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Authorship


The mentioning of a specific John’s name is infrequent within the New Testament.
  a name is completely absent from the Gospel itself when it comes to the mentioning of an author.  A lack of the authors name is not an uncommon occurrence within the gospels.
  However, a clue is given at the end of the book as the author is identified in 21:20, 24, as “the disciple whom Jesus loved.”
  These verses have raised the question of who this beloved disciple was.  

Scholarship over the years has come up with a variety of solutions, such as Lazarus, John Mark, Thomas, and John son of Zebedee.  The idea of Lazarus is possible because he was the only person whom it was directly said that Jesus loved him, as seen in 11:3, 6.  His authorship is unlikely because his name is not mentioned after that point when there would be no reason to leave it out.  John Mark was associated with Peter and was part of the church, but the Beloved Disciple was one of the twelve, and John Mark was not.  There has also been the more recent suggestion that John was authored by Thomas.  This is due to him being in a leadership role and asking to see the wound in Jesus’ side, a scar that only the “Beloved Disciple” would know of.

The most agreed upon and traditional opinion of authorship is of John of Zebedee.
  He was in fact one of the twelve disciples, giving him eyewitness accounts and insight on the stories of Jesus’ life.  A clue to the author being an eyewitness is seen in 1:14 as it is written, “we saw His glory.”

  In order to be able to state such a claim, the author would in fact have to be present for the events.  There are other portions of John that strengthen the belief in an author who was an eyewitness, such as “The mention of six waterpots at Cana (2:6), of the twenty-five or thirty stadia as a distance rowed by the disciples across the Sea of Galilee (6:19), or of the number of fish caught, and the distance the boat was from the land (21:8, 11).”
  Such minute and “unimportant” information would be absent if the author was not present for the events.  There would be no reason to include them, making their appearance within the gospel strange.  One of John’s author’s strongest pieces of evidence that he was in fact an eyewitness is his use of names.  John includes a number of characters such as Philip, Andrew, Mary, and Malchus.
  These names were possibly acquired through the passing down of these stories from others, but it is more likely that the author did indeed witness or even meet these named individuals.  Further support for John as the author is seen in writings by Irenaeus, mentioning John as one who had seen the Lord.  Another example of Christian literature that verifies his authorship is the writing of Clement of Alexandria.  Clement explained that John, upon seeing the work of the other gospels, composed a spirit-inspired gospel of his own.
  These historical sources not only serve to express John’s motives, but also bring validity to his name being attached to the book.  The fact that there are two major writers of the past who mentioned him as an eyewitness and author allows for the claim of a stronger connection of John’s name with the gospel of the same title.  

However, there are still some complaints as to the validity of the claim of John the son of Zebedee’s authorship.  These include John’s geographical inaccuracies, his amount of scholarly ability as a mere fisherman, and the lack of mentioning of his own name.  Studies have shown that overall John’s writing on location was actually reliable.  As far as his social status as a common man, it is confirmed in Acts 4:13 as he is described as an “uneducated and untrained”
 man.  Even though this was true of John, it is difficult to predict and be able to accurately claim what was possible for him to achieve as an author.
  Clement asserted that John was spiritually inspired to write the gospel,
so there is no way to truly claim that he was unable to do so.  It is often thought that the lack of John’s name being mentioned was due to his humility or modesty.  The fact that a man who would be so modest as to leave out his name would also call himself the beloved disciple does not line up well.  The two ideas seem to completely contradict each other.

Without a clear statement by the author or definitive passage as a description, the actual authorship of the Gospel of John is difficult to interpret.  Despite the name actually being John, there is not a completely accurate way of being able to pinpoint the author of this book.  Truly, the identity of the Fourth Gospel’s author remains a mystery.  There is debate that this may have been done on purpose, hence the use of “The Beloved Disciple.”
  However, as it stands currently, the most widely accepted answer for the authorship of the Gospel of John remains John of Zebedee.

Origin of the Title


The title of the writing, which is kata Ioannen, literally means “According to John.”  The origin of this name is self explanatory, as the common thought was that the apostle John was the author.  This has been seen as a difficult title for the same reasons as the difficulties with authorship.  Similar to the rest of the gospels and a number of ancient writings, this gospel was received anonymously.
  With most letters or other literature of the time there were usually clues as to the author such as introductions, mentions throughout, or salutations.  For example, Paul has a distinct way of doing this, making his letters generally easy to identify.  However, the author of John did no such thing.  There is not a clear mentioning of the authorship until the very end of the work.  Even then, it is mysterious and hidden as discussed in the previous section.  After much research and study, the Beloved Disciple was commonly assumed to be the apostle John, the son of Zebedee.  Because of this belief, the name was given to the book would identify that the writing would be understood to be from John’s perspective.

Date

The dating of John takes multiple angles and can quickly change, depending on slight opinions of dependence.  Original dating of John was estimated to be sometime around mid-second century.
  This would place the writing of this book much after that of the other gospels, as well as a large chunk of history.  Another reason for suspecting an earlier time is that there is a heavy reflection and development of Christology within the gospel of John.
  There is also the telling of systematic expulsion from the synagogue.  This would have to have taken place around the end of the first century.


However, it appears that the best evidence for an earlier dating of John came from a recent discovery of two papyrus pieces known as the Rylands papyrus fragments.
  These fragments contained the writings of John18:31-33, 37-38.
 After studying the discovery, it was determined these findings were from the early portion of the second century.
  Due to this finding, a dating of John can be no later than 125 A.D because the letter would have had to have time to circulate.


With the findings of the Ryland fragments and the mentioning of the expulsions from the synagogue in 12:42 and 16:2, the common gap for current scholarly dating is 80-100 A.D.
  This gives the Gospel enough time to circulate before the papyrus fragments, as well as places the writing after that of the other Gospels.  This dating also fits the topic of expulsion from the synagogue as it would be addressing the issues of the times.
  A date before 100 A.D. would also become a problem if the supposed author was the apostle John.  The writings of Ireneus stated that the apostle John died when Trajan began to reign, making it impossible to date the book any later.


An issue that has recently begun to get in the way of the dating of John is a synoptic problem.  Scholars have started looking at the possibility that the author of John did not actually rely on the other gospels and wrote on his own accord.
  One reason for this is that John should be considered more than author, but a direct witness to the life of Jesus.  This idea would place his writings in the front of the synoptic picture, rather than near the back.  It is common to look at John and study it based off of the other gospels.  That is just how it has been done for a long time.  New arguments suggest that John can be looked at as the primary Gospel to base the others off of as he was an eyewitness and, within this perspective, and earlier writer.
  This would allow for the author to place the date around A.D. 65.
  Basis for this is found in John’s witness of the life of Jesus, but also in his lack of historical information.  5:2 is a verse commonly used as it would indicate that Jerusalem had not yet been destroyed, placing the date before A.D. 70.  To leave out such a major part of history would seem puzzling for an author intending to explain the history of the Gospel of Christ.
  This has generated another theory that the ideas and writings of John were perhaps formed around A.D. 65 but may have been published later.
  Even after these newer suggestions, the common dating of John still has stayed post A.D. 70, and around A.D. 85.

Compilation

The discussion of John’s compilation is almost completely based on the Synoptic problem.  Primary questions are not made up of how John wrote the gospel, but more of how he handled the other gospels, if at all.


It is almost entirely believed that John in some way made use of the other three Gospels in the writing of his book.
  This is supported by a fairly similar set of stories and ancient literature of the past.  Clement of Alexandria’s writings have been prominent in the belief that John made use of other writings.
  His work said, “John, perceiving that the bodily facts had been made plain in the Gospels, being urged by his friends, and inspired by the Spirit, composed a spiritual gospel.”
  This quote serves to show that John was inspired not only by God, but by the Gospels.  The belief that John’s book was written last would make clear his use of other scripture as a basis for his own work.


The other key part of the compilation of John is the fact that he was an eyewitness to the ministry of Jesus.  There are so many parts of John that do not line up with the other Gospels at all.  In this way, John’s compilation is much different than that of the other Gospels.  It seems confusing that the final gospel would be so dissimilar to those that were used as a source for the writing of the book.  This is easily explained by the idea that John was a witness to the actual events of Jesus’ life, and could therefore choose what to include or exclude.  John’s lack of training in a literary area may have also led him to choose a route that other scholarly writers such as Luke would not have taken.  John’s writing is more about personal experience than broad stories.  Anonymous characters from the first three stories suddenly have names.  Passages that are seen nowhere else are included in John.  Detailed accounts unseen elsewhere make an appearance in John.  These do not indicate a lack of credibility, or a made up storyline, but fit right into the idea of a witness of the events.  Therefore, supposing that the author was John, son of Zebedee, the book of John was compiled based off of a use of the other gospels as well as knowledge from personal accounts.

Setting


It is theorized that the Gospel of John was originally written while the author was with a group of believers, likely being nurtured by him.
  It was a time of confusion as those desiring to believe were bringing about questions as to the true significance of Jesus’ life and death.
  This would explain John’s heavy development of Christology throughout his writing.


Another key aspect that gives a clue as to the setting would be the author’s use of Pauline teaching.
 This is primarily seen in the teaching similar to that of Paul’s mission to reach the gentiles.  In 7:35 and 10:16 there is a mention of speaking the good news of the gospel to outsiders, referring to them as “other sheep, which are not of this fold.”
  Such similar messages have led to the claim that the author of John was in fact a Paulinist.
  The importance of this is not necessarily the shared beliefs, but the fact that it places the author of John in a community in which that message is reaching home.  Gentiles were gaining the societal acceptance into a faith that they were previously barred from.  Therefore, it would be likely that the author of John was writing in such a way that would teach those striving for acceptance that Jesus Christ was in fact their savior as well.


The setting was also clued at by the way that the author handled Judaism.  John want to make sure that there was a clear difference between those who were Jewish, and those who believed Jesus to be the Messiah.  He would refer to them as “the Jews” even when they were in a completely Jewish group, showing a clear difference.
  This shows that it was at a time of church growth.  The author wanted to show that believers needed to see that the gospel was for everyone, and that by choosing to do so, they were separating themselves from everyone else.  Even the Jews they were previously associated with.
Purpose


The main purpose of the gospel of John is clearly laid out in 20:30-31.
  It was written so that those who read or heard the words would believe in Jesus Christ as the son of God.  John’s Gospel was intended to explain the good news of Jesus to those who may never have heard the word or seen the workings of Christ.  Throughout the Gospel the nature and character of who Jesus truly was is defined constantly.
  This is seen through the “I am” statements and the major emphasis on Jesus saying that He is in fact God.  The Gospel of John truly was a message to a growing body of believers, clarifying that the man who died on the cross for them was in fact the Messiah.
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Establishing the Limits and Division of the Text


As far as the division of the passage, there is no argument that it could be divided another way besides that which it is now.  This is the entirety of the story, leaving no room for additions or exclusions.  Considering that this whole tale is not found in the major Greek manuscripts of John, it is simple to identify the exact parameters of the passage.


The main issue with John 7:53-8:11 is whether or not the section belongs within its surrounding context or is even an authentic piece of Jesus’ ministry.  A look at the earliest manuscripts shows that this writing was not found in the earliest versions of the Gospel of John.
  The first appearance of the story was within the uncials in Codex Bezae during the fifth century.
  This immediately brings the question of authenticity up as it seems odd that such a story would not be present in the original writings, but is in the writings that are viewed in modern days.  If this piece of Jesus’ life was so important, it would be odd for the passage to be left out of the earliest manuscripts.
  A lack of appearance within the original writings is what generated initial doubts about the authenticity of John 7:53-8:11, even within the scribes of the ninth century.  The passage was seen within the texts, but editorial marks were not made on it out of fear of its origin.
  This feeling has continued today as the brackets around the entire section indicate to all readers that this tale was not a part of the original scripture.

Along with the fear of a lack of inclusion, there is the appearance that the passage does not fit well within the Johannine Gospel.  One reason is that the flow of the section becomes awkward once it includes John 7:53-8:11.
  This is due to both themes and story details.  Motifs dealing with Tabernacle are continued by John in 8:12.  These are interrupted by the interjection of the story of the adulterous women.
  In John 7:39 it is seen that Jesus is speaking to a crowd of people, and 8:12 he is again teaching a large group of people.  Without the tale in the middle, the storyline of Jesus preaching to a crowd would have flowed smoothly from verse 7:52 to 8:12.

Another reason that this passage does not seem to fit well is because of the language used within the writing.  The grammar and word selection do not line up with the tendencies of the author of the Gospel of John.
  Sentences within the passage are connected with the Greek word de, which is hardly used by John in comparison to authors like Matthew or Luke.
  On an analysis of the individual words, the language is hardly seen in John, but often in writings like Luke and Acts.
  With these observations the passage seems as if it should be in Luke rather than the Johannine Gospel.  This opens the option that this story may have been written down by Luke.
  This would explain why some of the earlier manuscripts include this passage after Luke 21:38.
  The writing would fit within this section due to its similarity to Luke’s style, as well as the setting of the story.  Thematically, the story of the adulterous woman lines up with Luke’s writing extremely well.  Luke places a focus on women and the helpless, which is the case in this account.
  Jesus ministers to a woman who is at the lowest of social places, freeing her from the judgment and sin.

Despite the questions about the placement of John 7:53-8:11, there is evidence that strengthens the authenticity of the passage.  For one, the writing of the story exhibits characteristics of an eye-witness account.  One such example is that the mentioning of Jesus writing in the sand is even included.  If there was going to be no clear explanation of what was to be written, it would seem to be a strange detail to include.
  The story also fits well with the teachings of Jesus’ life.
  There would be no question that the section was inauthentic if the instruction did not line up with the rest of Jesus’ ministry.  With these two factors, it is hypothesized that the story could in fact be a real account that was passed down through oral tradition.
  The idea of such a story being passed down is confirmed by the testimonies of ancient figures such as Augustine and Eusebius.
  This does not necessarily confirm an author or origin of the story, but does grant credibility to the idea that it may have existed.

So if this was indeed a true event, it should have been included in the original writings.  Based on the belief of origin, there are several opinions on how the writing found its home in the Fourth Gospel in the end.  If authorship by Luke is the belief, there is the possibility that he made the selection purposefully to exclude the passage.  With his Gospel already being a long work, just about the size of an ancient scroll, it simply may have been an editorial move in order to keep the Gospel the right length.
  Another belief, viewing the tale as an oral tradition, would understand the removal of the passage due to the fact that it appears to condone sexual acts as Jesus forgives the woman so easily.
  However, if this was the case, the inclusion of stories like Jesus’ encounter with the Samaritan woman would have fallen under the same chopping block.

The final resting place of this passage was not where it was originally found.  This piece of scripture has been located in multiple different parts of scripture before it was finally established as John 7:53-8:11.  It was likely in Luke for a time because the style and message fit the grammar and theme of the author.
  Luke would have also been a logical spot to place the story because of the location of the Mount of Olives.
  The transition to John however, was more based on the surrounding passages than the actual order of events.
  The main purpose of Jesus’ teaching to the woman happened to fit His main teaching to the crowds in 7:52 and 8:12.  The focus of the message was on judgement.
  If this was the intent of those seeking to enter the story into the canon, then they achieved their goal.  The message meshes with that of Jesus’ teachings as the passages all cover the topic of being wary of judging others.

Establishing the Wording of the Text


The first manuscript to contain the story is E, dated to around the eighth century.  Other ancient writings that contained this section were G, H, K, and M.
  All of these dated around the ninth century, showing that the story of Jesus and the adulterous woman was added much later than the words of the original text.
  The earliest references are found in the documents of the Western church, such as the Vulgate, Old Latin manuscripts, and the writings of church fathers.
  These sources tell of the story, but the confusion as to where it was to be placed led to the many textual variances of the passage.  Early manuscripts find the story in Luke as well as varied locations within John.  

Some sources include the story immediately after John 7:36.
  This would have been done because in verse 36, Jesus has just concluded a teaching section and the final day of the feast would begin in eight.  This was an attempt to find a smooth transition from the instruction at the feast, to the adulterous woman, and back to Jesus’ instruction.  It was likely that this variation did not stick because there was a lack of cognitive connection between the messages of Jesus within the two sections.  There is the chance that it could have fit chronologically, but for Jesus to continue from the story of the adulterous woman directly into telling the crowd that he would quench their thirst with living water would have been strange.  If the passage had actually been located in this portion, then Jesus would have likely instructed the people on behavior in regards to judgment and sin, which He does in his teaching after 8:12.

Another ancient location of the text was following John 7:44.
  Yet again, this was another attempt to generate a smooth flow for the story.  This would place the account right after the division of the people over truly wanting to follow Him, and right before the mention of Jewish unbelief in the account of Nicodemus.  The transition from verse 44 to the beginning of the story of the adulterous woman would work well as the teaching section concludes and story section would start with the people returning to their homes.  However, there would be an awkward reading after the account as the story of Nicodemus would interject into the middle of the Jesus’ teaching.
Other manuscripts included the passage at the end of the entire Fourth Gospel.
  This would have been an attempt to show that the true origin of the text was unknown, but that the religious leaders did feel that it belonged within John’s Gospel.  Unfortunately, this would create an even more awkward transition than any of the other placements.  John would have just finished saying that there was not enough room for every story of Jesus within his writing, and then suddenly continued into the tale of Jesus and the adulterous woman.  This was likely moved because the location would ruin the validity of not only the story, but of the message within.  Seeing that this was just an extra account added on at the end, it would appear to have little reliability historically, which would lead to a doubt in the spiritual significance.

One variant that has led to belief in authorship by Luke was the placement in Luke 21:38.
  The main reason behind this was the similarity in discussion of the location as the Mount of Olives.
  This may have worked well because Luke 21:38 speaks of how Jesus would go up to the mount of Olivet and then come down and speak to the people at the temple.  The transition into the passage fits well, but the following verses and chronological location of the story within Luke’s Gospel generate some issues.  Immediately following the account would be the betrayal by Judas and the Lord’s Supper.  The ministry to this woman would then be one of the last of Jesus’ life.  It would also go unaddressed as Jesus would then continue on into the apocalyptic discourse, rather than an explanation of the events.  Similar to variants in John, there are some manuscripts that also had this story after Luke 24:53, placing it at the very end of the Gospel.
  Like John, this variation may have suffered with questions of authenticity and spiritual reliability as a story thrown in at the end.

Within the wording of the verses, the first variant is seen in verse 3 in the description of those bringing forth the adulterous woman.  The NASB and KJV speak of the “scribes” and Pharisees, where the NIV has now changed the wording to “teachers of the law.”  This may be to fit the language of John as scribes are generally not a part of his writing.

Another variation is viewed in verse 4 as the KJV describes the woman as being set, “in the midst,” which follows the Greek directly.  The NASB then changed the wording to have her set, “in the center of the court.”  This may have been done to emphasize the theme of judgment with a court atmosphere.  It paints the picture of everyone looming over her rather than just being in the same general area.  However, the NIV changed the verse to almost fit both, saying, “They made her stand before the group.”  She stood before them like someone on trial, but she was within a group, not a court.  The language takes the judicial setting out of the story, but maintains the idea of judgment.  These descriptions of location are then repeated in verse 9 in their unique fashions as the woman is left with Jesus.

Verse 6 in the KJV contains a variation that shows Jesus writing in the sand, “as though He heard them not.”  This thought is not even contained with the newer versions such as the NASB or NIV.  The idea Jesus ignoring the teachers may have been left out because interpreters felt it was strange morally or that it overall did not affect the message of the passage.  The Greek does actually contain this portion with the rough translation as, “not appearing (to hear).”  So this was likely a part of the original account, but later interpreters saw it as an unnecessary detail.

As the people leave, a variation is seen in verse 9 as to their reasoning.  In the newer texts, the People return to their homes upon hearing Jesus’ words.  However, in the KJV and Greek text, it explains that they were, “convicted by their own conscience.”  This may have been edited out by scholars due to the feeling that it was self-explanatory as to why the hearers of Jesus’ message would leave.  His words were enough to convict them, and the modern texts assume that the reader would understand this.

In verse 10 the Greek is the only translation that includes the fact that upon standing up, the woman was the only one in Jesus’ presence.  Like the explanation of the conviction in verse 9, it is likely that this was left out because it would have been expected for the woman to be the only one left.

The final verse concludes with Jesus’ challenge to the woman to repent from her ways.  The Greek, NASB, and KJV translations all word Jesus’ command to “sin no more.”  However, the newer translations such as the NIV instruct the woman to “leave your life of sin.”  This variant was likely due to scholars not wanting the message to appear as just the idea of avoiding sin, but a complete life change.  They would want the reader to see that being in the same life as sin was no longer an option, and shouldn’t be within the kingdom of God.

Establishing an Outline of the Text:

· Setting the Scene (7:1-8:2)

· These verses described the people returning to their homes and Jesus ascending the Mount of Olives.  He then descended to the temple and people came to Him so He began teaching.
· The Question of Judgment and Law (8:3-6a)

· The religious officials brought before Jesus a woman caught in adultery and asked Him, based on the Law of Moses, what should be done with her.  The beginning of verse 6 explains that the purpose for even bringing this woman to Jesus was the hope of gaining reason to accuse Him.
· Jesus’ Response (8:6b-8)

· Upon being presented with the situation by the religious leaders, Jesus drew in the sand, stood up and responded to them, and then returned to drawing with his finger.
· The Response of the People (8:9)

· Being convicted by their own sin, all those who heard dropped their stones and began to leave, beginning with the older generation.
· Mercy and a Challenge (8:10-11)

· Jesus then asks the woman what happened to those accusing her.  After she says that there are no more, Jesus explains that He too does not accuse her.  He leaves her with the instruction to go and no longer live a life of sin.
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Setting the Scene (7:53-8:2):


With John 7:53-8:11 being a narrative portion of the Gospel of John, the lesson for the audience is delivered through the telling of a story, not an actual teaching section.  It is therefore important for the author to establish the setting so that the audience would better understand the context and message, which is done in 7:53-8:11.
  7:53 seeks to do this by explaining that the people then went to their homes.  This verse does introduce the story, but it was obviously connected to another narrative besides the one it currently follows.
  Jesus would have been teaching the people on the final day of the feast just as He was in 8:12-58.  Verses 7:53-8:11 are a sudden interjection in the teaching which makes them as a complete story in themselves.  This is further strengthened by the introduction in 7:53 expressing that some group of people would then have gone home.  Considering that Jesus was not part of the section from 7:42-52, it is possible that the reference was to the group of religious officials who were discussing what to do with Jesus.  However, it is unlikely that a mentioning of their return to their homes would have been the transition into the story of Jesus’ encounter with the adulterous woman, especially if Jesus was included in those who were travelling.  The word “but” seen in 8:1 indicates that Jesus was participating in the same activity, but was taking a different path.


Rather than returning home, Jesus went to the Mount of Olives.  This is automatically odd within the setting of John.  The Mount of Olives is never mentioned within the Fourth Gospel, but is in the other three.
  So there would suddenly a new location for Jesus’ ministry that had not been addressed up to that point.  However, this idea would fit exactly with Jesus’ teaching habits during his closing days.  It was described within the Gospels that Jesus would teach in Jerusalem during the day and then retire alone at night.
  Luke in fact described that Jesus would specifically lodge at the Mount of Olives after these days of teaching.
  This does not fit the placement within John however.  As the passage currently sits, Jesus would not be in his final days of teaching, but still in the middle.  This does not eliminate the possibility that Jesus went up to the Mount of Olives, but it furthers the notion that John 7:53-8:11 was a separate account of Jesus’ Ministry.  Considering that it fits within the pattern of His teaching, it also adds validity to the possibility that it was a reliable tale of Jesus’ life.  With this fitting Jesus’ teaching, the occurrence of his return to the Mount of Olives would indicate the end of day.

Following the end of a day, verse 8:2 would begin the actual setting of the scene.  This starts with the explanation that these events would take place early in the morning, indicating a new day.  John then expressed that Jesus returned to the temple.  The use of “again” showed that this account was not Jesus’ first portion of teaching within the temple during this story.  Wherever John 7:53-8:11 was originally located apparently included a mentioning of Jesus teaching in the temple because it would be understood that He was “again” returning to instruct the people.
  So Jesus would yet again have been coming to a location that He had been teaching in previously.  At the time, many scribes had locations in the court of the temple where they would sit and instruct the people.  Jesus would have been doing the same thing, setting up an area within the yard of the temple in order to establish Himself as a teacher for the people to listen to as they would a religious official.
  The use of the of the Greek continuous verbs “came” and “taught” showed that the people kept coming to Jesus and He continued to engage them in teaching within the courtyard.
  With all three of these verses John provided the setting of an early morning in which Jesus taught the people as they came to Him as He sat in the court of the Temple.

The Question of Judgment and Law (8:3-8:6a):


This is actually where the story of Jesus’ account with the adulterous woman begins.
  Verses 8:3-6 then establish the characters and question which is brought to Jesus.
  The first characters who had already been put into place were Jesus and the crowd of people.  Next John introduced the Scribes and Pharisees.  These officials were commonly mentioned throughout the Synoptic writings.  However, they are nowhere else within John.
  This yet again gives validity to the idea that this was a separate account of Jesus’ ministry than that written by John.  Within his the Synoptics, “Scribes and Pharisees” was a common phrase used to describe the opponents of Jesus.  John would instead mention them as “the Jews” in John 1:19.
  John was then establishing that the men who brought the woman before Jesus were known to be against Jesus in general.


This brings forth the next character, the woman who was brought before Jesus.  She is described as an adulterous woman who was set in the middle of the court.  Verse 8:4 gave further description of her by the religious teachers.  They explained to Jesus that the woman had been caught in the very act of adultery.  Such a seemingly simple description of this woman created a great amount of question as to the validity of their claims.  In order to accuse the woman of such an act, law required that there were eyewitnesses of the actual account.
  Because of this requirement, it made it all the more likely that those seeking evidence would have to set a trap for those suspected of the act.  Therefore, it is likely that the leaders engineered the situation in order to capture the woman.
  This is further strengthened by the fact that the man was absent from the case.
  Considering that the sin being addressed was of sexual nature, there is a requirement of two individuals.  If the catching of this woman was set up, then provision for the man to escape.
  There was also the law that there could be no penalty without a warning given to the individual by a witness.  It appears within the context that no sort of action was taken in this case.
  With all of this in place, the impression was given that the accusers were not focused on bringing about justice, but on pressing a difficult situation against Jesus.
  This now gives the full description of the woman brought before Jesus.  She was a no named adulterous woman wrongly caught within the act and publicly humiliated with the goal of causing Jesus to stumble rather than bring about justice.


The teachers of the law address Jesus with the polite title of “Teacher.”
  Within the context this would have been similar to referring to Him as a rabbi.
  Speaking of Him in this way would be appropriate in the situation they were placing Jesus in as He would be the decider of a point of law.
  This was the role that they were trying to force Him into.


Following the setting of the characters, verse 8:5 introduces the question by which Jesus was being tested.  The officials directly asked Jesus, based on the Law of Moses, if the adulterous woman should be stoned.  Their first point was to clarify that Moses had in fact commanded that this was the penalty for such cases.
  By citing Moses’ words and asking Jesus to give His opinion, the Scribes and Pharisees were hoping to create a dilemma similar to the question of paying taxes to Caesar.
  They wanted Him to forfeit public esteem and potentially face trial before the Sanhedrin.
  Those questioning Jesus placed all of the emphasis on the woman being caught, not on a doubt as to what the Law of Moses stated.
  It can also be noted that the officials described that “such women” are to be stoned, using a feminine tone, when it is clear that within the relevant OT passages it is noted that men as well as women were to suffer the same punishment.
  The accusers are also much more specific than the OT laws were.
  Stoning was only prescribed as a means for execution in the case of a virgin pledged to be married.
  Having a clear knowledge of the law, the officials then wanted Jesus to place His word directly against it.  They were expressing that the law was clear, but how would He handle it.
  Jesus was being framed.
  If He said to kill her then He would be speaking out against Roman law.
  Roman law did not allow for execution by subject peoples or authorize execution for adultery.
  On the other hand, if He said that she should not be stoned, He would be directly disagreeing with the law of God.
  This whole situation was not due to a perplexity on how the punishment of stoning should be applied, but the desire to hear an opinion that did not line up the law.


This is exactly the intention seen in the first part of 8:6.
  The true motives of those questioning Jesus are made clear to the audience.
  They needed a reason to accuse Jesus, and the adulterous woman was their trap.  This form of behavior by the religious leaders in order to publicly frame Jesus is seen all throughout the Gospels.

Jesus’ Response (8:6b-8):


Jesus’ initial reaction was one that was unusual and has given rise to many questions about what accurately happened.
  Jesus stooped down and wrote and the ground with his hand.  This is all the explanation that is given to the audience.  It is impossible to know exactly what was written by Jesus at that time.
  A common thought is that He was writing down scripture related to the dilemma.
  A frequent assumption is that the verse Jeremiah 17:13 was written because it describes those who turn away from the Lord as being “written in the sand.”
  Another suggested possibility is that He was writing Exodus 23:1 and accusing the religious officials of being malicious witnesses.
  He may also have been scrawling out the tenth commandment in order to counteract the use of the seventh commandment by the officials.
  Another opinion entirely is that Jesus was writing the names and sins of the accusers.
  A different view is that Jesus, like Roman magistrates would have done, was writing down the sentence He was about to speak.
  Despite all the accusations, Jesus may not have written anything at all.
  The Greek verb used within the verse can simply mean “to draw.”
  There is no clear evidence that Jesus wrote a single thing.
  Jesus may have been writing in the sand to show the scribes and Pharisees that is what better to “write the laws in the sand” and let the punishment “blow away.”
  Another proposed option was that the action showed that Jesus was distraught.
  However, with the Greek describing Jesus’ actions as being “as if He had not heard them,” this behavior may show that Jesus was disregarding the urgency of the question.
  When the scribes and Pharisees thought that they would pin Jesus with a dilemma, He would remain calm and handle the situation casually.  Despite the many hypothesis and ideas as to what Jesus may have written in the sand, it is still impossible to know exactly what He did on that day.


Jesus’ silence must have agitated the crowd as they then persisted to ask Him for an answer to the question.
  Rather than become agitated or afraid Jesus stood and invited any who were sinless to through the first stone.  His answer completely disarmed the attackers.
  Jesus confronted a question of the law with further language of the law.
  In Roman law it was required that the witnesses of the capital crime were to be the first to bring forth justice against the guilty.
  However, Jesus added a limitation that prevented any harm from coming to the guilty woman.
  They were not only to be witnesses, but those “without sin.”
  Jesus confronted them with their own sin, bringing about self-examination.
  This was a confrontation of all those who were ignoring their own sin and placing the judgment on others, showing them what form of judgment awaits them upon their arrival to heaven.


Jesus concludes his response by returning to the sand which He was writing in.  This may have indicated his unwillingness to discuss the matter further with the Pharisees.
  Jesus was finished with his response to the officials.  Upon giving them a short but powerful response to their question, He returned to casually tracing in the sand.  Some manuscripts amplified verse 8:8 by explaining that Jesus was writing “the sins of each one of them.”
  This was likely an attempt to gratify curiosity as to the actual writings and has generated the opinion of some modern scholars.

The Response of the People (8:9)


The answer was no longer for Jesus to give, but for each individual to give themselves.
  The Greek includes the explanation that those who heard Him were “convicted by their own conscience.”
  Jesus’ continued silence allowed for a time of reflection and personal thought amongst the crowd as His statement echoed within their minds.
  Once the significance of His words had sunk in, the people started to leave.
  The elders were first as they would naturally be expected with their wisdom and experience to lead.
  Along with this, it was their responsibility to be sure that justice was served.
  The action however, was not only confined to the elders.  All were struck by the teaching and personal conviction and went on their way.
  They were no longer interested in the sin of the women, but their own.
  The verb used in the verse was a continuous verb, giving the feeling of a procession as the people kept on going out of the court.
  This continued until Jesus was left alone with the adulterous woman.  She remained exactly where they had set her for their original accusation.
  The word “left” may be translated as “abandoned.”
  This showed that the woman was dragged their by the people and then completely discarded by those she had entered with.  They left her in the presence of Jesus.  The passage states that Jesus and the woman were alone, but there may have been some disciples present at the scene.
  None of the verses speak of them departing and the language of the story indicates that Jesus and the woman were still quite alone.
  There is also the evidence that the words of Jesus were overheard and have been preserved over time.

Mercy and a Challenge (8:10-11):


After taking his time, Jesus straightened up and addressed the woman directly.
  This was the first time that Jesus had actually spoken to the woman.
  He addressed her as “Woman,” which would not have been distasteful as He did the same even with His mother in John 19:26.
  This was a common sign of respect, showing Jesus’ fair treatment of the woman.
  Jesus makes use of a rhetorical question to bring to reality that she no longer has to fear those who had previously condemned her.
  They were nowhere in sight.  All that remained was her and Jesus.  Her response in 8:11 was one of respect as she told him, “No one, Lord.”
  This brought Jesus to his conclusive statement, “Then neither do I condemn you.”
  This was the mercy of Christ being shown upon a soul in need.  A woman who was in a pit of despair with the world against her was suddenly freed from her chains by the love of God.  Within this statement the word “condemn” is used like the legal word “sentence.”
  He is not saying that did not pass judgment, but that He was not going to condemn her judicially.
  Jesus was in no way implying that the woman was innocent.
  This is made apparent by the fact that He challenges her lifestyle with is next statement in 8:11.
  He commanded her to “Go now and sin no more.”  This is a similar command to the one given by Jesus to the man who was cured at the pool of Bethseda in John 5:14.
  The form of command given to the woman implies a ceasing of an action that had already started.
  She was no longer to go on living the life of sin that she was a part of.  The NIV clarifies this as they have Jesus stating, “Go now and leave your life of sin.”  Jesus did not specifically refer to adultery, but to the whole life of the woman.
  Jesus showed mercy on her and rescued her from her condemnation and challenged her to break from her old life and live a new life of faith and righteousness.
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Application:


When my brother first went off to college it was an exciting moment for my family.  I was proud of his accomplishments and so were my parents.  This was the next major step in his life and it was time for him to step out on his own.  My brother is an absolutely brilliant student.  He would pass classes without trying and understand difficult concepts with ease.  It was impressive and intimidating to watch.  I was blessed to have such a genius as a brother, but it was terrifying to know that those were the footsteps I was going to have to follow in.  There was no doubt in my mind that he would excel in his next level of schooling and wherever he went past that.


First semester hit and the distance from the family immediately became apparent.  Rather than being able to ask, “How was school today?”  We were stuck wondering exactly what was going on in my brother’s initial year of college life.  He would occasionally call letting us know that classes were going “fine” or that he was having fun with new friends.  As a family we were excited for him and his new area of life, but all of us still had our own focuses.  I was working through my final years of high school and my father and mother were doing their best to manage business troubles and stay on top of the bills.  This trend continued throughout the first year of my brother’s college.  Those of us at home would focus on our lives while my brother would occasionally call to let us know how he was doing and what adventures he had been up to.  Whenever the subject of school was addressed he would say that it was going fine and we would trust him based on what we had seen from him in the past.


However, as the end of the school year came, my parents received a completely unexpected bit of news.  My brother had not been doing well in school at all.  Now he was not failing courses, but his GPA did not reflect his potential at all.  The bigger issue was that in order to keep his academic scholarship for each semester he needed to maintain a GPA of 3.25.  He was not even close to this.  To make matters worse this was the first time my parents had heard anything of the sort.  All that we knew was that he was having a lot of fun and that school had been going just fine.  The shock hit my parents hard.  A school year was about to end and my brother was going to lose a full year of scholarship.  With my family’s business situation, this was horrible news for them.  They now had to find a way to make up for all of the money lost within the year.  Confusion pressed my parents to question my brother as to how this had happened to their son who had no trouble with school his entire life.  My brother’s answer continued to make the situation worse.  He had completely neglected his responsibilities as a student.  Nothing was too difficult or troubling for him, he was simply deciding not to do the work.  He would ignore assignments, turn others in late, or even miss class.  Suddenly my parents realized that they were paying for their son to do live as he pleased, not get a collegiate education.  This was not a matter of circumstance.  He had done it to himself.  We realized he had not even checked what grades he had gotten throughout the year until this point in his second semester.  This showed that a concern for his scores was not even a part of his thinking.


The family was beyond shocked.  This was never what we thought would happen when my brother went off to school.  I watched as my parents grieved and tried to figure out how to deal with the situation.  I hated what it did to the family and my disappointment in my brother began to grow.  In order to have my brother make up for the scholarship he had lost my parents decided that he would have to earn the funds back over the summer.  That is a large amount of money to earn in one summer.  My brother had to get two jobs and ended up working over eighty hours a week.  He was incredibly exhausted and frustration grew between him and the members of my family.  Yet again a distaste for his actions swelled within me as I watched what this situation was causing within our family.


My brother left for his second year of college and our prayers had now changed.  We prayed that he would not make the same mistake again.  My parents were trying to setup ways that he could report to them his progress or that they could check on him during the coming semester.  This only served to frustrate my brother as he begged them to leave him alone because he was fine by himself.  I hated watching the disputes, but part of me trusted my brother.  I had seen him be so smart for so long that I was sure he had learned and would turn around his actions.  Yet again I was wrong.  He neglected his schooling throughout his first semester causing the loss of his scholarship once more.  My parents were hurting as they had to struggle with him and find a way to make his schooling work.  He ended up having to take thirty-two hours of class during his spring semester.  Sixteen of them were online and sixteen at school.  He would have to get all A’s in order to bring his GPA to what he needed it to be.  He got all A’s but one so he had to enroll in summer courses.  I got to sit back and watch as the process continued to wear on my parents and the relationship between them and my brother.  This continued through his junior and even senior year.  I did not understand at all.  It hurt me so much inside and I could not believe that my brother was continuing to do this to our family.


As much as there was a family concern, I was also filled with a selfish rage.  With all the difficulties that my brother was going through, my life seemed to take a backseat within the family.  All of my successes in opinion were being ignored simply because my brother’s issues were taking so much of the family’s focus.  I was scoring well in all of my classes, I was performing well in sports, and I was furthering my relationship with Christ.  Why was all of my positive development being ignored because of the negative behavior of my brother?  I joked with my parents that I could not wait to be their son again.  They would laugh and so would I, but deep down my message was serious.  I was so upset that he would get all of the attention and emotion while my successes would only gain a “well done” or “great job.”  After all, I was the good son!


Christ has a funny yet perfect way of bringing people to self realization.  While reading through Luke in my quiet time I came across the story of the prodigal son.  It is so common for readers to automatically associate themselves with the son who was lost.  All of humanity can easily become caught up in sin and look for the father to accept them back with open arms.  I was reading through this passage with this same idea when God struck me in an entirely different manner.  I was the other son.  Sure, I had been doing well and serving my parents appropriately, but I was holding so much disappointment and anger against my brother.  By doing so, I was even worse myself.  Upon this realization I immediately called my parents and explained my findings and apologized to them both for my behavior.  I had fallen into the same behavior as the scribes and Pharisees within John 7:53-8:11.


I would use my brother as scapegoat and I did not even realize it.  My actions were exactly those seen by the religious officials.  When my parents would question me or present that some of my behaviors were not as they should be, I would immediately turn to them and say, “Well, what about my brother?”  I was throwing him at their feet in order to see what they would do with him in comparison to me.  There was no question in my mind what should be done or if he was wrong, I simply wanted them to point out his flaws rather than my own.  Like the story in John, I had in a sense trapped my brother and caught him in the act.  I would often know more about his situation than my parents would so I would hold on to that information.  When I would be confronted or accused of poor actions I would pull out my brother and push him in front of the jury rather than myself.  I was casting stones without even looking at myself.


This was when the parable of the prodigal son did exactly what Jesus did with his words for those who were listening.  It turned my window into the situation into a mirror.  I was no longer looking at how my brother’s behavior was affecting his image and relationship with the family, but I was looking at my own.  I started to realize that he was not the only one that added stress to my parents.  Sure, they were proud of me and I was doing well, but there different areas of my life in which I was giving them trouble.  Jesus gave this message to the people within the court in John 8:7.  He did not say, “He who is without adulterous behavior in their lives may cast the first stone.”  He said, “He who is without sin.”  I was looking through the window thinking that because I was not neglecting my education that I was being exactly who I was supposed to.  There are many more parts of life that must be looked at and managed in order to walk as Christ would desire for us.  Just as the people who heard Jesus in John 8:9 realized their own personal sins based on individual reflection, I did as well.  My eyes were opened that I had been ignoring my mistakes in order to amplify my brothers before the Lord.  Not only would that damage my brother, but it would destroy the look of my spiritual walk to others.  Hypocritically judging my brother would only cause more damage than bring about justice.


It is simple for believers to fall into this pattern.  We see the sin in others lives and we throw them before the judgment of man and even God and say, “look at them instead of me.”  This is so easy to do that I would even do this to my own brother, my own family.  This form of judgment can destroy the image of Christianity for non-believers and is one of the most destructive behaviors in this way.  The judgment of others is a characteristic so commonly associated with Christianity that it often leads people away.  I never want to be that way.  I realized through my study that my behavior has the potential to damage those I love and the reputation of the God I worship.  That is a tragedy.  We are to handle this as Jesus did in John 8:11.  Believers cannot condemn those in need, but can urge them to flee from their behavior.  Jesus did not condone the actions of the woman, but told her to go and leave the life that included them.  I did not love how my brother handled his schooling or my family, but I did love him.  Judgment would not help, but mercy would.  We so easily fall into the habit of looking through the window rather than the mirror.  Christ calls believers to handle the sin of others with love, and our personal sins with strength so that we may be an example to the world.
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