel cannot be explained by heterodox 
Judaism, apocalyptic Judaism, modes of thought in Palestine at the time, or 
even Samaritanism. The real religion behind John, the Hermetica, and Philo, 
is Gnosticism, with the Evangelist employing pre-Christian Gnostic language 
in an anti-gnostic sense.9 Dodd suggested that Philo, Rabbinic Judaism and the 
Hermetica should be regarded as the most direct sources for John’s background.10 
Another frequently suggested influence is that of the Hermetic literature or 
Hermetica.11 Other suggested influences include: The Paraphrase of Shem, a 
Nag Hammadi tractate regarded as an example of pre-Christian Gnosticism 
(F. Wisse); the Trimorphic Protennoia, a Sethian Gnostic tract, and a type of 
wisdom monologue (G. Robinson);12 a basic set of pre-Christian theological 
motifs visible in a preredactional reconstruction of the Prologue, christianized in 
John and Gnosticized in the Gnostic tract (Hofrichter); a pre-Gospel foundation 
document that had a Gnostic dualistic outlook similar to elements in the Odes 
of Solomon and some of the Nag Hammadi tractates (Langbrandtner); a general 
adoption of Gnostic concepts (Lieu); The poem in the Coptic Apocryphon of 
John.13 Even more recently, Bruns pointed out with reference to the numerous 
parallels that have been drawn between John and Gnosticism, that these parallels 
are even stronger with Mahayan Buddhism.14

 Today, the pendulum has swung in the opposite direction. A new under-
standing of  Judaism in the Second Temple Period, illuminated especially by 
the fortuitous find of  the Dead Sea Scrolls, clearly challenges prior conclusions. 
More recently, numerous scholars have highlighted the Jewish character of  this 
Gospel. Indeed, the author shows a significant interest in, and knowledge of, 
other Jewish groups or sects on the fringes of  Judaism.15 The Semitic strain is 
so strong that some have even proposed an Aramaic original.16 In addition, 
there is evidence of  the knowledge of  Palestinian geography, Jewish customs 
and beliefs, a strong reliance on the Old Testament, a Semitic style and 
ideas, as well as other indications that reflect a strong Jewish interest.17 This 
Jewish perspective is further supported by studies such as that recently done 
by Bauckham that emphasize the eyewitness nature of  the Fourth Gospel.18 
Internal evidence of  the Gospel itself, the style, ideas, motifs, ideologies, 
language and symbolism employed by the author all indicate that the param-
eters within which possible influence should be sought therefore lie within the 
linguistic matrix of  Jewish literature.
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 At the same time, no culture has ever succeeded in totally insulating itself  
against the beliefs and practices of surrounding cultures—not unless it is 
geographically so far removed from them that no contact is possible.19 At the time 
that this Gospel was written, there was already a strong Hellenistic influence on 
Judaism in both Palestine and Alexandria.20 Since Judaism was positioned within 
the midst of the Hellenistic culture and Greek language, traces of Hellenism 
would not have been uncommon in documents written during this time. Indeed, 
given that the society that the Gospel writers belonged to was part of the ancient 
world, it is to be expected that they had much in common with their contempo-
raries.21 Hence, while core beliefs may have remained largely untouched, modes 
of expression did not. Brown cites various examples of this phenomenon and 
concludes that “Johannine thought would inevitably have reflected Hellenistic 
influence.”22 Barrett points out that “the gospel also has Hellenistic and Gnostic 
connections, and cannot therefore be satisfactorily understood or interpreted 
within a Jewish context alone, even within the context of Qumran.”23 In the same 
vein, Keener notes that Greek language and culture was often evident in rabbinic 
texts, Greek interpretive methods were often incorporated into Palestinian Jewish 
documents, and it was not unusual to find elements of Greek mythology in Jewish 
texts.24 In addition, it is important to recognize that even as one speaks of the 
‘Jewishness’ of the Gospel, there are numerous elements that indicate that the 
author was consciously standing outside Judaism. Examples include the often 
pejorative references to the Jews, who form a group antagonistic to Jesus (e.g. 5:16; 
10:31; 18:36), as well as references to the Law as something from which both Jesus 
and the Evangelist dissociate themselves (e.g. 10:34; 15:25; 19:7).25 Although some 
scholars have suggested an influence that goes beyond the natural absorption of 
characteristics from a host culture, most acknowledge that the influence that best 
accounts for the shape of the Fourth Gospel is a Jewish influence.26

 Consequently, the governing linguistic influence can now be more than 
adequately accounted for by the Old Testament and a Palestinian Jewish milieu, 
together with the recognition that both the environment in which this Gospel 
was penned, as well as the author himself, were already influenced by Hellenistic 
ideas. Although Beasley-Murray suggests that “[t]he links traceable between the 
Gospel and diverse Hellenistic and Semitic traditions make it implausible to 
settle for any one of them to the exclusion of the rest,” it is becoming increasingly 
evident that the Palestinian Jewish background and the Old Testament scriptures 
exerted the greatest influence on John.27

Common Tradition 
tm,a/,/avlh,qeia in the Hebrew Old Testament/Septuagint

Two major issues have often plagued the understanding of truth terminology in 
the Old Testament: an overemphasis on the contrast between Greek and Hebrew 
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thought that is then related directly to linguistic usage, and the insistence that 
the fundamental meaning of the root !ma (“to be firm”) be carried over to all its 
derivatives. Hence, it has often been understood as reflecting the divine standard, 
strictly in the sense of faithfulness, and emphasizing a relational aspect. While 
this theological meaning is important, this section will show that it is not the 
only meaning that can be attached to this word. The aim of this section is to 
investigate the common Old Testament tradition and its possible impact on the 
use of truth terminology in both corpora in its various linguistic combinations. 
Only selective examples will be dealt with. It is hoped that this approach, while 
not exhaustive, will nevertheless provide an accurate understanding of the use of 
this word in the Hebrew Old Testament and Septuagint.

tm,a/,/avlh,qeia in Combination with Other Substantives

tm,a/,/avlh,qeia is frequently found in combination with other substantives. For 
instance, in addition to speaking truth from his heart, Ps 15:2 [LXX 14:2] 
combines ~ymiT/a;mwmoj (“blameless”) and qd,c,/dikaiosu,nhn (“righteousness”) with 
reference to the character of the person who may dwell in God’s sanctuary 
or live on his holy hill. The writer of Proverbs (3:3) urges the reader to hold 
closely to ds,x, (“love”) and tm,a/ because these are the character qualities that 
will earn him favor and a good name in the sight of God and man. Truth with 
reference to the character of God is also used in paratactic combination with 
a number of moral terms. Some of the most significant ethical terms in the 
Old Testament include justice, righteousness, goodness, honor, and peace. In 
the context of God’s unfailing favor and mercy toward his people, the psalmist 
(Ps 85:11[84:11]) states that tm,a/,/w<-ds,x,/e;leoj kai. avlh,qeia (“love and truth”) meet 
together. This combination is also used in Gen 24:27, when Abraham’s servant 
celebrates God’s faithful loving-kindness in answering his prayer and leading him 
to Rebekah. A theologically significant reference in this regard is Exod 34:5–7, 
which gives a somewhat comprehensive overview of the character of God, and is 
a reassurance of God’s forgiveness and assurance that his promises to Israel will 
still be fulfilled. Within this context, it is God’s character as faithful that surfaces. 
It is precisely because he is faithful that he responds to Moses’ pleas. In these 
and other contexts, this signifies that God is worthy of complete trust and can 
be relied upon to act in accordance with his character. In addition, as Thiselton 
suggests, “[e]ven here the context may suggest the idea of truth in the sense both 
of veracity and integrity, since the next verse sets side by side the promise of 
mercy for thousands and the warning of punishment for the guilty.”28

 Other instances in which tm,a/ (or some form of the root !ma)/avlh,qeia occur in 
combination with ds,x,/e;leoj include Gen 24:27, 49 (LXX uses dikaiosu,nh in both 
these instances); Josh 2:14; 2 Sam 2:6; 15:20; Ps 25:10 [24:10]; 40:11 [39:11]; 61:8 
[60:8]; 89:15 [88:15]; 117:2 [117:1]; and Prov 16:6; 20:28. These are understood 
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as two separate attributes of  God, such that tm,a//avlh,qeia is not subordinated to 
ds,x,/e;leoj in any way, but is a distinct aspect of  God’s character.29 Perhaps the 
most frequent examples of  the usage of  tm,a/,/avlh,qeia as God’s faithfulness occur 
in the Psalms. For instance, Ps 146:6, which is an imperatival call to praise, 
demonstrates the psalmist’s confidence in God, and his reliability to provide 
help when help is needed. Psalm 40 also demonstrates a similar confidence (see 
also the beatitude in Ps 33:12). This emphasis is a reflection on the character 
of  God as faithful, reliable and wholly trustworthy. The understanding of  God 
as a God of faithfulness is naturally often celebrated in Israel’s worship as this 
is represented within the Psalter (e.g. Ps 86:15 [85:15]; Ps 108:4 [107:5]; 117:2 
[116:2]; 138:2 [137:2]).
 tm,a/,/avlh,qeia is also found in combination with other substantives. For instance, 
Isaiah (48:1) rebukes Israel for taking oaths or swearing in the name of the 
Lord and invoking the God of Israel in a manner that is hq *'d'”c.bi al{w> tm,a/b, al{/meta. 
avlhqei,aj ouvde. meta. dikaiosu,nhj (“not in/with truth and righteousness”). This 
indicates that it lacks sincerity. The paratactic combination of avlh,qeia and kri,sij 
in Tobit 3:2, as well as the combination in Dan 3:28, evn avlhqei,a| kai. kri,sei, in the 
context of God’s judgment, suggests that avlh,qeia should be understood in the 
sense of judicial righteousness.30

 tm,a//avlh,qeia is used not only with respect to God’s character, but also in 
connection with his activity. The Psalmist declares that God’s works are tm,a//
avlh,qeia and jP'’v.mi/kri,sij (“faithful and just”) and all his precepts are trustworthy 
(Ps 111:7 [110:7]). Both God’s saving works and his word constitute God’s 
activity, and consequently both are understood to reflect the character of faith-
fulness and reliability.

tm,a/,/avlh,qeia in Combination With Verbal Forms

tm,a/,/avlh,qeia is also found in combination with certain verbs. For instance, 
it is the direct object of  the verb ‘to speak’ in the following examples. In Ps 
15:2 [14:2] Abb'l.Bi tm,a/, rbEdow>/lalw/n avlh,qeian evn kardi,a| auvtou (“speaks truth in his 
heart”), speaking truth is a characteristic of the one that God allows to dwell 
in his sanctuary and live on his holy hill. In this instance, it is found in juxta-
position to speaking slander (v. 3). This suggests that truth in this context is 
understood as that which corresponds to fact and is in contrast to falsehood or 
deception. The close relation between truth as consistent with the facts, and also 
as reliable, is seen in Zech 8:16. The author urges the people to tm,a/ WrB.D: /lalei/te 
avlh,qeian (“speak truth”) each to the other and to administer justice that is true 
and satisfying. The writer of Proverbs (8:7) writes that his mouth speaks tm,a//
avlh,qeia (“truth”) because his lips detest [v;r,/yeudh,j (“wickedness”), which the 
LXX renders with falsehood or lies. In this context, “[w]hen Wisdom says, ‘My 
mouth will utter truth’ [Prov 8:7], the point is that she will not deceive the one 
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who embraces her. Indeed, she will bring him the disclosure which comes through 
instruction and knowledge.”31 Other instances in which this sense of speaking 
the truth as conformity to fact and contrary to deceit or falsehood include Gen 
42:16; 2 Chr 9:5; cf. 1 Kgs 17:24; 22:16; Prov 14:25; Dan 8:26; 10:1; 11:2. It is 
clear that many biblical texts include statements such as “speaking the truth” 
(Jer 9:5) or “giving a true message” (Dan 10:1) or a “true vision” (Dan 8:26). 
In contrast parodeu,sw th.n avlh,qeian (“to go past the truth”) in the context of 
Wisdom 6:22, is to misrepresent reality or the real state of affairs.32

 tm,a//avlh,qeia in relation to speaking is also found in 2 Chr 18:15 (cf. 2 Kgs 
22:22ff). In this context, the king asks Micaiah whether or not to go to Ramoth-
Gilead to battle. Although he receives an affirmative answer, he is not satisfied 
and rebukes Micaiah, reminding him always to speak nothing but tm,a//avlh,qeia 
in the name of the Lord. While this incorporates both senses of tm,a/,/avlh,qeia 
as reliable and also as conformity to fact, in this case it is primarily related to 
imparting divine revelation.33

 tm,a//avlh,qeia is found as the direct object of the verb hf'['/poie,w with God as the 
subject (cf. Gen 24:49; 47:29; 2 Sam 2:6; 15:20; 111:8 [110:8], although in the 
LXX, the first reference is translated with dikaiosu,nh (“righteousness”). In these 
contexts, it is understood as the faithfulness of God that manifests itself  toward 
his people.34 In Tob 4.6 (cf. 13:6), where prosperity is the expected result for those 
that do truth, avlh,qeia is found as the direct object of the participle form of the 
verb poie,w. In this context, it is understood in the sense of people keeping the 
commandments and acting uprightly. Similar linguistic combinations include Sir 
27:9, where avlh,qeia functions as the object of the participial form of the verb 
evrga,zomai. Here, it is a reference to upright conduct (cf. Sir 7:20).
 tm,a/ is also found as the direct object of [d;y” (hiphil, “to make known”) /
avnagge,llw. The writer declares that each generation ^T,mia;.-la, [:ydiAy/avnaggelou/
sin th.n dikaiosu,nhn (“will make God’s truth known”) to the next (note the 
LXX rendering). It is therefore an object to be known (cf. Ps 103:7: God makes 
his ways known to Moses and his deeds to Israel). In this context, it is God’s 
faithfulness that is in view. In Wis 3:9, the author writes that those who put 
their confidence in God sunh,sousin avlh,qeian (“comprehend truth”). The use of 
avlh,qeia in this context is as antithetical to falsehood, or perhaps even in the sense 
of divine truth.
 In Ps 43:3 [42:3], tm,a/,/avlh,qeia is found as the direct object of xl;v'/evxaposte,llw 
(“send”). The psalmist cries out to God to send out ^T.mia]w: ^r>Aa/to. fw/j sou kai. th.n 
avlh,qeia,n sou (“your [God’s] light and truth”). This combination suggests that 
what the psalmist desires is not so much God’s faithfulness, but rather that God 
would reveal to him the reality of the matter, so that he can avoid falling into 
deception (cf. v. 1).35

 The acrostic Psalm 119 [118] offers a comprehensive understanding of what 
God’s word is and how it was to be understood by the nation of Israel. It is 
the most developed instance in the Old Testament. The psalmist declares with 
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regard to God’s Law, that tm,a/, ^t.r'Atw/o` no,moj sou avlh,qeia (“your law is truth”); 
cf. Ps 119:42 [118:42]). This equative relationship reflects that the Law is to be 
considered not only reliable and trustworthy, but is to be regarded as divine 
revelation. In particular, the lasting nature of the Torah is emphasized. It is its 
origin (from God himself) and its permanent nature which give it its reliability. 
Hence, in this and similar contexts, tm,a/ is used to signify truth as the embodiment 
of God’s wise and merciful pattern for human life, designated by the terms law, 
precepts, commandments, ordinances, judgment etc. (especially in the Psalms).36 
At the same time, it “has the existential ring of testimony on the part of one 
who delights in God’s law . . . However, it is not only existential truth. For the 
same Psalmist sees the law of God as a lamp and a light (v. 105) which shows the 
believer the true state of affairs, although admittedly the true state of affairs as 
it relates in practice to him (my feet . . . my path).”37

 In 1 Kgs 17:24, after Elijah had raised the widow Zarephath’s son from the 
dead, she exclaims that tm,a/, ^ypiB. hw'hy>>-rb;d>/r`h/ma kuri,ou evn sto,mati, sou avlhqino,n 
(“the word of the LORD from your mouth is the truth” [LXX uses the adjectival 
form]). This reflects that his words conform to fact. In 1 Kgs 10:6, the Queen 
of Sheba journeys to the kingdom of Solomon because reports of his unprec-
edented wisdom have reached her kingdom. Her intent is to verify if  what she 
has heard of him is indeed the truth (cf. 2 Chr 9:1; 1 Kgs 4:29–34). Having heard 
and observed Solomon in person, the queen of Sheba declares rb'D'h; hy"h' tm,a/,//
avlhqino.j o` lo,goj (“It is true” [the LXX uses the adjectival form]), with regard 
to the words that she had heard about Solomon concerning his affairs and his 
wisdom. His words and actions conform to the reports previously received, and 
thus she is able to prove their veracity. tm,a//avlh,qeia is also used within an idiom 
in an equative relationship, with regard to the truth of a report in Deut 13:15 (cf. 
17:4; 22:20): rb'D'h;; . . . tm,a//avlhqh.j . . . o` lo,goj (“If  the rumor/matter is true” [the 
LXX uses the adjectival form]). In these contexts, investigation of a report of 
questionable behavior verifies that the particular report is accurate. This reflects 
that which is conformed to fact in contrast to anything that would be erroneous 
or deceitful. Perhaps in this situation, the added use of reliability should not be 
ruled out. After all, by virtue of its being true, a statement or message is in fact, 
reliable.
 In many legal contexts the statement “if  it is true” refers to the question of 
whether a charge can be substantiated (cf. Isa 43:9; Deut 13:14; 17:4). The verifi-
cation of a charge provides proof of its truth or conformity to certain facts. The 
legal context of Deut 22:20, carries the same sense. This sense of correspondence 
to fact is also used in references that use witness terminology (Prov 14:25; 29:14; 
20:28; Isa 43:9; Jer 42:5). In a close connection to the judicial process of Israel, 
the ninth commandment specifically states, “You shall not give false testimony 
against your neighbor” (Exod 20:16). rq,v,/yeudh,j means lying, deceiving, false, 
and fraudulent. It occurs in the Old Testament in reference to a lying testimony 
in a judicial context also in Deut 19:18; Ps 27:12; Prov 6:19 12:17; 14:5, 25; 
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19:5, 9; 25:18. Murphy comments with regard to Prov 14:25 (which has obvious 
allusions to Exod 20:16) “[t]he assurance of honest witnesses in judicial cases 
was an utter necessity, even to save lives; cf. the story of Naboth in 1 Kgs 25.”38 
This virtue of honesty was of crucial importance in every judicial proceeding. 
Not surprisingly, in some of these legal contexts, tm,a/ is found in combination 
with justice and righteousness (cf. Zech 7:9; 8:16; Ezek 18:8–9). In Ezek 18:8–9, 
executing tm,a/ jP;v.mi/kri,ma di,kaion (“a judgment of truth” or “true justice”) is 
seen as a characteristic of righteousness. In both references to Zechariah, there 
is an injunction to carry out justice in truth. In Zech 7:9, other moral terms such 
as justice, covenant love and compassion are linked with truth in the context of 
social justice. In these contexts, this refers to justice that is fair and that rightly 
assesses the facts.
 In 1 Macc 7:18, the writer declares that there is no truth in the people. While 
it may appear that he is referring to their lack of faithfulness, the context suggests 
that truth, in contrast to falsehood and the deceitful use of words is what is in 
view. In Hos 4:1, the declaration by the prophet that there is no tm,a/ in the land 
is linked to his complaint that there is no knowledge of God. Similarly, in the 
speech of truth in 1 Esd 4:37, the writer states that wine, the king and women are 
all unrighteous; there is no avlh,qeia in them and as a result they will perish. Hence 
in these contexts it is clear that truth is a quality that stems from a knowledge of 
God’s will and must be actualized in every sphere of life.39

 In Ps 86:11 [85:11], the psalmist prays that God would teach him his ways, so 
that he might walk in God’s truth. In this context, tm,a//avlh,qeia is found together 
with the verb %l;h'/poreu,omai (“walk,” “conduct oneself”), indicating a sphere of 
operation in which man is to live. This sphere is conformed to God’s Law. Both 
words and actions are included. In the exhortation in Prov 23:23 (cf. 3:3), tm,a/
hnEq. (“buy truth”), tm,a/ is the direct object of the verb and is consequently under-
stood in a general sense as something of the highest value, which man should 
seek. Here it is mentioned in parallelism with wisdom, instruction/discipline, 
and understanding/insight. Hence, truth as that which is acquired “is knowledge 
of the true facts of the matter, and an end to deception through false or partial 
information. The emphasis is on the value of good education.”40 Even more, this 
literally means to live in truth, a principle that derives from God’s desire that 
his people imitate him in his faithfulness (Josh 24:14; 1 Sam 12:24; 1 Kgs 3:6; 2 
Kgs 20:3; cf. 2 Chr 31:20; Is 38:3). Psa 51:8 [50:8], David’s prayer of repentance, 
reveals that tm,a//avlh,qeia (in the inner parts) is something that God desires his 
people to have. Contra Anderson, who suggests that it means “faithfulness,” 
Thiselton rightly argues that what the psalmist is pleading for is liberation from 
self-deception.41 While truth as a sphere of operation that those who fear God 
are to live in is required, it is often absent. The record of Israel’s history, with 
their constant turning away from God to worship foreign gods, shows that this 
was a standard they failed to meet (note Zech 8:19; Hos 4:1 and the lament over 
the lack of tm,a///avlh,qeia).
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tm,a//avlh,qeia in Combination with Prepositions

In Ps 86:11 [85:11], the psalmist prays that God would teach him his ways, so 
that he might walk ^T<mia]B;/evn th/| avlhqei,,a sou (“in your [God’s] truth”). This prepo-
sitional phrase is indicative of a manner of life that is consistent with God’s 
Law. tm,a/,/avlh,qeia is also found in a worship context in connection with the verb 
db;[' (“serve”) in Josh 24:14. Having revealed himself  to his people as helper and 
redeemer, God expects them to put away the gods they had worshipped in Egypt 
and to serve him tm,a/b, ~ymit'B./evn euvqu,thti kai. evn dikaiosu,nh| (“in sincerity and 
truth”; note the LXX rendering). This is indicative of the manner of worship 
and reflects that which is whole hearted, genuine and without guile. Other similar 
instances include Ps 111:8 [110:8]; 146:18 [145:18]. In Tob 3:5, failure to walk evn 
avlhqei,a| (“in truth”) before God is equated to a failure to do God’s command-
ments. Conversely, therefore, walking in truth means living in a manner that is 
consistent with the will of God as expressed in his commands. In this context, 
avlh,qeia refers to divine revelation as laid out in Scripture.

tm,a/,/avlh,qeia in Genitive Relationships

tm,a/,/avlh,qeia is also found in genitive relationships, frequently with God as the 
head noun. For instance, the psalmist declares in what is commonly classified as 
an individual lament, “Into your hand I commit my spirit. Redeem me, tm,a/ lae/o` 
qeo.j th/j avlhqei,aj” (“God of faithfulness”; cf. Ps 31:6 [30:6]). This psalm reflects 
a confident expectation in God’s ability to fulfil this request, an ability that has 
been ably demonstrated in the past, and hence it is the character of God as 
faithful that is communicated in this phrase.
 The emphasis of Psalm 119 [118] is on God’s Torah which is referred to in the 
genitive relationship as tm,a/-rb;d>/lo,gon avlhqei,aj (v. 43; cf. Prov 22:21; Eccl 12:10). 
Similarly, the phrase tm,a/ bt'k.Bi/avpografh/| avlhqei,aj (“book/writing/record of 
truth”) is a reference to Scripture and hence tm,a/,/avlh,qeia is understood as divine 
revelation (Dan 10:21). More specifically, as in the apocalyptic and wisdom 
tradition, it is used to refer to ‘mystery’ namely, “the divine plan for the times of 
salvation.”42 However, the phrase r`h,mata avlhqei,aj (“words of truth”) in Jdt 10:13 
is used to indicate that which conforms to the facts.
 tm,a/,/avlh,qeia is also used to describe people. For instance, Prov 14:25 states that 
tm,a/ d[e (“a witness of truth”) saves lives but a false witness is a liar. In this context, 
truth is directly juxtaposed to lies and hence is understood in its capacity as that 
which is conformed to fact, in contrast to anything that would be erroneous, 
false or deceitful (note LXX rendering: ma,rtuj pisto,j). In addition, the added 
use of reliability should not be ruled out. In Exod 18:21, Moses undertakes the 
project of selecting a group of men to whom he will delegate some of the tasks 
of administration. His primary criteria is that they be tm,a/,; yven>a;/a;ndraj dikai,ouj 
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(“men of truth” [note the LXX rendering). This attributive genitive suggests that 
they are reliable and trustworthy men.
 tm,a/,;/avlh,qeia is not only used of God, his word and deeds, or even people; it 
sometimes refers to inanimate objects or even abstract concepts. In Josh 2:12, 
Rahab asks the two spies that she is sheltering for a tm,a/, tAaï (“a sign of truth”), 
a pledge that they will spare the lives of the members of her family in the coming 
trouble.43 In Jer 2:21, the prophet conveys God’s disappointment in Israel. Those 
who had been planted as a choice vine, a tm,a/, [r;z< (“a faithful seed”), have turned 
into a corrupt vine. And in Prov 11:18, the reader is warned that the wicked 
man earns deceptive wages, but he who sows righteousness reaps tm,a/, rk,f,/misqo.j 
avlhqei,aj (“a sure reward”). The attributive use of tm,a/ in all these instances reveals 
that the point of reference is that on which someone can rely, which will also 
prove to be true in the future.

Summary

In this section, a number of uses of truth terminology have been identified. tm,a//
avlh,qeia reflecting the meaning ‘faithfulness and reliability’ is used often in the 
Hebrew Old Testament and Septuagint. The Septuagint sometimes translates this 
with righteousness. When it is used with reference to God, it generally refers to 
an aspect of his character. However, it is also frequently used of the activity of 
God as well as his word. This quality of faithfulness is not confined to God alone. 
In some instances, it is used in reference to people, inanimate objects as well as 
abstract concepts. It is frequently found in combination with moral qualities 
such as justice, righteousness, judgment, and is also frequently combined with 
wisdom and understanding. It is also used in the sense of conformity to fact. As 
the above examples show, the understanding of faithfulness need not be applied 
to every occurrence of tm,a//avlh,qeia. While there is some overlap in some contexts, 
conformity to fact is a perfectly valid understanding for many others. In these 
cases, while it is often used in contrast to falsehood or deception, tm,a,>/avlh,qeia also 
stands in contrast to a number of terms such as deceit, error, falsehood, guile, 
lie, vanity and their cognates. tm,a,>/avlh,qeia also defines the sphere of operation to 
which those who fear God and live according to his Law are to adhere. This third 
category reflects the understanding that God’s people are to live upright lives, 
characterized by honesty and integrity, reflecting the standards that he has set, 
and indeed to which he adheres in all his dealings with mankind. In this case, it 
is sometimes used in an attributive relationship to describe such individuals. In 
some cases considered above, this may simply be an adherence to ethical values. 
In others, it signifies sincerity. It is used in other instances to indicate a sphere 
of worship that is genuine, sincere, whole hearted and without guile. In other 
contexts, tm,a//avlh,qeia refers to divine revelation. This may either be a body of 
knowledge (namely Scripture), that leads one to a deeper understanding of God 
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and his law, precepts, commandments and ordinances, or it may refer to that 
which one utters. It is also used to refer to a sphere of belonging in which God 
reigns. In some instances tm,a//avlh,qeia also signifies reality, what is really so. In this 
case, it is contrasted against that which is deceptive. Finally, tm,a/,/avlh,qeia is also 
linked metaphorically with light.

Current usage

The section following will investigate the literature arising from the general 
Jewish and early Christian milieu spanning the period 200 B.C. to A.D. 100. 
The aim is to investigate whether this literature reveals a similar use of truth 
terminology as in the Hebrew Old Testament and Septuagint, or whether there is 
evidence of some kind of development, either in terms of increased usage, new 
combinations or different usage.

Jewish Literature from 200 B.C. to A.D. 100

tm,a/,/avlh,qeia in Combination With Other Substantives

Philo (Sacr. 1:27) combines avlh,qeia with many desirable moral qualities or 
virtues such as piety, holiness, purity, an honest regard for an oath, justice, 
equality, an adherence to one’s engagements and commitments and so forth. In 
these contexts, avlh,qeia refers to a sphere of operation that is characterized by 
upright conduct and integrity in one’s dealings. Indeed, in yet another context, 
it is regarded as the ‘chief  of all the holy virtues’ (Spec. 2:259), and those who 
strive for it are referred to as ‘those who practice virtue’ (Somn. 2:133). Truth 
is found in a paratactic relationship with righteousness in 1 En. 10:16. In this 
context, in which the destruction of the earth is a direct consequence of the 
union of heavenly beings with earthly women, the writer also contrasts it with 
injustice and iniquity/wickedness. Once these have been destroyed, then the plant 
of righteousness and truth will appear forever. In this context, it is used to refer 
to upright conduct that conforms to the ethical standards required by God.

tm,a/,/avlh,qeia in Combination With Verbal Forms

tma is used as the subject of the verb hX[ (hiphil, meaning “perform”) which 
indicates that it is something that is carried out (1Q22 1.11). In this context, it is 
reflective of the judgment of God which will come upon the people in the form 
of curses. In other combinations with hX[ (for instance, 1QpHab 7.10–12), it is 
used of the conduct expected of those that follow the Law. In similar uses (cf. T. 
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Ash. 3:1 f; T. Benj. 10.3), avlh,qeia is used in the sense of conformity to the Law 
of the Lord and his commandments.44 In T. Benj. 7:1, there is a specific warning 
to flee from the evil of Beliar; thus evil constitutes the main contrast to truth in 
this context.
 Josephus writes that Abraham’s servant, desired th.n avlh,qeian maqei/n (“to 
learn the truth about Rebekah”; cf. Ant. 1.247). In this context, the servant’s aim 
is to determine if  her character is indeed as worthy as she has demonstrated by 
giving him water. In both this context and in the phrase gnw/nai th.n avlh,qeian 
(Ant. 13:291), avlh,qeia is a representation of the facts as they are (cf. J.W. 1.16, 17, 
22; Ag. Ap. 1:68; Life 1:338, for other instances in Josephus’ writings of knowing 
the truth in this sense). In 1QHa 15.26, tma is the direct object of the verb lkX 
(“gain insight into”), indicating that tma in this context is to be understood as a 
body of knowledge that one is supposed to learn. In this case, God is the subject 
and hence the one who enables understanding.
 In addition, avlh,qeia is something to be pursued. In some contexts, it has the 
sense of conformity to the Law (T. Ash. 6:1). In other contexts it has a different 
sense. Philo writes of Moses that, rather than be influenced by what was likely 
and probable, he pursued th.n de. avlh,qeian avkraifnh/ (“the pure unadulterated 
truth”; cf. Sacr. 1:12). In this context, avlh,qeia is a reference not to conformity 
to the Law or even that which conforms to the facts as they appear, but to what 
is really so, the reality of the matter. Hence, although Cain is obviously older, 
Moses represents him as though he were younger, because Abel has precedence in 
terms of devotion. Similarly, in describing what constitutes worship, Philo states 
that the only sacrifice that can be considered genuine worship is plain avlh,qeia 
(Det. 1:21; cf. Deus. 1:102). In this context, this signifies a sphere of worship 
that rejects all spurious, inauthentic, false and fake forms, particularly those 
that involve an external show of extravagance and riches. vAlh,qeia in this case 
therefore refers to that which is genuine and sincere.
 In the introduction to his Antiquities (1.4), Josephus explains that one 
purpose behind his writing of the history of the Jews was to provide an accurate 
account, largely because others had perverted the truth. vAlh,qeia is also found in 
the context of speaking (cf. th/j avlhqei,aj le,gomen; Ant. 8:56). In these contexts, 
Josephus clearly uses avlh,qeia in the sense of conformity to fact, an accurate 
representation of reality. In like fashion, Philo comments that Moses refrained 
from the methods of some lawgivers who present what they think is just and 
reasonable, and others, by th.n avlh,qeian evpikru,yantej (“concealing/disguising 
the truth”) seek to bewilder the people (Opif. 1:1; cf. 1:170). While avlh,qeia in 
this context also points to an accurate representation of the facts, what is more 
prominent is the contrast between concealment and non-concealment.
 In one account, Josephus records Darius quizzing his great men, his princes, 
and toparchies of Persia and Median, on which of the four, namely wine, kings, 
women or truth, was to be considered the strongest. Zerubbabel’s conclusion, 
that avlh,qeia is to be esteemed above all these things, is based on the fact that 



 Background of Usage 151

God is both true and righteous. Hence, avlh,qeia is both eternal and immortal and 
provides mankind with righteous rules and laws (Ant. 11:55, 56). In this context, 
it is therefore to be understood as that which conforms to the divine will and is 
opposed to unrighteousness.
  vAlh,qeia is also linked metaphorically with light (T. Ash. 5:3). In the two 
occurrences, the first is explicitly contrasted against lies or falsehood, and hence 
this is the sense in which it is to be understood. It is that which is conformed to 
fact and opposed to falsehood. In the second instance, the writer declares that 
all truth is subject ultimately to the light. Rather than single out specific acts 
of conformity to the Law, it has a more general sense.45 In the same vein, Philo 
points out that avlh,qeia exposes that which has been concealed, revealing either 
virtue or vice (Ebr. 1:6).
 Josephus dedicates his book, Against Apion, to Ephaphroditus, whom he 
describes as th.n avlh,qeian avgapw/nti (“one who loves the truth”; cf. Ag. Ap. 
2:296). Truth in this context is that which conforms to the facts as they are and 
is opposed to lies and falsehood. He also writes of the Essene sect that they take 
oaths th.n avlh,qeian avgapa/n (“to love the truth”; cf. J.W. 2.141). While this may 
signify never speaking falsehood or deceit, the context suggests that avlh,qeia in 
this context encompasses all aspects of life. It is therefore a vow to live a life of 
uprightness and integrity.
 Philo comments that all the strivings of a foolish man are dreams that have no 
portion of avlh,qeia in them (Leg. 3.229). Similarly, he declares that he has set forth 
the beauty of the first created man; however he points out that his accounting is 
far less than the avlh,qeia (Opif. 1:145). In both contexts, avlh,qeia is understood as 
reality.

tm,a/,/avlh,qeia in Combination with Prepositions

In the reference to the proselyte described as taking up his abode eivj avlh,qeian 
(“in the truth”; cf. Spec. 4:178), avlh,qeia refers to true teaching or faith.46 In this 
specific context, it is descriptive of a sphere of belonging in which God reigns.

tm,a/,/avlh,qeia in Genitive Relationships

Pherora’s wife, on being questioned about a deadly potion intended for Herod 
(J.W. 1:595) refers to both Herod and God as o` ma,rtuj . . . th/j avlhqei,aj (“witness 
of the truth”) of what she was about to reveal. In this context, the role of the 
witness is to attest to the veracity of the facts as they are, hence avlh,qeia here is 
that which conforms to fact and is opposed to falsehood and deceit. tma is found 
in a possessive genitive relationship to indicate that the author of truth is none 
other than God himself. For instance, in 1QM 4.6 the phrase la tma (“truth of 
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God”) was to be written on the banners that the people carried as they went out 
to battle. Similarly, in 1QM 13.1 f., 2, 9 the brothers, priests, Levites and elders 
are to bless the God of Israel and the wtma yX[m (“deeds of his [God’s] truth”). 
This attributive relationship clarifies that in this instance tma is to be understood 
as God’s faithfulness or reliability (cf. 1Q28b 1.2; 1QHa 13.11, 27; 1QM 14.12; 
11Q17 10.6). Yet another text that speaks of the faithfulness of God’s works is 
1 En. 63.8.
 tma is also found in combination with substantives that refer to people. For 
instance members of the Qumran community were referred to as tma ynb (“sons of 
truth,”; cf. 1QM 13:10; 4Q257 5:2; 4Q491 f11ii:15; 1QHa 15.29–30) or even yXna 
tma (“men of truth”; cf. 11QT 57.8). The parabiblical Qumran texts emphasize 
this righteous lifestyle (cf. 4Q213 1.1.12, 5.2.8; 4Q215 2.2.5; 4Q542 1.9; 2.1–2).47 
However, these designations signify not only that they were men of faithfulness 
or even integrity, but even more so that they belonged to the divine sphere in 
which God reigns.
 vAlh,qeia is also found in a genitive relationship with lo,goj in the phrase 
avdeka,stw| lo,gw| th/j avlhqei,aj (“the incorruptible word of truth”; cf. Her. 1:143). 
In this context, Philo is using this phrase to refer to Scripture and hence avlh,qeia 
is divine revelation (for a similar use cf. 1 En. 104:9; T. Gad 3:1). Philo comments 
that the account given in Gen 6:4 about giants walking on the earth may be 
considered by some to be an allusion to fables handed down by the poets. 
However, he is emphatic in declaring that the lawgiver thinks fit only to walk 
in avlhqei,aj i;cnesin (“the paths of truth”; cf. Gig. 1:58). In this context, where 
avlh,qeia is explicitly juxtaposed to that which is merely invented, the phrase ‘paths 
of truth’ does not refer to upright conduct, but to a conformity to the facts, to 
history as it really happened.
 The linguistic combination ‘spirit of truth’ is found in T. Jud. 20:1–5, in 
direct juxtaposition to the ‘spirit of deceit.’ This is reminiscent of the Two Ways 
tradition (cf. T. Ash. 1:3 ff., 3–6; T. Benj. 4:1 ff.).48 The role of the spirit therefore 
clarifies how ‘truth’ is to be understood in this context. Charles points out that 
“the spirit of goodness not only exhorts to righteousness but on the commission 
of evil appears as an accuser in the sinner’s heart.”49 He therefore has the role 
of testifying (marture,w) as well as accusing individuals (kathgore,w) so as to 
encourage good conduct.

Summary

A number of uses of truth terminology have been identified in this section. tm,a//
avlh,qeia is sometimes used in the sense of faithfulness or reliability with regard 
to God, his works, and even people. When it is used with reference to God it 
generally refers to an aspect of his character. In a number of contexts, tm,a//
avlh,qeia is used to refer to a sphere of operation that is characterized by upright 
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conduct and integrity in one’s dealings and that conforms to the Law and the 
ethical standards required by God. It is frequently combined with other desirable 
moral qualities or virtues such as righteousness, holiness, purity, honesty and so 
forth. In such contexts, it is understood as opposed to unrighteousness, injustice, 
wickedness, evil or deceit. It is also used to refer to a sphere of belonging in which 
God reigns. In some instances, tm,a//avlh,qeia refers to a sphere of worship that is 
genuine and sincere, and that is opposed to all spurious, inauthentic, false and 
fake forms. It is also used to signify that which is conformed to fact and opposed 
to falsehood. This usage is not confined to everyday contexts, but is found in legal 
contexts as well. In addition, some contexts have the added sense of the contrast 
between concealment and non-concealment. Hence, it sometimes means total 
disclosure. tm,a//avlh,qeia sometimes refers to a body of knowledge that leads one to 
a deeper understanding of God and his will. It refers to divine revelation, namely 
Scripture. It also signifies reality and is sometimes contrasted against that which 
is merely illusion. Finally, tm,a//avlh,qeia is also linked metaphorically with light.

Early Christian Writings of the First Century

VAlh,qeia in Combination With Other Substantives

VAlh,qeia is found in a paratactic relationship with eivlikri,neia (“sincerity”; cf. 1 
Cor 5:8). In this context, it is indicative of the manner in which one ought to 
celebrate the festival, a manner that is conformed to the gospel and explicitly 
opposed to malice and wickedness. In another context, avlh,qeia is related to fw/j 
(“light”) in that it constitutes one of the products of light. Paul declares that 
the fruit of the light is evn pa,sh| avgaqwsu,nh| kai. dikaiosu,nh| kai. avlhqei,a| (“in every 
manner of goodness, righteousness and truth”; cf. Eph 5:9). These are the visible 
character qualities that are exhibited by the children of light. In these contexts, 
avlh,qeia points to uprightness and integrity in every aspect. It is a sphere of 
operation of those whose lives have been transformed by Christ. In 1 Tim 2:7, 
Paul declares that he has been appointed as a teacher of the Gentiles evn pi,stei 
kai. avlhqei,a| (“in faith and truth”). In this context, avlh,qeia is used for the gospel, 
hence Paul is the teacher with reference to matters of faith and the message of 
the gospel.

VAlh,qeia in Combination With Verbal Forms

VAlh,qeia is found as the direct object of the verb le,gw (“say,” “speak”; cf. Mark 
5:33). In this context, a woman touches Jesus because she believes that by so 
doing, she will be healed. In response to Jesus’ question, “Who touched me?” 
(v. 31), the woman comes forward and tells him the whole truth. Although 
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conformity to fact is a valid explanation for avlh,qeia in this context, the sense 
goes beyond this. It is the contrast between concealment and non-concealment 
that is in view.50 It therefore refers to full disclosure. 2 Cor 12:6 and 1 Tim 2:7 
reflect instances in which conformity to fact is the intended sense. Similarly, in 
Acts 26:25, Paul says to Festus that he declares (from avpofqe,ggomai) the sober 
truth (literally “true and prudent words”).51 However, while conformity to fact as 
opposed to falsehood is in view, particularly in light of the legal context, avlh,qeia 
also has the sense of divine revelation. Similarly, as the direct object of pei,qw 
(“obey”), avlh,qeia in Gal 5:7 has this same sense of divine revelation.
 VAlh,qeia is found as the direct object of the verb kate,cw (“suppress”; cf. 
Rom 1:18). Paul warns that God’s wrath is against those who suppress the truth. 
In this context, in which it is explicitly juxtaposed to avdiki,a (“wickedness”), 
avlh,qeia is used to indicate that which God has revealed of himself  in the created 
order, hence divine revelation.52 Clearly, Paul does not imply that natural 
revelation brings one to salvation. Rather, “[h]is purpose is to underscore that 
the knowledge of God obtained through creation was suppressed and therefore 
distorted.”53 Salvation, as he repeatedly points out in the epistle, is itself  made 
possible only by an acceptance of the gospel. Paul declares that there is no 
salvation for those mh. pisteu,santej th/| avlhqei,a| (“who do not believe the truth”), 
but rather have chosen to indulge in wickedness (2 Thess 2:12). Instead, these 
individuals will be condemned. This suggests that in this context, avlh,qeia must 
be understood in light of the divine truth that comes from God, and specifically, 
the message of the gospel of Christ.
 VAlh,qeia is also found as the direct object of the verb evpiginw,skw (“know”; cf. 
1 Tim 4:3), indicating that it is an object to be known. In this context avlh,qeia is a 
body of knowledge that refers to the content of Christian faith. Therefore, those 
who are faithful and know the truth are those who have believed the gospel. Paul, 
in rebuking the Jews, asks why they do not teach themselves, if  they believe that 
the embodiment of knowledge and avlh,qeia is found in the Law (Rom 2:20). In 
this context, avlh,qeia refers to divine revelation.
 VAlh,qeia is also found in various combinations with the verbs le,gw (“say”; 
cf. Mark 12:14; Luke 4:25; 20:21; 22:59) dida,skw (“teach”; cf. Mark 12:32; Luke 
20:21), katalamba,nw (“grasp/comprehend”; cf. Acts 10:34) together with the 
prepositional phrase evpV avlhqei,aj. In these contexts, avlh,qeia is used to signify the 
manner in which the action communicated by each of these verbs is performed, 
i.e. ‘truthfully,’ to affirm the veracity of the statement, or even to emphasize the 
action of the verb.

VAlh,qeia in Combination with Prepositions

In the pronouncement made by Jesus, evpV avlhqei,aj de. le,gw u`mi/n (“But I say to 
you in truth”; cf. Luke 4:25)( avlh,qeia is found as the object of the preposition 
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evpi, and in combination with the verb le,gw (“say”). Jesus has just read from 
Isaiah and declared that he is the fulfillment of this passage. In response to the 
people’s negative attitude toward this statement, he gives a speech that exposes 
their rejection of him. The statement goes beyond pointing to the truthfulness 
of his words, to the authority behind them. Similar examples have been noted 
above. Such prepositional phrases therefore serve to introduce a weighty, authori-
tative response made by Jesus. The prepositional phrase in Mark 12:14, avllV evpV 
avlhqei,aj th.n o`do.n tou/ qeou/ dida,skeij (“but you teach the way of God in truth”) 
is reflective of the manner in which Jesus is perceived as communicating divine 
revelation. Similarly, the phrase evn avlhqei,a| (Matt 22:16) has this same sense. 
vAlh,qeia in the prepositional phrase found in the statement made by Paul, evn 
avlhqei,a| evlalh,samen u`mi/n (“we spoke all things to you in truth”; cf. 2 Cor 7:14), 
points both to the manner as well as the veracity of the content of what Paul has 
previously communicated.
 In Acts 4:27, as the believers are gathered together praying after the release 
of Peter and John, they declare that evpV avlhqei,aj (“in truth”) Herod and Pontius 
Pilate conspired together against Jesus. In this context, this is an affirmation that 
what the people are saying really happened. Paul exhorts the Ephesian believers 
to stand by means of girding their waists evn avlhqei,a| (“with truth”; cf. Eph 6:14). 
In this context, avlh,qeia may be understood in a number of ways: 1) The objective 
truth of Christianity or the gospel; 2) Subjective truth, i.e. the believer’s integrity 
and faithfulness; 3) The messiah’s righteousness and faithfulness, thus implying 
objective truth inherent in the messiah. Given the context, it is likely that while 
objective truth is in the background, the primary reference is to subjective truth.54

VAlh,qeia in Genitive Relationships

In the context of prayer and worship, Paul declares in his letter to Timothy (1 
Tim 2:4) that God desires all men to be saved and eivj evpi,gnwsin avlhqei,aj evlqei/n 
(“to come to a knowledge of the truth”). The genitive relationship is an objective 
genitive relationship that emphasizes the object of knowing. In this case, avlh,qeia 
points to divine revelation. Even more specifically, in this context where the theme 
of salvation is prominent, it points to the gospel and the person of Jesus Christ 
(cf. 2 Tim 2:25; 3:7; Tit 1:1). vAlh,qeia is also found in the genitive relationship 
avlhqei,aj kai. swfrosu,nhj r`h,mata (“words of truth and reason”; cf. Acts 26:25). 
Here, the genitive relationship is attributive, emphasizing the character of the 
words as truthful, i.e. as conforming to fact and opposed to falsehood and deceit. 
At the same time, the context in which he speaks, namely the recollection of 
his call by God to preach to the Gentiles, reveals that it is indicative of divine 
revelation, specifically the gospel.
 In the phrase th.n avlh,qeian tou/ qeou/ (Rom 1:25), the genitive relationship may 
be understood as an attributed genitive.55 Hence, men exchanged the true God 
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for a lie. vAlh,qeia is therefore used to signify reality, as opposed to that which 
only appears to be so but is really a delusion. On the other hand, h` avlh,qeia tou/ 
qeou/ (“the truth of God”; cf. Rom 3:7) is an attributive genitive that emphasizes 
the truthfulness of God. In this context, explicitly juxtaposed as it is to yeu/sma 
(“lying,” “untruthfulness”), avlh,qeia is used to signify that which is opposed 
to falsehood and lies. It pertains to God’s truthfulness in judging sin. The 
genitive phrase u`pe.r avlhqei,aj qeou/ (Rom 15:8) is an attributive genitive, which 
in this context, reflects the faithfulness and reliability of God. Paul also uses 
the expression avlh,qeia Cristou/ in declaring that the truth of Christ is in him 
(2 Cor 11:10). Given that the context is that of false apostles, avlh,qeia is used to 
signify that which is opposed to falsehood and deception (cf. 2 Tim 3:8; 4:4). 
Here, as often in Paul, truth is a reflection of the correspondence between word 
and deed.56 In 1 Cor 5:8 the readers are urged to celebrate the festival in a certain 
manner: evn avzu,moij eivlikrinei,aj kai. avlhqei,aj (“with the unleavened bread of 
sincerity and truth”). In this context, avlh,qeia is used to indicate an attitude of 
genuineness and purity that is explicitly opposed to malice and wickedness.
 VAlh,qeia is found in a genitive relationship with lo,goj in the phrase evn lo,gw| 
avlhqei,aj (“by a word of truth”; cf. 2 Cor 6:7). Paul is explaining how they, as 
workers of God, try to commend themselves before God (in contrast to the 
false apostles), so that their ministry might not be discredited. While it may 
appear that the genitive relationship in this context is attributive, emphasizing 
the character of their speech as conformed to fact and opposed to falsehood (cf. 
2 Cor 4:2), it is far more likely that the evangelical and soteriological context 
(5:20; 6:2) point to the gospel message.57 Similarly, in Eph 1:13, the phrase, to.n 
lo,gon th/j avlhqei,aj (“the word of truth”), is explicitly equated to to. euvagge,lion 
th/j swthri,aj (“the gospel of salvation”), hence showing that in this particular 
context avlh,qeia refers to divine revelation, and even more specifically, to the 
gospel (cf. Col 1:5). The two are found in a more intimate relationship in the 
genitive phrase h` avlh,qeia tou/ euvaggeli,ou (“the truth of the gospel”; cf. Gal 2:5, 
2:14). This may be a genitive of apposition, i.e. the truth, which is the gospel. In 
this context, therefore, avlh,qeia is simply another way of referring to the gospel 
of Jesus Christ. In 2 Tim 2:15, the phrase to.n lo,gon th/j avlhqei,aj refers to the 
body of knowledge that constitutes the content of Christian faithÅ Hence, avlh,qeia 
refers to divine revelation.58 The writer of Jas 1:18, declares that God has chosen 
to give us birth lo,gw| avlhqei,aj (“through/by the word of truth”). This can either 
be understood as a reference to God’s reliability and consistency, or perhaps even 
a reference to his divine revelation communicated through the gospel message. 
Given the context of regeneration, the latter is to be preferred (cf. v. 21).59

 In yet another context, the church is referred to as stu/loj kai. e`drai,wma th/j 
avlhqei,aj (“the pillar and foundation of the truth”; cf. 1 Tim 3:15). In this context, 
this metaphor has a twofold sense: The church is God’s temple and it also houses 
God’s family.60 In this attributive genitive relationship, avlh,qeia refers to divine 
truth and therefore further defines the church as belonging to that sphere or 
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realm in which God reigns. The genitive relationship h` o`do.j th/j avlhqei,aj (“the 
way of truth”; cf. 2 Pet 2:2) is a reference to the sphere of operation of those that 
have placed their faith in Christ. It is the Christian way, the way of the gospel. 
Peter warns that by following false teachers, the way of truth will be maligned.

Summary

vAlh,qeia is used in a number of ways in early Christian literature. It is used to 
refer to a body of knowledge that refers to the content of Christian faith, namely 
the gospel message. It therefore frequently signifies divine revelation that has a 
salvific purpose, the redemptive content of that which has been revealed in and 
through Jesus. In relation to the words of Jesus, avlh,qeia implies the authority of 
the speaker. It is also used to refer to uprightness and integrity in every aspect. 
It is a sphere of operation of those whose lives have been transformed by Christ. 
This is evidenced in an outward manifestation of positive character qualities. In 
this context, it is also used in the sense of faithfulness, particularly with regard 
to believers, as well as to indicate an attitude of genuineness and purity that is 
explicitly opposed to malice and wickedness. In both legal as well as non-legal 
contexts, avlh,qeia is used to refer to that which conforms to fact and is opposed to 
falsehood and deceit. It refers to the veracity of a communication, both divine as 
well as human, and reflects the correspondence between word and deed. In some 
instances in which this use occurs, the sense goes beyond this. It is the contrast 
between concealment and non-concealment and hence avlh,qeia sometimes refers 
to full disclosure. It is also used to refer to the church, thus defining it as 
belonging to that sphere or realm in which God reigns. Metaphorically, it is 
related positively to light.

Conclusion

In this chapter a survey of the background of truth terminology in Jewish and 
Christian literature was conducted. The aim of this section was to investigate 
whether the general Jewish and early Christian milieu spanning this period 
reveals a similar use of this terminology, or whether there is evidence of some 
kind of development reflected in John’s Gospel and the Rule. In the first section, 
a summary of the background behind the Gospel of John was carried out. It was 
concluded that the Jewish environment out of which the Gospel arose did not 
exist in a vacuum. Hence, while the Palestinian background and Old Testament 
Scriptures provide the primary linguistic influence on the Gospel, a Hellenistic 
influence is also to be detected.
 The study of the use of truth terminology in the Hebrew Old Testament and 
Septuagint revealed that tm,a//avlh,qeia is used in a number of different ways in this 
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literature. It is used to refer to faithfulness and reliability, to conformity to fact 
(and opposed to falsehood), to a sphere of operation of those who fear God 
and live according to his Law, to a sphere of worship that is genuine and sincere, 
to divine revelation, to indicate a sphere of belonging in which God reigns, to 
signify reality, and finally it is also linked metaphorically with light.
 The final section of this chapter investigated current usage of the term and 
its various combinations via a selective survey of Jewish and early Christian 
writings between 200 B.C. and A.D. 100. This revealed that tm,a//avlh,qeia is used as 
follows: in the sense of faithfulness or reliability, to refer to a sphere of operation 
that is characterized by upright conduct and integrity in one’s dealings and that 
conforms to the Law and the ethical standards required by God, to refer to a 
sphere of belonging in which God reigns, it is used for a sphere of worship that 
is genuine and sincere, to signify that which is conformed to fact and opposed to 
falsehood (it sometimes means total disclosure), to refer to divine revelation, to 
signify reality, and finally, it is also linked metaphorically with light.
 The Christian literature also reflects a number of uses for avlh,qeia. It is used 
to refer to the gospel message, to a sphere of operation of those whose lives 
have been transformed by Christ, to refer to that which conforms to fact and is 
opposed to falsehood and deceit in both legal and non-legal contexts, to refer to 
the veracity of a communication (sometimes referring to full disclosure), with 
respect to Jesus’ words it implies the authority of the speaker, to refer to ‘reality,’ 
and to refer to the Church, thus defining it as belonging to that sphere or realm 
in which God reigns. Metaphorically, it is also related positively to light. This 
survey shows that although the current usage reflects overlap in many of the 
categories, there is also development in others and in some cases, new uses have 
been incorporated.
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Gnosticism, seeing it as part of a syncretistic movement in antiquity drawing 
its imagery from various religious traditions. However, while both W. Bauer 
and R. Bultmann supported and further developed this theory, influencing 
German critical scholarship for much of the century, there were others, such as 
J. B. Lightfoot, B. F. Westcott and A. Schlatter who challenged it. See Burge, 
Interpreting, 17.

  9. Georg Kümmel, Introduction to the New Testament (trans. Howard Clark Kee; 
rev. ed.; NY: Abingdon, 1975), 226–28.

 10. Dodd, Interpretation, 133.
 11. The Hermetica illustrate how Hellenized Egyptian cults sought to compete with 

Hellenism in general, just as Judaism and the others did.
 12. On this, Yamauchi, “Gnosticism,” 417, notes that others see it as being 

dependent on John’s prologue and not vice versa.
 13. Proposals documented by Keener, John, 1:162.
 14. J. Edgar Bruns, The Christian Buddhism of St. John: New Insights into the 

Fourth Gospel (NY: Paulist Press, 1971), 14–15, cites at least two major ideas 
of Mahayanist literature that are also found in Gnostic literature: a carefully 
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entrusted higher teaching and the idea of a teacher who has transcended the 
physical world.

 15. Moody Smith, Theology of the Gospel of John, 19, points out, for instance, John 
the Baptist and his disciples (1:35; 3:25; cf. Luke 7:18–30; 11:1; Matt 11:2–15; 
also Acts 18:25–19:4), Samaritans represented initially by the woman at the well 
(4:1–42), as well as his knowledge of the Jewish/Samaritan hostility.

 16. For this claim, note C. F. Burney, The Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel 
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1926) and C. C. Torrey, The Four Gospels: A New 
Translation (New York: Harper, 1933); Our Translated Gospels: Some of the 
Evidence (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1936). Lightfoot, St. John’s Gospel, 
47–48 points out that this has not found a large following.

 17. This Gospel shares much in common with Jewish literature of the Second 
Temple Period. For instance, the Psalms of Solomon and the Prologue both 
emphasize the divine characteristics of the Messiah; Qumran and the Fourth 
Evangelist witness to the Semitic concept of talking about moral conduct as 
a way of walking (i.e. halakhot); the dualism in John and that of Qumran 
share similarities; the prominence of the ‘light-darkness’ imagery found in 
the Fragment of the Book of Noah, Testament of Zebulun, Testament of Levi, 
1 Enoch, etc.; the style of the prologue resembles the Jewish tradition of 
theological exegesis of the Genesis creation narrative e.g. Ezra 6:40; 2 En. 24:4; 
25; Opif. 29–35; the image of the Torah as a light e.g. L.A.B 11:1; 19:4; 33:3; 4 
Ezra 14:20–21; 2 Bar. 17:4; 18:2; 59:2 and so forth. See Jewish Writings of the 
Second Temple Period, ed. Michael E. Stone (CRINT 2; Philadelphia: Fortress, 
1984); Helyer, Exploring Jewish Literature.

 18. Drawing on internal literary evidence, Bauckham, Jesus and the Eyewitnesses, 
352, demonstrates how the author of the Fourth Gospel could only have been 
one of Jesus’ disciples and more specifically the Beloved disciple. While not 
concurring with all his conclusions, his excellent study serves to make even 
firmer the Palestinian Jewish perspective of the author of the Fourth Gospel.

 19. The Old Testament bears witness to this fact. Although the Jewish nation 
diligently attempted to keep itself  from corruption from other nations, it was not 
often successful. With this in mind, it is important to recognize that John was 
himself  influenced by Hellenism and targeted his Gospel to an audience within 
a Diaspora Jewish context.

 20. Larry R. Helyer, Exploring Jewish Literature of the Second Temple Period: 
A Guide for New Testament Students (Downers Grove: InterVarsity, 2002), 
75–111, points out that this meshing of cultures shaped much of the literature 
of the Second Temple period. Note for instance Enoch (in the Pseudepigrapha) 
and Ecclesiasticus or the Wisdom of Ben Sira (in the Apocrypha), which aptly 
illustrate the way in which Hellenism shaped the Jews’ view of the world. The 
Hellenistic age, ushered in by Alexander the Great, lasted from 323 B.C. to 31 
B.C.

 21. R. B. Edwards, “Hellenism,” DJG 316–17, accurately points out that the Gospel 
writers held certain presuppositions in common with Greeks, Romans and other 
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peoples of the Hellenistic world, making it difficult to judge whether one is 
dealing with “direct Hellenistic influence or a parallel development of ideas.”

 22. Brown, John, 1:127, notes that Josephus draws an analogy between the thought 
of the Essenes (Brown identifies the Qumran group with the Essenes) and that 
of the neo-Pythagoreans, attributing to the Essenes an anthropology with clear 
Hellenistic features. He also points out that Braun identifies affinities between 
the Hermetica and Essene thought as it is found in Josephus and the Qumran 
scrolls, and Cullmann has attempted to draw together the Qumran Essenes, the 
Samaritans, and the Hellenists (Acts 6:1).

 23. While Charles K. Barrett, The Gospel of John and Judaism (trans. D. M. Smith; 
Philadelphia: Fortress, 1975), 19, goes further than this study is prepared to in 
his conception of the extent of the influence of various backgrounds, his point 
is well taken. Emphasizing the Jewishness of the Fourth Gospel’s background 
while ignoring the fact that the surrounding environment and intended audience 
were set in a Hellenistic environment is too simplistic.

 24. Keener, John, 1:155–56 mentions the following examples: Jud 16:7; J. W. 1.353; 
2.155–158; Ag. Ap. 1.255; 2.263; Pesiq. Rab. 20.4 (cf. Greek phlegethon; cf. the 
Elysian plain and Acherusian lake in Sib. Or. 2.337–338).

 25. Barrett, Gospel of John and Judaism, 69–70.
 26. Johannes Weiss, Das Urchristentum (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 

1917), 624, concluded early that the dualism so characteristic of this Gospel 
could only have been influenced by Hellenism; According to Goodspeed, 
Introduction to the New Testament, 308, John shifted from Jewish vocabulary 
to satisfy the demand that Christianity be transplanted to Greek soil and trans-
lated into universal terms. This ensured that it was intelligible to the Greek 
mind. Hence he writes that “the gospel may be said to be intensely Greek from 
Prologue to Epilogue in ever fiber of both thought and language.”

 27. Therefore the conclusion given by Robert, “Truth as Covenant Faithfulness,” 
26, while a step in the right direction (given that he acknowledges the general 
Jewish and Greek presence), is nevertheless unnecessarily narrow. He writes 
“[g]iven this importance of the Old Testament witness for proof of Jesus’ 
testimony, it seems incorrect to attempt to link John’s Gospel with the broader 
Jewish backgrounds as seen in the apocalyptic and sapiential writings, or in 
rabbinic Judaism. This is not to imply that no similarities exist, or that the 
Evangelist did not know about the movements and works produced, or even 
that John did not intentionally use phrases popular in these circles in order to 
speak to them. But considering John’s view of the Old Testament, it is unlikely 
that anything else would have had the kind of influence so as to serve as the 
Gospel’s background.” He appears to make no mention of Qumran literature in 
his assessment.

 28. Thiselton, “Truth,” 3:879.
 29. Jepsen, TDOT 1:314.
 30. Rudolf Bultmann, “avlh,qeia,” TDNT 1:242; cf. Adolf Schlatter, Die Sprache und 

Heimat des vierten Evangelisten, 94.
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 31. Thiselton, “Truth,” 3:880.
 32. Bultmann, TDNT 1:243.
 33. Lindsay, “What is Truth?” 138.
 34. A related expression is hn'Wma/ yve[o/poiw/n pi,steij (cf. Prov 12:22; Sir 15:15). In 

its context, the writer warns that lying lips are an abomination to the Lord 
but he delights in those who do the truth. Here, it is understood that truth is 
antithetical to lies or falsehood. Lindsay rightly points out that “[t]he Proverbs 
passage is primarily concerned with faithfulness to God. Faithfulness certainly 
presupposes keeping the commandments, but it also surpasses this form of 
external piety. The emphasis is upon an inner attitude of consequent abiding 
faithfulness whereby a person is found pleasing to God.” Ibid., 133.

 35. Thiselton, “Truth,” 3:881.
 36. Roger Nicole, “The Biblical Concept of Truth,” Scripture and Truth (ed. D. A. 

Carson and John D. Woodbridge; Grand Rapids: Baker, 1992), 290.
 37. Thiselton, “Truth,” 3:882.
 38. Roland E. Murphy, Proverbs (WBC 22; Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1998), 103.
 39. Gottfried Quell, “avlh,qeia,” TDNT 1:235.
 40. R. B. Y. Scott, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (AB 18; Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 

1965), 143.
 41. A. C. Thiselton, “Truth,” 3:880.
 42. De la Potterie, “The Truth in Saint John,” 68, also points out that a similar 

understanding of ‘truth’ as the divine plan revealed to men (i.e. ‘mystery’) is 
found in the Book of Wisdom (3:9; 6:22), in 1Enoch (21:5) and the Qumran 
literature (cf. 1QH 7.2–27).

 43. Adolf Schlatter, Der Glaube im Neuen Testament (6th ed.; Stuttgart: Calwar, 
1927, 1982), 553, points out that this sign, given without guile, is heeded at the 
conquest of the city and therefore proves to be a “real sign,” protecting effectively.

 44. H. C. Kee, “Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs,” in The Old Testament 
Pseudepigrapha (ed. James H. Charlesworth; 2 vols.; New York: Doubleday, 
1983), 1:779, points out that “[a]lthough there is throughout the Testaments a 
stress on obedience to the Law, the ethical appeal rarely refers to specific legal 
statutes of the Torah.”

 45. Kee, “Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs,” 818.
 46. Cf. Post. 1:101 for that which is opposed to it. Bultmann, TDNT 1:244.
 47. Walck, “Truth,” 2:951.
 48. For the Two Ways tradition cf. Barn. 18–20; Did. 1–6; Herm. 6. Cf. Sir 33; 42; 

Jub. 7–12; 1 En. 2–5; 41–48; T. 12 Patr. (T. Jud. 20:1–4, T. Ash. 1:3 ff., 3–6; T. 
Benj. 4:1 ff.). See Aune, “Dualism,” 294.

 49. The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs (trans. and ed. R. H. Charles; London: 
Adam and Charles Black, 1908), 89–90. 

 50. Thiselton, “Truth,” 884.
 51. Darrel Bock, Acts (BECNT; Grand Rapids: Baker, 2007), 722 notes that this 

combination is common in Greek. The sense is that “[i]n this context where Paul 
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has been accused of being crazy, his reply is that his words are truth. He has not 
lost control of his thoughts; they are quite sober and thought through.”

 52. James Dunn, Romans 1–8 (WBC 38A; Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1988), 56, 
sees the possibility of a reference to “the real state of affairs” in the use of 
avlh,qeia in this context.

 53. Thomas R. Schreiner, Romans (BECNT; Grand Rapids: Baker, 1998), 86.
 54. See Harold Hoehner, Ephesians: An Exegetical Commentary (Grand Rapids: 

Baker, 2002), 839–40, contra Ernest Best, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary 
on Ephesians (ICC; New York: T. & T. Clark, 1998), 599, who suggests that it is 
God’s truth which is in mind.

 55. Wallace, Grammar, 89–90, suggests that this is an attributed genitive in which 
“truth of God”5“true God.”

 56. Thiselton, “Truth,” 3:886.
 57. Contra NIV, RSV, NET. Paul Barnett, The Second Epistle to the Corinthians 

(NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997), 329; Ralph P. Martin, 2 Corinthians 
(WBC 40; Waco, Texas: Word, 1986), 178.

 58. William D. Mounce, Pastoral Epistles (WBC 46; Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 
2000), 524 points out that, “In contrast to the opponent’s myths and misconduct, 
Timothy is to teach the true gospel and behave in accordance with its teachings, 
his teaching and conduct acting as a deterrent to the opponents.”

 59. This is further supported by the fact that “the word is the instrument through 
which God brings people to life.” Note other references (cf. 2 Cor 6:7; Eph 1:13; 
Col 1:5; 2 Tim 2:15) that refer to the gospel as the agent of salvation. Douglas 
J. Moo, The Letter of James (PNTC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000), 75–80.

 60. Mounce, Pastoral Epistles, 220.
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5

Comparative analysis of truth terminology 
in the two doCuments

Introduction

This chapter will organize the findings from chapters 2 and 3 into specific 
categories related to the linguistic combinations and use arising from the study 
in these chapters. Through a comparative analysis, specific areas of overlap 
between John’s Gospel and the Rule that cannot be accounted for by influence 
from the Hebrew Old Testament and Septuagint, or current use as found in the 
surveyed Jewish literature and the writings of the New Testament (the findings 
of chapter 4), will be determined and assessed. The aim of this chapter is to 
attempt to establish the impact of the Rule on the understanding of the use of 
truth terminology in the Gospel of John, taking into consideration all other 
possible influences.
 In dealing with the task of tracing parallels between any two sources, one 
needs to keep in mind that any parallel involves some degree of contrast as well 
as overlap. The following analysis is therefore not expected to reveal completely 
identical uses of truth terminology. In addition, given the post-resurrection 
perspective of the author of the Fourth Gospel, it is expected that his use of truth 
terminology will reflect a certain development that is absent in the Rule. The 
following tables represent the linguistic combinations of avlh,qeia in the Gospel 
of John and tma in the Rule.
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Syntagmatic relations Reference Paradigmatic relations Translation

1. Substantives 
connected with 
conjunction

a. Paratactic 
relationships

ca,rij plh,rhj ca,ritoj kai. avlhqei,aj
h` ca,rij kai. h` avlh,qeia

1:14
1:17

Full of grace and truth
Grace and truth

zwh, h` avlh,qeia kai. h` zwh, 14:6 The truth and the life

b. Epexegetical 
relationships

pneu/ma vEn pneu,mati kai. avlhqei,a| 4:23, 24 In Spirit, that is, in truth

o`do,j h` o`do.j kai. h` avlh,qeia 14:6 The way, namely the truth

2. Verb combinations gi,nomai h` avlh,qeia . . . evge,neto 1 :17 Truth . . . came

 poie,w o` de. poiw/n th.n avlh,qeian 3:21 o` fau/la pra,sswn (antonym: 
the one who practices 
wickedness)
Metaphorical : fw/j (light) 
and sko,toj (darkness)

But the one who practices 
truth

marture,w memartu,rhken th/| avlhqei,a|\
i[na marturh,sw th/| avlhqei,a|

5 :33
18 :37

He has testified to the truth
In order that I might testify 
to the truth

ginw,skw gnw,sesqe th.n avlh,qeian 8:32 tw/| lo,gw| tw/| evmw/| (my word) You will know the truth

evleuqero,w h` avlh,qeia evleuqerw,sei 8:32 tw/| lo,gw| tw/| evmw/| (my word) The truth will set you free

Table 1: Linguistic Combinations of avlh,qeia in the Gospel of  John
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lale,w / 
le,gw

th.n avlh,qeian u`mi/n lela,lhka 8:40 to. yeu/doj (antonym: lie, 
falsehood)
o` lo,goj (the word)

[a man] who has told you 
the truth

o[ti th.n avlh,qeian le,gw
eiv avlh,qeian le,gw
avllV evgw. th.n avlh,qeian le,gw u`mi/n

8:45
8 :46
16 :7

Because I tell the truth
If I speak the truth
But I tell you the truth

ei=mi evgw, eivmi . . . h` avlh,qeia 14:6 h` o`do,j (the way) I am . . . the truth

ei=mi o` lo,goj o` so.j avlh,qeia, evstin 17:17 o` lo,goj o` so,j  (your word) Your word is truth

ei=mi o` w’n evk th/j avlhqei,aj 18:37 evk tou/ ko,smou tou,tou 
(antithetical : of this world)

[Everyone] who is of the 
truth

ei=mi ti, evstin avlh,qeiaÈ 18:38 What is truth?

3. Prepositional phrases evn evn pneu,mati kai. avlhqei,a| 4 :23, 24 In spirit and truth

evn evn th/| avlhqei,a| ouvk e;sthken 8 :44 He does not stand in the 
truth

[eivj]/evn [eivj]/evn th/| avlhqei,a| pa,sh| 16:13 Into all truth

evn evn th/| avlhqei,a| 17 :17 o` ko,smoj (antithetical: the world)
o` lo,goj o` so,j  (your word)

In the truth

evk evk th/j avlhqei,aj 18 :37 evk tou/ ko,smou tou,tou 
(antithetical : of this world)

Of the truth

4. Genitive relationships to. pneu/ma th/j avlhqei,aj 14:17
15:26
16:13

o` para,klhtoj (the paraclete) The Spirit of truth

Table 1: Linguistic Combinations of avlh,qeia in the Gospel of  John
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Syntagmatic relations Reference Paradigmatic relations Translation

1. Paratactic 
relationships with 
other substantives

hqdc hqdcw tma twX[lw 1:5–6a [r (antonym: evil)
Metaphorical : rwa 
(light), $Xwx (antithetical: 
darkness)

In order to do truth and justice

qydcw tmaÎ yqwxb yrqÐ wntklb 1.25b–26a Antithetical: (acted 
sinfully, transgressed, 
sinned, committed evil)

Inasmuch as we walk [. . . ] truth and 
just [. . . ]

hqdc . . . dxy tma twX[l 5.3–4 To achieve truth together . . . and 
justice

hqdcw tma twX[l 8.2 To do truth and justice

jpXm jpXmw . . . tma twX[lw 1:5–6a [r (antonym: evil)
Metaphorical : rwa 
(light), $Xwx (antithetical: 
darkness)

In order to do truth . . . and 
uprightness

jpXmw . . . dxy tma twX[l 5.3–4 To achieve truth together . . . and 
uprightness

jpXmw . . . tma twX[l 8.2 [r (antonym: evil) To do truth . . . and uprightness

lw[ lw[hw tmah twxwr 3.18b–19 Metaphorical : rwa 
(light), $Xwx (antithetical: 
darkness)

Spirits of truth and injustice/
perversity/deceit

hwn[ hwn[w dxy tma twX[l

hwn[w tÎ~Ðab

5.3–4
5.25

To achieve truth together and humility
In truth and in meekness 

Table 2: Linguistic Combinations of tma in the Rule
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tbha dsx tbhaw . . . dxy tma twX[l
dsx

dsx tbhaw . . . tÎ~Ðab
dsx tbhaw . . . tma twX[l

5.3–4
5.25
8.2

To achieve truth together and
 . . . compassionate love
In truth . . . and in compassionate love
To do truth . . . and compassionate 
love

~ymt larXyb tmaw ~ymt tyb 8.9 –10 A house of perfection and truth in 
Israel

alp tmaw alp yzr 9.18 Mysteries of wonder and of truth

2. Verb combinations hX[ tma twX[lw

dxy tma twX[l

tma twX[l

1:5–6a
5.3
8.2

[r (antonym: evil)
Metaphorical : rwa 
(light), $Xwx (antithetical: 
darkness)
lw[ (antonym: injustice/
perversity/
deceit

In order to do truth
In order to achieve truth together
To do truth

$rb taw . . . ~ykrbm ~yywlhw
wtma yX[m lwk

1.19 And the Levites shall bless . . . and all 
the works of his faithfulness

dgb tmab dwgbl 7.18 To betray the truth

$lh tdmÔÔÙÖÖb lwk ~[ $lhthlw

tmah

8.4 To walk with everyone in the measure 
of the truth

!wk tmab dxyh tc[ÔÔhÖÖ hnwkn 8.5 The community council shall be 
founded on truth

Understood 

hyh

wyX[m lwk tmaw 10.17 All his [God’s] deeds or works are 
truth
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jpX ynjpX wtma tqdcb 11.14a He will judge me in the justice of his 

truth

hyh  [ls hayh la tma ayk

ym[p 

11.4b–5a For the truth of God is the rock of 
my steps

3. Object of 
preposition

l wtmal ~ybdnh lwkw 1.11–12 la yqwx (the decrees of 
God), wtma yqwx ((decrees of 
his truth)

All those who submit freely to his 
truth

t[d yzr tmal abxw 4.6 (A spirit . . .) of concealment 
concerning the truth of the mysteries 
of knowledge.

wtmal dxy ~ybdntmh 5.10 . . . who freely volunteer together for 
this truth

tmal bwXl 6.15 In order to revert to the truth

~lw[ tmal Xdwq xwr 9.3–4 (In order to establish) a spirit of 
holiness in truth eternal

b la yqwx tmab 1.11–12 la yqwx (the decrees of 
God), wtma yqwx ((decrees of 
his truth)

In the truth of the decrees of God

wtmab 3.7–8a [Xr (antonym: wickedness) In his [God’s] truth

tmab Xya tlxn 4.24–26 Metaphorical: rwa
(light)

(In agreement with) man’s inheritance 
in the truth

tÎ~Ðab 5.25 (Reproach one another) in truth

Table 2: Linguistic Combinations of tma in the Rule
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tmah tdmÔÔÙÖÖb 8.4 Measure of truth

4. Construct 
relationships

!b tma ynb 4.6 Metaphorical:
rwa ynb (sons of light)

Sons of truth 

qx la yqwx tmab 1.11–12 wtma yqwx ((decrees of his 
truth)

In the truth of the decrees of God

hX[m tma yX[m 1.19 Works of his [God’s] faithfulness

dxy tma dxyb 2.24 la dxy (community of 
God)

In a community of truth

wtma dxÎyb rwb[yÐ awl 2.26 Antonym: [Xr 
(wickedness)
Metaphorical uses: rwa
(light)

Shall not enter the community of his 
truth

Antithetical: $Xx 
(darkness)

xwr tmah xwr 3.18b–19
4.20–22

wtma $alm

(angel of his truth); xwr 
Xdwq (spirit of holiness)

Spirit of truth

Antithetical: lw[h xwr 
(spirit of perversity)

Metaphorical: (3.25)
rwa xwr (spirit of light)

Antithetical: $Xwx xwr 
(spirit of darkness), $alm 
$Xwx
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(angel of darkness), hdn 
(impurity)

qdc tma qdc ykrd 4.2–3.a Antithetical: twlyl[
hlw[ (deeds of perversity/
wickedness)
hlw[ tlXmm

(dominion of injustice/ 
perversity/wickedness)

Paths of righteousness, namely of 
truth

tma ykrd 4.17 Paths of truth

!b tma ynb 4.5 Antithetical: lw[ 
(perversity/wickedness/
deceit)

Sons of truth

dswm tma dswm 5.5 Foundation of truth

tyb larXyb tmah tyblw 5.6 And for the house of truth in Israel

larXyb tmaw ~ymt tyb 8.9–10 House of perfection and truth in Israel

hdm tmah tdmÔÔÙÖÖb 8.4 In the measure of truth

d[ tma yd[ 8.6 Witnesses of truth

t[d tma t[d 9.17 Truthful knowledge

zr tmaw alp yzr 9.18 Mysteries of wonder and truth

la la tma 11.4b–5a Truth of God

hqdc wtma tqdcb 11.14 In the justice of his truth

Table 2: Linguistic Combinations of tma in the Rule
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The contents of the tables above reveal that in both the Gospel and the Rule, 
‘truth’ is found in a number of linguistic combinations. The various paradigmatic 
relationships identified help to clarify how the author(s) intended ‘truth’ to be 
understood in its various contexts.
1) With other substantives: these are generally paratactic relationships, but in 
some cases epexegetical relationships are evident.
2) With verbs: in most cases, the substantive ‘truth’ functions as the direct object 
in relation to the verb or verbal form (in some instances participles function as 
verbs). The verb ‘to do’ appears in both documents, but, unlike the Rule, the 
Gospel also includes a number of verbs of saying.
3) With prepositions: ‘truth’ functions as the object of various prepositions in 
both documents. While both documents use the preposition ‘in,’ the Gospel also 
uses ‘of’ and the Rule uses ‘to/for.’
4) In genitive relationships: the Rule displays a greater variety of these relation-
ships. The expression ‘spirit of truth’ is common to both documents.
 Within these linguistic relationships, truth terminology in both documents 
(albeit with some nuances) is used in a number of  ways and at different 
levels.1

1) Keeping in mind the polysemic nature of words, the meaning of ‘truth’ that 
surfaces from the various contexts is ‘reality,’ faithfulness and reliability, and that 
which is conformed to fact and opposed to falsehood or deceit. The two levels 
of meaning, ‘unmarked’ and less frequently used, are naturally to be determined 
on the basis of frequency of use in the respective documents. In some contexts, 
more than one meaning is intended.
2) The figurative meanings in both documents fall under the following categories: 
comparison, contrast, personal figures and association and relation.2

3) The referents in different contexts include: divine revelation, a sphere of 
operation for sanctification, a sphere of operation for worship, a sphere of 
belonging, an aspect of pneumatology, and finally Jesus Christ. Understandably, 
this last applies only to the Gospel.
 These categories will be analyzed more closely in the following section and the 
impact (if  any) of the Hebrew Old Testament and Septuagint, the literature of 
the Second Temple period, and the early Christian writings (the New Testament) 
assessed.

Meaning of ‘Truth’

‘Truth’ as ‘Reality’

‘Truth’ carries the sense of ‘reality’ in various instances in the Gospel. In 
some contexts, especially where verbs of speaking abound, it is understood as 
‘eschatological reality’ (cf. 8:40, 45). Similarly, ‘truth’ as reality is sometimes 
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found in the Hebrew Old Testament and Septuagint and in Jewish writings of 
the Second Temple period. In some cases, it is contrasted against that which is 
deceptive or merely illusory. This is particularly evident in Philo. With regard 
to the Christian literature, Paul’s use of avlh,qeia in Rom 1:25 may also reflect 
this use.
 However, while in John the aspect of ultimate ‘reality’ is understood in 
terms of the coming of Jesus Christ and the salvation-historical significance of 
all he represents, in the Rule the sense of the completeness and ‘reality’ of this 
revelation is provided by the function of the Teacher of Righteousness, who is 
given the authority to interpret Scripture for the community.

‘Truth’ as Faithfulness and Reliability

vAlh,qeia in John is also used in the sense of faithfulness and reliability. Particularly 
in the Prologue, this aspect of God’s character is emphasized with regard to his 
full and final revelatory act of sending his son, Jesus Christ. The paratactic 
combination with ca,rij (“grace”) clarifies this understanding. Likewise, in the 
Rule, tma is often used with reference to the faithfulness, reliability and trust-
worthiness of God, in which case it is generally descriptive of his character 
and deeds. In both sources, paratactic combination with other substantives that 
reflect moral qualities is not uncommon. In at least one context in the Rule, 
this use of ‘truth’ is found with a verb of speaking, $rb (“to bless”), where the 
Levites bless the works of God’s faithfulness. Charlesworth suggests that the 
combination of ‘truth’ with ‘grace’ as opposed to the biblical correlative concept 
‘glory’ (e.g. Ps 84:11; Eph 1:6) or ‘favor’ (e.g. Est 2:17; Gen 6:8ff; 19:19) raises the 
possibility that John was influenced by the pattern of thought in this Qumran 
text as opposed to the Old Testament.3 However, as noted in the discussion of the 
Prologue of John, ‘grace and truth’ are frequently used together to describe the 
character of God in the Old Testament and hence it is unnecessary to postulate 
a Qumran source for this combination.4

 tm,a//avlh,qeia, reflecting the meaning faithfulness and reliability, is used 
often in the Hebrew Old Testament and Septuagint, although the Septuagint 
sometimes translates this with “righteousness.” When it is used with reference 
to God, it generally refers to an aspect of his character. It is also frequently 
used of the activity of God, as well as of his word. This quality of faithfulness 
is not confined to God alone. Sometimes, it is used with reference to people, 
inanimate objects as well as abstract concepts. In many instances, it is found 
in combination with moral qualities such as justice, righteousness, judgment, 
and is also frequently combined with wisdom and understanding. This is 
also reflected in Jewish writings of the Second Temple period. The use in the 
Gospel is most likely reminiscent of the Old Testament understanding of the 
character of God.
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‘Truth’ as Conformity to Fact

vAlh,qeia in John is sometimes used dualistically, in both legal and non-legal 
contexts, to reflect that which conforms to fact and is opposed to lies or falsehood. 
In these contexts, the term is frequently the object of verbs of speaking such as 
marture,w, lale,w and le,gw. tma in the Rule also functions similarly, but rather 
than falsehood, injustice, perversity, deceit, as well as impurity are its functional 
opposites.
 This use of ‘truth’ as conformity to fact is also evident in the Hebrew Old 
Testament and Septuagint and in Jewish writings of the Second Temple period, 
where ‘truth’ is often the object of a verb of speaking. In these cases, while it 
is often used in contrast to falsehood or deception, it also stands in contrast to 
a number of negative terms such as deceit, error, falsehood, guile, lie, vanity, 
wickedness and their cognates. This use is not confined to everyday contexts, but 
is found in legal contexts as well. What is usually at stake is the veracity of one’s 
words or actions, or even whether or not a charge can be substantiated. Early 
Christian literature also reflects a similar use of avlh,qeia, generally signifying 
an antithesis to falsehood and deceit. It frequently occurs with verbs such as 
le,gw (“say”) dida,skw (“teach”), katalamba,nw (“grasp/comprehend”). Like the 
tradition of which it is a part, it refers to the veracity of a communication, both 
divine as well as human, and reflects the correspondence between word and deed. 
It is likely that John developed his use from this common tradition as well.
 In addition, some instances in the Hebrew Old Testament and Septuagint, 
and in Jewish writings of the Second Temple period have the added sense of the 
contrast between concealment and non-concealment. Early Christian literature 
also reflects this contrast such that avlh,qeia sometimes refers to full disclosure. 
This use is not found in the Rule. ‘Truth’ used to signify total disclosure is 
particularly significant for John’s understanding of Jesus (who is avlh,qeia) in 
terms of the full revelation of the Father. Through Jesus, God has provided a full 
disclosure of himself.

Figurative Meaning

There are a number of figurative meanings attached to tma/avlh,qeia in both the 
Gospel and the Rule. In some contexts, particularly where verbs of speaking are 
employed (for instance marture,w, lale,w, le,gw), avlh,qeia exhibits a clear use of 
metonymy, because it also refers to the ultimate truth that is mediated through 
Christ. Hence, it is not merely understood as conforming to fact. In at least one 
instance, personification is used to represent avlh,qeia as a liberator (John 8:32). 
Similarly, in the Rule, the authors use the figurative language of personification 
to describe the rising up of tma and an end to its defilement forever (4.19). In 
the verse following, they state that God will refine and purify man wtmab (“by his 
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truth”; cf. 4.20). However, while in both cases ‘truth’ is personified, the Rule does 
not represent ‘truth’ as a liberator from sin.
 In metaphorical terms, the use of truth terminology in the literature surveyed 
reveals that ‘truth,’ is often equated with light while which is opposed to it is 
equated with darkness. Charlesworth concedes that this light/darkness motif  was 
common in John’s day, often used to describe the contrast between good and 
evil in many writings (e.g. Bk. Noah 108:11–15; T. Zeb. 9:8; T. Levi 2:8–3:1; 1 En 
58:5f.; 2 Bar.17:4–18:2; 48:50; 59:2). Light and darkness is also used to represent 
powers or spheres to which people belong (2 En. 30.15; T. Naph. 2.10; T. Levi 
19.1) and is also viewed as being or causing ethical qualities (T. Levi. 17.6–7; T. 
Benj. 5.2; 6.4; T. Gad 5.7). However, he argues that none of the authors of these 
texts emphasize this motif  to the extent seen in the Rule and John.5 For instance, 
the Rule applies this imagery to the community, identifying its members as ynb 
rwa (“sons of light”) contrasted with $Xwx ynb (“sons of darkness”). While John 
does not have the contrasting ‘sons of darkness,’ he does identify believers as ui`oi. 
fwto,j (“sons of light”).6 These are regarded in contrast to the rest who are evk tou/ 
ko,smou (“of the world”) and evk tou/ diabo,lou (“of the devil”). The Gospel also has 
the unique designation of Jesus as “the light” (Prologue; 8:12; 9:5).
 Although the light/darkness motif  appears to be strikingly similar in both the 
Gospel and the Rule, this may in itself  prove nothing. Knibb accurately points 
out that, “[t]he symbolic use of the terms ‘light’ and ‘darkness’ is entirely natural 
in itself  and finds many parallels of various kinds in biblical writings (e.g. Isa 
9:2; Ps 107:10, 14; Jn 8:12; 9:5),”7 and hence it need not be seen as confined only 
to the Qumran mode of thought. Light is frequently associated with wisdom 
and the Law. For instance, Test. Naph. 2.7 ff. uses the metaphor ‘works of light’ 
synonymously with right conduct (i.e. acting in accordance with the order God 
has ordained). In Ps 119:105, light is used for God’s Word (the Law). Apocalyptic 
literature has a much clearer use of this metaphor (cf. Bar. 4.2; 4 Ezra 14.20–21, 
certain passages in T. 12 Patr. e.g. T. Reub. 3.8; T. Levi 14.3–4; 19.1; T. Ash. 5.1–6.3, 
others in 2 Bar.).8 Light and darkness are also used as metaphors for the realms of 
good and evil. Aune notes that, “[t]his ethical dualism of light and darkness finds 
a parallel in the dualistic language of conversion, found in both early Christian 
and early Jewish texts, language which explicitly or implicitly alludes to the 
cosmological language of Gen 1:2–5.”9 One cannot therefore discount a common 
dependence on the Hebrew Bible and general Jewish tradition.
 As do Aune and Knibb above, Bauckham notes that this contrast of light and 
darkness is the most obvious of dualisms observable in the natural world. Noting 
that most, and perhaps even all, cultural traditions have used it metaphorically to 
signify knowledge and ignorance, truth and error, good and evil, life and death, 
he goes on to point out the usage of this very imagery in the Hebrew Bible and 
in Second Temple Jewish literature. In his view, arguing as Charlesworth and 
others do, that a connection must be present because both John and the Qumran 
texts place a greater emphasis on this imagery is insufficient. He identifies sources 
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in the Hebrew Bible and parallels in Second Temple Jewish literature, noting 
the significance of the light/darkness imagery in Genesis (1:3–5), the image of 
a light shining in the darkness to give light, as well as the Torah as a light for 
people, Christ as the light reflecting Isa 9:1[2], and the association of Jesus with 
the light symbolism of the Feast of Tabernacles (7:37–39). He concludes that 
“the dominant picture of light and darkness in the Fourth Gospel results from 
creative exegetical fusion about the Jewish primordial light of the first day of 
creation and messianic interpretation of the prophecies of eschatological light,” 
and hence it is unnecessary to attribute it to any influence from Qumran.10 In 
addition, given that the expression ‘sons of light’ is found in the New Testament 
(cf. Luke 16:8; 1 Thess 5:5; te,kna fwto,j in Eph 5:8 which is a somewhat similar 
expression), one cannot rule out a dependence on Christian tradition.11

 While this is accurate, what is significant is that only in John and Qumran 
is this contrast between light and darkness presented within the context of a 
modified dualism with certain technical terms that appear to be shared by both 
documents.12 Both the dualism and the terminology are shared by John and 
Qumran, and both these documents make use of the symbolism of light and 
darkness to communicate this dualistic relationship. Of additional significance 
is the absence of the expressions ‘sons of light’ and ‘sons of darkness’ in the Old 
Testament and in Rabbinic literature.13 This at least raises the possibility that 
John may have acquired this terminology from the Qumran linguistic matrix.14 
Metso raises the question of whether the dualistic ideas can be explained through 
the affinities with the Old Testament (e.g. Gen 1–3; Num 27:16; 1 Sam 10:10; 
16:14–16; 1 Kgs 22:21–23; 2 Kgs 19:7), with other Qumranic writings (e.g. 1QM, 
some psalms of 1QH), or even as a reflection of the beliefs of some Jewish and 
pre-Christian circles (e.g. Jub. 7–12; Sir 33; 42; 1 En. 2–5; 41–48; T. 12 Patr., e.g. 
T. Jud. 20:1–4, T. Ash. 1:3 ff., 3–6; T. Benj. 4:1 ff.); or even some early Christian 
writings, and concludes that these do not reflect as great a parallel as does 1QS.15 
Hence while those who affirm an influence from the Hebrew Bible and general 
Jewish tradition are largely accurate, this does not in itself  rule out the conclusion 
that John used the Qumran model to conceptualize this dualistic relationship 
between light and darkness.
 A significant difference, however, is that the Qumran community viewed 
darkness as disobedience to the Law, whereas John understood darkness in terms 
of the rejection of Jesus Christ, who is himself  the light. Another important 
distinction is that whereas the Gospel calls people to believe in the light, the 
scrolls assume that the members of the community are already in the light.16 In 
addition, it should be noted that whereas the Rule reflects a conflict between two 
spirits, John describes a conflict that is between the world and its ruler, children of 
light and children of darkness. These are not two spirits ruling over two distinct 
classes of people, but rather all are human beings in darkness, who are invited to 
come into the light, by the Light himself, Jesus Christ.17 Moreover, the psycho-
logical function of the two spirits warring in an individual is not represented 



 Comparative Analysis of Truth Terminology in the Two Documents 177

in John. This is unlike the Synoptic Gospels which frequently speak of demon 
possession and exorcisms.18 The coming of the light also represents a realized 
eschatology that is not reflective of Qumran theology.19 Nevertheless, even given 
these differences, the use of the light/darkness imagery and the expression ‘sons 
of light’ are illuminated by the Rule’s use within a similar dualistic paradigm.

Referential Use

‘Truth’ as Divine Revelation

In the Gospel of John, avlh,qeia is used to refer to the full and final/ultimate 
revelation of the redemptive purpose of God. This sense of completeness is 
further communicated by the expression plh,rhj ca,ritoj kai. avlhqei,aj (1:14) which 
describes the logosÅ tma in the Rule is also used in a revelatory sense. The view of 
‘truth’ as eternal (9.4–5) and the understanding that God himself  is the author 
of ‘truth’ that surfaces throughout the Rule clarifies its divine origins. Given that 
the Gospel and the Rule share a common Jewish heritage, it is understood that 
the revelation referred to in both documents is mediated by means of Scripture 
that is common to both. In the Hebrew Old Testament and Septuagint, as well 
as the literature of the Second Temple period, tm,a//avlh,qeia also refers to divine 
revelation. This may either be a body of knowledge (namely Scripture), that leads 
one to a deeper understanding of God and his law, precepts, commandments and 
ordinances, or it may refer to that which one utters. God as the author of ‘truth’ 
is a perspective that is also represented in this literature.
 vAlh,qeia as revelation is also used in the Gospel in relation to the content 
of faith of the newly constituted people of God. It is also referred to as Jesus’ 
word or his message (o` lo,goj o` so,j; cf. 17:17). As the content of faith, the gospel 
message, it is both an object to be known as well as that which effects liberation 
(cf. 8:32 and the use of the verbs ginw,skw and evleuqero,w). tma in the Rule is also 
used in a similar sense to refer to the content of faith for those in the community. 
la yqwx (“decrees of God”) and ‘truth’ are equated in the Rule (cf. 1QS 1.11–12), 
and the phrase tmaw alp yzr (“mysteries of wonder and truth”) is used to refer to 
that which is revealed to the community in the Law. Indeed, the purpose of the 
community was to be established on ‘truth’, that is, the Law, and members of 
the community were expected to submit to it. The Rule therefore emphasizes the 
Law of God revealed through Moses and the prophets, as well as that which has 
been revealed through the Teacher of righteousness and the sages. The Hebrew 
Old Testament and Septuagint, and the Jewish writings of the Second Temple 
period also refer to the content of faith in terms of a body of knowledge that is 
knowable and that leads one to a deeper understanding of God and his will. In 
a number of contexts, ‘truth’ is found in an equative relationship with the Law 
(or Torah), which reflects that the Law is to be considered not only reliable and 
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trustworthy, but is to be regarded as divine revelation.20 Aspects that are empha-
sized include its origin from God as well as its eternal nature. It is considered the 
embodiment of God’s wise and merciful pattern for human life.
 All these ideas are present in John’s conception. In the case of the Gospel, 
however, the referent is not generally the Law but the redemptive content of 
that which has been revealed in and through Jesus, the gospel message. This is 
reflected in 1:17 where the semantic relationship between avlh,qeia and o` no,moj is 
understood as dyadic contrastive. John’s more specialized use is found in early 
Christian literature where it is sometimes used to refer to the gospel message. In 
these contexts, it frequently signifies divine revelation that has a salvific purpose 
and is regarded as an object to be known (cf. 1 Tim 4:3). Where it is found in 
relation to the words of Jesus, avlh,qeia implies the divine authority of the speaker.
 With regard to embodied ‘truth’ as revelation, John regards Jesus Christ as 
the ‘truth’ that leads to the salvation of mankind. Schnackenburg points out that, 
“[f]or John, Jesus is not only an interpreter of the old revelation and a teacher 
of truth, but also becomes himself, through his all-embracing direct revelation 
of the Father, the way through which we reach the Father.”21 For the Qumran 
community, it is the sages and the teachers that unveil the ‘truth’ of the Torah and 
apply it to their contemporary situation. However, unlike the Gospel, this ‘truth’ 
is exclusive, to be kept from all outsiders. What is significant is that both the Rule 
and John’s Gospel retained the idea of the historical revelation of the one true 
God. However, both understood it in different ways.
 ‘Truth’ as revelation is also featured in terms of  wisdom and God’s hidden 
plan or salvation in other writings of  Qumran (cf. 1QH 1.26–27; 7.26–27; 
10.4–5; 11.4; 1QHab 7.8).22 In these occurrences, there is the understanding 
that God unveils his mysteries or plan, so that it is possible to come to a 
knowledge of  his intent. However, the knowledge and wisdom to be found in 
the Law comprise secrets that are to be revealed only to the initiated, those who 
constitute the ‘true Israel.’ The Prologue also displays a prominent wisdom 
motif  (cf. logos concept), and the Gospel as a whole presents Jesus as crucial 
to God’s plan of  salvation. However, this use is also evident in the sapiential 
and apocalyptic literature of  the Old Testament (cf. Prov 23:23; Sir 4:28; Wis 
6:22 Dan 10:21), and there is therefore no need to postulate a dependence on 
Qumran thought.

‘Truth’ as a Sphere of Operation for Sanctification

vAlh,qeia in the Gospel also refers to the sphere of operation in which believers are 
to function for sanctification, a sphere that is opposed to the world. This is also a 
sphere or realm that stands in opposition to the devil and all he represents. In the 
Rule, tma is also used to refer to the sphere of operation of those who are rightly 
related to God by virtue of being in a special covenant relationship with him. In 
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this case, it is conformity and submission to the Law and its interpretation that 
are in view, as this is evidenced in outward acts of uprightness and purity. This 
conformity is vertical (toward God) and horizontal (toward fellow members of 
the community).23 In numerous instances where upright action is the focus, tma is 
found in paratactic relationships with moral qualities such as justice, uprightness, 
humility, meekness, compassionate love and seemly behaviour.
 In both contexts, the typically Semitic expression ‘to do, practice or achieve 
the truth’ (ò̀ poiw/n avlh,qeian, tma twX[l) is expressed in a strikingly similar linguistic 
combination (John 3:21 cf. 1 John 1:6; 1QS 1.5–6a, 5.3; 8.2, 9 cf. 1QHab 7:11–12).24 
This expression has at least two explicit paradigmatic relationships in the Gospel—
the antithetical ò fau/la pra,sswn (“those who practice evil”) and the metaphorical 
imagery of light and darkness. In the Rule, this linguistic combination, “to do the 
truth,” is also found severally in the Qumran literature as an expression for faithful 
participation in the elect desert community.25 The frequency of use in the Qumran 
literature is noteworthy and suggests that upright conduct in the community was 
highly valued. Hence, tma is frequently understood as defining a way of life that is 
opposed to [r (“evil”), [Xr (“wickedness”) and lw[ (“injustice/perversity/deceit”) and 
that is conformed to God’s revelation and the Teacher’s interpretation in the Law.26 
Indeed, ‘paths of truth’ are in essence ‘paths of righteousness.’ The community is 
also referred to as a house of perfection and truth in Israel (cf. 8.9–10), a label that 
captures the ethical standards of perfection required of its members.
 As in the Gospel and the Rule, tm,a//avlh,qeia in the Hebrew Old Testament 
and Septuagint also defines the sphere of  operation for those who fear God 
and live according to his Law. This category reflects the understanding that 
God’s people are to live upright lives, characterized by honesty and integrity, 
and reflecting the standards that he has set, indeed to which he adheres, in all his 
dealings with mankind. References to the ‘way of truth’ or even ‘walking in God’s 
truth’ are common (for instance, Gen 24:48; Ps 25:4–5, 19; 119:30). In some 
instances, it is used in an attributive relationship to describe upright individuals. 
However, in some texts, ‘truth’ may simply be an adherence to ethical values, 
while in others it signifies sincerity. Sometimes the verbs evrga,zomai (to work; cf. 
Sir 7:20) or even %l;h’/poreu,omai (to walk, conduct oneself; cf. Ps 86:11 [85:11]) are 
used with the same sense. The latter occurs frequently in 1 John.
 Jewish literature of the Second Temple period also combines tm,a//avlh,qeia with 
a number of moral qualities such as piety, holiness, purity, honesty and right-
eousness, to define a sphere of operation that conforms to the ethical standards 
required by God. In some contexts, it is contrasted with injustice and iniquity/
wickedness (cf. 1 En. 10:16). In some instances, it is used with the verb hX[ (to do) 
to refer to the conduct expected of those that follow the Law (cf. T. Ash. 3:1 f; T. 
Benj. 10:3). While specific acts of conformity to the Law are generally the issue, 
a more general sense is sometimes intended.
 In early Christian literature, avlh,qeia is used to refer to a sphere of operation for 
those whose lives have been transformed by Christ. This is evidenced in an outward 
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manifestation of positive character qualities that include uprightness and integrity. 
In some contexts it is found in paratactic relationships with moral qualities such as 
goodness and righteousness (cf. Eph 5:9). It is also used in the sense of faithfulness, 
particularly with regard to believers, as well as to indicate an attitude of genuineness 
and purity that is opposed to malice and wickedness. The precise linguistic combi-
nation ‘to do truth’ is not found in the New Testament, although Gal 5:7, where 
avlh,qeia is the direct object of the verb pei,qw (“to obey”), may approximate John’s use.
 In that the phrase, ‘to do the truth,’ signifies commitment of life, its use in the 
Rule is very similar to the Johannine use. However, in the Gospel, the emphasis 
is not on conformity to an interpreted Law and the avoidance of those outside of 
the community, but rather on the outward expression of an inward conversion. 
And even while ‘truth’ functions as a medium of purification and sanctification 
in both documents (cf. John 17:17; 1QS 4.20–21),27 thus empowering its members 
to live in accordance with the standards required by God, the concept of deliv-
erance from sin by truth is absent in the Qumran community. Brown points out 
that “[i]t is not said that truth frees from sin but that it destroys sin.”28 This is in 
contrast to John 8:32, where avlh,qeia clearly plays a liberating role with regard to 
spiritual deliverance from sin.

‘Truth’ as a Sphere of Operation for Worship

vAlh,qeia in John also specifies the sphere of operation in which believers are to 
function for worship, which sphere is opposed to the world. Within this sphere, 
the attitudes that characterize one’s approach to the worship of God are also 
included. These are grounded in one’s knowledge of the ultimate revelation 
that has come in and through Jesus Christ, who is represented by John as the 
replacement of the temple and the new locus of worship. This is expressed in a 
qualificational-character-manner and setting-place semantic relationship (esp. 
4:23–24). While the linguistic combination ‘worship in spirit and truth’ does not 
occur in the Qumran literature, there is nevertheless a close relationship between 
John and Qumran with regard to worship. Brown writes,

Schnackenburg, “Anbetung,” has shown how the close connection between spirit and 
truth in the Qumran writings offers some interesting parallels to John’s thought. At 
Qumran in an eschatological context God pours forth His spirit on the sectarians and 
thus purifies them for His service. This spirit is the spirit of truth in the sense that it 
instructs the sectarians in divine knowledge, that is, the observance of the Law insisted 
on at Qumran (1 QS iv 19–22). The purity thus obtained turns the community into the 
temple of God, ‘a house of holiness for Israel, and assembly of the Holy of Holies for 
Aaron’ (viii 5–6, ix 3–5). We may well have here the background making intelligible 
Jesus’ remarks about worship in Spirit and truth replacing worship at the Temple.29

The involvement of the Spirit in worship is clearly emphasized in both documents.
 A second similarity with regard to worship is found in the expectations 
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regarding the temple. Like the prophets before them, the Qumranites were 
dissatisfied with temple practices and looked forward to a replacement temple, an 
expected eschatological temple that would satisfy their standards of purity.30 This 
expectation is also expressed in the Gospel. However, while the expectation in 
the Rule is of another physical temple, the Gospel points to Jesus himself  as the 
spiritual replacement. Nevertheless, there is a sense in which the temple may have 
been regarded by the Qumranites as spiritual (present in the community itself) 
as well as physical (a future reality).31 Both the Gospel and the Rule therefore 
recognize that the temple extends beyond physical realities. The crucial difference 
is that in the Gospel, this reality is found in the person of Christ and not the 
community of believers. In addition, while worship in the Qumran community 
involved ritual purity, this requirement is absent in John and so there are some 
obvious differences.32

 The Hebrew Old Testament and Septuagint also use tm,a//avlh,qeia to define a 
sphere of operation with relation to worship. The Psalms frequently urge worship 
that is in sincerity and truth. This is indicative of the manner of worship and 
reflects that which is sincere, whole hearted, genuine and without guile. In a 
number of contexts, the Jewish writings of the Second Temple period use tm,a//
avlh,qeia to refer to a sphere of operation of worship that is genuine and sincere, 
and that is opposed to all spurious, inauthentic, false and fake forms. Similarly, in 
early Christian writings, believers are urged to celebrate the festival in ‘sincerity 
and truth,’ which refers to an attitude of genuineness and purity that is explicitly 
opposed to malice and wickedness. Thus, John appears to go beyond this under-
standing of worship. Even given the obvious differences with Qumran noted 
above, his use of the phrase ‘in spirit and truth’ more closely approximates the 
Qumran understanding of the presence and function of the Spirit in worship.

‘Truth’ as a Sphere of Belonging

vAlh,qeia in John also refers to a sphere of belonging that is opposed to the world, 
with the world being understood as that which is hostile to God. It is also a 
quality that is found within those that belong to God, a quality that constitutes 
a core characteristic of their nature (cf. 1 John 1:8; 2:4) and that is by definition 
absent in the devil. In the Rule, members of the Qumran community are referred 
to as ‘sons of truth’ and ‘sons of righteousness’ (in opposition to ‘sons’ or ‘men 
of perversity’), signifying not only the character of the community, but more 
so that they belong to the realm of divine truth. The phrase ‘witnesses of truth’ 
identifies the members of the community as those who display a wholehearted 
devotion to the truth (cf. 1QS 8.6). The emphasis is on the content of witnessing, 
the divine truth upon which the community is founded, namely the Law.33 tma 
and dxy (community) also frequently occur together in a relationship that is 
indicative of the covenant relationship between the community and God.34 The 
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linguistic combination (frequently a genitive relationship) points to a sphere of 
belonging that is characterized by divine truth. The phrases tma dswm (“foundation 
of truth”) and larXyb tmah tyb (“house of truth in Israel”) further clarify this (cf. 
5.5, 6). While these precise linguistic combinations are not found in the Gospel, 
the characteristically Semitic phrase used by John, o` w’n evk th/j avlhqei,aj, is partic-
ularly significant (cf. 1 John 1:6) and expresses the same idea of belonging. In 
Semitic thought, it conveys morally good action done according to God’s will.35

 tm,a//avlh,qeia in the Hebrew Old Testament and Septuagint, as well as in 
Jewish writings of the Second Temple period, is also used to refer to a sphere of 
belonging in which God reigns. In early Christian literature, avlh,qeia is used to 
refer to the church, thus defining the church as belonging to that sphere or realm 
in which God reigns. All the literature surveyed reveals that while the notion of 
a sphere of belonging is common, the construction o` w’n evk th/j avlhqei,aj is itself  
characteristically Johannine.36

‘Truth’ as an Aspect of Pneumatology

vAlh,qeia in John is used with reference to qualities inherent in the Holy Spirit (cf. 
14:17; 15:26; 16:13).37 In the Gospel, the Spirit of truth functions in a number 
of ways. He is the ‘truthful spirit,’ conveying only that which conforms to truth, 
thus disclosing prior teaching given by Jesus, illuminating it and making it under-
standable to the disciples (14:17). He also bears witness to the truth, namely the 
truth which Jesus is (15:26). The verbs evle,gcw (16:8) and o`dhge,w (16:13) commu-
nicate his role with regard to the conviction of the world (with respect to sin, 
righteousness and judgment), and his role of leading the disciples (with regard to 
the ultimate truth concerning Jesus), thus aiding them in the work of testifying 
in Jesus’ behalf. He therefore communicates ultimate revelation from God. The 
spirit of truth in the Rule appears to play somewhat similar roles. As a defining 
term, tma in the Rule is used to describe tmah hwr (the “spirit of truth”), who 
instructs and cleanses the members of the community (cf. 1 QS 3.18–19; 4.21, 
23). This instruction and guidance entails a gradual unveiling. This phrase is also 
found in one text of the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs (T. Jud. 20:1, 5) where 
it reflects the Two Ways Tradition. What is significant about this reference is that 
the role of the ‘spirit of truth’ is that of testifying as well as accusing individuals.
 Davies points out that although the Hebrew Old Testament and Septuagint 
use the phrases ‘God of truth’ (cf. Ps 31:5 [LXX]; Est 4:40), ‘lo,goj of  truth’ (cf. 
Ps 119:43, 160 [LXX]), Spirit of God (cf. Gen 1:2; 8:1; 41:38; Num 23:6; 24:2; I 
Kgs 10:10), the Spirit of the Lord (cf. Judg 3:10; 6:34; 11:29; Wis 1:7; Mic 3:8), 
the divine Spirit of Wisdom (cf. Exod 31:3; 35:31; Wis 1:6; 7:7), the Spirit of life 
(cf. Gen 6:17; 7:15; Ezek 10:17) and even associates spirit and truth (Num 24:2–3 
and Isa 42:1–3), the phrase ‘spirit of truth’ is itself  absent.38 The fact that this 
linguistic combination is not found in the Hebrew Old Testament and Septuagint 
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(and in other portions of the New Testament) is striking, particularly given 
John’s rather developed use of this phrase.
 In terms of the activity of the S/spirit of truth, both the Rule and John’s 
Gospel show a clear parallel. In addition, the linguistic combination is strikingly 
similar. In both texts, the S/spirit of truth has the role of helping the members of 
the community and also plays a forensic role. Lincoln objects to a hypothesis that 
links the two on the basis that whereas the two spirits reflect the good and evil 
inclinations in human beings, the Spirit in this context is clearly the Spirit of God, 
who is not conceived of as already being within humans.39 While he is largely 
accurate, his last point is diluted by the fact that John speaks of a future time 
when the Spirit would be found in believers (cf. 14:16–17). Moreover, as Price 
observes, “[t]he only certain, pre-Christian parallel to this assignment of forensic 
activity to ‘the Spirit of Truth’ is found in the Qumran documents,” consequently 
“the Qumran complex of ideas which defines the Spirit both as a God-appointed, 
cosmic-defender and advocate, and as a witness within certain men to ‘the truth’ 
(a spirit which opposes the spirit of deceit in the sons of darkness) affords a 
particularly close analogy to the forensic activities of John’s parakletos.”40

 Charlesworth suggests that in the dualistic treaty of 1QS 3.13–4.26 the four 
shared linguistic formulae, two of which are particularly relevant for this work, 
suggest a strong correlation between John and the Qumran text: spirit of truth, 
Holy Spirit (or spirit of holiness in the Rule), sons of light, and eternal life.41 
These formulae are strikingly similar to the Qumran use. On the other hand, 
even given the similar linguistic combination, ‘spirit of truth,’ Davies argues that 
both the Qumran community and John independently developed the meaning 
for this phrase from Scripture. She suggests that for the Qumran community, 
the spirit of truth has the role of enabling members of the community to live 
upright and holy lives in accordance with the Law. In this context, tma in this 
phrase therefore signifies fidelity, which she sees as the primary use in the Old 
Testament Scriptures. With regard to the Gospel, she argues that John envisioned 
Jesus as “the revealer of the true way for people to live” and for this reason 
identified him with Truth (cf. John 14:6), “so that his Spirit, another Paraclete, is 
described as the Spirit of Truth.”42 While this may be a plausible explanation, it 
is also possible that the source for this terminology is to be found in the religious 
milieu of the time. This is bolstered by the fact that while the expression ‘spirit 
of truth’ is absent in the Old Testament and Septuagint, it was not uncommon 
in the context of first-century Judaism, where it was frequently understood in 
its antithetical relationship to the ‘spirit of perversity.’ These two spirits were 
understood as two conflicting ‘inclinations’ in every human being. Interestingly, 
this dualistic force is absent in John.43

 Therefore, with regard to the use of ‘truth’ as linked to the Holy Spirit in a 
totally new manner, the Rule proves useful. At the very least, this linguistic combi-
nation, and the similarities in the roles of the two S/spirits in both documents, 
shows that a particular way of understanding ‘truth’ was already present by the 
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time John wrote his Gospel. However, because of the revelatory Christ event, 
John expanded his use of ‘truth’ to reflect both Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit. 
Even given the similarities, one should not infer that John’s understanding of 
the Spirit’s work was directly influenced by the ideas expressed in the Qumran 
dualistic teaching. Rather, it may be that these ideas provided him with congenial 
modes of expression.44 Indeed, a significant difference between the S/spirits in the 
Gospel and the Rule is that whereas the Qumranic terms ‘angel,’ ‘Prince of lights’ 
and ‘spirit of truth’ all point to one angelic being, John distinguishes between 
Jesus, who is the truth incarnate, and the Holy Spirit, who comes after him.45 In 
addition, unlike the Gospel, the spirit of truth in the Rule is always understood 
in terms of his juxtaposition to lw[h xwr (“spirit of injustice/perversity /deceit”), 
who produces corruption, sins, iniquities, guilt and offensive deeds in mankind.46 
Moreover, one must keep in mind that John’s portrayal of the Holy Spirit also 
has distinctive emphases. The most important of these is that the ‘truth’ in which 
the Spirit leads the disciples is not the interpreted Law as in Qumran, but Jesus 
Christ himself.

‘Truth’ as That Which is Embodied in Jesus Christ

vAlh,qeia in John is also used to indicate that which is both tangible and personal, 
embodied in Christ himself. Particularly important for the discussion in this work 
is the representation of Jesus as the truth (14:6) and as characterized by truth 
(1:14), and the continuation of his work after his death being carried out by the 
Spirit of truth (14:17; 26). In these contexts, the sense of avlh,qeia is identical to 
that of 1:17, namely that of the ultimate, true revelation of God in Christ, who 
is not only a purveyor of truth, but the manifestation of truth itself. Because of 
their awareness of their respective ideological positions, both corpora tended to 
emphasize truth terminology. However, the understanding of ‘truth’ as embodied 
in a person is not a use that is found in the Rule. The Fourth Evangelist clearly 
recognized a new dimension to truth with the notion that Christ is embodied 
truth (John 14:6).

Conclusion

In conclusion, both John’s Gospel and the Rule use truth terminology in ways 
that reflect certain differences with regard to their respective theologies but also 
striking similarities with respect to linguistic combinations and certain uses. 
In both documents, ‘truth’ is used to mean ‘reality.’ However, in the Gospel it 
carries the additional nuance of ultimate reality, a nuance that is understandably 
absent in the Rule. ‘Truth’ is also used in the sense of faithfulness or reliability, 
particularly in relation to the character of God. This has a deeper meaning for 
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John, who understands God’s faithfulness in terms of the sending of his son, 
Jesus Christ. The more ordinary use of conformity to fact is evident in both 
documents. In John it is opposed to falsehood, whereas in the Rule it is primarily 
opposed to injustice/perversity/ deceit.
 The figurative meanings in both documents have several nuances as noted 
above. In some instances in the Gospel it is used as metonymy for the ultimate 
revelation that has come in Christ. Both documents employ the personification 
of ‘truth’ but the function performed by personified ‘truth’ in both instances is 
different. Both documents also use ‘truth’ dualistically, effectively incorporating 
the metaphorical use of light and darkness. Of significance is their appropriation 
of a similar dualistic paradigm.
 With regard to the referents in different contexts, there is overlap but there are 
also significant differences. In both documents, ‘truth’ refers to divine revelation; 
however, in the Rule this is the Law and its interpretation, whereas in John it refers 
to Jesus Christ himself as well as the Gospel he brings. In addition, ‘truth’ also 
refers to a sphere of operation for sanctification. What is significant is that the rare 
linguistic combination ‘to do the truth’ is found in both documents. This phrase 
conveys a commitment of life that is evidenced in outward action. However, 
while the Gospel attributes this to an inward conversion, the Rule explains it on 
the basis of conformity to the Law and its interpretation. In both the Gospel 
and the Rule, ‘truth’ refers to a sphere of operation of worship that conforms to 
God’s character and that is impacted by the Spirit. Although the emphasis in the 
Gospel is on the new locus and manner of worship that Christ inaugurates, there 
is nonetheless an increased emphasis on the role of the Spirit in both documents. 
‘Truth’ in both John and the Rule also refers to a sphere of belonging, namely 
that of divine truth. For the former, participation in this sphere is made possible 
by belief in Christ; for the latter, it is by acceptance into the community through 
renewal of the covenant. Both documents also use ‘truth’ as a defining term for 
the S/spirit. The terminology ‘S/spirit of truth’ is common to both and the roles 
in both documents are largely similar, encompassing both ordinary and forensic 
uses. Unlike the Rule, however, the ‘truth’ that the Spirit leads the disciples into 
is not the interpreted Law, but Jesus Christ himself. John also makes a clear 
distinction between Jesus, who is the truth incarnate, and the Holy Spirit, who 
comes after him to continue his work. Finally, and most significantly, only in the 
Gospel do ‘truth’ and the metaphorical use of light refer to that which is both 
tangible and personal, embodied in a person, namely Jesus Christ himself.
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ConClusion and impliCations

The purpose of this work was to demonstrate that certain linguistic parallels 
exist between the Gospel of John and the sectarian Qumran document, the Rule, 
which may provide linguistic clues that illuminate our understanding of how the 
author of the Fourth Gospel used truth terminology and expected it to be under-
stood. This was achieved by investigating the degree of semantic continuity in 
their respective uses of truth terminology. A corollary question that was investi-
gated was whether this continuity should be attributed merely to a general shared 
milieu or to a common dependence on a shared tradition as well as knowledge of 
the terminology found in the linguistic matrix of the Qumran literature.
 The findings reveal a marked emphasis in the two documents in terms of 
characteristic terminology and dominant imagery related to ‘truth.’ Even while 
the similarities need not be overstated, the evidence shows that there is an 
observable degree of semantic continuity with regard to truth terminology in 
these two documents. This having been said, in many contexts noted above, the 
similarities may also be attributed to a development of the common tradition 
shared by both the Gospel and the Qumran literature. Considering that John’s 
primary conceptual background was the Old Testament and Septuagint, to which 
he frequently referred whether directly or in allusion, it is likely that these were a 
primary resource for his terminology.
 However, the results of the previous chapter indicate that there are instances 
where the linguistic combinations and use of truth terminology in the Gospel 
cannot be adequately explained by this common tradition or even the early 
Christian writings as represented in the New Testament. While the influence of 
ideology must be taken into consideration,1 the close similarities with the Rule 
make it likely that the author of the Fourth Gospel was familiar with the mode 
of thought and terminology represented in the Qumran literature. It is also likely 
that he followed this in articulating his ideas in certain parts of his Gospel. One 
must account for the dualism, the formulae, and the literary expressions found 
in John’s Gospel, which find a clear parallel in the Qumran literature. In such 
cases, explanations are to be sought in the current use of the term, in the Jewish 
literature of the Second Temple period, and particularly the Qumran literature.
 As noted in chapter 1, there is by no means a consensus in Qumran studies 
regarding the influence of  the Scrolls on the Gospel of  John. There is a 
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spectrum of  views ranging from no influence whatsoever, to indirect influence, 
and finally to theories of  direct influence. The first group consists of  those, 
such as Bauckham, who find no influence or particular historical connection 
between John and the Qumran literature. For Bauckham, a number of  factors 
argue against dependence. He notes that this contrast of  light and darkness 
is the most obvious of  dualisms observable in the natural world. In his view, 
arguing that a connection must be present because both John and the Qumran 
texts place a greater emphasis on this imagery is insufficient and proves little 
since both authors could have developed their use independently of  each 
other. He also argues, in addition to the fact that the light/darkness imagery is 
prominent in other Jewish texts, that since the expression “sons of  light” only 
appears once in John, it is not significant. Regarding the issue of  dualism, he 
notes that at the basic level, Johannine dualism contrasts the “world above” 
and the “world below.” He points out that the spatial imagery “from above” 
and “from below” (8:23) and “not from this world” and “from this world” 
(8:23; 18:36; cf. 15:19; 17:14, 16) is not found in the scrolls. The best parallels to 
these Johannine usages are in James (1:17, 27; 3:15, 17). For him, since James 
and the Johannine literature show no other similarities, the only answer is to 
be found in a common dependence on a Jewish terminology which does not 
seem to have been preserved in extant Jewish texts.2 His point is well taken. 
However, these differences in the two corpora does not in itself  prove that the 
evangelist did not borrow at least one mode of  expression from the scrolls, while 
simultaneously developing his own unique terminology. In addition, positing a 
common dependence on Jewish texts that have not preserved similar expressions 
is unnecessary, particularly since the Qumran literature clearly evidences use of 
this terminology.
 The second group comprises those who propose an indirect influence from the 
Qumran literature. Brown points out that “there is not a single quotation in John 
from any known DSS and in my judgment the parallels are not close enough to 
suggest a direct literary dependence of John upon the Qumran literature. Rather 
they suggest Johannine familiarity with the type of thought exhibited in the 
scrolls.”3 Brown’s proposal is that at the root of the Johannine tradition, were 
Judean disciples of Jesus who had been disciples of John the Baptist. Since 
the place where John the Baptist bore witness was not far from the Qumran 
settlement, his disciples might well have been the corridor whereby influence 
from the Qumran literature came into Johannine thought. Brown suggests that 
there is a remote chance that John the Baptist grew up under the influence of the 
Qumran Essenes, or at least knew them, and vice versa.4 It has been noted, in the 
preceding chapters, that some of this shared vocabulary is also evident in other 
Jewish literature. However, the observed occurrence of this shared vocabulary in 
other Jewish literature is not in itself  significant enough to rule out a relationship 
between John and the Rule. Noting that both documents have a common root in 
the Old Testament, Brown points out that
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The real question is whether the other occurrences give evidence of the emphasis 
that is shared by John and Qumran. For instance the OT has examples of moving 
from darkness to light (Isa 9:1, 42:6–7; 60:1–3), and references to light as something 
spiritually good; Ps 27:1 says, “The Lord is my light.” But the OT does not portray 
a world consisting of children of light and children of darkness that is a major factor 
in the theology of Qumran and of John. Both Qumran and John have roots in the 
OT; but if  these two literatures have capitalized on relatively insignificant OT terms 
and have developed them in much the same way, then we have significant parallels.5

However, unlike Brown, this work holds that the similarities with the Rule are too 
close to be attributed merely to an acquaintance with similar ideas circulating in 
the general Jewish religious milieu.
 Finally, there are those who argue for a direct Qumran influence. A number of 
explanations for how this influence could have come about have been forwarded. 
For instance, Charlesworth documents five hypotheses held by those who believe 
that the Qumran literature has influenced the Fourth Gospel.6

1. John the baptizer had once been a member of the Qumran Community, Jesus 
was his disciple, and Jesus passed some of the unique Qumran terms on to his 
own disciples.

2. The Beloved Disciple, Jesus’ intimate follower had been a disciple of the 
Baptizer who had been a member of the Qumran Community, and he influ-
enced Jesus and some of his followers.

3. Jesus met Essenes on the outskirts of towns and cities in Galilee and Judea; 
he discussed theology with them and was influenced by some of their ideas 
and terms.

4. Essenes lived in Jerusalem (or Ephesus) near the Johannine community and 
influenced the development of Johannine theology.

5. Essenes became followers of Jesus and lived in the Johannine School, shaping 
the dualism, pneumatology, and technical terms found in the Fourth Gospel. 
This could have happened in numerous places, including Jerusalem.

In his opinion, all the above are possible and it is likely that “the influence in the 
Fourth Gospel may come from all levels, and in an increasing dimension, as one 
moves from the first to the fifth hypothesis.”7 He reiterates his conviction that while 
John did not borrow from the Qumran theology, he did borrow his dualism and its 
accompanying technical terminology. Conceding that the zeitgeist in Jerusalem, 
after Herod was shaped by Essene theology and terminology, and hence this 
may account for some of the influence on the Fourth Gospel, he nevertheless 
argues that “the degree to which the Fourth Evangelist seems to know the Essene 
paradigm for an explanation of evil and sinning suggests that he was somehow 
directly influenced by Essene thought.”8 This unique system of thought, the 
dualistic paradigm and its termini technici, and not just the general thought 
and the terms, is clearly reflected in the Fourth Gospel. For Charlesworth, the 
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similarities are an indication that the evangelist inherited this as a technical term 
from the Essenes. Charlesworth rightly observes that while John probably did not 
copy from the Rule, he was probably strongly influenced by its particular expres-
sions and terminology, conveyed within a particular paradigm.9

 The geographical proximity of the site at Qumran as well as the fact that the 
Qumran literature antedates John’s Gospel increases the possibility that he may 
have been aware of it, or at the very least, the ideas represented in this body of 
literature. The fragment from cave 4 noted above (4Q502) does raise the question 
as to how widely disseminated the dualistic doctrine of the two spirits was. It 
is also possible that the ideas contained in the library at Qumran were in wider 
circulation than originally proposed and hence were not the exclusive property of 
the community living there. The implication therefore, is that the author of the 
Fourth Gospel may well have been exposed to these ideas, whether in Jerusalem 
or Ephesus. Moreover, the close semantic similarities, particularly with the Rule, 
make it likely that he was familiar with their mode of thought and followed their 
model in articulating his ideas in certain parts of his Gospel. The position of 
this work is that while this does not require a direct literary dependence on the 
scrolls, the close semantic continuity calls for a closer familiarity with their ideas 
and terminology than would be provided for merely by a shared milieu.
 This is not to say that these documents are virtually identical in their use of 
truth terminology. In addition to the similarities, one finds some expected differ-
ences, particularly with regard to referents. However, concluding that there is no 
relationship between the two documents on these grounds would be an oversim-
plification.10 After all, one is a Christian document and the other is not. John was 
significantly impacted by the Christ-event and his post-resurrection narration of 
the life and ministry of Jesus Christ is naturally reflected in his theological reflec-
tions on certain aspects of ‘truth.’
 Following Frye’s scheme, which suggests that only influences established at 
the terminological level are considered legitimate basis for borrowing, it seems 
certain that the terminological links point to some kind of direct relationship.11 
However, as pointed out in the first chapter, it is not the intention of this work 
to attempt to definitively define the nature of the relationship between these 
two corpora, particularly given the obvious link with biblical and post-biblical 
traditions for both and the difficulty in establishing an undisputed theory of a 
relationship between the two. Consequently, going beyond this to postulate more 
specifically how this influence came about is going beyond the boundaries defined 
by the evidence of the respective texts and results in hypothetical reconstructions 
that cannot be verified.
 In conclusion, it seems likely that the semantic continuity between the Gospel 
and the Rule is to be attributed not just to a common dependence on a shared 
tradition, but to a probable knowledge of the terminology found in the linguistic 
matrix of the Qumran literature. Hence, while one impact of the Rule is that it 
emphasizes the Palestinian background behind the Gospel of John, a further 
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contribution is that it proves to be a valuable and valid linguistic resource for the 
study of truth terminology as employed in this Gospel. The following section will 
provide a discussion of the implications of the conclusions drawn for the study 
of the Gospel of John with regard to its interpretation.

Implications for the Interpretation of the Gospel

These conclusions have implications for reading and understanding the Fourth 
Gospel. Use of extra-biblical resources to establish what a particular biblical text 
says is a particularly dangerous venture. One must be cautious not to assume 
that the extra-biblical text provides the definitive word on the biblical meaning. 
Moreover, one must remember that the extra-biblical resource is not inspired 
Scripture and therefore can never be an authoritative source for Christian faith 
and life. This caution is particularly applicable to the Qumran literature, which 
has a demonstrated similarity to some biblical texts in terms of ideas, symbolism 
and terminology. Nevertheless, when one understands that the general socio-
religious context out of which these texts arose shares many similarities with 
the context that gave rise to Christianity and its Scripture, it is clear that these 
texts provide valuable background material for analyzing the biblical texts. All 
too often Christians study the Bible in a vacuum, little realizing that it did not 
develop in isolation from other literature of the time. The authors of the biblical 
texts were impacted by the environment in which they lived. The language in 
which they expressed what today constitutes Scripture was the language of the 
day. An exposure to different texts written in the period just prior to and during 
New Testament times is of invaluable help to anyone wishing to gain an accurate 
understanding of the Bible. The Fourth Gospel is no exception.
 The first area that is impacted by a study of the Rule relates specifically to 
the topic under study. Because certain linguistic combinations are so well repre-
sented in the Rule, ‘truth’ can be extensively analyzed within its linguistic and 
extra-linguistic contexts. The historical, linguistic, religious and socio-cultural 
proximity to the Gospel’s own context allows the interpreter to use these findings 
as a legitimate starting point for the analysis of ‘truth’ in the Gospel. That is, the 
results of the study of ‘truth’ in the Rule provide the interpreter with a semantic 
range within which he can compare his/her findings from the Gospel. This is 
particularly useful for two expressions in the Gospel.
 The first expression is found in John 3:21 (cf. 1 John 1:6) in the relative clause 
o`` poiw/n avlh,qeian (“the one who does truth”). An accurate understanding of this 
rare linguistic combination in the Gospel is enhanced by a study of its use in the 
Rule. The analysis of this phrase revealed that it is a typically Semitic expression 
that means ‘to act faithfully’ or ‘to act honorably,’ with the understanding that 
this is only possible through belief  in Christ. The expressed contrast with o` fau/la 
pra,sswn (cf. Rev 22:15) also indicated that avlh,qeia goes beyond a mere practice 
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of morality—it reveals that one is of God through saving faith in his Son, as 
appropriated through the spiritual rebirth and eternal life that he offers. It was 
observed in the previous chapter that in both contexts, the typically Semitic 
expression ‘to do, practice or achieve the truth’ (o`` poiw/n avlh,qeian, tma twX[l) 
is expressed in a strikingly similar linguistic combination. This combination 
occurs frequently in the Qumran literature where ‘truth’ generally occurs in 
combination with other moral qualities and is used with reference to the conduct 
expected of a member of the covenant community. As in the Gospel, there is 
the explicit contrast with negative traits such as walking in stubbornness, evil, 
and wickedness. Hence, tma, not as an abstract concept, but as a characteristic 
that demonstrated itself  in outward, visible action, was required by God and 
constituted the norm of behavior in the covenant community. This standard 
could be achieved only with the help of God and his spirit of truth. Although 
the motivation in the two documents is different (obedience to the Law vs. 
inner transformation), the rare phrase ‘doing the truth,’ that is found in both 
documents, conveys a commitment of life that is grounded in a close relationship 
with God and evidenced in outward action.
 The second is the expression to. pneu/ma th/j avlhqei,aj (“the Spirit of truth”) 
found in the Farewell Discourse (cf. 14:17; 15:26; 16:13). A study of the Rule is 
useful in this area in that it presents the S/spirit of truth in similar contexts. It 
therefore functions as an invaluable comparative text for the Gospel, clarifying 
“new” roles and functions of the Spirit. The terminology is common to both 
documents, and while it is possible that the source of this terminology is to be 
found in the religious milieu of the time, it is significant that the roles in both 
documents are largely similar, encompassing both ordinary and forensic use.
 The forensic role of the Spirit is clarified by comparisons with the Rule. For 
instance, in the discussion of John 15:26, it was noted that the genitive could 
either be understood as “the Spirit who communicates truth” or “the Spirit who 
bears witness to the truth, namely the truth which Jesus is.” The conclusion 
arrived at was that while both are appropriate, the legal context prevalent in this 
section suggests that the latter communicates the role of the Spirit in a more 
accurate manner. It was observed in the previous chapter that within the Qumran 
conception of the role of the Spirit is the idea of the Spirit as God-appointed, as 
an advocate and as a witness to the truth. This evidence from the Rule shows that 
there are close affinities with the forensic activities of the Spirit in the Gospel.12 
Naturally, the use in the Rule is not what ultimately determines the use in the 
Gospel—after all, the ‘truth’ in the case of the Gospel in this particular context 
is understood in its ultimate sense as revealed and embodied in Christ. However, 
the fact that this same linguistic combination, as well as the role of the Spirit of 
truth as a witness to truth, was already represented in Jewish literature predating 
John provides valuable background data. At the very least, this linguistic combi-
nation, and the similarities in roles in both documents, shows that a particular 
way of understanding ‘truth’ in relation to the Spirit was already present by the 
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time John wrote his Gospel. Consequently, it is valid to conclude that the Spirit 
of truth has the forensic role of one who bears witness to the truth, a function 
that has already been identified within a Jewish context. Here, the Rule aids in 
bolstering interpretive decisions.
 The Rule also proves useful in analyzing certain problematic phrases in the 
Gospel, for instance evn pneu,mati kai. avlhqei,a| (“in S/spirit and Truth”; cf. John 
4:23–24). As noted above, there is disagreement on exactly what this phrase 
means. The analysis of this phrase revealed that kai, has an epexegetical or expli-
cative use, in which case it is understood as “in Spirit, that is, in truth.” This is 
indicative both of the sphere in which worship occurs, as well as the attitudes 
that characterize one’s approach to the worship of God. While this phrase 
is absent in the Rule, the Rule nevertheless proves useful in that it reflects a 
religious context that links worship and the Spirit closely together. In his Gospel, 
John explains that the eschatological outpouring of the Spirit is inaugurated by 
Jesus Christ. Only with his departure can the permanent presence of the Holy 
Spirit become a reality in the lives of believers (cf. the Farewell Discourse). The 
Qumran community also held to the expectation of an eschatological outpouring 
of the Spirit that would purify them in readiness for their service to God. While 
the linguistic combination “worship in spirit and truth” does not occur in the 
Qumran literature, it is evident that the perspective towards worship in both 
documents nevertheless shares many similarities. Taking into account the shared 
religious milieu and the expectation in both documents of an outpouring of 
the Holy Spirit, one can legitimately conclude that at least one meaning of this 
linguistic combination points to worship that is inspired by the Spirit (whatever 
else the phrase might mean).
 The implications extend even further afield, beyond the narrower topic of truth 
terminology. Given the semantic continuity between the Rule and the Gospel, 
the Rule proves to be a valuable resource in uncovering the sets of assumptions 
that characterize the socio-cultural and religious culture that both documents 
hold in common. This information is exceedingly valuable for the interpreter. 
For instance, the worldview expressed through the technical terminology John 
employs and the dualism that pervades his thinking is illuminated by a study of 
the Rule. Even a cursory reading of the Gospel reveals that the evangelist does 
not arbitrarily insert this characteristic terminology and dualistic pattern. His 
very worldview, expressed through the language he uses, displays a pattern that is 
inherently dualistic.13 By this is meant that he thinks in terms of oppositions—a 
thinking that is itself  a product of his background, but also significantly impacted 
by the Christ event. The plot itself  is a conflict between belief  and unbelief, and as 
it unfolds he uses key terms like light/darkness, from above/ from below, sons of 
light or of this world/not of this world, truth/falsehood, and judgment/salvation 
to express this conflict. There is also evidence of a horizontal dualism expressed 
in his already/not yet eschatology. Hence, given that these concepts run from the 
prologue to the epilogue, it is possible to speak of a dualism pervading the entire 
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Gospel of John. Whereas studies in the past emphasized a Gnostic background 
behind the dualism of the Fourth Gospel, recent studies have since found closer 
connections with the dualism that is characteristic of the Qumran literature, and 
in particular the Rule.The similarities clarify that John’s dualism is rooted in a 
Palestinian Jewish background. An understanding of the dualism in the Rule 
therefore sheds light on its use in the Gospel.
 The Rule also serves to further confirm the Jewishness of the thought behind 
the Gospel of John. For instance, there is the expectation in the Rule of an escha-
tological temple that transcends physical realities as well as the notion of the 
temple as being present in the community. Similarly, the Gospel also anticipates 
the replacement of the physical temple in the person of Jesus Christ. The Rule 
therefore provides evidence that the thought or expectation that the Temple extends 
beyond physical realities was not confined to the author of the Fourth Gospel, but 
formed an integral part of the religious beliefs of at least one Jewish sect.
 In conclusion this work has shown that certain linguistic parallels exist 
between the Qumran document, the Rule, and the Gospel of  John. The semantic 
continuity observed between the two documents is to be attributed first to a 
common dependence on a shared tradition. At the same time, it seems evident 
that the author of the Fourth Gospel was also exposed to the terminology found 
in the linguistic matrix of  the Qumran literature. However, even while this termi-
nology is similar to that of the Qumran sect, the Evangelist reshapes it by placing 
it in a context that distinguishes it from any other religious group of the time, 
Jewish or otherwise.
 While these parallels are worth exploring if  only to provide a better under-
standing of the cultural milieu that gave rise to the New Testament, the Qumran 
literature is surely of greater significance than this. This literature offers more 
than just a knowledge of Palestinian Judaism in the first century. This semantic 
continuity in the use of truth terminology identifies the Rule as a valid linguistic 
resource for the Gospel of John. The approach followed provides concrete 
linguistic evidence of Johannine dependence on some aspects of Qumranic 
modes of expression. Given that this is a specific case study that effectively 
reveals the linguistic connections between these two corpora, as well as the 
Qumran literature in general, this work establishes that other linguistic combina-
tions and ideas represented in both corpora can be similarly studied. Linguistic 
use, interpretive decisions, use of symbolism, patterns of thought and so forth, 
can effectively be confirmed via a comparative study of the Qumran literature. 
Further study is therefore recommended.

Notes

  1. With regard to the influence of ideology on the use of certain words in the 
non-biblical scrolls as compared to the Masoretic text, Elwolde notes with 
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regard to the greater frequency of light: “[t]he figure for rwa ‘light’ (116) is 
accounted for in part by the frequent use of ‘light’ as a symbol of righteousness 
at Qumran, notably in the expression rwa ynb (14 times), but also in such phrases 
as rwah tyb ‘house of light’ (twice in 4QCrytpic [4Q186], rwa lrwg (and variants) 
‘lot of light’ (six times, if  reconstructions accepted), rwa yr[X ‘gates of light’ (three 
times in 4QPrQuot [4Q503]) etc.” This ideological status of truth and light 
found at Qumran is also reflected in the Fourth Gospel. Elwolde, “From Bible 
to Mishnah,” 36; Ashton, Understanding the Fourth Gospel, 389, notes that while 
this symbolism of light and darkness is found occasionally in the Synoptics (cf. 
Mk. 13:24), its importance in John is evident from the outset. Note the identi-
fication of the logos with the light and Jesus’ declaration that he is the light in 
8:12, one of the “I Am” sayings.

  2. Bauckham, “Qumran Community,” 107–111, esp. 107.
  3. Brown, Introduction, 142–43.
  4. Ibid.
  5. Ibid., 142.
  6. This information is reproduced from Charlesworth, “Shared Symbolism and 

Language,” 151.
  7. Ibid. (emphasis original).
  8. So also Martin Hengel from discussions with Charlesworth. Ibid., 118.
  9. For a more complete discussion of these shared formulae see Charlesworth, 

“Dualism in 1QS,” 103. His disappointment with scholars such as Lindars (John, 
1972, repr. 1995), who identified this similarity in the expression of the contrast 
between light and darkness, and the technical terminology employed in this 
paradigm, yet failed to make a direct connection with the Rule, proposing rather 
that these ideas were widespread and influential in Second Temple Judaism, is 
evident. He writes, “Barnabas Lindars rightly pointed out that the Qumran 
Scrolls, especially the Rule, contain ‘the clearest expression of the contrast 
between light and the darkness, which is a central theme of John.’ He offered 
the following conclusion: ‘Some kind of influence of the sect on John seems 
inescapable.’ This is superb scholarship; yet, it is disappointing to read his subse-
quent judgment that the Fourth Evangelist may have obtained this knowledge 
without any contact with Qumranites or Essenes, since Qumran’s ‘ideas were 
probably widespread and influential.’” Charlesworth, “Shared Symbolism and 
Language,” 117–18.

 10. Thus, Brown argues that although Teeple stresses that there are theological 
concepts and terms that are found often in Qumran literature but not in John, 
and vice versa, it is of little significance unless one is trying to show that the 
Qumran literature was the only and direct source of John’s thought. Brown, 
Introduction, 142.

 11. As pointed out in chapter 1, Frye, “Qumran and Iran,” 167–73.
 12. See Price, “Qumran and Johannine Theology,” 23–24.
 13. It should be noted that there are a number of ways of conceiving the dualism 

in John. For instance, Ashton identifies a dualism that is understood in terms 
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of content: a horizontal, spatial, moral/ethical opposition between those who 
belong the world and those who don’t; the opposition between light and 
darkness (included in this is the contrast between truth and falsehood); and the 
opposition between life and death (with life being conceptually very close to 
salvation); and the dominant theme of judgment with its narrative counterpart 
trial. Ashton, Understanding the Fourth Gospel, 287–417.
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appendix

Semantic Relationships1

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5

Coordinate

Additive

Equivalent
John is stupid; 
he is dumb.

Different 
(parallel or 
unfolding)

Consequential
John stopped reading and looked 
up.

Non-consequential
John was reading and Mary was 
sewing.

Dyadic Alternative (or)
John will do it or die in the attempt.

Contrastive (but)
He came but did not stay.

Comparative (than, as)
She is more intelligent than Jane.
He did as fine a job as Bill did.

Subordinate

Substance

Content
He said he would go.
He yelled, “Stop.”

Generic-Specific
John travels a lot; each year he 
goes to the orient; he’s in Europe 
each summer; and is not in South 
America.
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Subordinate

Qualificational Character Characterization
Working for John is terrible.

Manner
He came to town riding on a horse.

Setting

Time
When he came, 
we left.

Place
Being in the 
house, he 
noticed a 
strange noise.

Circumstance
As Jim 
turned, Alice 
disappeared.

Logical Cause-Effect
John’s leaving made Mary despondent.

Reason-Result
Because John left, he did not see Mary.

Means-Result
By coming, John saw Mary.

Means-Purpose
John came in order to see Mary.

Condition-Result
If John comes, he will see Mary.

Basis-Inference
Since John came, he must have seen Mary.

Concession-Result
Though John came, he did not see Mary.

1. Categories from E. A. Nida, Exploring Semantic Structures (Munchen: Fink, 
1975), 50–65; Style and Discourse: With Special Reference to the Text of the Greek 
New Testament (ed. E. A. Nida et. al.; Cape Town: Bible Society, 1983, 1991), 
102–103.
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