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‘Abide in me’.
The New Mode of Relationship Between Jesus and His Followers
as a Basis for Christian Ethics (John 15)

by
Chrys C. Caragounis

The last of Jesus’ seven “I am”—sayings with complement, namely, &y
el 7 qpeNoG 7 ahndvr, Vet Ta xAnpata has been placed by John
within the so-called “Farewell” or “Last Discourse” (usually thought to oc-
cupy chs. 13:31-16:33)." In examining the context in which the previous “I
am”—sayings with complement have been placed, we note that John is care-
ful to position each saying in a relevant setting. Thus, when the crowds fol-
lowing Jesus were hungry, he has Jesus appropriately present himself as
“the bread of life” (6:35), and when Lazaros’ sisters were confronted with
death and bereavement, Jesus presented himself as “the resurrection and the
life” (11:25).

This would seem to imply that the present saying on 7 &umeAlog 7
aAn9uvn not only occupies an appropriate place in John’s account of the
events surrounding Jesus but also that, occurring as it does during the last
few hours that Jesus has left with his disciples, it is of strategic importance.
In other words, to do justice to the meaning and significance of this saying
we must view it in its literary-semantic, temporal, and theological settings.

' Cf. Bernard, J. H., The Gospel according to John (ICC), 2 Vols., Edinburgh: T. & T.
Clark 1928, rp. 1962, Vol. I, cxiv; Brown, R. E., The Gospel according to John (Anchor
Bible), Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday & Co., 2 Vols., 1966-70, Vol. II, 581 f.; B. Lin-
dars, The Gospel of John (NCBC), Grand Rapids: Eerdmans1972, 465; Barrett, C. K.,
The Gospel according to St. John; 2" ed. Westminster Press, Philadelphia 1978, 470.



1. The Imagery of the aumeiog and the ¥Ajuata

On the level of the imagery, whatever the precise meaning of dp.mehog and
xAnpata is, the words signal the same general relation between Jesus and
his disciples. However, since the details of that relation are in important re-
spects affected by what exactly &pmweiog and xAnpeta stand for, it is nec-
essary to address the semantic issue first.

The interpretation of &umweAioc and xAnpate has been constant throug-
hout the centuries in both commentaries and translations of John. The
&p.nskog has been understood of the plant vitis vinifera, while the
wAnpata of the branches of the same plant. This understanding is squarely
grounded on the literary-semantic evidence from classical times, where
both words occur with precisely the meanings that are ascribed to them.

However, it is also a well known fact, that time’s wheel works changes
on all languages: although the meaning of some words may resist the rav-
ages of time, other words lose their old meanings and acquire new ones. In
the case of the Hellenic language, the majority of such changes transpired
during a nine hundred-year period, sc. from Alexander (335 B.C.) to Justin-
ian (A.D. 565), when ancient Greek emerged as proto-Neohellenic or
proto-Modern Greek.? It was at the beginning of this period that our two
words began to be applied—especially in popular, demotic texts—in a new
way. Apmeloc was no longer the plant vitis vinifera but the plot of land on
which vines had been planted, the vineyard; and »Anp.o was no longer

merely the branch or twig but the whole plant, the vine itself.’?

* See e.g. Caragounis, The Development of Greek and the New Testament. Morphology,
Syntax, Phonology, and Textual Transmission (WUNT 167), Tiibingen: Mohr, 2004;
corr. pb ed. Baker Academic, 2007, 89; 95-102; 566-67.

? Thus, duneAog (‘vine’) (> dim. dunéhov > Byz. unéhv > N demotic Guméit) took
on the meaning of aurelov (‘vineyard’) and kAfjuo the earlier meaning of oumnedog
(i.e. ‘vine’). The earlier meaning of kAfjuo (‘branch’, ‘twig’) was taken by such words
as kAnuoric and later by kAnuotoPepyo and auneloPepyo. Aunelmv (in N demotic
auneldvog, ‘vineyard’) has continued to be used side by side with ouneAog to the pre-



The literary evidence for this semantic shift has been presented in detail
in two of my studies, to which the interested reader is referred.* Here I will
confine myself to a few brief indications. The earliest literary text attesting
the meaning shift of &umehog would be the forty-second fable of Aisopos
(VI B.C.),’ if it could be assumed that this is from his time.® However, the
earliest certain example of dumehog = ‘vineyard’ is the classical historian
Thoukydides, IV. 90. According to Thoukydides, the Athenian general
Hippokrates, while fortifying Delion, had to cut down a vineyard that sur-
rounded the precinct of a sanctuary: TépEov (LEV ®UXAG TEQL TO LEPOV
%ol TOV vewv Eoxamtov, éx 0t ToD dpUypatog avéBaihov GvTl Telyoug
TOV Y0Uv, Xal GTAVPOVUG TTAPAKATATTYYVUVTEG, AULTEAOV KOTTTOVTES
™V Tepl TO Llepov Ecefailov xal Aldoug xat TALVIOV Ex TRV
olxomédwy Tav Yyl “they dug a moat all around the sanctuary and the
temple, setting up the earth they had dug as a wall and driving into it a pali-
sade, and cutting down the vineyard that surrounded the sanctuary, they in-
serted both stones and bricks from the nearby plots of land”. There can be

no doubt here that the &p.eAog that surrounded the precinct of the sanctua-

sent time, esp. dialectically. Apmelovpyog (‘vine-dresser’) continues with unchanged
meaning to the preset day.

* The first study, “Vine, Vineyard, Israel, and Jesus” SEA 65 (2000), 201-14, treats par-
ticularly the OT background as well as more briefly the evidence for the change of
meaning, while the second study, “Is Jesus the Vine or the Vineyard?”, section III “Is
Jesus the Vine or the Vineyard?” of ch. V of my book, The Develoment of Greek and
the New Testament, 247-61, concentrates especially on the literary evidence for the
change of meaning as well as on the exegesis of the passage. These studies complement
each other and not only demonstrate the semantic shift, but also that the detailed exege-
sis of John 15:1-6 makes better sense when based on the new meanings of these words.

> The Fable speaks of a dying father, who instructed his sons that all his possessions
were hidden in his Gurelog: ‘“texvia, £€ym 10D Plov Vreg€pyounorl TANY GnEP VIAPYEL
HoL, €V T AUTEAD EVPNOETE TAVTA’. Ol OE Vouloovteg Oncovpdy Tva €vtobba €xelv
ueto v anoflmoty 10D ToTpog aVTdV AaBovieg SIKEALOG KOl GELVOG KOl OPETOVOL
Kotéokayav tacoyv v YNv €k moBov. That dunelog here clearly bears the sense of
vineyard rather than vine, is proved beyond any possible doubt by the fact that the sons
understood it so and proceeded to dig up the whole plot of the durelog in search of
their father’s treasure.

% As is well-known, from the V B.C. Aisopos is attributed a large number of fables, the
first collection having been made in the IV B.C. by Demetrios Phalereus, the instigator
of the Alexandrian Library. Since such collections continued to early Christian times, it
is not easy to date the various fables.



ry was a vineyard, not a single vine plant. The next literary evidence comes
from Ailianos (A.D. 165-230),” who evidences the semantic shift for both
gpmelog and xAFjpe. The paucity of evidence in properly speaking literary
works is owing to the fact that this was the time of Atticism, and as is well-
known, the Atticists conformed to old usage.8 However, in the popular,
demotic language of the people the shifts for both dumeioc and xAfua,
which ran concurrently, is attested already from the third century B.C. in
innumerable inscriptions and especially papyri (e.g the Zenon correspon-
dence). Consequently, we know, that by the third century B.C. dpmeiog
was widely used in the sense of “vineyard” and »AWwo in the sense of
“vine”.

This evidence does not of itself constitute proof that also the Author of
the Fourth Gospel used these words in their developed sense. This issue can
only be determined by a detailed exegesis of the passage in question. Such
an exegetical investigation has already been carried out in my above-
mentioned studies. Nevertheless, it will be appropriate here to take up a
few of the salient points.

There is no doubt that the imagery of dymehog—and in particular the
polemical statement “the frue dpmeiog”—in John 15 is suggested by the
OT imagery of Israel, who did not prove to be a genuine or true dpmehog.
Now it is a highly interesting fact that in the OT Israel is portrayed not only
as a |23 ‘vine’ (Ps 80; Jer 2:21, Ez 15:2) but also as a 072 ‘vineyard’ (in
the parable of Isa 5:1-7). The question then is: Which of the two is the
more likely OT imagery to have influenced John 15—that of “vine” or that
of “vineyard”? What preponderates in favour of the second alternative is
not only the fact that the description of the vineyard in Isa 5 is far more de-
tailed than those of Israel as vine, but also the fact that the most detailed

description of Israel as vine (i.e. Ps 80:8-11) gradually passes on to describ-

7 Ailianos, On the Characteristics of Animals XI. 32: év dumélo’ 8¢ yeopyoc
eipydleto tdopov, ivo guovteton kAUa KaAov e kol evyevég (“a farmer was dig-
ging a trench in a vineyard in order to plant a fine, choice vine”).

® On Atticism see Caragounis, The Development of Greek and the New Testament, pp.
120-140 and Caragounis, “Atticism. Agenda and Achievement” in Caragounis (ed.),
Greek. A Language in Evolution, Hildesheim: Olms, 2010, pp. 153-176.



ing Israel as a vineyard (vv. 12-13) before returning again to the idea of the
vine (vv. 14-16). Thus, the Psalmist complains: “Why have you broken
down its walls so that all who pass by pick its grapes? Boars from the forest
ravage it and the ceatures of the field feed on it” (Ps 80:12-13). It should be
pointed out that walls and hedges belong to vineyards not single vines, as
the elaborate description in Isa 5 also makes plain.” Now the details of John
15:1-7—as will be seen—are more in harmony with the description of the
vineyard in Isa 5 than the description of the vine in Ps 80. This indicates
not simply that the two images could be conflated, but that the preponder-
ant conception of Israel in the OT is that of a ““vineyard”, rather than that of
a “vine”."

But as final proof must be in the “eating of the pudding”, I shall now
proceed to look at a few exegetical details in John 15:1-6, which lend their
support to the new meanings for &umeiog and xAnpata. But first, I ought
to mention in passing that another Johannine writing, Rev 14:18-19, uses
&pntskog in the sense of vineyard, as recent commentators, too, have ob-
served.!' This is proved beyond any possible doubt not only by the apposi-
tional genitve T¥j¢ aumelov tH¢ vi¢ “the vineyard of the earth”, i.e. “the
vineyard, which is the earth”, but also by the fact that the author ascribes to
this &pmeAloc a winepress, which together with the walls and hedges be-
long to the imagery of a vineyard, not of a vine.

Now to turn to our passage:

1. The initial saying, éye el M dpmehos 1) aAndivy makes good sense
whether dpmeAog is a “vine” or a “vineyard”. However, vs 2, Tdv xAfjua
gv Euol W1 @EPOV %apTov alpel adTo, %ol TEY TO KAPTOV QPEPOV

radatpet adtd makes sense only if it is understood of a vine, thus: “He

? For details see C. C. Caragounis, “Vine, Vineyard, Israel, and Jesus”, SEA 65 (2000),
206 f.

" Ti is also worth of note that in the OT 123 occurs 55 X whereas 272 92 X (see G.
Lisowsky, G., Konkordanz zum Hebrdischen Alten Testamt, Wiirttembergische Bibelan-
stalt, Stuttgart 1958).

"' E.g. D.E. Aune, Revelation 6-16 (WBC 52), Nashville, TN, 1998, 790, X. Ayovptdng,
‘H amoxarvdy tob lwavvy (Epumvelta Kawie Aradnune 18), Ococarovixy:
ITovpvapag 1994, 351.



takes away every vine in me [sc. the vineyard] that does not bear fruit, and
prunes every vine that does bear fruit”. Now, two points are in order: first,
as Brown (John 11, 660) concedes “The use of airein, ‘to take away’, for
cutting off branches is ... awkward”.'> Second, it should be pointed out that
pruning is applied not to the branch but to the plant itself, the vine, by ta-
king away weak, sickly, superfluous, or unpromising branches." If, howe-
ver, the vine stood for Jesus, then the pruning would be done to him—
which is an absurd idea. A special detail here is that John does not use an
ordinary word for ‘pruning’, but the verb xaSatpet “he cleanses”. This has
a double function: to make a word-play with alpet “he takes away”, and
also—as is usual in Gospel parables: fluctuating between symbol and reali-
ty—to make the application to the disciples more pertinent: they are in
need not of a literal pruning, but of an inner cleansing.

2. Vs. 4 exhorts the disciples to abide in him: xa8e¢ T0 ®xAfjpa 00
dVvaTaL xopTov EEpELY A’ EquTol dv Yr) pével &V TH Auméhe, 0UTeg
000E Duele éav py) év éuol pwévnte “as the vine cannot bear fruit of itself
unless it abides in the vineyard, so, neither can you, unless you abide in
me”. This exhortation would be unnatural and superfluous if it were di-
rected to a branch, in as much as the branch is an integral part of the vine,
but it would be quite natural if directed to a vine, which is not a natural or
integral part of the soil (of the vineyard) in which it is planted. And a vine
that does not have its roots in the soil (of the vineyard) cannot bear fruit.

3. Vs. 6 is most decisive for the new meanings of &pumweiog and »A7jpe:
gav un tLg pevy) év Euot, ERANdm ELm oc TO xATHua xal EEnedvdn xal
ouvayovoly adta xal el hp Bailovoty xal xatetat “if anyone does
not abide in me, he is cast out as a vine and is withered and men collect
them and throw them into the fire and they are burned up”. The verb
eBAn9m EEw is appositely applied to the disciple symbolized by the »Afjp.a.
A person who does not abide in Christ is driven out of Christ. Thus, on the
level of the symbol the action contemplated is one of uprooting. But since

12 Bernard, John 11, 479, does not see the problem, but draws on Rm 11:16 f. as a paral-
lel, failing to note that the Romans passage uses éEexhacincov.
13 For the various terms used, see Caragounis, The Development of Greek, 257 f.



uprooting cannot be predicated of a branch, we are again driven to the con-
clusion that the careful choice of verb here indicates that xAfu.a is a vine,
not a branch! Only a vine can be uprooted from the soil and be thrown out
(8BA797 EEw) (sc. of the vineyard)." Had the author by xA%u.a intended a
branch, then he would have used some other verb, more appropriate, like
%OTT® Or Téuve or one of their compounds: ExxOTT®, ATOXROTTH,
ATOTEUV, etc.”

4. Finally, there is here also the idea of protection. Just as on the level of
the symbol, the vineyard through its walls or hedges provides protection to
the plants in it, so, too, Jesus, in his capacity as the spiritual vineyard sup-
plies not only spiritual nourishment to his disciples, but also ensures to
them the protection they need and for which he prays in John 17:9-15. This
brings us back to the point noted above, that Ps 80 which began by speak-
ing of a ]2] “vine”, went on to speak of the breaking down of its hedges
and of the foraging of boars and other animals (vv. 12-13), that is, condi-
tions which are appropriate to a @72, a “vineyard” (vv. 12-13), not a 121 a
“vine”.

The above brief discussion of the developed history of the terms
aunehog and kAnpoto has hopefully made it clear that what Jesus said,

was: “I am the vineyard, you are the vines”.
2. The Context of the Aumeios and xAnuata Saying
As was mentioned above, our text is regularly understood as being a part of

the last discourse, comprising 13:31-16:33, and having its temporal setting
in the context of the last supper (ch. 13:1-30).'° However the last sentence

" Cf. the similar thought in Mt 15:13: téioa Quteta fiv 00x pdTeusey 6 TathHe Wwou 6
oVpaviog éxptlodnoetal.

' Barrett’s discussion (John, 474 £.) on these verbs being timeles aorists—obvious but
irrelevant for the meaning of the verb—has missed the whole point of the significance
and use of the verb £€efAndn.

'® The material comprising the last discourse varies among commentators. Bernard,
John 1, cxiv rearranges: chs. 15, 16, 13:31-38, 14; Bultmann, Das Evangelium des Jo-



of ch. 14: éyetpeade, dympey évteldev may be taken, the parable of the
vineyard and the vines is closely connected with the content of the chapters
surrounding it. The parable of the dymehog and the xAnpate, therefore,
should make sense in the light of the relevant statements within this disco-
urse.

Throughout the last supper and the last discourse, Jesus, aware that he is
about to leave his disciples behind, shows in a number of ways his concern
for them and seeks to prepare them for what is coming.

The tone is set at 13:1. As Jesus contemplates his imminent departure
and his consequent separation from his disciples, we are told that “he loved
them to the end” (eig téhog Aydmmoey adtovg)."” This is a love that does
not end with the physical separation, but continues unimpaired beyond it,
though the contact is raised to another level. This comment of the Evange-
list sets the stage for the coming farewell discourse. A little further down
Jesus shows his concern for his disciples through the words directed to Pe-
ter: gav w1 vidw og, 00x Eyetg Lépog pet’ Eob (13:8). An inner washing
by Jesus is the precondition to participation in him. In the farewell discour-

hannes: chs. 17, 13:31-35; 15, 16, 18:36-38, 14. Barrett, John 454, speaks of the possi-
bility that 13:31-14:31 and 15-17 (16) are “alternative versions of the last discourse,
while also averring that “Neither displacement theories nor redaction theories are
needed to explain the present state of the gospel”. The two discourse theory (13:31-
14:31 and 15:1-16:33) seems to be accepted by Beasley-Murray, John (WBC 36), 1987,
224, 244, and 269. Brown, John 11, although recognizing a complex process of compo-
sition (581 ff.), keeps to the Evangelist’s order (541): 13:31-17:26. Morris, The Gospel
according to John (NICNT), Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1971, 56, prefers to keep to the
present Gospel order. With regard to ch Ch 17, which sometimes is excluded from the
last discourse or is considered to be loosely attached to it, it might be recalled that E.
Kiédsemann called it “the testament of Jesus” (The Testament of Jesus, London: SCM
Press, 1968, 77 f.).

"7 An examination of the 2,856 occurrences of ei¢ tehog in the TLG, indicated that the
expression regularly has the temporal meaning “to the end”, “until the end” (so, cor-
rectly, KJV, Rheims, NASB, NAB, NRSV), and only extremely rarely the secondary
sense of “all the way through”, i.e. “completely”. This fact and especially the clear tem-
poral context of John 13:1 make NIV’s tr. “he now showed them the full extent of his
love” as well as Barrett’s (John 438) and Morris’s (John, 614, similarly Lindars, John
448) inclination (via two examples in MM, s.v. t€é\loc) to accept the sense of “com-
pletely”, “utterly” side by side with the normal temporal sense (because John is sup-
posed to often operate on two levels) rather improbable.



se itself Jesus assures his disciples that his Father’s house has many rooms
and that he goes ahead to prepare a place for them, promising to return to
take them to himself (14:2-3), while in 14:18 he comforts them, saying that
he will not leave them parentless but will come back to them.

Ch. 16:4 is of crucial importance for developing the present theme:
tabta 0t €€ dpy¥ig odx elmov, 6Tt ped’ Oudv Aumv “these things 1 did
not tell you from the beginning, because I was with you” avers not only
that Jesus has withheld certain important information from his disciples be-
cause his physical presence made it unnecessary, but more importantly, that
he is now anxious, since the time of separation has come, to apprise them
of a new form of relationship to obtain between himself and them. It is in
this connection that he promises to send them his Substitute, the Parakletos.
Indeed, the things that he wants to tell his disciples are so many and weigh-
ty that they will overtax their capacity to understand them (16:12), but that
his disciples will be guided into all truth, when the Spirit of Truth has
come.

Finally, in the great prayer to his Father itself (ch. 17), Jesus makes it
clear that he prays only for “those whom Thou hast given me” (17:9), and
his prayer is nothing less than that the Father will effectively preserve
them, so that they will be one “as we are one” (17:11). The new conditions
about to obtain are nowhere more clearly stated than when in 17:12-13 he
prays: “when I was with them, I was keeping them (£t7povv, impf. ex-
pressing the continuous aspect) in Thy name which Thou gavest to me, and
[ preserved them (EgpuAata, effective aorist, indicating that his task was
successfully completed) ... but now I am coming to Thee”. From this it be-
comes obvious that a great change is coming about in the disciples’ cir-
cumstances and relation to Jesus, who can no longer continue in his previo-
us role, a role that was based on physical presence. He, therefore, requests
the Father that he take care of them by a new, different means. Thus,
further down he prays: “I do not ask that Thou take them out of the world,
but that Thou keep them from the evil one” (17:15). Here the disciples are
confronted with the threatening stance of the world and of the evil one,
who is active in the world (cf. 17:14: xal 6 ®00RL0¢ EULoNCEY AVTOVG).
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His prayer issues into the request: “sanctify them through Thy truth”
(17:17).

The great finale is reached when in 17:20 he says: “I do not ask for these
alone, but also for those who will come to faith in me through their word”.
Here all temporal and spatial bounds are exploded. Here the physical pre-
sence of Jesus is seen as inadequate, and a new vista opens up not only for
those Jesus has had as his companions during his earthly life, but all his fol-
lowers, irrespective of place or time, are brought into a new relationship to
him, in which time and space play no role at all; they neither hinder nor en-
hance that relationship.

From the above few brief indications concerning the main burden of the
last discourse, it ought to have become evident where the weight of empha-
sis lies. If the above analysis is correct, then I would like to suggest that the
parable of the &pmehog and the xAnpata lies at the very heart of the last
discourse: it is the quintessence of Jesus’ message to his disciples as he
contemplates leaving them to fulfill the final and hardest part of his calling,
the cross. The relation between the &p.eAog and the xAnpata is the key to
their future relation, the secret to a life as his followers.

This seems to be confirmed in another way. How much of the material
of chs. 13-16 make up the last discourse and which order this material sho-
uld follow have been matters of different opinion among commentators, al-
beit there is agreement in general. Further, in as much as no reconstruction
of the order of the text is free from difficulties, many commentators prefer
to keep the text as it is.'"® Ch 13:1-30 has been seen as the account of the
last supper, with only the last verses (13:31-38) functioning as an introduc-
tion to the last discourse, which ideally is understood to occupy chs. 14-16.

It is possibe, however, to look upon the contents and structure of chs.
13-16 in another way. I give the following brief analysis of chs 13-17:

13:1-11 During the last supper Jesus washes the disciples’s feet
13:12-17 Jesus interprets his act of washing the disciples’ feet

13:18-20 Transition to new theme: hinting at the betrayal

18 E.g. Brown, John 1, xxxiv-xxxvii and II, 541; Barrett, John, 454; Morris, John, 56.



11

13:21-30 Jesus announces the betrayal, urging Judas to act quickly
13:31-38 Following Judas exist, Jesus commences his farewell discourse
14:1-14 Jesus goes to prepare a place. “I am the way, the truth, and the life”
14:15-31 Loving Jesus means keeping his precepts. Promise of Parakletos
15:1-7 Abide in Me. The parable of the vineyard and the vines

15:8-27 Examples of abiding: (a) relation to Jesus (b) relation to the world
16:1-11 The world’s hostile attitude to Jesus’ followers

16:12-33 Jesus comforts his disciples. Promises Spirit, return, prayer-answers
17:1-8 Jesus prays the Father on behalf of his disciples

17:9-18 Jesus does not pray for the world; only for his own

17:19-23 Jesus prays for all future disciples everywhere

17:24-27 Jesus wants his own to be where he is.

According to this view, the last supper and the last discourse cannot be
Hermetically separated from each other, but flow naturally into one
another. And not without reason. In Jesus, word and deed cannot be separa-
ted, as is seen by his “prophetic” action in washing the disciples’ feet,
which dominates the account of the last supper and is followed by his tea-
ching on its significance." All that Jesus says in chs. 13-16 belong to the
same theme, his final charges in view of his approaching departure. Thus,
the so-called last discourse does not start first with 14:1 nor even with
13:31, but—in the view taken here— at the time Jesus gets up from the tab-
le to give an object lesson to his disciples by washing their feet.”* As for ch.
17, it is not part of the last discourse. The last discourse is concerned with
Jesus’ last charge to his disciples. Ch. 17 comprises Jesus’ final words on
their behalf directed to his Father.

1 This was not the usual Jewish welcome washing before dinner, since the dinner was
well in progress when Jesus arose from his seat.

* If it is objected that ch. 13 does not have a continuous flow of Jesus’s words, it is
urged that similarly in chs. 14 and 16 Jesus is often interrupted by his disciples to an-
swer their queries. There is thus no reason why Jesus’ words in ch 13 should not be re-
garded as part of what he says in chs. 14-16.
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Now from the first word that Jesus utters in ch. 13 to the last in ch 14,
there are 857 words, acccording to our current text.”' The parable of the vi-
neyard (15:1-7) consists of 138 words. The text following the parable of the
vineyard (i.e. 15:8-16:33) contains 853 words of Jesus. Thus the parable of
the vineyard is preceded by 857 words of Jesus and it is followed by 853
words of Jesus. A more exact balance between the two parts is almost uni-
maginable. This, it seems to me, tends to confirm that the parable of the vi-
neyard occupies the Mittelpunkt of the last discourse both literally and
theologically.

The central theme of the parable of the vineyard and the vines—abiding
in him—is intertwined with the whole discourse.” Ch. 14:2 speaks of many
povat (rooms) in his Father’s house. The noun povy derives from the verb
uéve (‘abide’), which is the central idea in our parable. In 14:23 Jesus
promises Judas that if anyone keeps his word, then he and the Father will
come and take up their povy (i.e. to abide) with him. The great prayer of
ch. 17 is rounded up in vs. 23 again with the thought of abiding, when Je-
sus and the Father will be in them: “I in them and Thou in me” (Eyo év

9 ~ \ \ bl bl ’
AVUTOLE KAL GV EV EZEJ‘OL).

3. Abiding as the Relationship of the New Ethics

I should like to begin this last section by a free quotation of a relevant pas-
sage from my previous studies.”

As was intimated above, in interpreting this text, the Church Fathers and other

early Christian authors observed the old Attic distinctions between gueAog and

*! We should not be naive to take the NA text as identical with John’s text, but as any
reconstructed text is bound to be hypothetical, this text can be taken as a rough guide for
our calculations.

*? Similarly, Barrett, John, 474, “This is the basic thought of the chapter”.

23 Caragounis, “Vine, Vineyard, Israel, and Jesus”, SEA 65 (2000), 211-12. See also The
Development of Greek and the New Testament, 255-56.
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»Afpato as vine and branches.” The reason was that the Fathers had usually
acquired a classical education—not infrequently rhetorical—often in the schools
of Athens.” But in the case of some of them, probably there was a theological
reason as well. The author who seems to have set the tone for this was Athana-
sios. As an unflinching defender of the reality of the incarnation, he sought cor-
roboration for his doctrine of the homoousion of the human nature which Christ
took through his incarnation from the sameness of nature between the vine (=
Christ) and the branches (= the Christians). He argued that just as the vine and
the branches share in their nature (something that is not true of the vine and the
vinedresser), so too, Christ in his incarnation came to share our nature.”® This
idea found favor with some of the later Fathers. For instance, Basilios of Cae-
sarea repeats Athanasios’ argument in his book Against Eunomios,”” while

Theodoretos of Kyrhos in his Eranistes refers explicitly to Athanasios’ interpre-

** Of early Christian Authors who adhere to the old distinction, mention may be made
of Klemes of Rome, Ignatios, Didache, Justinos Martys, Klemes Alexandreus, Irenaios,
Hippolytos, Origenis, Eusebios, Epiphanios, Gregorios Nazianzenos, Gregorios Nysseus,
Amphilochios, Chrysostomos, Palladios and Johannes of Damaskos. These authors have
an aggregate of some 560 occurrences of &umehog, all of which have been examined .

» See Caragounis, “Atticism. Agenda and Achievement”, in C. C. Caragounis (ed.),
Greek. A Language in Evolution. Essays in Honour of Antonios N. Jannaris, Hilde-
sheim: Olms 2010, pp. 153-176.

* See e.g Athanasios, De sententia Dionysii, 10, 3: 81t 8¢ avdponives elpntat Tabrta
Tepl ToU cwTHpog, oxomely évteldev mpoomnxeL: 6 pev yewpyos Eévog Eotl xat’
oVclay THg Gumédou, Ta 08 xANuaTo 6pooloLa kol GuyYevy] xal adtalpeta THg
AUTTENOV TUYYAVEL GVTA XAl ploy EYEL Xl TNV AOTNY YEVESLY TaUTa TE XAl 1)
gumehog. EotL 8¢, i elmey 6 nlpLog, “adtoc 7 dumehog, Nuels T& xANpaTa”. €l
LEY 0DV 6L00VGLOG EGTLY MWLV 6 LLOS %ol TNV aOTHY NIV EYEL YéveoLy, E6Tm xaTa
TOUTO %ol 6 LVLOG AANGTELOG XAT OVGLAY TOU TTATEOG, ACTIER %ol 1) AUTEAOG TOD
vewpYol, el 8¢ dAhog éoTiv 6 uitg map’ 6 éopsy Nuels, ®axelvog Pev Abyog Tod
TaTE6G, NUels 0 éx Y yeyovapey xal tob Addp Eopev Exyovor, o0 bpelhet T6
ONTOV elg TNV YebTNTA AVapEpesDal TOU AOYOU, AAX AOLTIOY ELC TNV AVIPWTTLVNY
a0 ToD TAPOUCLAY.

T Basilios, Against Eunomios, 29, 697: EL dumehoc, paciv, 6 Tathp, xhAuata O
Nels, Yewpyog d¢ 6 [Matne- to 8¢ xAfpata 6pogui] pev T aunéie, 1) ¢ dumehog
0V GLOPUING TH YEWEYR: OLOQUTS LEV NIy 6 Tiog, xal pepog Nuels adTol, ody
6pounc 88 6 uidg T [atpt, dAhe xata mavta aANGTeLog. [Tpog odg Epobuev 0l
¥ 90T TOC AdTOD, AAAX TT|G CAEXROG ELETKEVAL TLAG KATLATO.



14

tation.”®

In spite of the venerable origins of this theological interpretation it must be
rejected on exegetical grounds. The new relationship of the disciples to Christ
(to obtain after he “has gone away”) illustrated by the imagery of the dumehog
and the xAnpota is not based on the relation that once existed between the dis-
ciples and the incarnated Jesus, but is thought of as a future relationship to ob-
tain between the disciples and the pneumatic Christ. The whole question of
“abiding in Christ” sets the relationship between the believer and Christ on a
transcendental, almost mystical plane, which has nothing to do with the incar-
nated state of the Logos, even though it was precisely the incarnation of the Lo-
gos that made this pneumatic relationship possible. For this reason it is not pos-
sible to argue that this parable illustrates the sameness of nature which the be-
liever shares with the Logos following his incarnation. But it is important to em-
phasize that this “abiding” is not a mystical union of the kind which some find in
the Eucharist”® or in the sense of mere passive contemplativeness, but an active
every day abiding and utter dependence on Christ that issues into fruitbearing.
This emphasizes the distinctiveness rather than the sameness between Christ and
the believer, between the vineyard and the vines.

Thus, the exegesis by the Fathers of &umeloc as vine and xAnupoato as
branches has no more to commend it than that these authors used these terms in
their old, well established distinctions, and that they took no account of the se-
masiological shifts that had been at work for several centuries before the Fourth

Gospel.

2 Theodoretos, Eranistes, 101: Tob Avyiov ABavaciov Eéntonomov AreLavdpetiag
%ol oporoynTol ... “Eve clpt 7 dumehog, DUETS Ta XAPATE: 6 TATHP KOV 6
vewpyos €otwv”. “Huele yap tolU xuplou xata To ooue cuyyevels éopeyv- ... Kat
domep elol To xAnpate 6poovota THe dpmélov, xal € adtic, oltm xal Mpels,
6povevl] copata &yovteg TH oopatt tol wvptov. ... ‘O 8¢ mathpe elpntar 6
vewpYbs: adtog Yoo elpydoato die Tob Abyou THV dumedov, T €0TL TO
AUELAXOV GAPL. ... Apmehog 08 Exhndn 6 xdpLog dLa Thv Tepl T& X ATUATA, KTER
EOUEY TUETS, GUYYEVELAY COUATLXNV.

? See e. g. Brown, John 11, 672-74 on the “Vine as a Eucharistic Symbol”, an interpreta-
tion which R. Bultmann rightly dismisses.



15

This pneumatic relationship between the exalted Christ and his follow-
ers may be exemplified by the parable of John 15:1-7 in the following
ways:

1. The softly polemical statement “I am the true vineyard”, implies the
failure of the old vineyard, Israel, to bear fruit. This failure was on account
of the external contingencies that obtained in the case of Israel, where
God’s law was written on tables of stone. The “true vineyard”, on the other
hand, provides the necessary internal conditions for the believers’ relation
to Christ, condusive to bringing forth the desired fruit.

2. Through the elegant wordplay between aipet and naSatpet, vs. 2
sets forth the conditional existence of the believer in Christ, which depend-
ing on his actions may lead to judgment or to approval. A disciple who
does not bear fruit is uprooted and thown out of the vineyard (15:6). This
recalls Jesus’ saying in Mt 15:13: mdoa @utela v oOx EQUTEUGEY 6
Tt Lov 6 odpdviog éxptlodnoetar,” and finds an apt illustration in
the NT in the judgment on Ananias and Sapphira (Acts 5:1-10). Similarly
here, such a disciple, is symbolized by the uprooted vine which is dried up
and thrown into the fire. But a disciple who does bear fruit, like a fruit-
bearing vine which is pruned and dressed in order to bear more fruit, is dis-
ciplined, tended, and ‘cultivated’ so that he may produce more abundant
fruit.”!

3. The declaration in vs. 3 that the disciples are clean (xaBapol)
through Jesus’ word does not have cultic but ethical significance. The em-
phasis is placed on an inner cleansing and an inner spiritual condition. This
is shown by Jesus’ request to the Father: “sanctify them through the truth”
(aytacov adtoLs év Th aindeta, 17:17). And it is for this very reason,
too, that Jesus says “I sanctify myself that they also may be sanctified in
the truth” (17:19).

30 Cf. Barrett, John, 473, “This seems to have been the earliest Christian interpretation
of the vine-symbolism, and it may have been at the back of John’s mind”.

! On fruit-bearing see Beasley-Murray, John, 273 and his quotations from R. Bultmann
and E. C. Hoskyns.



16

4. Finally, vs 4 gives the weighty injunction: petvate év uol, naym év
vW.tv. But how is this text to be understood? It has often been translated li-
terally as “abide/remain in me and I in you™.”” The form petvarte is an im-
perative, but it is impossible to understand an implicit imperative in con-
nection with the second clause “and I in you”. One cannot command one-
self. Therefore, the NIV has turned the second clause to a condition
/promise: “remain in me, and I will remain in you”. This is quite possible.
The NRSV and the NAB have translated the second clause as a factual sta-
tement: “Abide/remain in me as I abide/remain in you”. This is rather ques-
tionable, since it overturns the logical order: it first assumes that Christ is
factually abiding in them and then he exhorts them to abide in him.

The force of the statement is rather: “Abide in me, so that I, too, may
abide in you”, or giving it a more expressly conditional force: “If you abide
in me, then I, too, will abide in you”.”> This injunction, then, is the pivot on
which the whole parable turns, making fruit-bearing possible (15:8).

The apparently innocuous phrase “Abide in me” receives a deeper mea-
ning when seen in the light of Adolf Deissmann’s claim that this technical
concept, “den Lieblingsbegriff der religiosen Sprache des Apostels™ (i.e.
Paul), envisaging a person being in another person, did not occur in Greek
thought before the New Testament.* Deissmann was of the opinion that
such a concept became meaningfull when the person in question was not
the earthly Jesus but the pneumatic Christ. Irrespective of details and how
the subsequent discussion has developed,® the basic presupposition here is
that a pneumatic relationship is postulated,™ in which, the believer is envi-
saged as having his sphere of existence in the Risen Christ. What this im-
plies can be appreciated when compared with the relation between Jesus
and the Father: “If you keep my commandments, you shall abide in my

%2 ¢ Abide’ is used by the KJV, Rheims, NASB, NRSV. ‘Remain’ is used by NIV and NAB.
33 Taking it conditionally does not rule out mutuality, as Barrett, John, 474, seems to
think.

34 Deissmann, A., Die Formel ‘in Christo Jesu’, Teil 11, Diss. Marburg 1892, p. 70.

% The post-Deissmannian discussion of the phrase év Xplot®, etc. is treated in Chrys C.
Caragounis. The Ephesian Mysterion. Meaning and Content (CB: NT Series 8), Lund
1977, 152-157.

3 The idea of the new covenant in Jer 31:31-34 is not irrelevant here.
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love, as I have kept my Father’s commandments and abide in his love”
(15:9-10). Even rejecting Deissmann’s mystical interpretation, the force of
év still seems to be local in metaphorical sense.

Such an abiding in Christ is not to be confused with the inceptive salvi-
fic faith in Christ, since it is not a question of becoming a Christian but of
staying a Christian,” i.e. living out and acting the Christian life.*® This im-
plies an inner commitment with reciprocal obligations: the believer abides
in Christ and Christ and his words abide in the believer. This definitive
modus vivendi of the believer is made possible through the operation of Pa-
rakletos.

We thus see that the parable of the vineyard and the vines is used to il-
lustrate the relation that is to obtain between Christ and his followers fol-
lowing his physical departure from them. As the new arrangement for the
future relation between the disciples and the departing Jesus, the injunction
“abide in me” seems to form the basis of the new ethics that the post-
resurrection, exalted Christ demands of his followers.
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