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I. Preface

Most readers will know what a Magic Eye is. It is a picture that contains another hidden picture within it. It is three-
dimensional. The third dimension can be difficult to discern, unless the one who is looking knows it is there and 
uses extra effort to find it. One has to stare into the surface picture and concentrate, and then, all of a sudden, the 



picture beneath the picture appears from out of nowhere. This is how the gospels are, in large part. They contain 
stories underneath the surface stories. If one is not aware of the hidden stories that lay underneath the surface stories, 
then when that person reads the gospels he/she will likely read only the surface story, believing that to be the major 
communication to the reader from the author (commonly misread as a literal-historical report). But if one is made 
aware that there are hidden stories beneath the surface stories, then one attempts to uncover the source materials (i.e. 
the Scriptures) that were used to create the stories in order to understand their deeper meaning (thereby 
understanding the surface stories, by and large, as symbolic). The reader needs to “stare” into the surface story and 
concentrate on its details. Clues will appear here and there until, all of a sudden, a whole other picture surfaces from 
the original story. Is this Midrash? Rhetorical Imitation? Prophecy Historicized? Intertextuality? Typology? 
Allegory? Or is it a mixture of an array of these different literary genres at work?

One of the things that I hope to accomplish in the writing of this work is to alert people to the needed awareness of 
the allegorical nature of the gospels (the “magic eye”) so that more of a planned and systematic intent at discerning 
the stories that lay underneath the stories within the gospels can be made. These smaller stories or literary units that 
make up what we call a gospel are more, by and large, symbolic stories which express the gospel authors’ faith and 
Church history than they are historical remembrances of the events in Jesus’ life. They represent the authors’ 
challenge to call the readers to a like belief in Jesus as the Messiah and Savior of the World, even as they themselves 
have come to believe. 

II. Introduction: John 2:1-11- The Cana Miracle
 
In an attempt to begin this gigantic work of exegeting John 2:1-12, I have an overwhelming feeling of not knowing 
where to begin. There are so many different threads that need to be unraveled within this passage that I am at a loss 
as to where I should start. In this attempt to exegete John 2:1-12, I know that this will include not only this text but 
also many of the other texts that both surround it and are near to it (its wider context). I will have to exegete, to a 
certain extent, John 1-4 in order to provide sufficient proofs that the interpretation that I am presenting of John 2:1-
12 is a correct one. I will also have to devote time to certain Old and New Testament source materials that John used 
in the composition of the chapters we will be looking at. I will also have to provide an interpretation of I John 5:6-8 
to further support my thesis. So please bear with me as we work our way through this mountain of materials so that 
we might better understand not only the interpretation of the Cana miracle and John 1-4, but also that we might get a 
better grasp on the genre of the gospel of John. Please do not make a judgment on what I am saying until you have 
read all of the evidence.

I liken John 2:1-12 to a rope and a tapestry. For John 2:1-12 to have become a rope and a tapestry, many, many 
threads had to be intertwined. These threads are what gives the rope and tapestry its strength and beauty. But they 
also give the rope and tapestry enormous complexity. And in order to understand the rope and tapestry in all of their 
complexity, one has to begin to unravel them thread by thread. You begin with a certain thread, and by unraveling it 
at one end, you get to the other end. The one end of the thread that you begin with is a word or a phrase from within 
John’s Gospel. The other end that you arrive at is the source material that John used for that word or phrase in his 
gospel (an Old or New Testament text). In discovering the source material(s) you come closer to discovering John’s 
meaning(s) of the word or phrase that is under study. You now understand, in part, that one thread. This process 
must be practiced on each and every thread within John 2:1-12. Once you have examined each and every thread, you 
then can understand how they all bind together to give the rope and tapestry (the story) their strength and beauty. 
The surface story is understood right away once one reads it. But the story that lay underneath the surface story is 
not understood until one discovers the sources for each word and phrase in the surface story. Only then does the 
story beneath the story become clear. One problem lies in identifying each and every thread, for which I make no 
claim to have accomplished. Another problem is that in trying to follow a thread to its source, that thread may fray 
and lead to multiple source materials, and may thus carry multiple meanings. John is known for having chosen 
words that can have multiple meanings. This makes the work of interpretation all the more complicated and the 
work of explanation even more difficult. 

Let us pretend that we are putting together a puzzle. This puzzle that we are assembling is a hidden picture that lay 
beneath another obvious picture. The obvious picture is the literal-historical reading of the stories in John’s Gospel. 
Most people who read these stories are satisfied that these stories mean what they appear to be saying. But what I 
am asking for is that you try and look beneath the superficial story to the pieces of the puzzle (which I will present) 
of the hidden picture that lay beneath the obvious picture. Once I establish, via proofs, that I have discovered an 



individual piece to the hidden puzzle, let us not return to question that piece’s existence. You will have to remember 
that it is there. You will have to visualize it and make a mental record of its presence. I will then move on to 
establishing the discovery of other pieces to the hidden puzzle. These other pieces will build on previous pieces 
already laid down as well as point towards other pieces that I have not yet laid down, but soon will. Often, one piece 
to the puzzle may give support to several other pieces. Some of these other pieces have already been laid down as a 
part of the hidden puzzle while others yet remain to be revealed. Thus some of my supporting evidence will not 
immediately be as obvious to you the reader as it is to me, since you have not seen all of the pieces that I have. But 
once you have been made privy to all of the pieces (by reading all the way through to the end), then you will know 
how each part contributes to the whole in a very complex but unified manner. What I am trying to say is that it will 
be no easy task for me to explain the intricacies of this allegory to you since it is so complicated, and it will take 
work on your part to see how all the pieces fit together to form a unified puzzle. Please be patient. Your patience 
will be rewarded.

I make no claim of having put together the whole puzzle- only parts of it that I hope will help us understand John’s 
gospel better. I will only touch upon those threads that I think that I have identified. These threads I present as 
circumstantial evidence with the purpose of building an indisputable case for an allegorical interpretation of not only 
the Cana miracle but for other parts of the Gospel of John as well. Each thread that I present will hopefully make our 
case seem that much more believable to you, the reader, until we end up with a strong rope which cannot be broken. 
Please try and be objective when examining the evidence, and try not to allow your own presuppositions to enter in 
until you have seen all of the threads woven together into the picture that John intended to create. The evidence in 
favor of the allegorical interpretation that I am presenting, in my opinion, is overwhelming.

John uses words that can have multiple meanings. In doing so, he has enabled himself to tell stories that can have 
more than one meaning. On the surface level, there is the literal meaning of the story. The literal meaning is what 
the Reformers have always upheld as the correct meaning. But down below the surface level lay another, deeper 
level of meaning(s). Indeed it is here, within this deeper level, where we will discover the true meaning(s) of the 
stories that John wished for his readers to understand.

John has created a very complex allegory. The allegory is a drama in which each character within the story 
symbolically represents a viewpoint, or an opinion, as to Jesus’ true identity (i.e. Thus Jesus, who in the beginning 
represents himself, later on becomes the voice of the Church who speaks on behalf of Jesus. John the Baptist 
represents “the Law and the Prophets”. Jesus’ mother represents, at first, the OT Church, and later, the OT and NT 
Church together. The disciples of the Baptist represent “disciples of the Law and the Prophets” who discover, via 
“the Law and the Prophets”/the Baptist, that Jesus is the Christ. “The Jews” represent the religious leaders whom, in 
John’s day, opposed viewing Jesus as the Messiah. They try and use “the Law and the Prophets”/the Baptist/Moses 
to support their viewpoint, but only to be thwarted, etc.). These characters act as foils to reveal Jesus’ true identity as 
the Messiah. Each one of these viewpoints, or opinions, as to who Jesus is, existed in John’s day. John was therefore 
allowing his readers to see the whole picture, and in seeing the whole picture they could thereafter make an 
intelligent decision as to with which group they would want to identify. This was John’s method of doing 
apologetics (of defending the gospel), of evangelizing, and of teaching- of leading his readers to “believe that Jesus 
is the Christ, the Son of God”, as well as deepen that faith that many already had in Jesus as the Christ to even 
profounder levels (Jn.20:31). 

M. De Jonge, in an article entitled “Jewish Expectations about the ‘Messiah’ according to the Fourth Gospel”, states 
the following concerning the literary character of John’s Gospel:

“Representative people (disciples, ordinary people: the crowd, Jewish leaders, 
Samaritans) express representative beliefs and raise representative objections. Though the 
persons mentioned in the various stories are meant to be representative, they are more 
like actors in a play, whose utterances help along the course of events and, even more, the 
development of thought, than identifiable individuals belonging to clearly defined groups, 
even if we look at the Fourth Gospel by itself, regardless of its links with history” (1973; 
p.248).

Later, within that same article, De Jonge provides us with a synopsis of the purpose of John’s Gospel according to 
the renowned German scholar Rudolph Schnackenburg.



“Its [John’s Gospel’s] primary concern is with the christological self-revelation of Jesus 
and it wants to show all aspects and implications of that revelation. A secondary aim will 
have been to fortify Christians of Jewish descent in their faith by showing them what they 
could reply to objections raised by the Jews outside the Church- and the same applies to 
non-Jewish Christians who are confronted with Jewish opposition…. Schnackenburg also 
rightly emphasizes that the objections are not just literary ‘inventions’ used solely to 
carry the debate a step further- like so many other instances of misunderstanding in the 
Fourth Gospel. They have that function but they do take into account existing differences 
of opinion in the Jewish-Christian debate at the time” (1973; p.263).

My reason for quoting De Jonge is only to provide one scholar’s opinion of the literary genre of the Gospel of John 
with whom I agree. For De Jonge, John’s Gospel is a play, a work of drama, in which discussions concerning the 
identity of Jesus, which were ongoing in John’s day, are represented in and through the various stories, characters or 
actors, events, and speeches within John’s play. I agree with this opinion, that the author of this gospel is presenting 
a Christological defense of Jesus based on “the Scriptures” for the Jewish people as well as for the Gentiles- for all 
those who are questioning Jesus’ identity- both believers and unbelievers, and in doing so, the author uses characters 
and stories within the gospel to symbolically represent the different positions of the day as to who Jesus is.

Although De Jonge does not himself use the term, John's Gospel is, in large part, an allegory. The Reformers have 
adamantly, but mistakenly, been opposed to allegorizing Scripture. Their principal reason for doing so is on account 
of some of the extreme, subjective, and uncontrolled interpretations that were practiced by some of the early Church 
Fathers in doing allegorical interpretation (i.e. Origen). As a consequence of those abuses, and from the objections 
raised by the Reformers to allegory, many biblical scholars have closed their eyes not only to the possibility of 
finding allegory in Scripture but even to the allegorical method itself as a viable means of interpreting Scripture. 
One extreme (the abuse of allegory) has led to another (the rejection of allegory altogether). The result being- John 
(and even the Synoptics) has been misunderstood for centuries.

As we shall see, contrary to the opinion of the majority of the scholars, the Cana miracle is an allegory. I confess 
that in the interpretation of this text, I wonder if some of my own allegorical interpretations have exceeded the 
bounds of controlled exegesis. No doubt I will be accused by many scholars of suffering from what has come to be 
called “parallelomaniaism”. To a certain extent, all interpretation is subjective. Interpretation runs a greater risk of 
subjectivity when doing allegory. But one thing needs to be said. We cannot impose modern day standards of what 
constitutes controlled exegesis upon the biblical writers. As difficult as it is, we must allow the biblical writers to 
speak to us through their own mediums of communication, which more than likely included lesser degrees of 
controlled exegesis than what many today would prefer. And as difficult as it is, we must accept their mediums of 
communication if we are to correctly interpret their literary works. We cannot control God. He has written the Bible 
through various hands, genres, and cultures. He is the One who determines what methods are viable and what 
methods are not. And in this case, it appears that He has spoken in favor of allegory as a viable method for 
communicating His Word to humanity. If John and his group “suffered” from “parallelomaniaism”, then to that 
method of interpretation we must subscribe if we are to properly understand his work.

Sanders and Mastin claim that if the Cana miracle

“had originated in an allegory, one would expect the details of the story to be more 
susceptible of allegorical interpretation than in fact they are” (The Gospel According to  
St. John, p.115).

I believe we can show that the details of the Cana miracle are very susceptible of allegorical interpretation. As we 
shall see, almost every word and every phrase within the Cana miracle has a deeper level of meaning other than the 
literal.

Rudolf Schnackenburg, in his three-volume commentary on John’s Gospel, comments concerning the Cana Miracle:

“The first impression given by the narrative is that of a simple miracle-story. But the 
mysterious words about the ‘hour’ of Jesus, the lavish quantity of wine, the final remark 



of the evangelist and indeed the whole purport of the story make it clear that there is a 
deeper meaning behind the words of the narrative; and this level of thought forms the real 
problem” (p. 323).

John Meier, in volume 2 of his book entitled “A Marginal Jew”, states in the opening paragraph of his concluding 
remarks after examining the various miracle and healing stories:

"In sum, when one adds these historical difficulties [which he's just finished examining] 
to the massive amount of Johannine literary and theological traits permeating the whole 
story, it is difficult to identify any 'historical kernel' or 'core event' that might have a 
claim to go back to the historical Jesus. Put another way: if we subtract from the eleven 
verses of the first Cana miracle every element that is likely to have come from the 
creative mind of John or his Johannine 'school' and every element that raises historical 
problems, the entire pericope vanishes before our eyes verse by verse. Many critics 
would assign the origin of the story to the Johannine 'school' or 'circle' lying behind the 
Gospel. I prefer the view that the story is a creation of the Evangelist himself, using a 
number of traditional themes." (p. 949) 

Robert Kysar, in his presentation on the current role of the Gospel of John in Historical Jesus studies given at the 
Society of Biblical Literature Conference of 2002 in Toronto, came to the conclusion that if we are to progress in 
our understanding of John and his contributions to the Historical Jesus studies, if we are to progress in trying to 
separate history from theology, then we need to come up with a different set of lenses to view John’s Gospel and use 
different methodologies when interpreting the Gospel than what has been used in the past. 

Allegorical interpretation is not a new method (it is, in fact, an ancient method), but neither is it a method that has 
been given a fair chance in modern times for possibly providing the key to interpreting this Gospel. This is what I 
am now asking for- a fair chance, given by the scholars, for the allegorical interpretation of the Gospel of John to 
provide us with a possible key to a better understanding of this Gospel. Before making any judgements, please read 
the interpretation that I am presenting here all the way through to its end. The reason I ask that you do this is 
because if the reader only reads one, two, or three of the “evidences” that I am presenting to support my thesis, and 
then makes up his/her mind en contra of this interpretation as too far-fetched, then he/she will be depriving 
him/herself of listening objectively to all of the evidences that are presented to support this thesis. Some evidence is 
more believable than other evidences. It is with the force of all of these evidences, when taken together, that I hope 
to convince the majority. 

Many of the insights that I offer in the interpretation of the Cana Miracle have been suggested before by the scholars 
here and there, but no one (to my knowledge) has attempted at taking all of these “pieces” (and many others 
heretofore undiscovered) and put them together to form a coherent whole so as to support an allegorical reading of 
the Cana Miracle. This is what I am attempting to do in this presentation.

Tom Wright has stated the following:

"It is highly probable that writers in second-Temple Judaism alluded to a good many 
biblical texts, deliberately conjuring up a world of discourse with a word or phrase. It is 
also highly probable that readers in the twentieth century, alert for such allusions, will 
hear at least some where none were intended. It is absolutely certain that modern 
readers, who are alert to this danger, and hence unwilling to allow any allusions beyond 
more or less direct quotations, will radically misread important texts. There are times 
when the historian needs reminding that history is an art, not a science" (N. T. Wright, 
Jesus and the Victory of God, SPCK, [1996], 584). 

If you, the reader, do not want to radically misread the Cana Miracle, then please pay attention to the OT and NT 
allusions within the story that I point out. What should convince the reader that these allusions were intended by the 
author is that when taken together, not only do the allusions offer answers to many heretofore unanswered riddles 
but also that they form a unified story beneath the literal story. In other words, what before did not make sense, now 
makes sense in light of the allegorical interpretation being offered.



John 2:1-12, the Cana Miracle, has presented to the scholars many unsurpassable exegetical difficulties up until 
now. For example, why does the author of this story not name “Jesus’ mother” (1:1,3,5)? Why does Jesus address 
his mother as “woman” (1:4), a form of address from a son to a mother unparalleled in both Hebrew and Greek 
literature? Why does Jesus tell his mother that “My hour has not yet come” (2:4), and yet turn around and perform 
the miracle just a few short verses later (2:8)? Why does the author not identify specifically who the bride and the 
bridegroom are? Why does John use the words ωρα (“hour”; 2:4) in this story where there is seemingly no reference 
to his death and resurrection, when everywhere else the word ωρα appears in John’s gospel it always refers to Jesus’ 
hour of passion and resurrection? Again, why does John use the word δοχα (“glory”; 2:12) here in this story to refer 
to what Jesus revealed through the miracle of changing water into wine when it is used throughout the rest of his 
gospel to refer to Jesus’ being lifted up through His death and resurrection (cf Jn 7:39)? Why does John present the 
disciples as “believing” in Jesus (full of faith, 2:11) after witnessing this “first” Cana miracle, when in the Synoptics 
they are presented as having little (Mt.8:26) or no faith (Mk.4:40; 16:14) until after having witnessed the  
Resurrection of Jesus? And finally, why does John choose to use the Greek verb αντελεω (“to draw”) in John 2:8, 
where there is no “well scene”, when this word is normally used only in reference to a well? These, to name just 
some, are a few of the difficulties that the bible scholars have encountered in their attempts to interpret literally the 
Cana Miracle. I believe that the interpretation of the Cana Miracle that will now be presented in this section can 
offer convincing solutions to most, if not all, of these perplexing riddles.

As with the Cana miracle, so too many problems exist in interpretation with the stories surrounding the Cana 
miracle. For example, in John 1, what is the background of the λογος (“the Word”) in 1:1? Why is John the Baptist 
introduced so early on in the Prologue? Why is John the Baptist presented differently here in John than how he is 
presented in the Synoptics? Why the emphasis on his role as a witness? Why does John present the Baptist with a 
group of disciples that is a separate group both from the Pharisees and from Jesus and His disciples? Was one of the 
purposes of the gospel to respond to the claims of the disciples of the Baptist that their master was greater than 
Jesus, as many scholars have claimed? Again, in John 2, why does John present the Temple Cleansing scene at the 
beginning of Jesus’ ministry whereas in the Synoptics it is presented toward the end of His ministry? In John 3, why 
does John have Jesus expound upon what it means to be born of the Spirit but not on what it means to be born of 
water? And what does the word “water” symbolize for John not just in his gospel but in I John 5:6-8 as well? Again, 
if God so loved the world as John 3:16 claims, why is there a seeming anti-Semitism within this gospel? And finally, 
did John not know of the birth stories of Jesus found in the Synoptics relating that he was born in Bethlehem- not in 
Galilee as his gospel seemingly claims? Again, these are just some of the exegetical difficulties that have been raised 
by the scholars who have attempted interpretations of the passages surrounding our Cana Miracle text that I believe 
the interpretation presented in this paper can shed light on.

Other problems that will also be indirectly addressed within this paper are John’s relationship to the Synoptics and 
the Book of Acts, the historical reliability of John’s gospel, and the dating of this gospel. The allegorical 
interpretation of John 1-4 that will be presented in this section can offer reasonable solutions to most of these 
difficulties and shed more light on the rest.

The main thesis of this paper is that the author of John’s Gospel has used a variety of source materials in the 
composition of his stories in such a way so that these source materials are now very difficult to recognize as source 
materials in his compositions (He takes a source material and spreads it out over several pericopes in his own 
writings, thus disguising it). Having spread out his large quantity of source materials in such a way, and having 
intertwined them with one another throughout his gospel, makes it very difficult for the reader to discern the identity 
of these source materials, thus making it read as history. But once we identify some of the source materials that were 
used in the creation of these stories, we can then see how the stories themselves are being used symbolically to teach 
what the author believed to be theological truths. The way in which these source materials are identified is via word, 
phrase, and theme parallels that the source material has in common with John’s new creation. He borrows words, 
phrases, and themes from a previous text in order to bring the meaning from that text to his new text. Once we 
uncover the meanings of each of his borrowed source materials, then can we put together the whole meaning of his 
newly created story into a coherent whole. Once we’ve understood John’s reasons for borrowing from many (or all) 
of the different source materials, then can we better understand the historical circumstances of John’s own 
community. The difficulty lies in detecting and identifying the sources from where John took his material- either 
written or oral source materials. They are very neatly disguised. The written sources may include both Old and New 



Testament materials, but not limited just to these. I will present a study of the Cana miracle as an example of “source 
criticism applied with vigor” (Thomas Brodie states that J. Louis Martyn’s fault in his analysis of John 9 was not 
using source criticism with vigor). In the Cana Miracle story (which consists of only 11 verses), I identify what I 
believe to be, at least, 10 different source materials that John borrows from in the creation of the Cana Miracle.

John reads as historical reporting. As such, many scholars believe that John used different traditions other than what 
the Synoptic authors had available to them, and/or earlier, more historically reliable information than what the 
Synoptic authors used. Not understanding how John treated his source materials, these scholars do not see that John 
used the Synoptic materials as one of his source materials and transformed them by intertwining them with his other 
source materials, applying them to his own sitz em leben. Having used so many different source materials in this 
manner, John has made each one of his stories very compact and dense with meaning and symbolic significance. To 
unpack John’s meaning and symbolic significance, one must discover his source materials, and then bring from his 
source materials the intended themes/meanings to John’s newly composed stories. One of the major reasons why 
John used such a variety of source materials was to show how the Scriptures (the Law and the Prophets, the Pauline 
writings, and the Synoptics) testify in favor of Jesus being the Messiah.

To say that John’s gospel is not “historical reporting” is not to say that John’s gospel contains no history. John’s 
faith is based in the history of Jesus’ death and resurrection. But this is where the history ends and theology begins. 
Christians should not feel threatened by this acknowledgement. John, in the writing of his gospel, created texts from 
OT and NT sources to express his faith in Jesus as the Messiah. He was not lying in the telling of these stories, for 
he never intended his stories to be read in a literal-historical manner as the Church has done for the past 2000 years. 
John did not mislead the Church. Rather, the Church erred in assuming that John wrote an historical biography on 
the life of Jesus.

In this paper we will attempt to dissect “The Cana Miracle”. In doing so we will try and show how almost every 
word and/or phrase has its origin from another source, and therefore has symbolic significance, with the purpose of 
contributing to the meaning of the Cana Miracle story on its allegorical level. We will first present 10 major source 
materials that we believe John to have used in the creation of the Cana Miracle, as well as in the creation of other 
parts of his gospel (he used many more than these 10). We will, at the same time, present evidences to support our 
belief that John was dependent upon these source materials. Afterwards, we will take what we consider to be our 
most important discovery- John’s symbolic meaning of the word “water” which is taken from two of these source 
materials- and test it to see if our interpretation makes good sense where it is used in chapters 1-4, and in I John 5:6-
8. We will also test another very important conclusion drawn from this interpretation of the word “water”- namely, 
that the character John the Baptist in John’s Gospel is a personification of “the Law and the Prophets”, who speaks 
in favor of Jesus as the Messiah and who speaks against “the Jews” who would persuade others differently. 
Hopefully, these evidences will be enough to encourage others to explore the possibility of John’s Gospel having 
been written as an allegory.

The following are some propositions that we will attempt to support in this interpretation of the Cana Miracle as a 
fictional allegory:

1) The Cana Wedding Story is a continuation of the New Creation story that the author of the gospel had begun in Jn 
1:1. As such, it speaks symbolically of the New Creation (“water” [the Law and the Prophets] transformed into 
“wine” [the Holy Spirit]) that has come about via Jesus’ death and resurrection (= the filling of the jars with water 
“to the brim” [“the end of a period of time”]).

2) The Cana Wedding Story is a symbolic story of Jesus the Lamb wedding/marrying the people of God via his 
death and resurrection (= the filling of the jars with water “to the brim”).

3) The Cana Wedding Story is a symbolic story of Jesus both uniting and transforming the dispensation of the Law 
and the Prophets (= “water”) into the dispensation of the Holy Spirit (= “wine”) via his death and resurrection (= the 
filling of the jars with water “to the brim”).

4) The Cana Wedding Story symbolizes a spiritual famine for the Word of God (= the lack of “wine”) now having 
been quenched (= the abundance of wine”) via Jesus' death and resurrection (= the filling of the jars with water “to 
the brim”).



5) The phrase "the third day" in Jn 2:1 serves at least three purposes: a) it gives meaning to the story on its literal 
level; b) when summed together with the three previous “the next day” phrases, it completes the 7-day creation in 
the New Creation motif that John had begun in Jn 1:1; and, most importantly, c) it alludes to Jesus' resurrection 
(while also, at the same time, reminding the readers of his crucifixion).

6) The phrase "What between me and you" is taken from I Kings 17:18, thus serving as an allusion to one O.T. 
famine situation and conveying that famine theme to the Cana Miracle text.

7) The phrase "Do whatever he tells you" is borrowed from Genesis 41:55, a second O.T. famine situation, again 
projecting the O.T. famine theme onto the Cana Miracle text.

8) John alludes to another O.T. famine situation, and to its quenching, as described in Amos 8:11ff and 9:13ff, via 
his lack, and then abundance, of wine in the Cana Miracle, further defining his famine situation as a spiritual famine 
(a famine for the Word of the Lord) .

9) The word "water" in Jn 1:26,31,33; 2:7,9; 3:5; 4:7,13,15; and 1 Jn 5:6,8 symbolizes "the Law and the Prophets" or 
"the Father's means of revelation". It receives this symbolic meaning from two sources that John has used: Ex 2:10, 
which tells where Moses received his name (he was “drawn from the water”), and the Synoptic material as found in 
Mt 3:11; Mk 1:8; and Lk 3:16, where John the Baptist proclaims that he came baptizing with water. Thus the two 
greatest of the Law and the Prophets- significantly the first and the last- are identified with the word “water”.

10) Both John the Baptist and Moses, having been identified with "water", are personifications of "the Law and the 
Prophets" in John's gospel. Thus, for example, when we read of the Baptist' testimony that Jesus is the Christ we are 
really reading of the testimony of "the Law and the Prophets".

11) The word "wine" in Jn 2 symbolizes "the dispensation of the Holy Spirit", and as such, is being 
compared/contrasted to "the dispensation of the Law and the Prophets" even as John the author had 
compared/contrasted the two in Jn 1:33; 3:5; 4:13-14 and 1 Jn 5:6-8.

12) The word “wine” in Jn 2 alludes to Amos 9:13-14, Joel 1:5,10; 2:19,24; and 3:18. Performing such function, it 
further alludes to the prophecy in Joel 2:28-32, which speaks of the outpouring of the Holy Spirit. It is from Joel 
where John draws the symbolic meaning “Spirit” for the word “wine”.

13) Luke, in Acts 2, reveals his knowledge of John's Cana Miracle Allegory. There Luke plays on the words "wine" 
to symbolize "the Holy Spirit", the phrase “the third day”, and the Joel 2 prophecy to speak of what Jesus 
accomplished via his death and resurrection.

14) The "mother of Jesus", also referred to as "woman", symbolizes both the New Eve who gives birth to the New 
Adam, and the OT people of God who gives birth to Jesus and believes in him.

15) The phrase "the Jews" in John's gospel refers to a specific group in John's day that misinterpreted “the Law and 
the prophets” and refused to see Jesus as the Christ.

16) The phrase "my hour" in Jn 2:4 refers to Jesus' hour of crucifixion and resurrection.

17) The phrase "his glory" in Jn 2:11refers to Jesus' glorification on the cross and to his resurrection.

18) The "six, stone jars, the kind used by the Jews for ceremonial cleansing" in Jn 2:6 symbolizes the "imperfect 
Law as administered by the Jews" as described in II Cor 3.

19) The filling of these jars with "water" symbolizes "time" passing before our eyes. When the jars are "filled to the 
brim", which should be interpreted "to the end of a period of time", then has the dispensation of "the Law and the
prophets" come to an end, then has Jesus' “hour” come (cf Jn 2:4), then is the "water" (the Law and the Prophets) 
transformed into "wine" (the Holy Spirit), and then is his "glory" revealed.



20) John uses as some of his source materials in the writing of the Cana miracle a conglomeration of the following: 
Genesis 1-3; Mk 2:13-22; Mt 9:9-17; 22:1-4; Lk 5:27-39, I Kings 17:18; Genesis 41:55; Amos 8:11-12; 9:13-15; 
Joel 1:5,10; 2:19,24, 28-32; 3:18; II Cor 3; Gal 4:4-6; Ex 2:10-25, and 4:30-31.

I do not claim to have "proved" that my interpretation is the correct one. However, I do claim to provide a 
reasonable working hypothesis that may convince many that my interpretation is on the right track. I thank you now 
for taking the time to read my paper all the way through to its end and for giving due consideration to the evidence 
that I set before you to support the above propositions. 

III. The Interpretation of the Cana Miracle: Ten of John’s Source Materials:

E.Earl Ellis has suggested that John 2:1-12 consists of the following parallel structure:

a) Jesus, His mother, and His disciples at Cana (2:1-2).
b) Wine and servants (2:3-5).
c) Water changed to wine (2:6-8).
b) Wine and servants (2:9-10).
a) Jesus, His mother, and His disciples at Cana (2:11-12).

Ellis, for the most part, bases his structural analysis upon word parallels. In verses 1-2 and 11-12 the words Jesus,  
Jesus’ mother, His disciples, and Cana of Galilee appear. In verses 3-5 and 9-10 the words wine and servants 
appear. And in verses 6-8, which is for Ellis the climax of the Cana story, there is the miracle itself without any 
word parallels occurring. Ellis observes correctly the Hebrew parallelism of verses 1-2 with verses 11-12, thereby 
including verse 12 within the framework of the Cana miracle story. Here we see John using the Hebrew literary 
technique known as inclusio.

Although I agree with the general framework of Ellis’ structural analysis, I would like to make some modifications. 
I would like to suggest an expanded version of Ellis’ structural analysis that is based not only upon word parallels 
but also upon thought patterns. Here then is my own structural analysis of John 2:1-12:

a) The third day, Jesus, His mother, and His disciples, in Cana of Galilee, at a wedding (2:1-2).
b) “They have no more wine” (2:3).
c) “My hour has not yet come” (2:4).
d) “Do whatever He tells you” (2:5).
e) Six stone water jars, used by the Jews for ceremonial washing (2:6).
e)    The jars being filled with water at Jesus’ command (2:7).
d)    Jesus tells the servants to draw water out and they do so (2:8).
c) Water turned into wine- His hour had come (2:9).
b) They now have wine- the better wine (2:10).
a) Jesus, His mother, His brothers, and His disciples, in Cana of Galilee, marriage completed, a few days (2:11-

12).

Although I do not give the “turning of the water into wine” motif the central place in my structural analysis as Ellis 
does, I do recognize its central importance within the Cana miracle story. There are many theological motifs that 
will need to be analyzed as we work our way through this text. In presenting the structural analysis in more detail as 
I have done above, it will perhaps be easier to see (afterwards) how John has worked out the various theological 
motifs that he has introduced into this story. Now, at least, we have the pericope divided into verses where each 
verse has its corresponding and paralleling part as well as spelling out the existing progression in the story.

1. John’s 1  st   Source Material: Genesis Creation Story:  

The first thread that I would like to try and begin to unravel is what I call “the New Creation motif”. John attempts 
to show his readers that in Jesus Christ a new creation has taken place. He uses as background material the Genesis 
creation story. John describes this second creation story as having taking place in and through Jesus Christ in 



chapters 1:1-2:12. Of course, I am not the first to make such a statement. Many scholars have noted the echoes of 
the creation story in Jn 1:1-2:12.

A) The New Creation: The best place for us to begin to show that this motif of the New Creation was part of John’s 
overall plan in the composition of his gospel is in the very first verse and chapter of his gospel. John states in Jn 1:1-
5,

“In the beginning (αρχη) was the Word (ο λογος), and the Word (ο λογος) was with 
God (τον θεον), and the Word was God (θεος). He was with God (τον θεον) in the 
beginning (αρχη). Through him all things were made (εγενετο); without him nothing 
was made (εγενετο) that has been made (ο γεγονεν). In him was life, and that life was 
the light (το ϕος) of men. The light (το ϕος) shines in the darkness (τη σκοτια), but 
the darkness (η σκοτια) has not understood it” (Jn 1:1-5).

  
It does not take a bible scholar to recognize that when John penned these firsts few verses he was thinking about and 
alluding to the first chapters of Genesis where we read about the First Creation story. Genesis 1:1-3 states,

“In the beginning (αρχη) God (ο θεος) created the heavens and the earth. Now the earth 
was formless and empty, darkness (σκοτος) was over the surface of the deep, and the 
Spirit of God (θεου) was hovering over the waters (του υδατος). And God (ο θεος) 
said, ‘Let there be (Γενηθητω) light (ϕος),’ and there was (εγενετο) light (ϕος). God 
(ο θεος) saw that the light (το ϕος) was good, and he separated the light (του ϕωτος) 
from the darkness (του σκοτους).”

As one can see, just by the word parallels alone (in bold letters), this was John’s primary source material for Jn 1:1-
5. In alluding to the first chapter of Genesis, John was telling his readers that even as God the Father was both 
present in, and the cause of, the first creation so, too, was the Word. It was God’s Word that was the vehicle for 
divine action.

“And God said….” (Genesis 1:3,6,9,11,14,20,24,26,29).

Thus John states that

 “through Him all things were made; without Him nothing was made that has been made” 
(Jn.1:3).

Moreover, the author plainly states that the Word is God (Jn. 1:1c). He was not only with God in the very beginning, 
but He is also to be identified as God Himself. Interestingly enough, in the first two verses of chapter one, John uses 
the word “God” three times, together with the twice-repeated word “beginning”. It is almost as if John is making a 
statement on the doctrine of the Trinity at the very outset of his gospel (which he will expound upon as his story 
unfolds), once again alluding back to Genesis 1:1-3. For in Genesis 1:1-3, we find God the Creator (1:3), God the 
Word (1:3), and God the Spirit (1:2).

By beginning his gospel with these allusions to the creation story in Genesis 1, and in mimicking this first creation 
story by way of rhetorical imitation, John was also telling his readers that a New Creation has begun in and through 
Jesus Christ. In alluding to the First Creation story, John could play on the parallels between the First and Second 
Creation stories. These parallels consist of similarities as well as differences between the two Creation stories. It is 
in the similarities that we find continuity between the Old and the New. It is in the differences that we find the 
extraordinary in the New, in contrast to the Old.

We all know what the First Creation story was about. It was about God’s sovereignty, power, and love in the 
creation of the universe. It was also about the beginning of the human race. At the end of that creation story, in 
Genesis 1:31 we are told that

 “God saw all that He had made, and it was very good”.



His first creation was a good creation. We also know, as we read on in our Genesis saga, in chapters 2-3, that the 
Serpent deceived Adam and Eve, that the human race became infected with sin, that humanity began rebelling 
against God and destroying His once perfect creation, and that humanity was now in need of redemption, or better 
said, was in need of being re-created. It is towards this recreation that the whole OT points. It is the proclamation of 
this New Creation that has begun in Jesus that John embarks upon, first, in Jn 1:1-2:12, and then throughout the rest 
of his gospel story. 

B) Seven Days in the New Creation: The scholars have pointed out that just as the first creation is told to have taken 
place over a period of seven days, so too does John use, in Jn 1:1-2:11, as a literary technique, seven days to 
describe the second creation story (although the scholars differ in numbering the seven days). In Jn 1:29 we first 
encounter the phrase “the next day”, which would bring us to the second day of the new creation. In Jn 1:35 the 
phrase “the next day” appears again, which carries us into the third day. In Jn 1:43 we again find the phrase “the 
next day”, which would bring us into the fourth day. And in Jn 2:1 John begins the Cana miracle with the phrase 
“On the third day”/τη ηµερα τη τριτη, which, if understood as referring back to Jn 1:43 (our last account of John’s 
recording of time), and adding three more days on to this latest reference to time, would land us into the seventh day 
of the New Creation. 

However, the phrase “on the third day” would also almost certainly and immediately bring to the remembrance of 
his readers the day of Jesus’ resurrection. In fact, although John does not use the phrase “the third day” in his 
resurrection account to refer to Jesus’ rising from the dead, he does use a similar phrase twice in the very next 
pericope following the Cana Miracle to refer to Jesus’ resurrection (Jn 2:19, 20; εν τρισιν ηµεραις/“in three 
days”). Thus John uses the phrase “the third day” not only to bring to a completion the seven days of the New 
Creation story but also to make that completion of the New Creation coincide with the Resurrection of Jesus Christ. 
In other words, at the Resurrection of Jesus a New Creation had come into being.  So even as the First Creation took 
place in “seven days”, so too does it take “seven days” to complete this Second Creation. Of course, we are not to 
interpret these “seven days” literally (in either creation account). Rather, they symbolically represent the New 
Creation theme that John is presenting to his readers.

C) A few scholars have also pointed out that by repeating (in vs. 2:11) the same word (αρχη/“beginning”) with 
which he began his gospel (αρχη in 1:1-2), John has employed a Hebrew literary technique known as inclusio. We 
have already noted that in Jn 1:1-2, John employed the Greek word αρχη (beginning) to allude to the beginning of 
the creation in Genesis 1:1. Now, in Jn 2:11, John again employs that same word to refer to the new creation of 
water having been turned into wine. 

“This, the first/greatest/beginning (αρχη) of his miraculous signs, Jesus performed in 
Cana of Galilee. He thus revealed his glory, and his disciples put their faith in him” 
(Jn.2:11).

An inclusio is a Hebrew literary technique that was used to enclose a desired theme between the first and last 
appearances of a chosen word within that literary context for the purpose of laying out a demarcation of that theme 
for the reader. The reader would know, by noting where the chosen word first and last appears within that literary 
context, where to continue to look for a specific theme. In this case, the chosen word is αρχη, which can mean 
“beginning”, “first”, or “greatest”, and the theme within the inclusio (that is formed by αρχη in Jn. 1:1 and 2:11) is 
the New Creation. We should therefore look for the theme of the New Creation between Jn 1:1 and 2:12.

Anyone that is familiar with John’s literary style knows that John oftentimes chooses words that can have multiple 
meanings. For example, and as we have already noted, the phrase “On the third day” serves a triple function: a) It 
serves to provide continuity to the literal story that John is telling (although here, a red flag is raised [the third day 
from what?], which causes the readers to search for a deeper meaning of the phrase); b) It also serves, on another 
level, in the “new creation” thread, bringing about a total of seven days; c) And it also alludes, as we shall see, to 
Jesus’ resurrection, which is an important part of the new creation theme. 

John chooses words that can have multiple meanings, and in so doing, he can use words in more than one way, 
bringing coherence and congruity to his allegory on a number of different levels. On the literal level, the word αρχη 



can mean “first”, seemingly numerating the turning of water into wine as Jesus’ first miracle. Because a number of 
scholars have interpreted αρχη on the literal level, meaning “first”, or “beginning” (of Jesus’ miracles), they 
mistakenly believe that John is actually referring to the miracle that first opened Jesus’ public ministry. Thus a 
number of scholars have mistakenly hypothesized a “Signs Gospel”, now lost, that John used as part of his source 
material. But as many scholars have noted, it is strange that this Cana miracle is not even alluded to in the Synoptic 
Gospels. Indeed, all evidence within the Synoptic Gospels betrays the weakness in the argument for the historicity of 
the Cana miracle not only as the first of miracles performed by Jesus but also even of its very occurrence. How can 
we expect John, for example, to ask his readers to believe that the disciples “put their faith in Jesus” (2:11) after 
having witnessed Jesus turn water into wine when they did not put their faith in Him, according to the Synoptics, 
after having witnessed Jesus calm a storm or feed five thousand with five loaves and two fish? We, therefore, will 
argue not only for a meaning other than the literal for the word αρχη in John 2:11, but also for a symbolic reading 
of the entire Cana miracle itself.

On a deeper level, John can use this word αρχη to convey at least two other meanings. First of all, John can use it to 
mean “greatest”, thus conveying the meaning that the miracle of turning the water into wine was Jesus’ greatest 
(most significant) miracle (the meaning to which we will later return). And secondly, John can also use this word to 
mean “beginning”, but with the intention being not to indicate this miracle as Jesus’ “first” or “beginning” of 
miracles but rather to lead his readers back to John 1:1, and in turn, back to Genesis 1:1. Given this meaning, John 
would then be reminding his readers once again of the New Creation theme with which he began his gospel. This 
theme, then, is enclosed by an inclusio- the same word (αρχη) appearing at the beginning and the end of the theme 
of the New Creation story that John is wishing to communicate to his readers. There is a new beginning for all of 
those who participate in the Cana miracle. We are a new creation in Christ Jesus. II Corinthians 5:17 and Galatians 
6:15 are two texts that John was most likely familiar with, and possibly even alluding to here in the Cana miracle. II 
Corinthians 5:17 states:

“Therefore, if anyone is in Christ, he is a new creation; the old has gone, the new has 
come!”

Galatians 6:15 states:

“Neither circumcision nor uncircumcision means anything; what counts is a new 
creation.”

Later on, I will give supporting evidence to the statement that John knew both II Corinthians and Galatians by 
showing that John did use source material both from both of these writings in the “creation” of the Cana miracle.

D) In quoting John 1:1-5 above, trying to emphasize the parallels that exists between John’s opening verses and the 
opening verses of Genesis, I also typed in bold letters another word- the word “made” (εγενετο), which appears 
three times in John 1:3. This word is used in John 1:3, referring to the things that God had created in Genesis 1:1. In 
fact, throughout Genesis chapter 1, in the LXX, εποιησεν (“He created”) and εγενετο (“it was”) are used to 
describe respectively God’s activity of creating (εποιησεν) and the consequences of that activity (εγενετο). For 
example, Genesis 1:1 states,

 “In the beginning (αρχη) God created (εποιησεν) the heavens and the earth” (cf. also 
Gen.1:7, 16, 21, 25, 26, 27, 31).

 And in Genesis 1:3 we read, 

“And God said, ‘Let there be light,’ and there was (εγενετο) light” (cf. also Gen.1:5, 6, 
7, 8, 9, 11, 31). 

Interestingly enough, these same two words also appear in John 2:1-12 to describe Jesus’ creative activity. In John 
2:1 we read,

“Now on the third day a wedding took place (εγενετο)”.



Again, in John 2:9 we read of the water that has been created into wine,

“and the master of the banquet tasted the water that had been turned into (γεγενηµενο
ν) wine”.

And in John 2:11 we read,

“This is the beginning (αρχη) of his miraculous signs, Jesus performed (εποιησεν) in 
Cana of Galilee”.

In both Genesis and John the verb ποιεω is in the active, and the verb εγενετο is in the passive. Once again John 
seems to be echoing the creation story of Genesis 1 through allusions to that story both in John 2:1-12 and in John 
1:1-5. Just as God “created” (εποιησεν) in Genesis 1, so too does Jesus “create” (εποιησεν) in John 2:1-12. And 
just as God’s creation “came into being” (εγενετο) in Genesis 1 after He spoke, so, too, does Jesus’ creation “come 
into being” (γεγενηµενον) after He speaks. What I hope to show is that not only was “the turning of the water into 
wine” (transforming the dispensation of the Law and the Prophets into the dispensation of the Holy Spirit) a result of 
Jesus’ creative activity but so too was the “wedding” (uniting God with His Church) a result of Jesus’ actions. My 
point would then be that even as, for example, the appearance of light in Genesis 1:3 was a result of God’s 
command, so, too, are the appearance of the “new wine” and the “wedding” results of Jesus’ commands. It was 
Jesus’ actions, as we shall see, that actually consummated not only the changing of the water into wine but also the 
matrimony itself. By employing the same Greek verbs (εποιησεν and εγενετο) that were used in the LXX to 
describe God’s creative activity in the Genesis creation story, John echoes that story in describing his Cana Miracle 
Creation story.

E) Now even as God, in Genesis 1, commands and is immediately obeyed, because He is the Creator (i.e. “And God 
said” [ειπεν], “And it was so”, vss. 6, 7, 9, 11, 14, 15, 20, 24, 26, 29, 30), so, too, does John portray Jesus as 
commanding and being immediately obeyed on account of His omnipotence as Creator. In John 2:7 we read,

“Jesus says (λεγει) to the servants, ‘Fill the jars with water’; so they filled them to the 
brim.”

And in John 2:8 we read,

“Then he tells (λεγει) them, ‘Now draw some out and take it to the master of the 
banquet.’ They did so.”

In both cases John portrays Jesus as “commanding”, and in both cases John portrays Jesus’ commands as having 
been immediately obeyed. Jesus is the Creator, and as such His creation must obey. John is once again likening 
Jesus, the Creator of the New Wine, to God, the Creator of the First Creation, but this time through the spoken word 
of Jesus. Jesus is the spoken Word of God through which all things came into being (Jn.1:3).

F) Now, in Genesis 1:3, 10, 12, 18, 21and 25 we read of the end results of God’s creative activity. It was good (καλ
ον). Genesis 1:31 says,

“God saw all that he had made (εποιησε), and it was very good (καλα). And there was 
(εγενετο) evening, and there was (εγενετο) morning- the sixth day.”

In John 2:10-11 we read the end results of Jesus’ creative activity.

“And saying to him, ‘Everyone brings out the choice/good (καλον) wine first and then 
the cheaper wine after the guests have had too much to drink; but you have saved the 
best/good (καλον) till now’.”



Just as God’s creative activity was deemed to be “good” in Genesis 1, so, too, is Jesus’ creative activity deemed to 
be “good” here in the Cana miracle.

G) Another important evidence in favor of the “New Creation” motif is the way in which John presents “the mother 
of Jesus” in the Cana miracle story. In John’s Cana miracle story, the mother of Jesus, although not named, is to be 
understood on the surface level as Mary. However, as I have already suggested, John uses the surface level story to 
communicate theological meaning through symbols. So even though Mary is probably an historical figure, John uses 
her in this story as a symbol, but as a symbol of what? Four times in this story (Jn. 2:1, 3, 5, 12) John uses the phrase 
“the mother of Jesus” or “his mother” without referring to her by name (i.e. as Mary), thus suggesting her symbolic 
role. And once in this story, and once toward the end of the gospel, John (through the lips of Jesus) refers to “the 
mother of Jesus” as “woman” (γυναι, in 2:4 and in 19:26), which is most likely, on one level, an allusion back to the 
“woman” (γυναικος) of Genesis 3:15. We have seen how John can, and does, use words (also names, people, 
geographical locations, Jewish holidays, time, etc.) that can have multiple symbolic meanings. In this case, he uses 
Mary to represent, first of all, the New Eve at the beginning of a New Creation; and secondly, to represent the 
collective body of the people of God of both Old and New Testaments, but at different stages within God’s plan of 
salvation. It is in these roles that we discover the real significance of the character of “Mary” in John’s Gospel. This 
is the reason why John does not name her. In not naming her, he is underscoring her symbolic significance.

The late Raymond Brown, the renowned Catholic theologian and recognized authority on the Gospel of John, in 
commenting upon the unusual manner in which Jesus addresses his mother in our Cana story, states that

“the use of ‘woman’ alone (without an accompanying title or a qualifying adjective) by a 
son in addressing his mother- there is no precedent for this in Hebrew, nor to the best of 
our knowledge, in Greek”.

This leads Brown to suspect that there is symbolic import in the title “woman”. He refers us to Revelation 12 (also 
believed by many to have been written by John), where there is a mysterious, symbolic figure of a “woman” (γυνη, 
Rev.12:1) who is a key figure in the drama of salvation. It is most enlightening to compare “the Cana Miracle story” 
of John 2:1-12 with “the Woman and the Dragon story” of Revelation 12.

 Brown states the following:

“In Rev xii there is a mysterious, symbolic figure of ‘a woman’ who is a key figure in the 
drama of salvation. There can be no doubt that Revelation is giving the Christian 
enactment of the drama foreshadowed in Gen iii 15 where enmity is placed between the 
serpent and the woman, between the serpent’s seed and her seed, and the seed of the 
woman enters into conflict with the serpent. In Revelation the woman in birth pangs 
brings forth a male child who is the Messiah (xii 5 || Ps ii 9) and is taken up to heaven. 
The great dragon, specifically identified as the ancient serpent of Genesis by Rev xii 9, 
frustrated by the child’s ascension, turns against the woman and her other offspring (xii 
17).
 It is generally agreed that the woman of Revelation is a symbol of the people of God. 
Israel is frequently portrayed as a woman in the OT and her anguish as birth pangs (Isa 
xxvi 17-18, lxvi 7). As for the NT, Revelation (xix 7) itself describes the Church as a 
bride. The drama of the woman, the people of God, spans the two Testaments: as Israel 
she brings forth the Messiah who cannot be defeated by the serpent; as the Church, she 
continues on earth after the Ascension, persecuted but protecting her children.
 However, often in the Bible collective figures are based on historical ones. Thus, the fact 
that the woman represents the people of God would not at all preclude a reference to an 
individual woman who is the basis of the symbolism. Since the woman is described as the 
mother of the Messiah, many commentators suggest that Mary is meant. The figure of 
Eve in Gen iii 15 is the background for the description of the woman in Rev xii; and it is 
important that from the earliest days of Christianity Mary was seen as both a symbol of 
the Church and the New Eve…” (pp. 107-8).



Brown concludes that the woman in Revelation 12 represents not only the New Eve at the beginning of a New 
Creation, but also (as we shall see) the collective body of the people of God of both Old and New Testaments during 
different dispensations (before and after Christ’s death and resurrection).

Brown then summarizes for us the parallels that are shared between Revelation 12 and the scenes in John (2:4; 19:25-27).

(a) “The figure in Revelation xii is described as ‘a woman’ (γυνη); in both Johannine scenes 
(2:4; 19:27) Jesus addresses His mother as ‘Woman’ (γυνη), which…is a peculiar form 
of address that needs an explanation. The term would be intelligible in all these cases if 
Johannine thought is presenting Mary as Eve, the woman (γυναικος) of Gen iii 15.

(b) Revelation 12 is unquestionably set against the background of Genesis iii; we have seen 
how many echoes there are of the early chapters of Genesis in John i-ii. A background in 
Genesis for John xix 25-27 (where again Jesus addresses his mother with the word 
‘woman’) is more difficult to discern, but certainly the death of Jesus is in the framework 
of the great struggle with Satan foretold in Genesis iii, at least as that passage was 
interpreted by Christian theology (see John xiii 1, 3, xiv 30). The birth pangs mentioned 
in Gen iii 16 and Rev xii 2 may be associated with the death of Jesus….

(c) Rev xii 17 mentions the woman’s other offspring against whom the dragon makes war; 
thus, the seed of the woman (Genesis iii 15) is not only the Messiah, but includes a wider 
group, the Christians. In both of her appearances in John, Mary is associated with Jesus’ 
disciples. At Cana her action is in the context of the completion of the call of the 
disciples…. At the foot of the cross Mary is made the mother of the Beloved Disciple, the 
model Christian, and so she is given offspring to protect” (108-9).

I would like to point out that where Revelation 12 lacks in detail concerning the events that took place between 
Jesus’ birth and ascension, John fills it in for us in his Passion story with Jesus’ death on the cross and resurrection. 
John, by addressing Jesus’ mother once again as “woman” in John 19 (through the lips of Jesus), is alluding back to 
the story in John 2:1-12 and Revelation 12, which in turn goes back to the Genesis story. The statements of Jesus to 
his mother and disciple, while hanging on the cross (“Woman, behold your son”, 19:26, and to his disciple, “Behold 
your mother”, 19:27), symbolized for John the creation of the new family of God in and through Jesus Christ and 
His work on the cross. 

H) Now, in John 19:30, when Jesus, on the cross, says,  “It is finished (τετελεσται)”, John, again, is alluding to the 
finished work of the First Creation. We are told in Genesis 2:2 that on 

“the seventh day God had finished (συνετελεσεν) the work he had been doing”.

John, in using the same root verb (τελεω), although a different form, is suggesting to his readers that the work 
necessary for the New Creation in Jesus Christ has also been completed.

I) Now, in John 20:22, John, again, alludes to the creation story when he portrays Jesus as “breathing” (ενεϕυσησε
ν) the Holy Spirit into His disciples, giving them new life, even as God “breathed” (ενεϕυσησεν) the breath of life 
into the first humans in Genesis 2:7. 

We would argue that the Genesis background is being alluded to both in John 19:25-27 and in 20:22. It is in those 
events that we discover hints of the realization of the creation of the new family of God. In other words, as we shall 
see, it is on the cross, as Jesus dies, and in His resurrection, where the Cana miracle (the turning of “water” [the Law 
and the Prophets] into “wine” [the Holy Spirit]) literally occurs. What is symbolically foretold in the Cana miracle 
becomes reality in the Crucifixion and in the Resurrection. The Cana miracle represents the stories of the 
Crucifixion and Resurrection, as well as what has been accomplished via those acts (i.e. the outpouring of the Holy 
Spirit; God wedding the Church), in symbolic form. The Cana Miracle is the story of the new creation that is 
realized through Jesus’ death and resurrection.



J) Moreover, as we shall see, in both of these events where Mary and the disciples are present (in the Cana miracle 
and Jesus’ dying upon the Cross), they become united through the actions of Jesus Christ. Mary, therefore, is being 
presented not only as the New Eve but also as the mother and bride of Christ, and as such, is a symbolic figure for 
the collective people of God from both the Old and New Testaments during different dispensations (before and after 
Christ’s death and resurrection). We will therefore argue that the disciples in John 2:1-12 and 19:27 are to be 
identified with the part of the woman’s seed in Revelation 12 that is persecuted by the Dragon, and that the Cana 
Miracle and the Cross and Resurrection, again, are really one and the same event which unite the disciples to the 
“woman”. It is because of Jesus’ death and resurrection that Mary (who first starts out symbolizing the OT Church 
and later ends up representing the OT and NT Church united) and the disciples become one family.

We should, then, understand Mary, first of all, as representing the New Eve who is the mother of a New Creation, 
and secondly, as God’s people of both the Old and New Testaments at different stages in God’s plan of salvation 
within this Cana Miracle story. As a representative of God’s people of the Old Testament, Mary is looking for the 
inauguration of the messianic age. For this reason John has her coming to Jesus with the knowledge that He is the 
One who is able to supply the wine. An abundance of wine was one of the characteristics that the Old Testament 
prophets used to describe the messianic age (cf. Joel 2:19,24; 3:18; Amos 9:13). Mary, in recognizing Jesus as the 
One who could supply that wine, was, in effect, recognizing Jesus as the Messiah- the one who would inaugurate the 
messianic age. Jesus, as we shall see, in his response to Mary (“Woman, what between me and you? My hour has 
not yet come.”), knew what Mary was asking of him in her statement “They have no more wine.” Jesus knew that 
Mary- the Old Testament Church who recognized Jesus as the Messiah- was asking of him to surrender his life, 
which would bring about the forgiveness of sins and usher in the messianic age (the abundance of new wine/the 
Holy Spirit). That is why Jesus responded, “My hour has not yet come.” He knew that “Mary”, in asking for the 
“wine”, was asking for his “hour”- the hour of his death and resurrection.

It is important to note the way in which John begins and ends his Cana miracle story. He begins his story by 
introducing only three guests-Mary, Jesus, and His disciples. But Mary is introduced as having arrived separately 
from Jesus and His disciples. By introducing the parties in this way, John is presenting Mary, in the beginning of 
this story, as representative of the Old Testament people of God who, although looking and waiting impatiently (in a 
positive sense) for the Messiah, has not yet become one with Him. The Old Testament people of God (Mary) will 
give birth to the Messiah. Not only does John describe Mary and Jesus (with His disciples) as having arrived at the 
wedding separately, but John also has Mary already at the wedding when Jesus arrives. In presenting Mary in this 
way, John is presenting her as a “bride”, waiting anxiously for the groom to arrive. She is the Old Testament people 
of God, waiting anxiously for her Messiah. Jesus, the groom, does arrive at the wedding, at a time when the wine 
has run out. Once “the new wine” has been provided by Jesus, then Mary, Jesus’ brothers, and his disciples are all 
seen together in Jn 2:12, even as they are united with one another in Jn 19:26-27.

What evidences do we have that support viewing Mary as the bride and viewing Jesus as the groom in the Cana 
Miracle?

a) A first piece of evidence among many that adds weight to the argument that Mary is the bride and that Jesus is 
the groom in our Cana miracle is the fact that John does not name the bride and bridegroom in this story. John has 
purposefully left the identification of the bride and bridegroom ambiguous so that his readers could wonder who 
they were, and in their wonderment, consider the possibility of Jesus as the bridegroom and Mary (and the disciples) 
as the bride.

b) A second piece of evidence to build this case that Mary is the bride and Jesus the bridegroom is found in the very 
first two verses of our Cana miracle- what I call a “miniature inclusio”. There we read,

“On the third day there was a wedding (γαµος) at Cana in Galilee. Jesus’ mother was 
there, and Jesus and His disciples had also been invited to the wedding (γαµος).”

Between the twice-repeated word “wedding” we find sandwiched together the mother of Jesus, Jesus and His 
disciples. These are the participants in the wedding. Mary, as the OT Church, is the bride; Jesus is the groom; and 
the disciples, as we shall see, are the NT Church and future “children” (results) of this marriage. 



Although Jesus and His disciples arrive at the wedding together, the disciples’ commitment to Jesus remains 
tentative until verse 11, where we are told that only after having performed the miracle at Cana and thereby 
revealing His glory, do the disciples put their faith in Him. In portraying the disciples in this way, John is telling his 
readers that the disciples symbolically represent, in the beginning of the Cana miracle story, the future “children” 
(seed) of Mary and Jesus and, at the end of the story, they symbolically represent the realized children of Mary and 
Jesus. It is at the end of the story, in verse 12, where we find all three- Jesus, His mother and brothers, and disciples- 
together, going down to Capernaum. What was it that had brought them all together?  It was the miracle at Cana! 
This interpretation is consistent with what we read of “Mary’s” “offspring” in Revelation 12:17.

c) A third piece of evidence that leads us to conclude that John intended for his readers to interpret symbolically the 
roles of Mary and Jesus as the bride and groom respectively in this wedding ceremony can be found in the words 
that the master of the banquet spoke to the bridegroom in verses 9-10 of John 2. Here we read,

“And the master of the banquet tasted the water that had been turned into wine. He did 
not realize where it had come from, though the servants who had drawn the water knew. 
Then he called the bridegroom aside and said, ‘Everyone brings out the choice wine 
first and then the cheaper wine after the guests have had too much to drink; but you have 
saved the best till now.”

To whom was the master of the banquet speaking? You will answer, “To the bridegroom, of course”. But then I 
would ask you, “But who was it that turned the water into wine? In other words, who was it that had ‘saved the best 
till now’?” To that question you would have to answer “Jesus”. The answers to these two questions then lead us to 
the logical conclusion that the bridegroom and Jesus are really one and the same! Jesus is the bridegroom to whom 
the master of the banquet was saying ‘you have saved the best till now’!

d) There is a fourth piece of evidence which is a straightforward statement made by John (through the lips of the
Baptist) that directly identifies Jesus as the bridegroom, found in John 3:22-36. In this context some disciples of the 
Baptist are having an argument with certain Jews over the matter of ceremonial washing. Here we read the Baptist’ 
response to what his disciples had said concerning the increasing popularity of Jesus and his own decreasing 
popularity:

“To this John replied, ‘A man can receive only what is given him from heaven. You 
yourselves can testify that I said, “I am not the Christ but am sent ahead of him.” The 
bride belongs to the bridegroom. The friend who attends the bridegroom waits and listens 
for him, and is full of joy when he hears the bridegroom’s voice. That joy is mine, and it 
is now complete. He must become greater; I must become less’” (Jn 3:27-30).

So even in chapter 3 of his gospel does John extend his imagery of presenting Jesus as the bridegroom and the New 
Testament Church as the bride. But in this section he is more explicit in stating who plays what role in the allegory 
that he has created. Jesus plays the role of the bridegroom. The Church, represented by both Mary and the disciples, 
plays the role of the bride. John the Baptist (symbolically representing the Law and the Prophets, as we shall see) 
plays the role of the best man. The “certain group of Jews” in this section symbolically represents a certain group of 
Jewish leaders who have distorted the Mosaic Law and lead people to a misreading of the same. They play the role 
of the ones who would either prevent or destroy the marriage between the bridegroom and the bride. They attempt to 
mislead the disciples of the Baptist (the disciples of the Law and the Prophets who will also become part of the 
future bride of Christ). The Baptist (the best man and a symbolic representative of the Law and the Prophets) points 
his disciples (the future bride and students of the Law and the Prophets) to Jesus (the Bridegroom and Messiah). 
These “certain Jews” (the robbers and thieves of John 10) have misconstrued what the Law and the Prophets teach.

e) A fifth piece of evidence that supports the interpretation that Jesus is the bridegroom in our Cana miracle is to be 
found in John 4:4-42, where Jesus is again presented as the bridegroom who meets his “bride” (the Samaritan 
people) at a well. As will be shown later in this paper, John has imitated the typical OT well scenes in the 
composition of his own well scene, to once again portray Jesus as the bridegroom and, this time, to portray the 
Samaritan people as the bride. All OT well scenes are marriage scenes.



f) A sixth piece of evidence that supports our interpretation of Jesus as the bridegroom and Mary and the disciples 
as the bride is Jesus’ identification as the bridegroom in the Synoptic material (Mt. 914ff; Mk 2:13ff; Lk 5:33ff; Mt 
25:1ff.). In the next section I will argue that John did borrow from and transform the Synoptic material in the 
creation of John 1-4. In that material Jesus is not only identified as the bridegroom, but also as the one who provides 
the “new wine”. This evidence will be studied in our next section where we look at John’s second source material 
used in the creation of the Cana Miracle (and its wider context).

What does all of this tell us? When comparing this to Revelation 12, this tells us that “Jesus’ mother”, as a 
representative of the collective body of God’s people of the Old Testament, is not only the “mother” of the messiah, 
and as such brings forth the Messiah (with birth pangs), but also the “bride”. Jesus the Messiah will be faithful to the 
covenant that God made with His people of the Old Testament by consummating it in His death on the cross. In so 
doing, He “marries” the Old Testament people of God (Mary), and as a result, together they create God’s new 
people of the New Testament Church (thus John’s statement in Jn 3:5, “You must be born of water and the Spirit). 
These new people of God are the disciples of Jesus and the children of the woman in Revelation 19. Jesus, through 
His death, joins the Old Testament people of God (the mother) with those who would be His disciples (the disciple 
of Jn 19:26-27). In doing so, He has brought about a New Creation. Seen from this perspective, “the mother of 
Jesus” in the Cana miracle represents not only the New Eve (thus the title “woman”), but also the Old Testament 
people of God who brings forth the Messiah, and, at the end of our Cana story, the New Testament Church who 
becomes the bride of the Messiah. She thus plays a symbolic dual (or triple) role in this allegory.

g) To further confirm Mary (the “woman”) as both a representative of God’s people spanning the two Testaments 
(the Church) and also as the New Eve, we need to look at John 2:3-5. In John 2:3 we read,

“When the wine was gone, Jesus’ mother said to him, ‘They have no more wine.’”

On the surface level  (the literal interpretation) John is telling a story about the lack of wine at a wedding, and the 
provision of that wine by Jesus through a miracle that he performed. But as I have been arguing, the meaning of the 
story is not to be found on the surface level. Rather, we have to dig down beneath the surface level in order to 
understand the symbolic significance of what lay on the surface.

What then does John, in his story-telling, wish to communicate to his readers when he emphasizes, by stating twice 
(once through the narrator and once through the lips of “Mary”, 2:3), that there is no wine? I believe it will become 
clear, as we continue to unravel this allegory, that what John is alluding to is a “famine situation”. Of course, this 
famine situation that John presents to his readers is not a lack of any physical need. It is rather a lack of a spiritual 
need, symbolically represented by the apparent lack of wine in our story.  That the problem of the lack of wine that 
John introduces in this story is symbolic of a spiritual famine can be supported by our interpretation of Mary’s 
words in verse 5 of this story. John has “the mother of Jesus” say to the servants in verse 5,

“Do whatever he tells you (ο τι αν λεγη υµιν ποιησατε).”

John probably intends for his readers to understand this phrase, “Do whatever he tells you”, in two different ways. 
As we have already stated, John is a master of using words and phrases in more than one way. Seen from the 
perspective of the New Creation motif that John has worked into this story, we can understand this phrase- “Do 
whatever he tells you”- as coming from the lips of the New Eve. But unlike the first Eve, this new “learned” Eve 
says, “Don’t be like I was when I disobeyed God the Creator in the garden. Rather do whatever He tells you”. 
Brown says that this phrase

“stresses the sovereignty of Jesus and not Mary’s impetration; and indeed, it seems to be 
precisely the willingness to rely on Jesus’ sovereignty that prepares the way for the 
miracle” (The Gospel According to John, The Anchor Bible Series, p. 103).

So unlike the first Eve who disobeyed God and relied on her own reasoning, here we have the learned Eve who 
relies on Jesus’ sovereignty. And, as we have seen, when Jesus commands the servants (in verse 7) to fill the jars 
with water, they do so. Again, when He tells them to draw some out and take it to the master of the banquet (in verse 
8), they do so. This is a reverberation of the Genesis 1 scene, where we find the reoccurring phrase “And God said… 
and it was so”. So, too, here, after the learned Eve says, “Do whatever He tells you”, we find the words “Jesus 



said… fill… so they filled them…. Then He told them, ‘Now draw some out…. They did so…”, which resulted in a 
New Creation- the water having been turned into wine, and the formation of the new family of God in Jesus Christ.

This then is likely one of John’s intended meanings for the phrase “Do whatever he tells you”, which would give 
added meaning to the New Creation theme that we are presently studying in John 1:1-2:11, confirming that John 
used the first chapters of Genesis as one of his source materials in the creation of the first chapters of his own gospel 
(but not just the first chapters). But a second, and even more important, meaning of the phrase “Do whatever he tells 
you” will be looked at later in this paper when discussing other source materials that John used in the creation of the 
Cana Miracle. When we look at the second meaning behind the phrase “Do whatever he tells you”, we will see that 
Mary is again cast into the role of the Old Testament Church, pointing her children/servants to Jesus as the answer to 
the famine situation that they most recently found themselves in.

K) One final argument that I could present in defense of the presence of “the New Creation motif” in John’s Gospel, 
and in particular in the Cana miracle, is John’s use of the words “water” and “Spirit” and the parallel use of those 
words in Genesis 1:2. In Genesis 1:1-2, we read,

“In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth. Now the earth was formless and 
empty, darkness was over the surface of the deep, and the Spirit of God (πνευµα θεος) 
was hovering over the waters (υδατος).”

We have made a strong case for John’s dependence upon the opening chapters in Genesis as source material not only for the 
introduction to his own gospel but also for the Cana miracle itself. That he creatively used Genesis 1:1-4 for the composition 
of his own gospel can hardly be doubted. Therefore, it should not surprise us to discover that John also used the words “the 
Spirit of God” and “water” from Genesis 1:2 to play upon and help develop his allegory. The word “water” occurs in John’s 
gospel some 26 times, while the word “Spirit” occurs some 15 times. The meaning of Spirit in John’s gospel is most often 
straightforward. When John uses this word he is most often referring to the Holy Spirit, the third Person of the Trinity, who is 
given as a result of Jesus’ death and resurrection (an exception is found in Jn 3:8, where John plays on the word πνευµα). 
But the meaning of “water” has eluded the scholars up until now. In order to avoid confusion, I will not present John’s 
meaning of water just yet. I will only state that even as Genesis 1 contains the words “beginning”, “made”, “became”, 
“good”, “Spirit of God”, and “waters”, so, too, does John 2:1-12 contain the words “beginning”, “made”, “became”, “good”, 
“wine”, and “water”. The word “wine”, as we shall see, is parallel to and symbolic of the Holy Spirit. The point that I am 
stating right now is that John uses or alludes to these words from Genesis 1 in his gospel to weave together his allegory.

2. John’s 2  nd   Source Material: Mark 2:13-22, Luke 5:27-39 and Matthew 9:9-17.  

It is my hope in comparing the texts from the Synoptic gospels with texts from the Gospel of John that this exercise 
will provide sufficient evidence to convince the majority that John did indeed use the Synoptic gospels (at least one 
of them) as part of his source materials (although not as “rigidly” as Matthew and Luke used Mark) in the creation 
of his own gospel.  One of the reasons why it has been so difficult to convince many of the biblical scholars into 
accepting John’s “dependence” on the Synoptics is the method which John has employed in reworking their 
materials. He imitates a text(s) from the Synoptics (the same as he does from his other source materials) and then 
disguises the Synoptic text that he is imitating by incorporating it into a larger text that he has created from a variety 
of other sources. 

In Mark 2:13-22 we read:

  “Once again Jesus went out beside the lake. A large crowd came to him, and He 
began to teach them. As He walked along, He saw Levi son of Alphaeus sitting at the 
tax collector’s booth. ‘Follow me,’ Jesus told him, and Levi got up and followed him.
  While Jesus was having dinner at Levi’s house, many tax collectors and ‘sinners’ 
were eating with Him and His disciples, for there were many who followed Him. 
When the teachers of the law who were Pharisees saw Him eating with the ‘sinners’ 



and tax collectors, they asked His disciples: ‘Why does He eat with tax collectors and 
‘sinners’?
  On hearing this, Jesus said to them, ‘It is not the healthy who need a doctor, but the 
sick. I have not come to call the righteous, but sinners.’
  Now John’s disciples and the Pharisees were fasting. Some people came and asked 
Jesus, ‘How is it that John’s disciples and the disciples of the Pharisees are fasting, but 
yours are not?’
 Jesus answered, ‘How can the guests of the bridegroom fast while he is with them? 
They cannot, so long as they have him with them. But the time will come when the 
bridegroom will be taken from them, and on that day they will fast.’
 ‘No one sews a patch of unshrunk cloth on an old garment. If he does, the new piece will 
pull away from the old, making the tear worse. And no one pours new wine into old 
wineskins. If he does, the wine will burst the skins, and both the wine and the wineskins 
will be ruined. No, he pours new wine into new wineskins.’”

In Matthew 9:9-17 we read:

  “As Jesus went on from there, he saw a man named Matthew sitting at the tax 
collector’s booth. ‘Follow me,’ He told him, and Matthew got up and followed Him.
  While Jesus was having dinner at Matthew’s house, many tax collectors and ‘sinners’ 
came and ate with Him and His disciples. When the Pharisees saw this, they asked 
His disciples, ‘Why does your teacher eat with tax collectors and ‘sinners’?’
  On hearing this, Jesus said, ‘It is not the healthy who need a doctor, but the sick. But 
go and learn what this means: ‘I desire mercy, not sacrifice.’ For I have not come to 
call the righteous, but sinners.
  Then John’s disciples came and asked him, ‘How is it that we and the Pharisees fast, 
but your disciples do not fast?’
 Jesus answered, ‘How can the guests of the bridegroom mourn while he is with them? 
The time will come when the bridegroom will be taken from them; then they will fast.’
 ‘No one sews a patch of unshrunk cloth on an old garment, for the patch will pull away 
from the garment, making the tear worse. Neither do men pour new wine into old 
wineskins. If they do, the skins will burst, the wine will run out and the wineskins will be 
ruined. No, they pour new wine into new wineskins, and both are preserved.’”

In Luke 5:27-39 we read:

  “After this Jesus went out and saw a tax collector by the name of Levi sitting at his tax 
booth. ‘Follow me,’ Jesus said to him, and Levi got up, left everything and followed 
him.
  Then Levi held a great banquet for Jesus at his house, and a large crowd of tax 
collectors and others were eating with them. But the Pharisees and the teachers of 
the law who belonged to their sect complained to His disciples, ‘Why do you eat and 
drink with tax collectors and ‘sinners’?’
  Jesus answered them, ‘It is not the healthy who need a doctor, but the sick. I have not 
come to call the righteous, but sinners to repentance.’
  They said to him, ‘John’s disciples often fast and pray, and so do the disciples of the 
Pharisees, but yours go on eating and drinking.’
 Jesus answered, ‘Can you make the guests of the bridegroom fast while he is with 
them? But the time will come when the bridegroom will be taken from them; in those 
days they will fast.’
 He told them this parable: ‘No one tears a patch from a new garment and sews it on an 
old one. If he does, he will have torn the new garment, and the patch from the new one 
will not match the old. And no one pours new wine into old wineskins. If he does, the 
new wine will burst the skins, the wine will run out and the wineskins will be ruined. No, 
new wine must be poured into new wineskins. And no one after drinking old wine wants 
the new, for he says, ‘The old is better.’”



A. What these three passages have in common with each other are:

1) John the Baptist’s disciples, the disciples of the Pharisees, and Jesus and His disciples are all involved in the 
drama. These three groups are to be kept separate from one another in this drama. They are presented as three 
distinct groups. Jesus and His disciples separate themselves from the other two groups by not continuing in the 
practices of the disciples of John nor identifying with the practices of the Pharisees. With Jesus something new 
has begun- so significant that it calls for a break in practice from the disciples of the Baptist and a 
condemnation of the practice of the Pharisees and teachers of the Law. 

2) The issues are over:

a) in Mark and Matthew (Mk. 2:13-17; Mt. 9-13), Jesus eating with the tax collectors and ‘sinners’, and in Luke 
(5:27-32), Jesus and His disciples eating with the tax collectors and ‘sinners’.

b) Jesus’ disciples not continuing in the same practice as that of the disciples of the Baptist (fasting = mourning), 
and Jesus’ disciples not practicing as the disciples of the Pharisees (fasting = legalism, self- justification, and 
hypocrisy) (cf. Mk. 2:18-22; Mt. 9:14-17; Lk. 5:33-39).

3) Jesus responds to these two issues by saying, respectively, 

a) “It is not the healthy that need a doctor but the sick.” He “did not come to call the righteous but the sinners”. 
Jesus, with irony, is referring to the Pharisees and the teachers of the law as ‘healthy’ and ‘righteous’- not 
because they are so but rather because in their own minds that is the way they see themselves. In Matthew’s text 
Jesus quotes Hosea 6:6, stating that “God desires mercy and not sacrifice”, adding emphasis to their legalism. 
Hence, Jesus’ disciples have been identified as tax collectors (Matthew/Levi, now a disciple, was called from 
amongst them, and many others followed as well) and ‘sinners’ (the Pharisees played their role in helping 
identify Jesus’ disciples as ‘sinners’, showing themselves all the more “self-righteous”). Hence, the Pharisees 
and teachers of the Law have been identified by Jesus as “self-righteous” (the “healthy” do not need a doctor, 
nor do the “righteous” need to repent) and “legalistic” (more worried about sticking to the letter of the Law than 
showing mercy; the quote from Hosea 6:6), as well as by their own attitudes (“you and your disciples eat with 
‘sinners’”; “your disciples do not fast as we do”).

 
b) Jesus responds to the second issue (that of His disciples not fasting) by saying that something significant 

enough has occurred to interrupt the practice of the disciples of the Baptist, and to expose the practice of the 
disciples of the Pharisees, at least for the present time. Jesus, therefore, is defending the actions of His disciples 
in breaking with that practice of the disciples of the Baptist’s, at least for a time; and He is also stating that they 
have been rescued, at least for a time, from the practice of the disciples of the Pharisees’. The reason why the 
disciples of Jesus are to no longer fast as John’s disciples are doing is on account of their being with the long-
awaited bridegroom for whom John’s disciples are still waiting. The disciples of Jesus have been called by 
Jesus and have recognized Jesus as the bridegroom. John’s disciples have not yet understood (but soon will) that 
Jesus is the Messiah. The reason why Jesus’ disciples can separate themselves from the practices of the 
disciples of the Pharisees is on account of Jesus’ disciples being with Jesus, who will have nothing to do with 
hypocrisy, self-justification, nor legalism. In coming to Jesus, His disciples are freed from these sins, at least for 
a time. These practices of the disciples of the Baptist’s and of the Pharisees (fasting and praying) represent 
“mourning” for one and “hypocrisy” for the other, respectively. The practices of the disciples of Jesus (or lack 
thereof) of not “mourning” are questioned by the “some people” in Mark’s account, and by “John’s disciples” in 
Matthew’s account. But in Luke’s account Jesus’ disciples are accused by “the disciples of the Pharisees” for 
not practicing these acts of “mourning” (which were really acts of hypocrisy for the disciples of the Pharisees). 
Rather than mourning, the disciples of Jesus are portrayed as “eating and drinking” because they are involved in 
a “wedding”, a celebration of “joy”.

4) Jesus is identified as the bridegroom and his disciples as guests of the bridegroom.

5) In all three accounts Jesus tells those who question the behavior of His disciples that there is coming a time 
when His disciples will mourn- when they will fast- and that time will be when:



a) According to the traditional understanding, the bridegroom (Jesus) is taken from them (crucifixion). Their 
present joy will be turned into mourning, but only to give way to joy again on the day of His resurrection, as 
well as on the day of Pentecost. However, since the disciples will not have the physical presence of Jesus, their 
bridegroom, with them as before, they will continue to fast as they wait to be reunited with him.

b) When legalism, hypocrisy, and self-righteousness creep back into the Church (understanding “fasting” in a 
negative sense as practiced by the Pharisees and teachers of the Law), then, too, will the Pharisaical type of 
“fasting” also creep back into the Church.

6) In all three accounts, the “old” is lacking. In Mark and Matthew the expression “making the tear worse” is used 
when referring to sewing a new cloth on an old garment, meaning that a “tear” was already in existence. In 
Luke the original “tear” is implied. In all three accounts the “old wineskins” lack wine. So, to sum it up, the 
“old” is in need of (or is lacking) being completed, but the way to complete it is not by adding the “new” to the 
old. Rather, the “old” will have to adapt to the “new”.

7) The “new” versus the “old” is found in all three texts (new and old garment; new wine and old wineskins; and, 
in Luke, new and old wine).

B. Where Mark, Matthew, and Luke differ in their accounts are:

1) In Mark it is “some people” who come to Jesus and ask Him why His disciples do not behave according to the 
practices of the disciples of John and according to the practices of the disciples of the Pharisees.
In Matthew it is “John’s disciples” who come to Jesus and ask Him why His disciples do not behave according 
to their own practices and those of the disciples of the Pharisees.

       In Luke it is the Pharisees (and teachers of the Law) who come to Jesus and accuse His disciples of not
       behaving according to their own practices and those of the disciples of the Baptist.

2) In both Mark and Matthew the issue is over the disciples of the Baptist and those of the Pharisees fasting and 
Jesus’ disciples who do not fast, whereas in Luke the issue is over the disciples of the Baptist and those of the 
Pharisees who fast and pray and the disciples of Jesus who are “eating and drinking” (meaning the disciples of 
Jesus are not only neglecting the practices of fasting and praying as practiced by the disciples of the Baptist and 
by those of the Pharisees but are acting in a manner [and meaning] contrary to them; instead of mourning they 
are festive, rejoicing). However, if we look at Matthew 11:18-19 and Luke 7:33-34 we see that Jesus places 
John the Baptist on the same side as Himself, but opposes the Pharisees and the experts in the Law who “had 
not been baptized by John” (Lk. 7:30). Jesus does this even though the Baptist’s disciples and those of Jesus 
differ in their attitudes (the Baptist’s disciples “mourn” and Jesus’ disciples “rejoice”). Again, we are seeing a 
distinction being made between these three groups. Those who follow in the tradition of the Pharisees are 
following a practice of “hypocrisy”- more concerned about their traditions being acknowledged as the right 
ones, rather than the true meaning and purpose of those practices. Those who follow in the tradition of the 
Baptist are followers of the Law, but have not yet understood Jesus to be the fulfillment of the Law and what 
they are eagerly awaiting and looking for. And those who are followers of Jesus are those who are presently 
rejoicing in His arrival and presence. Jesus is showing them that He is the Way, the Truth, and the Life.

3) In both Mark and Matthew we read that “no one sews a patch of unshrunk cloth on an old garment”, for the new 
piece will pull away from the old, “making the tear worse”, thus placing the emphasis on the “old garment”; 
whereas in Luke we read “no one tears a patch from a new garment and sews it on an old one. If he does so, he 
will have torn the new garment, and the patch from the new one will not match the old”. The emphasis is thus 
placed on the new garment in Luke. There is thus a concern for both the well being of the old as well as the 
new.

4) In all three accounts we find the statement that no one puts new wine into old wineskins because if you do both 
the wine and the wineskins would be lost/ruined. But Luke ends his pericope (unlike Mark and Matthew) with 
the words, “And no one after drinking old wine wants the new, for he says, ‘The old is better’.”



5) Luke alone states that those who have tasted the old wine will not want the new because they think that the old 
is better, when in reality the new is better (Luke’s intended meaning). That he is referring to the Pharisees (and 
the experts in the Law) is evident as both the preceding pericope and the one following this scene casts the 
Pharisees in a negative light. In fact, in Luke 7:30 we read,

“But the Pharisees and experts in the law rejected God’s purpose for themselves because 
they had not been baptized by John”,

       alluding to Matthew 3:7-11, which states,

“But when he [John the Baptist] saw many of the Pharisees and Sadducees coming to 
where he was baptizing, he said to them: “You brood of vipers! Who warned you to flee 
from the coming wrath? Produce fruit in keeping with repentance. And do not think to 
say to yourselves, ‘We have Abraham as our father.’ I tell you that out of these stones 
God can raise up children for Abraham. The ax is already at the root of the trees, and 
every tree that does not produce good fruit will be cut down and thrown into the fire.
 I baptize you with water for repentance. But after me will come one who is more 
powerful than I, whose sandals I am not fit to carry. He will baptize you with the Holy 
Spirit and with fire…”. 

So Luke makes clearer in his gospel what is not so clear in Matthew’s- precisely that the Pharisees were not 
baptized by John the Baptist (who symbolizes/represents the Law). Luke thus makes a distinction between John 
the Baptist and his disciples (who symbolize a correct understanding of the Law) and those of the Pharisees 
(who represent an incorrect understanding of the Law). He also portrays the Pharisees as having rejected the 
new wine of Jesus (the “true” Law) because they thought the old wine (their interpretation of it) to be better. 
While the Pharisees are portrayed as trying to establish some sort of relationship to John the Baptist (who stands 
for the Law), John the Baptist (who stands for the Law) is portrayed as having rejected them for not showing 
true repentance. Moreover, in both Matthew and Luke (but especially in Matthew), John the Baptist (who stands 
for the Law) is portrayed as having said to the Pharisees and the Sadducees, “And do not think that you can say 
to yourselves, ‘We have Abraham as our father’”, thus also portraying the Pharisees as trying to establish a 
relationship to Abraham, who not only preceded Moses (the giver of the Law) but who was recognized as the 
“father” of the Jews. John goes even further when he has Jesus say, “But do not think that I will accuse you 
before the Father. Your accuser is Moses, on whom your hopes are set” (Jn. 5:45). The Pharisees are thus being 
routed on every side by the Gospel writers- not allowing them to claim a relationship with any of the founders 
of Israel, not with Abraham, with Moses, nor with John the Baptist.

C) Now comparing these Synoptic texts with certain texts throughout John 1-3, we discover the 
following parallels which indicate John’s use of, mimesis of, and transformation of, at

       least one of the gospels:

1) In Mark 2:13 we read,

        “Once again Jesus went out beside the lake”. 

       Mark says “Once again…”. When did Jesus first go out beside the lake? If we go back to Mark 1:14-18 we read,

“After John was put in prison, Jesus went into Galilee, proclaiming the good news of 
God. ‘The time has come,’ he said. ‘The kingdom of God is near. Repent and believe the 
good news!’
As Jesus walked beside the Sea of Galilee, he saw Simon and his brother Andrew 
casting a net into the lake, for they were fishermen. ‘Come, follow me,’ Jesus said, ‘and I 
will make you fishers of men.’ At once they left their nets and followed Him.”

 In John 3:22-23 we read,



 “After this, Jesus and his disciples went out into the Judean countryside, where He spent 
some time with them, and baptized. Now John also was baptizing at Aenon near Salim, 
because there was plenty of water, and people were constantly coming to be baptized 
(This was before John was put in prison)”.

So we note that John replaced Mark’s “After John was put in prison” with his own “This was before John was put in 
prison”, and John has Jesus in a place where there “was plenty of water” in place of Mark’s Jesus who “went out 
beside the lake”. Why does John change Mark’s “lake” into his own “plenty of water”? To answer this, one needs to 
understand what the word “water” symbolizes in the Gospel of John. Without providing proof right now (but the 
proof will be provided later), the word “water” symbolizes “the Law and the prophets”. When John states that there 
was “plenty of water”, he is telling us that the teachings concerning the Law and the Prophets were everywhere, and 
that many people were coming to hear the teachings of the Law and the Prophets. When was this? John says it was 
before John the Baptist (who is symbolic of the Law and the Prophets) was put in prison, which most likely means 
before the Law and the Prophets were “imprisoned” by the Pharisees and their strict interpretation of it. For as we 
are later told in John’s Gospel, “the Jews” (the Pharisees) prohibited reading Jesus as messiah into any of the 
messianic texts found within the OT (Jn 7:13, 40-52; 9:22; 12:42; 16:2). This, I will argue, is the “imprisonment of 
John the Baptist/the Law and the Prophets” (we will later return to this).

Knowing that Jesus never baptized (as John tells us clearly in John 4:2), and knowing (although you, the reader, 
have to assume this for now) that the word “water” symbolizes “the Law and the Prophets”, we can now interpret 
the word “baptize” to mean “to teach” or “to disciple”.  For in Mk 2:13 we read:

“Once again Jesus went out beside the lake. A large crowd came to him, and He began 
to teach them. As He walked along, He saw Levi son of Alphaeus sitting at the tax 
collector’s booth. ‘Follow me,’ Jesus told him, and Levi got up and followed him.
  While Jesus was having dinner at Levi’s house, many tax collectors and ‘sinners’ 
were eating with Him and His disciples, for there were many who followed Him.”

 John once again changes Mark’s wording. Where Mark has “to teach them”, John has “baptizing/baptized”. Why does he do 
this? John does this to disguise the symbolic meaning of his story in a seemingly historical story. Therefore, these verses in 
John 3:22-23 are really saying something to this effect:

“After this, Jesus and His disciples (the NT Church) went out into the Judean 
countryside, where He (the Church) spent some time with them, and baptized 
(taught/discipled). Now John (the Law and the Prophets) also was baptizing 
(teaching/making disciples) at Aenon near Salim, because their was plenty of water (the 
teachings on Law and the Prophets = water, were bountiful/plenty), and people were 
constantly coming to be baptized (coming to be taught/discipled). (This was before John 
[the Law and the Prophets] was put in prison [by “the Jews”/the Pharisees and their strict 
interpretation of the Law and the Prophets in their prohibitions of any messianic 
interpretations that would see Jesus as the Christ])”.

2) In our Markan text the discussion begins between Jesus’ disciples and “the teachers of the law who were 
Pharisees” over the matter of Jesus’ associating with ‘sinners’. In John 3:22-30, we read of John’s disciples 
who first have a discussion with “a certain Jew(s) over the matter of ceremonial washing”. The reason why 
John, the author, has introduced the disciples of John the Baptist as first having a discussion with “the Jews”, is 
to emphasize the difference in teachings on the Law between the true disciples of the Baptist (who stands for 
the Law) and the disciples of “the Jews” (or Pharisees/religious leaders during that time period) who have 
misconstrued the teachings of the Law and the Prophets for their own gain. John, the author, can then have the 
Baptist (who stands for the Law) give testimony to his disciples concerning Jesus’ true identity against the 
testimony of “the Jews” (the Pharisees/religious leaders who misinterpret the Law). Therefore, John 3:25 is 
really saying:

“An argument developed between some of John’s disciples (disciples of the Law and the 
Prophets) and a certain Jew (“the Jews” and the Pharisees who would misinterpret the 



Law and the Prophets and not see Jesus as the Christ as foretold in the OT) over the 
matter of ceremonial washing (“the Jews” trying to divert the attention away from Jesus 
that he is drawing from those who interpret correctly the Old Testament to the 
meaningless rituals of the Law when viewed outside of Jesus as their fulfillment).”

3) In Mark 2:13 we read: “A large crowd came to him, and he began to teach them”. In Mark 2:14, after Jesus 
commands Matthew to follow him, we read “and Levi got up and followed him”. In Mark 2:15 we read 
“many tax collectors and ‘sinners’ were eating with him [Jesus] and his disciples, for there were many 
who followed him”. In our John 3:26-30 passage, the disciples of the Baptist come to John the Baptist and tell 
him that “everyone is going to him” (to Jesus) for “baptism” instead of coming to the Baptist for 
“baptism”. So in both gospels, people are coming to Jesus, which brings about a discussion between two 
groups (in Mark, the discussion first takes place between Jesus’ disciples and the Pharisees, and then between 
Jesus and the Pharisees, and then between “some people” [disciples of the Baptist, according to Matthew] and 
Jesus; whereas in John the discussion first begins between John’s disciples and a ‘certain Jew(s)’, then between 
John’s disciples and John the Baptist. Here we can see how John has conflated Mark and Matthew’s versions 
into one. But instead of using the words “he began to teach them” and “there were many who followed him” (as 
is found in Mark and Matthew), John uses the symbolic words “baptize” and “everyone is going to him” to be 
“baptized”. Why does John exchange the words “teach” for “baptize”, and “many who followed him” with 
“going to him [Jesus] for baptism”? He does so for the purpose of continuing his use of the encoded word 
“water”, which is the key to understanding these first four chapters in John as an allegory. Therefore, John 3:26 
is really saying:

“They (the disciples of John the Baptist/the disciples of the Law and the Prophets) came 
to John (the Law and the Prophets) and said to him, ‘Rabbi, that man who was with you 
on the other side of the Jordan- the one you testified about- well, he is baptizing 
(teaching/discipling), and everyone is going to him (instead of coming to you/the Law 
and the Prophets to be discipled, as was before, everyone now is going to Jesus/NT 
Church to be taught/discipled).” 

4)  In Mark, the Pharisees, seeing that many people are “following Jesus”, ask the disciples of Jesus why their 
teacher associates with ‘sinners’. Jesus then responds by saying, “It is not the healthy that need a doctor but the 
sick. I have not come to call the ‘righteous’, but the sinners.”  In John, it is the disciples of the Baptist who, after 
seeing that many people are “following Jesus” instead of following their leader the Baptist, go to John the 
Baptist, who gives support to Jesus’ ministry by testifying to his own disciples that he (the Law and the 
Prophets) must become less, and Jesus must become greater.

5) John continues, and emphasizes even more, the distinction that already exists in the Synoptic accounts above 
between the three groups: John the Baptist (Jn 1:6-8, 15, 19-34; 3:23-24) and his disciples (Jn 1:35, 42; 3:25), 
the religious leaders of Judaism and their disciples (1:19-24; 3:25), and Jesus and His disciples (2:2, 11-12; 
3:22).

6) Moreover, John, again, even more than the Synoptic accounts, does not place John the Baptist in opposition to 
Jesus, but rather has him functioning as a witness to Jesus (1:7-8, 15, 19-36; 3:27-36; 5:33-36). There is again 
continuity and a break between John the Baptist (who stands for the Law and the Prophets) and Jesus. John 
also, like the Synoptic accounts, places both the Baptist and Jesus in opposition to the religious leaders of 
Judaism who refuse to see the truth.

7) John, like the Synoptic parallels, identifies Jesus as the bridegroom (Jn. 2:9-10; 3:29).

8) John, in the Cana miracle story, has Jesus provide the “new wine” (Jn. 2:1-12), even as in our Synoptic parallels 
Jesus is the “new wine”. Even though in our parallel sources in the Synoptic gospels Jesus is the “new wine” 
(whereas in our Cana miracle in John Jesus provides the “new wine”), when we understand correctly the “new 
wine” in the Cana miracle as symbolizing the Holy Spirit, then this difference between John and the Synoptics 
disappears, as Jesus and the Holy Spirit are One (II Corinthians 3:18).



Too many parallels exists between our Synoptic parallel stories and John to think that John was not drawing from, 
and transforming, them as source material, in the creation of his own gospel. That he uses the genre of mimesis, as 
well as allegory, in the process of creating new material to proclaim Jesus as Messiah is, in part, the reason for some 
of the differences between his gospel material and the Synoptic material. That he draws from many other sources 
and intertwines these other source materials with the Synoptic material to create his allegory is another reason for 
these differences. John was not attempting to write an historical account of events in the life of Jesus. His purpose 
was to demonstrate the incorrectness of the position of the Jewish leaders who refused to see Jesus as the Messiah, 
as well as to demonstrate the correctness of the position of those who viewed Jesus as the Messiah, and to support 
those who held the position of Jesus as the Messiah by showing that the Law and the Prophets also testify in favor of 
Jesus as the Christ.

3. John’s 3  rd   Source Material: I Kings 17:18.  

I would now like to introduce evidence to show that John intended for his readers to pick up on what I call the 
“famine motif” in the Cana Miracle. In trying to prove that John wanted his readers to see the Cana Miracle story as 
a story that begins with a “famine situation”, we can first look at a third source material that he used as found in Jn. 
2:4a: “Woman, what between me and you?” (τι εµοι και σοι, γυναι)”. This phrase is taken from I Kings 17:18. In I 
Kings 17 God sends a drought, and as a consequence of the drought, a famine, on the land, via his servant Elijah. 
Elijah then miraculously provides flour and oil for the widow and her son until the drought has ended. Later on, the 
woman’s son becomes sick, and dies. The woman then says to Elijah, “What between me and you (τι εµοι και σοι), 
man of God (ανθρωπε του θεου)? Did you come to remind me of my sin and kill my son?” Elijah then takes the 
son to the upper room, stretches himself out on top of him three times, and the boy’s life returns to him. Elijah then 
gives the son back to the mother, saying, “Look, your son is alive!”

John, seeing in I Kings 17 the themes of a) “famine”, b) “woman” (γυναικι, γυνη), c) son’s death, d) reference to 
“sin” as the cause of son’s death, e) son’s resurrection (ανεβοησε), and f) the word “three” (τρις), chose to borrow 
from I Kings 17:18 the phrase “What between me and you?” (Τι εµοι και σοι) and employ it in his own story. 
Since all of these themes fit in very nicely with his own story of the meaning of Jesus’ death and resurrection, by 
borrowing this phrase from I Kings 17:18, John would be playing on all of the above. Why does John take this 
phrase from I Kings 17:18 and include it into his Cana miracle? Precisely because even as Elijah supplied for this 
woman’s need in time of drought, so too will Jesus supply for the “woman’s” need in time of famine (the wine that 
is lacking). Even as Elijah brought back from the dead the son’s life, after she was reminded of her sin, by stretching 
himself out on top of the son three times, so, too, shall the Son give his life for the sins of the people and yet live 
again after being dead for three days. 

So even though this phrase “What between me and you” is found elsewhere in both the OT and NT (i.e. Judges 
11:12; II Samuel 16:10; II Kings 3:13; II Chronicles 35:21; Hosea 14:8; Mark 1:24; 5:7), we are arguing that John 
borrowed it from I Kings 17:18 to support his “famine” theme, and that it also nicely supports other themes as well. 
As we shall see, John borrows another OT text that also comes from another OT “famine” scene and employs it 
within his Cana Miracle. It can hardly be considered coincidence that we discover two indirect quotes in our Cana 
Miracle text (Jn. 2:4,5) from two different OT texts (I Kings 17:18; Gen. 41:55) that both contain a famine situation.

Moreover, in Luke 7:11-17, Luke compares Jesus to Elijah, via allusion to I Kings 17, by showing Jesus to have 
raised the widow’s son and giving the son back to his mother, even as Elijah raised the widow’s son and gave him 
back to his mother. John was most likely aware of Luke’s insight into this typology, and played off of it, modifying 
it for his own purposes. Here John is showing Jesus to be “the widow’s son” by comparing the widow in I Kings 17 
with “the mother of Jesus” in Jn 2:1-11. Jesus’ mother in the Cana Miracle represents the OT Church who “gave 
birth” to Jesus. When she comes to Jesus, stating that there is no more “wine” (which symbolizes the Holy Spirit, 
thus God’s presence), what she is really asking of Jesus is that he give up his life so that the sins of the people would 
be forgiven and the “new wine” (the Holy Spirit) be supplied. John, earlier, had the Baptist proclaim, 

“Look, the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world!” (Jn 1:29)

He now shows, via his Cana Miracle, that Jesus takes away the sin of the world by dying on the cross. Thus John has 
Jesus respond with the phrase from I Kings 17:18, “Woman, what between me and you?”, thus alluding to “the 



son’s” death in I Kings 17. This is why Jesus continues with the statement “My hour has not yet come”, again 
alluding to his own death.  In our Elijah story it was the woman who said to Elijah the prophet, “What between me 
and you, man of God? Did you come to remind me of my sin and kill my son?” Here, in our Cana Miracle, it is 
Jesus who says to the woman/the OT Church, “What between me and you, woman?” Thus we should now see Jesus 
asking the woman, “Are you reminding me of your sin (and thus the reason for the famine situation) and the need 
for me to give my life on the Cross so that your sins can be forgiven and the Holy Spirit (wine) be poured out?” 
Again, this is why Jesus answers with, “My hour has not yet come”, responding to the woman’s/the OT Church 
petition that he die in order to provide the wine (the Holy Spirit). Jesus’ response to his “mother” (who expects from 
him the wine) is, “It’s not yet time for me to die”.

What we will argue is that in the filling of the jars with “water” time passes, and Jesus’ hour to die does arrive. 
Jesus, the Son, dies by willingly giving his own life for the people. Even as Elijah raised the widow’s son in I Kings 
17 by stretching himself out on top of him “three times”, so too is the Son in Jn 2 raised from the dead “on the third 
day” (thus the phrase “on the third day” in Jn 2:1). John is therefore exclaiming, even as Elijah exclaimed in I Kings 
17:23, “Look, your son is alive!” But in Jn 2 it is Jesus the Son who raises Himself, whereas in I Kings 17 it is Elijah 
who raises the son. Jesus is, once again, shown to be like, but greater, than the Law and the Prophets.

John, the author, had John the Baptist (who stands for the Law and the Prophets), in Jn 1:19-28, deny that he was the 
Christ, Elijah, and the Prophet. John is now showing Jesus to be the messianic figures of the Christ, of Elijah, and of 
the Prophet through these source materials and their respective parallels in the accomplishments of Jesus, as we shall 
see.

4. John’s 4  th   Source Material: Genesis 41:55.  

I will now attempt to show how John uses the phrase “Do whatever he tells you” on the lips of Jesus’ mother in Jn. 
2:5 to reaffirm his “famine situation” thread, and by doing so, he can again confirm Jesus as the solution to that 
famine situation. 
 
In this passage in Genesis we have a famine situation. The people are in need, and in their need they cry out to 
Pharaoh. Pharaoh directs them to Joseph with these words, “Go to Joseph and do what he tells you”. John, in 
wanting to present his readers with a "spiritual" famine situation in the telling of the Cana miracle, recalled this 
Joseph story, and thus found this phrase from the Joseph story useful, “Do whatever he tells you”. By indirectly 
quoting Genesis 41:55, John alludes to this story and thereby conveys the famine theme in Genesis 41 to his own 
readers of the Cana miracle. 

Evidences that support this thesis are the following:

a) Even as there is a famine situation in Genesis 41:53-54,

“The seven years of abundance in Egypt came to an end, and the seven years of famine (λ
ιµου) began, just as Joseph had said. There was a famine (λιµος) in all the other lands, 
but in the whole land of Egypt there was food. When all Egypt began to feel the 
famine…”

so, too, are we presented with a famine situation in our Cana miracle (there is a shortage of wine twice repeated in 
Jn 2:3). 

“When the wine was gone, Jesus’ mother said to him, ‘They have no more wine’.”

b) Even as Pharaoh, seeing that the food in all the land has run out, directs the people to Joseph and tells them to “do 
whatever he tells you” in Genesis 41:55,

“Go to Joseph and do what he tells you (ο εαν ειπη υµιν ποιησατε).”



 so, too, does “the mother of Jesus”, seeing that the wine has run out, direct the servants to Jesus, and tells them to 
“do whatever He tells you” in our Cana story.  

“Do whatever he tells you” (ο τι αν λεγη υµιν ποιησατε).

c) And even as Joseph saves the people by opening the storehouses to sell grain not only to Egypt but also to all 
countries, 

“When the famine had spread over the whole country, Joseph opened the storehouses and 
sold grain to the Egyptians, for the famine was severe throughout Egypt. And all the 
countries came to Egypt to buy grain from Joseph, because the famine was severe in all 
the world” (Gen. 41:57-8).

so, too, should the readers expect to find Jesus, in some foreordained way, saving the people “from all countries” 
through this miracle of changing “water” into “wine”. As we shall see, the author of Acts, chapter 2, plays on John’s 
Cana Miracle story, showing that “people from all nations” are saved by this miraculous provision of “wine” (in a 
paper I wrote on Luke 10:25-37, I demonstrate Luke’s and Paul’s use of Genesis 42-45 to show Joseph as a type of 
Jesus. John was most likely aware of their typology).

John has chosen the comparison of Jesus to Joseph because like innocent Joseph, who had been sold into slavery by 
his crooked brothers and who was now the ruler and savior of “all the countries”, so, too, had innocent Jesus been 
betrayed by his own (Jn 1:11) but is now being declared the Ruler and Savior of the whole world. 
 
But unlike Joseph, Jesus doesn’t “sell grain” to the Egyptians and other countries. Rather he freely gives “wine” (the 
Holy Spirit) to all that come to Him for salvation. And He does this by dying on the cross for humanity. 

To further support my argument that John was intentionally alluding to Genesis 41:55 in his use of the phrase “Do 
whatever he tells you”, we have two other source materials used by John in the Cana miracle that also contain within 
them a famine situation: Amos 8:11-12 and Joel 1:5, 10.

5. John’s 5  th   Source Material: Amos 8:11-12 (Psalm 74:9) and Amos 9:11-14.  

Here we will argue and present evidence that John did use Amos 8:11-12 and 9:11-14 in the composition of his 
gospel. In Amos 8:11-12, we read:

“‘The days are coming,’ declares the Sovereign Lord, ‘when I will send a famine (λιµο
ν) through the land- not a famine (λιµον) of food or a thirst for water, but a famine (λιµ
ον) of hearing the words of the Lord (ακουσαι τον λογον Κυριου). Men will stagger 
from sea to sea and wander from north to east, searching (ζητουνες) for the word of the 
Lord (τον λογον Κυριου), but they will not find (ευρωσιν) it’”.

In Amos 9:11 we read:

“In that day I will restore (αναστησω) David’s fallen tent  (την σκηνην ∆αυιδ την πε
πτωκυιαν). I will repair its broken places, restore its ruins, and build it as it used to be, 
so that they may possess the remnant of Edom and all the nations that bear my name.”

In Amos 9:13-14 we read:

“‘The days are coming,’ declares the Lord, ‘when the reaper will be overtaken by the 
plowman and the planter by the one treading grapes. New wine (γλυκασµον) will drip 
from the mountains and flow from all the hills. I will bring back my exiled people Israel; 



they will rebuild the ruined cities and live in them. They will plant vineyards and drink 
their wine (οινον); they will make gardens and eat their fruit.’”

Amos speaks of a famine that would come upon the people of Israel, but not a famine of food or water but rather a 
famine of the words of the Lord. The period of time that he was referring to, according to John’s interpretation of 
this Amos text (as will be shown), occurred between the completion of the Old Testament writings and the 
incarnation of Jesus Christ. This period is known as the “silent” years, or the Intertestamental period- the 400 years 
that separate the time of Nehemiah (the last of the prophets to speak to Israel before the coming of Christ, 430 BC) 
from the birth of Christ (5 BC). It was during this 400-year period that Israel did not hear from God through his 
prophets (I will try and show that John used the word “servants” in Jn 2:5,7,9 as symbolic of the word “prophets” as 
used here). It was, therefore, a “famine” period, but not one for lack of water or food, but a famine of hearing the 
words (τον λογον) of the Lord. 

Our first piece of evidence which supports the argument that John used Amos as one of his source materials in 
creating his gospel is to be found in comparing Amos 8:11-12 with Jn 1:1,14. John begins his gospel with these 
words:

“In the beginning was the Word (ο λογος), and the Word (ο λογος) was with God, and 
the Word (ο λογος) was God…” (Jn.1:1).

And in John 1:14 we read:

“And the Word (ο λογος) became flesh and dwelt (εσκηνωσεν) among us, and we 
beheld his glory (δοξαν), the glory (δοξαν) of the only begotten from the Father, full of 
grace and truth”.

The nature of the famine that John is presenting to his readers is a famine of “hearing the words (τον λογον) of the 
Lord”.  Amos prophecies that the people are “searching for the word (τον λογον) of the Lord, but they will not find 
it”. And so, for four hundred years there was the period known as the “silent” years- a time when God ceased to 
speak through his prophets. There was a famine for the word of God, until the time of Jesus Christ. In opening his 
gospel in this way, John is presenting his readers with what the people of his time were “starving for”- the Word of 
God. He was saying, “here is the solution to the famine situation that we find ourselves in”. John was therefore 
presenting Jesus as the Word of God not only in John 1:1,14 but also within the Cana miracle itself (as we shall see). 
This theme is included within the inclusio formed by the word “beginning” (αρχη) that we find in John 1:1 and 
2:11. Jesus was the Word in the First Creation, and He is the Word in the Second New Creation. It is Jesus the Word 
who comes to the World when they find themselves in a “famine” situation, but not a famine of food or of water, but 
a famine for the Word of God. John is telling us that the famine has ended when the Word became flesh and made 
his dwelling among us.  

Many have argued that John’s use of “λογος” in John 1:1, 14 has as it source Philo and his use of it. I am arguing 
that John’s source for λογος is taken both from Genesis 1 as well as from Amos 8. 

Our second piece of evidence which supports John’s use of Amos in the creation of his gospel is to be found again 
in comparing Amos 8:11-12 with Jn 1:40-45. In Amos 8:11-12 we read:

“‘The days are coming’, declares the Sovereign Lord, ‘when I will send a famine through 
the land- not a famine of food or a thirst for water, but a famine of hearing (ακουσαι) 
the word of the Lord (τον λογον Κυριου). Men will stagger from sea to sea and 
wander from north to east, searching (ζητουνες) for the word of the Lord (τον λογον 
Κυριου), but they will not find (ευρωσιν) it.’”

In John 1:35-38 we read:

“The next day John was there again with two of his disciples. When he saw Jesus passing 
by, he said, ‘Look, the Lamb of God!’ When the two disciples heard (ηκουσαν) him say 



this, they followed Jesus. Turning around, Jesus saw them following and asked, ‘What do 
you seek (ζητειτε)?’

Then, in John 1:40-45, we read,

“Andrew, Simon Peter’s brother, was one of the two who heard (ακουσαντων) what 
John had said and who had followed Jesus. The first thing Andrew did was to find (ευρι
σκει) his brother Simon and tell him, ‘We have found (ευρηκαµεν) the Messiah (that is, 
the Christ). And he brought him to Jesus…. The next day Jesus decided to leave for 
Galilee. Finding (ευρισκει) Philip, he said to him, ‘Follow me.’ Philip, like Andrew and 
Peter, was from the town of Bethsaida. Philip found (ευρισκει) Nathanael and told him, 
‘We have found (ευρηκαµεν) the one Moses wrote about in the Law, and about whom 
the prophets also wrote- Jesus of Nazareth, the son of Joseph’.”

John is showing that the time of famine of hearing (ακουσαι) the word (τον λογον) of the Lord that Amos 
prophesied about- when men would stagger, searching (ζητουνες) for the word of the Lord (τον λογον Κυριου) 
but not finding (ευρωσιν) it- has come to an end when the Word (λογος) became flesh. The disciples of the Baptist 
heard (ακουσαντων), search (ζητειτε), and find (ευρηκαµεν) the Word (ο λογος) of God! John is telling us, 
through a variety of allusions to our Amos text that the famine that Amos had prophesied would come has occurred. 
He is also telling us that even as Joseph in the Genesis story met the people’s physical needs by giving them the 
food they desired, so too does Jesus meet the people’s spiritual needs by supplying them with Himself- the Word of 
God (via the “Do whatever He tells you” allusion to our Genesis text). How does Jesus- the Word of God- meet our 
spiritual needs? It is not until we behold his glory (Jn. 1:14), even as the disciples beheld Jesus’ glory in the Cana 
miracle (Jn.2:11). What is the Cana miracle? Keep reading and you will discover it for yourself!

A third piece of evidence that supports this interpretation can be found when looking at Amos 9:11, where Amos, 
prophesying (thus speaking for God), says,

“In that day I will restore (αναστησω) David’s fallen tent  (την σκηνην ∆αυιδ την πε
πτωκυιαν). I will repair its broken places, restore its ruins, and build it as it used to be, 
so that they may possess the remnant of Edom and all the nations that bear my name.”

It is no coincidence that John, in John 1:14, in the beginning of his gospel, uses the same root word for “tent” that 
Amos does, stating,

“And the Word became flesh and dwelt/tented (εσκηνωσεν) among us…”.

Nor is it coincidence that John, in John 20:9, at the end of his gospel, uses the same word for “raise” that Amos 
does, referring to Jesus’ resurrection:

“They still did not understand from Scripture that Jesus had to rise (αναστηναι) from 
the dead.”

John has shown from Scripture (Amos 8 and 9) how Jesus, the Word, satisfied the “famine” through His death and 
became the restored Davidic “tent” through His resurrection. What we are in the process of seeing is that John, in 
alluding to an array of both OT and NT texts, is demonstrating that “Scripture” “testifies” in favor of Jesus being the 
promised Messiah, exactly what he states in John 5:39:

“You diligently study the Scriptures because you think that by them you possess eternal 
life. These are the Scriptures that testify about me…” (cf. Jn. 20:9).

A fourth piece of evidence that supports this interpretation is found in Amos 9:13-14:



“‘The days are coming,’ declares the Lord, ‘when the reaper will be overtaken by the 
plowman and the planter by the one treading grapes. New wine (γλυκασµον) will drip 
from the mountains and flow from all the hills. I will bring back my exiled people Israel; 
they will rebuild the ruined cities and live in them. They will plant vineyards and drink 
their wine (οινον); they will make gardens and eat their fruit.’”

John, following Amos’ story line, begins the Cana miracle with a famine situation- “When the wine (οινου) was 
gone, Jesus’ mother said to him, ‘They have no more wine (οινον)’” (Jn.2:3). “His mother said to the servants, ‘Do 
whatever He tells you’”- a phrase that John borrows from Genesis 41:55, intended to convey the “famine” situation 
of Genesis 41.  John, again following Amos’ story line, ends the Cana miracle with an abundance of wine. Even as 
Amos prophesied that a time of famine for the Word of God would occur (“The days are coming, declares the 
Sovereign Lord…” 8:11), and it did occur during the intertestamental period, so too did Amos prophesy a time of 
abundance would occur (“The days are coming, declares the Lord…” 9:13), which would come after the time of 
famine. The time of abundance is symbolized by an age where “new wine” would drip from the mountains. This 
time of abundance, according to John, occurred after the 400 silent years when the Word became flesh. John alludes, 
through his Cana miracle story, both to the time of famine that Amos prophesied would come in Amos 8:11ff, as 
well as to the time of abundance that Amos prophesied would follow the time of famine in Amos 9:13ff. Thus John 
moves from a lack of wine to an abundance of wine in his Cana miracle. What brings about the change from the 
situation of no wine (famine) to the situation of more than enough wine (abundance)? The Word became flesh, the 
coming of the Messiah who died on a cross and rose from the grave- the Cana miracle, (and He revealed his glory, 
Jn.2:11, δοξαν)! Through his incarnation (εσκηνωσεν), death, and resurrection (αναστηναι), Jesus provided the 
“new wine” that Amos foretold in chapter 9:13-15, which brought to an end the famine period which Amos foretold 
in Amos 8:11-12.  The Cana Miracle is a symbolic story representing these great events.

A fifth piece of evidence which supports the interpretation that John used Amos 8:11-12 and Amos 9:13-15 as 
source materials when composing the Cana Miracle, which might be considered a circular argument, is the fact that 
three of the source materials that I argue John used to compose this story all contain the theme of a famine situation: 
Genesis 41:55, I Kings 17, and now Amos 8:11-12. If I am correct even about John using one of these three source 
materials when writing the Cana Miracle, then this would give us some ground to argue that he used the other two, 
as all three share the common “famine” theme. John, in desiring to communicate this “famine” theme to his readers, 
found in the OT three different texts that he could employ to do so.

A sixth and final evidence which supports this interpretation is the argument that since the Synoptic authors used 
Amos’ prophecies in the writing of their own gospels, John, arguably aware of this, does the same, although with 
different material. John Dominic Crossan, in his book “Who Killed Jesus?”, in defense of his thesis that the passion 
accounts within the gospels are mostly fiction, or in his own words, the passion accounts are mostly “prophecy 
historicized”, presents the following example from Amos 8 to defend his thesis. He states,

“To explain those accounts as ‘prophecy historicized’ requires more detailed 
commentary. The first Christians were all Jews, and, in trying to understand what had 
happened to Jesus and themselves, they turned to their sacred writings, the Hebrew 
Scriptures, which they studied in Greek and would eventually call their Old Testament, as 
distinct from the New Testament they themselves had created. In that Old Testament they 
read the book of the prophet Amos, for example. Sometime in the 750s B.C.E. this 
peasant prophet…warns that a terrible day is coming when God’s avenging wrath will be 
unleashed in punishment, according to Amos 8:9-10, with words corresponding to key 
words in gospel texts italicized:

‘On that day, says the Lord God,
I will make the sun go down at noon [Greek: midday],
And darken the earth in broad daylight.
I will turn your feasts into mourning,
And all your songs into lamentation;
I will bring sackcloth on all loins,
And baldness on every head;



I will make it like the mourning for an only son,
And the end of it like a bitter day.’

Darkness at high noon meant, of course, a cosmic cataclysm, a world turned upside down 
and inside out, a terrible and presumably imminent catastrophe…. But, in any case, 
midnight at noon, whether as alleged actuality or symbolic possibility, is an obvious 
indication of disaster. It was even said by first-century authors such as Josephus, 
Plutarch, and Pliny the Elder to have accompanied the assassination of Julius Caesar on 
March 5 of 44 B.C.E..

  By ‘prophecy historicized’ I mean that no such historical three-hour-long midnight at 
noon accompanied the death of Jesus, but that learned Christians searching their 
Scriptures found this ancient description of future divine punishment, maybe facilitated 
by its mention of “an only son” in the second-to-last line, and so created that fictional 
story about darkness at noon to assert that Jesus died in fulfillment of prophecy. That is, 
of course, only a single example, but it is the working hypothesis of this book that 
specific units such as that one, general sequences such as the abuse or mockery, and even 
the overall framework of passion and vindication were dictated and controlled by exactly 
similar processes. Hence the first thesis of this book: the units, sequences, and frames of  
the passion narrative were not derived from history remembered but from prophecy 
historicized” (pp.2-4).

The reason I quote Crossan is because his use of Amos 8 in these paragraphs pertains directly to our own defense 
that John did indeed have in mind Amos 8:11-12 when he penned the Cana miracle. Even though John himself, in 
his gospel, does not allude to Amos 8:9-10 in his account of the crucifixion, this does not mean that he was not 
aware of the use of that passage by the other evangelists in their crucifixion accounts. We would argue to the 
contrary- that it was precisely on account of John’s awareness of the Synoptics’ use of Amos 8:9-10 that John does 
not allude to it himself in his passion story. John is presenting different Old Testament materials that the Synoptics 
have not yet exploited to show Jesus as the Christ, thus the reason for the dissimilarities between his gospel and the 
other three.
 
What I would like to do now to convince you (my readers) that John did indeed have Amos 8:11-12 in mind when 
he was putting together the Cana miracle is to compare, first of all, Amos 8:9-10 to that of Amos 9:11-12; and 
secondly, to compare Amos 8:11-12 with that of Amos 9:13-15.
  
Amos 8:9 begins with “In that day” (και εσται εν τη ηµερα εκεινη), and follows with a warning of God’s coming 
judgement upon Israel (8:9-10). According to Crossan, the Synoptics’ Passion accounts, most pronounced in Luke’s 
version, applied this prophecy and its fulfillment to the death of Jesus. In Luke 23:44-49 we are told that 

“darkness came over the whole land until the ninth hour, for the sun stopped shining.”

Amos 9:11 also begins with the phrase “In that day” (Εν τη ηµερα εκεινη), but follows not with a warning of 
God’s coming judgment upon Israel but rather with a promise of restoration for Israel (9:11-12). Amos 8:9-10 and 
9:11-12 are parallel verses of judgement and restoration respectively. To confirm this one can see in the Synoptic 
gospels where not only Amos 8:9-10 is alluded to in their accounts of Jesus’ crucifixion, but also where Amos 9:11-
12 is alluded to in their accounts of Jesus’ accomplishments.

We have provided four proofs to support the interpretation that the Cana Miracle begins with a “famine situation”:
1) The lack of wine twice repeated in Jn 2:3.
2) The phrase “Do whatever he tells you” borrowed from Gen 41:55, which is an OT text about a “famine 

situation” and a “savior”.
3) The phrase “Woman, what between me and you?” borrowed from I Kings 17:15, which is another OT text 

about a “famine situation” and a “savior”.
4) John’s allusions to Amos 8:11-12 and 9:13-15 which are texts about a “famine situation” and a time of 

abundance afterwards.



How likely is it to be “coincidence” that the two phrases “do whatever he tells you” and “what between me and 
you?” appear together in such a small text in the NT when both are very similar to two OT phrases that come from 
different OT texts but share in common the same “famine” theme? Isn’t it more likely that these two phrases were 
intentionally borrowed from these OT source materials to convey the “famine” theme in the Cana Miracle? I think 
so, especially in light of Amos 8:11-12 which also speaks of a “famine”, and in light of Amos 9:13-15 which speaks 
of an abundance of wine as the sign for the end of the famine period. I have provided “evidence” which strongly 
suggest that John used Amos 8:11-12 as background for portraying Jesus as the Word (λογος) that was “searched 
for” (ζητειτε) and “found” (ευρηκαµεν) after 400 years of “famine silence”.  Moreover, John, in his Cana Miracle 
and in keeping with the Amos story line, shows that Jesus is the one who provided an abundance of “new wine” to 
end the famine period. I think it is indisputably clear that John intended to convey a famine theme in the Cana 
Miracle. 

Therefore, having established this point- that there is a famine situation in the Cana Miracle, and that this famine 
situation refers to a famine for the Word of God, and that Jesus is the solution to this famine situation, we now 
proceed to our next point. We now need to show more precisely what John presents as the solution to this famine 
situation. What is the “new wine” that Jesus provides for His people?

6. John’s 6  th   Source Material: Joel 1:5, 10; 2:19, 24; 2:28-32; 3:18  

a) Joel begins his prophecy with a “wake-up” call to Israel. He states in Joel 1:5 and 1:10:

“Wake up, you drunkards (οι µεθυοντες εξ οινου), and weep! Wail, all you drinkers of 
wine (οι πινοντες οινον εις µεθην); wail because of the new wine, for it has been 
snatched from your lips…. The fields are ruined, the ground is dried up; the grain is 
destroyed, the new wine (οινος) is dried up, and oil fails.”

Joel, like Amos, prophesies of a time when joy will be taken from the Israelites, which is symbolized in Joel by the 
wine that is taken from them (whereas in Amos it was depicted as a spiritual famine). Interestingly, the LXX words 
for “drunkards” are “οι µεθυοντες εξ οινου” (literally meaning “the ones drunk from wine”) and “οι πινοντες οιν
ον εις µεθην” (“the ones drinking wine to drunkenness”).  Now in John 2:10 we read of the master of the banquet 
calling the bridegroom (Jesus) over and saying to Him,

“Everyone else sets out first the best wine (οινον), and when they get drunk (οταν µεθυ
σθϖσιν) they [set out] the lesser wine. But you have kept the best wine (οινον) until 
now (εως αρτι).”

Joel first has the wine taken from the “drunkards” (οι µεθυοντες εξ οινου) to symbolize the same period of time of 
“famine”/suffering that Amos was speaking of in Amos 8:11-12, and then has the promise of the abundance of the 
new wine (Joel 2:19, 24; 3:18), even as in Amos 9:11ff, to symbolize the outpouring of God’s Spirit. So, too, does 
the master of the banquet commend Jesus (the bridegroom) for not serving the best wine first, but rather last, thus 
keeping the same order of events that Joel had prophesied would succeed. They first get drunk (οταν µεθυσθϖσιν, 
Jn.2:10) and then Jesus sets out the best wine after the [lesser] wine has run out (“has been snatched from your lips” 
Joel 1:5). The master of the banquet, in John, concludes his words by saying, “You have kept the best wine until 
now (εως αρτι)”, a phrase which in the ears of the Jews would have an eschatological ring to it in the proper context 
(the proper context for which we are arguing). With the changing of the “water” (the Law and the Prophets) into 
“wine” (the Holy Spirit), the end times have arrived!

 Joel, a chapter later, in 2:19 and 24, prophesied of a time when God would send the people of Israel new wine.

“The Lord will reply to them, ‘I am sending you grain, new wine (οινον) and oil, enough 
to satisfy you fully…. The threshing floors will be filled with grain; the vats will be 
overflowing with new wine (οινου) and oil’”.



That Joel is speaking of a reversal of the earlier judgement he pronounced is clear when comparing Joel 1:4 with 
Joel 2:25, where he speaks in the earlier verse of the locust devouring the land and in the later verse of God 
“repaying” for the years the locusts have eaten. It is the same thing that we saw in Amos where Amos prophesied of 
a time of “famine”, and then followed it up with a prophecy relating a time of abundance, symbolizing this time of 
abundance with a new supply of wine (Amos 9:11ff).

We read again in Joel 3:18 words that are very similar to Amos 9:13 (in the LXX the same Greek word for wine is 
used here in Joel that we saw used in our Amos 9 text)- words that again speak of a time of abundant wine:

“In that day the mountains will drip new wine (γλυκασµον), and the hills will flow with 
milk…”.

So what we have noted in Amos- that wine is being used as a sign of the end of the famine for the word of God and 
the arrival of the Messiah (per John) who is the Word of God- we also note it here in Joel. 

All of this is especially striking once we realize that these two prophesies in Joel (Joel 2:19, 24 and 3:18) concerning 
the future blessing of an abundance of wine have sandwiched between them the famous passage of Joel 2:28-32, 
which speaks of the outpouring of God’s Spirit on all people:

“And afterward, I will pour out my Spirit on all people. Your sons and daughters will 
prophesy, your old men will dream dreams, your young men will see visions. Even on my 
servants, both men and women, I will pour out my Spirit in those days…. And everyone 
who calls on the name of the Lord will be saved.”

What is interesting to note about these verses that speak of an abundance of God’s Spirit being poured out on all 
people in the last days is that they are sandwiched between the two texts (Joel 2:19, 24 and 3:18) which also are 
prophecies of the end times, but instead of speaking about an abundance of God’s Spirit they are speaking of an 
abundance of wine. These two passages (Joel 2:19, 24 and 3:18) form an inclusio around Joel 2:28-32. Now 
remembering what we have already studied- that via allusion to our Genesis 41:55 and I Kings 17:15 texts, there 
was a famine situation before the arrival of Jesus, and via allusion to our Amos 8:11-12 text in the Cana story John 
is stating, that this famine situation was a famine for the Word of God, and via allusion to John 1:1 that Jesus is the 
Word of God, and via allusion to our Amos 9:13-15 text that this famine situation would be ended by an abundance 
of wine and the raising of David’s fallen tent, and in our Cana Story there is an abundance of wine as well as 
references to Jesus’ resurrection- then we can also deduce that these texts in Joel 2:19, 24 and 3:18 also played a role 
in John’s Cana story, but their purpose is to allude to the symbolic meaning of “wine” for John, which is “the 
Spirit”. 

c) Luke’s Use of John’s “wine” (= Holy Spirit) symbolism in Acts 2.

That John used Joel 2:28-32 to interpret his use of Joel 2:19, 24 and 3:18 (the age of an abundance of wine) can be 
further substantiated when we look at Luke’s use of John 2 in Acts 2. That Luke knew and used John in the writing 
of the Book of Acts can be seen if we compare Acts 2 with our Cana miracle. In Acts 2 we read the story of the 
God’s Spirit being given to His disciples, just as Jesus is reported to have said it would occur:

“Unless I go away, the Counselor will not come to you; but if I go, I will send him to 
you” (John 16:7; cf. Acts 1:4-5, 8).

In Acts 2:1-2 we read:

“When the day of Pentecost came, they were all together in one place. Suddenly a sound 
(ηχος) like the blowing (ϕεροµενης) of a violent wind (πνοης) came from heaven (εκ τ
ου ουρανου) and filled the whole house where they were sitting….All of them were 
filled with the Holy Spirit (πνευµατος αγιου)….Some, however, made fun of them and 
said, ‘They have had too much wine (γλευκους). Then Peter stood up with the Eleven, 
raised his voice and addressed the crowd: ‘Fellow Jews and all of you who live in 



Jerusalem, let me explain this to you; listen carefully to what I say. These men are not 
drunk (µεθυουσιν), as you suppose. It’s only nine in the morning (εστιν γαρ ωρα τριτη 
της ηµερας)! No, this is what was spoken by the prophet Joel: I will pour out my Spirit n 
all people…’” (Acts 2:13).

Now if we compare this text with John 3:8, 12 where Jesus says to Nicodemus:

“The wind (το πνευµα) blows (πνει) wherever it pleases. You hear its sound (ϕωνην), 
but you cannot tell where it comes from or where it is going. So it is with everyone born 
of the Spirit (πνευµατος)…. I have spoken to you of earthly things and you do not 
believe; how will you believe if I speak of heavenly things (τα επουρανια)?”

and if we compare the Acts 2 text with the Cana Miracle text, where we find in Jn 2:1 the phrase “On the third 
day…” (και τη ηµερα τη τριτη), and “water” converted into “wine” (οινον), (which is also connected to the Jn 
3:8 text via the “did not know from where it came”/ουκ ηδει ποθεν εστιν- the master of the banquet did not know 
where the “wine”/Spirit came from even as “Nicodemus” does not know where the “wind”/Spirit comes), then we 
should be able to see that Luke is playing on John’s symbolic meaning of “wine”, knowing it to represent the Holy 
Spirit. This is a very early source/“tradition” that affirms, once again, the interpretation that I have set forth. Luke 
does what John does: he uses “wine” to symbolize the Holy Spirit; he uses the Joel 2 prophecy to speak of this new 
age of the Spirit; he uses “third day” and “hour” language to allude to John’s meaning of “the third day” and “hour”; 
he uses “sound”, “blowing”, and “wind” to describe the Holy Spirit; and he uses the word “drunk” (µεθυουσιν) 
even as John does (µεθυσθϖσιν, Jn 2:10) in the Cana Miracle. Even though the Greek words that Luke uses are not 
the same words (for the most part) that John uses, one should be able to see that Luke is word playing on the same 
symbolic meaning of “wine” that John has employed in his Cana story. 

As we have already noted, in John’s Cana miracle the word “wine” symbolizes God’s “Spirit”. John conveys this 
symbolic meaning to his readers via his allusions to the prophecies found in Amos 8:11-12; 9:13-15; Joel 1:5; 2:19, 
24, 28-29; and 3:18. In Amos 9:13 and Joel 3:18 the Greek word γλυκασµον for “wine” is used (the same Greek 
word Luke uses in Acts 2:13). In Amos 9:14 and Joel 1:5; 2:19, 24 the Greek word οινον for “wine” is used (the 
same Greek word John uses in the Cana story). Luke, in Acts 2, has the crowd mistakenly think the disciples are 
drunk with wine when in reality they are filled with the Spirit. But then Luke has Peter preach a sermon based on 
Joel 2:28-32, which, as we have already noted, is one of the texts from which John was drawing to convey his 
symbolic meaning of God’s “Spirit” for his use of “wine”. Luke, understanding the symbolic meaning of the Cana 
miracle, and knowing the sources from which John was drawing to convey that meaning, “copied” John, and played 
with both the symbolic meaning of “wine” and the Joel 2 prophecy in the crafting his own story. Moreover, in Acts 
2:5-11 Luke shows people from “every country” to be saved by Jesus (Acts 2:41,47), which is most likely an 
allusion to John’s use of the Joseph story in Jn.2:5, where John compares Jesus to Joseph who likewise saves people 
from “every nation” (For further defense that Luke knew and used John as a source for the writing of the Book of 
Acts, see C.K. Barret’s excellent chapter entitled “The Parallels between Acts and John” (pp.163-78) in Exploring 
the Gospel of John; In Honor of D.Moody Smith, edited by Alan Culpepper and C. Clifton Black).

To further confirm that John did intend for the “new wine” in his Cana Miracle to symbolize the Holy Spirit as 
prophesied in Joel 2:28-32, we will, in just a minute, turn to our seventh source material- II Corinthians 3, where in 
that text Paul compared the ministry of the letter to that of the Spirit. This will, in turn, provide us with one more 
link that connects our Cana story to our Pauline II Corinthians 3 text. Even as Paul is comparing the ministry of the 
Law to the ministry of the Spirit in II Corinthians 3, so too does John in his Cana Miracle story compare the ministry 
of the Law as interpreted by “the Jews” to that of the Spirit (“water”= the Law being transformed into “wine”= 
Spirit). We will see this once we unveil John’s symbolic meaning for the word “water”.

Other “proofs” that support interpreting “wine” in the Cana Miracle as symbolic of the Holy Spirit will be offered 
later on when interpreting the wider context surrounding the Cana Miracle. I will state these proofs now without 
expounding upon them until later:
a) In Jn 1:26-34 John contrast John the Baptist’s baptism of “water”= “the Law and the Prophets” with Jesus’ 

baptism of “the Holy Spirit”.
b) In Jn 2:1-11 the “water”/“the Law and the Prophets” is changed into “wine”= the Holy Spirit.



c) In Jn 3:5 Jesus tells Nicodemus that he must be born of “water”= “the Law and the Prophets” and “the Spirit” to 
enter into the Kingdom of God. 

d) In John 4:4-15 John is again contrasting the “water”= “the Law and the Prophets” drawn from Jacob’s well (an 
OT patriarch) with the “living water”= “the Holy Spirit” which Jesus will provide (cf. Jn 7:37-38).

If we interpret consistently John’s symbolic meaning of the words “water”, “wine”, and “living water”, then we will 
agree that “water” does mean “the Law and the Prophets” (as we shall see) and “wine” does mean the Holy Spirit. 
For John is consistently comparing and contrasting “water”/the Law and the Prophets to that of “the 
Spirit”/“wine”/“living water”. We will see that John is placing “the Law and the Prophets” in their truly intended, 
God-given role, and that John is also exposing the misinterpretation and misapplication of “the Law and the 
Prophets” by “the Jews” (religious leaders in John’s day).

7. John's 7  th   Source Material: II Corinthians 3.  

In II Corinthians 3:3-18, we read,

“You show that you are a letter from Christ, the result of our ministry (διακονηθεισα), 
written not with ink but with the Spirit of the living God, not on tablets of stone (λιθινα
ις) but on tablets of human hearts. 
 Such confidence as this is ours through Christ before God. Not that we are competent in 
ourselves to claim anything for ourselves, but our competence comes from God. He has 
made us competent as ministers (διακονους) of a new covenant- not of the letter but of 
the Spirit; for the letter kills, but the Spirit gives life. 
 Now if the ministry (διακονια) that brought death, which was engraved in letters on 
stone (λιθοις), came with glory (δοξη), so that the Israelites could not look steadily at 
the face of Moses because of its glory (δοξαν), fading though it was, will not the 
ministry (διακονια) of the Spirit be even more glorious (µαλλον δοξη)? If the 
ministry (διακονια) that condemns men is glorious (δοξα), how much more glorious 
(µαλλον δοξη) is the ministry (διακονια) that brings righteousness! For what was 
glorious (δεδοξασµενον) has no glory (δεδοξασται) now in comparison with the 
surpassing glory (δοξης).  And if what was fading away came with glory (δοξης), 
how much greater is the glory (µαλλον δοξη) of that which lasts!
 Therefore, since we have such a hope, we are very bold. We are not like Moses, who 
would put a veil over his face to keep the Israelites from gazing at it while the radiance 
was fading away. But their minds were made dull, for to this day the same veil remains 
when the old covenant is read. It has not been removed, because only in Christ is it 
taken away. Even to this day when Moses is read, a veil covers their hearts. But 
whenever anyone turns to the Lord, the veil is taken away. Now the Lord is the 
Spirit, and where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is freedom. And we, who with unveiled 
faces all reflect the Lord’s glory (δοξαν), are being transformed into his likeness with 
ever-increasing glory (δοξης εις δοξαν), which comes from the Lord, who is the 
Spirit.”

In John 1:14-18 we read,

“The Word became flesh and made His dwelling among us. We have seen His glory (δο
ξαν), the glory (δοξαν) of the One and Only, who came from the Father, full of grace 
and truth.
 John testifies concerning him. He cries out, saying, ‘This is He of whom I said, “He who 
comes after me has surpassed me because He was before me”.’ From the fullness of His 
grace we have all received one blessing after another.
 For the Law was given through Moses; grace and truth came through Jesus Christ. 
No one has ever seen God, but God the One and Only, who is at the Father’s side, has 
made Him known.”



Now in John 2:5 we read,

“His mother said to the servants (διακονοις)…”

In John 2:9 we read,

“and the master of the banquet tasted the water that had been turned into wine. He did not 
realize where it had come from, though the servants (διακονοι) who had drawn the 
water knew.”

Now in John 2:6 we read,

“Nearby stood six stone (λιθιναι) water jars, the kind used by the Jews for ceremonial 
washing, each holding from twenty to thirty gallons.”

And in John 2:11 we read,

“This, the first of His miraculous signs, Jesus performed in Cana of Galilee. He thus 
revealed His glory (δοξαν), and His disciples put their faith in Him.”

Until we see the Cana miracle for what it really symbolizes, until we see its intended meaning, it will be difficult for 
us to understand how John used II Corinthians 3 as one of his source materials. But once we understand that this 
Cana miracle is the miracle of Jesus dying on the Cross and rising from the grave- the act of Jesus which brought 
about the change from the old to the new covenant, from the ministry of the letter to that of the Spirit- then we 
should be able to see that John did indeed use II Corinthians 3 as one of his source materials. For the Cana miracle, 
like our II Corinthians 3 passage, compares the old and new covenants; it compares the ministry of Moses/the Law 
to the ministry of Jesus/the Spirit; and it compares the “glory” of the old covenant to the surpassing “glory” of the 
new. For now, however, what will have to suffice (until we can demonstrate with the evidence that we will soon 
produce) is to speak particularly of the words “servants”, “stone”, and “glory” that both John and Paul share in 
common between their texts.

a) First, then, John uses the word “servants” (διακονοι) in John 2:5 and then in 2:9, showing the servants to play a 
role in the transformation of the “water” (the old) into “wine” (the new). They filled the stone jars with water, and 
then they drew the now transformed wine from the jars and served it to the master of the banquet. We are also told 
that although the master of the banquet did not realize where the wine had come from, the servants who had drawn 
the water knew. 

Paul also uses the word “servants” (διακονοι) in II Corinthians 3:6, stating that God “has made us competent as 
ministers (διακονοι) of a new covenant- not of the letter but of the Spirit; for the letter kills but the Spirit gives 
life.”  And in II Corinthians 3:3,7,8, and 9, Paul uses the word “ministry” (διακονια) to refer respectively to both 
the old and the new covenants. 

I am here arguing that John borrowed, in part, from II Corinthians 3:6 the word “servant” (διακονοι) to allude to 
both Paul’s letter to the Corinthians (chapter 3) and to Paul’s own ministry of using the “old” (the water/the Law and 
the Prophets) to serve out the “new” (the wine/the new covenant/the ministry of the Spirit). I believe the word 
“servants” in Jn 2:1-11 to be symbolic of “prophets”- those who declare God’s message. When John has the mother 
of Jesus say “to the servants, ‘Do whatever he tells you’” in Jn 2:5, we should, in my opinion, interpret this as the 
OT Church/“mother of Jesus” commanding her prophets/“servants” to “do whatever Jesus says”/cooperate with 
Jesus so that his hour will arrive. Once they “fill the jars with water”, which symbolizes “delivering the words of 
God the Father” (and thus time passes before our eyes), and once the jars are filled “to the brim”, which can be 
interpreted “the end of a period of time” (thus the end of the time/dispensation of “the Law and the Prophets”), then 
these “servants” become the “prophets” of the NT Church. They now draw the transformed “wine”/the Holy Spirit 
from the jars and serve it to “the master of the banquet”. These “servants” are thus both the OT and NT prophets 
both immediately before and after the incarnation of Christ (thus the apostle Paul would be included into this group 
of prophets, as argued again below). 



This is also a clue to understanding the symbolic meaning of “the master of the banquet” to whom the “servants” 
give the “new wine”. These "servants" fill the jars with "water", draw out the "new wine" and take it to the "master 
of the banquet". The servants "know” (ηδεισαν) where it [the wine/Holy Spirit] came from, in contrast to the 
master of the banquet who "does not know" (ουκ ηδει ποθεν εστιν). I am suggesting that "Paul and Jesus' other 
disciples" are the "servants" who take the “wine” to the “master of the banquet”. They know where the Holy 
Spirit/“wine” comes from- he is a result of Jesus’ death and resurrection. The “master of the banquet does not know 
from where the Spirit comes. In my opinion, the "master of the banquet" (αρχιτρικλινος) represents, in part, "the 
Jews", but "the Jews who believed in Him" (cf. Jn 8:31) in contrast to "the Jews" who did not believe in Him. Both, 
throughout John's Gospel, are shown to be the ones who "do not know where Jesus comes from" (cf. Jn. 3:8; 6:42; 
7:27-29, 41-44, 52; 8:14; 9:29). I make this distinction between "the Jews" (τους Ιουδαιους) who believed and 
those who did not believe because in the above texts we find some who do believe in contrast to others who do not. 
Moreover, since "the master of the banquet" responds with an affirmation of the groom's/Jesus' provision of the 
"wine"/Holy Spirit (in contrast to the "old wine"/water), then we should consider the αρχιτρικλινος to be on the 
side of the Christians. He is approving the provision of the “wine”/the Holy Spirit, affirming that it is even better 
than the old, unlike “the unbelieving Jews” who reject Jesus’ “baptism” (cf. Lk 5:39). When we read in Jn.4:1 that 
"the Pharisees heard that Jesus was gaining and baptizing more disciples than John...", which is a reference back to 
3:26 ("...he [Jesus] is baptizing and everyone is going to him"), then do we see that John evidently lived during a 
time in which many Jews were crossing over from Judaism to Christianity. To these "Jews" (the ones who believed 
in Jesus), in contrast to "the Jews" from Jerusalem who did not believe in Jesus, John has given the honorific title of 
αρχιτρικλινος, probably for the purpose of persuading even more Jews to believe in Jesus as the Christ. John is 
placing these Jews in an important role in his play to encourage a positive response (similar to that of the αρχιτρικλ
ινος in his play) to his gospel message.

One of our most immediate references, outside of the Cana Miracle, to one who "does not know" (ουκ ηδει ποθεν ε
στιν) is found in John 3:8 where Jesus tells Nicodemus that even though he can hear the sound of “the wind” (το πν
ευµα), he “cannot tell from where it comes or where it is going” (αλλ’ ουκ οιδας ποθεν ερχεται και που υπαγε
ι).  The word that John uses for “wind” (το πνευµα) here in this passage is the same word that he uses for “Spirit” 
(referring to the Holy Spirit, the third person of the Trinity) in other passages (i.e. 3:5). Therefore, even as the 
“master of the banquet” “does not know” (ουκ ηδει ποθεν εστιν) from whence cometh “the wine”, neither does 
Nicodemus know from whence cometh “the wind”.  Since “wind” (το πνευµα) can also be interpreted “Spirit”, and 
since it is recognized that John is playing on these two meanings in his dialogue between Jesus and Nicodemus in Jn 
3, then we are to understand that Nicodemus does not know from whence cometh the Spirit nor on who next he will 
descend. If my interpretation is correct in that “wine” in the Cana Miracle is symbolic of the Holy Spirit, then, here 
too, do we have someone (the master of the banquet) who does not know from whence cometh the Spirit (“the 
wine”). Therefore, Nicodemus is being compared/likened to the master of the banquet, who will, like the master of 
the banquet, acknowledge that the best wine/the Holy Spirit was saved until last. We can assume that John the 
author would also have us to understand that once a believer, “Nicodemus” would also be given the knowledge from 
whence cometh the Spirit/the wine, even as “the servants” were given this knowledge.

Later, in Jn 6:42, “the Jews” again begin to discuss Jesus’ origin, reasoning falsely that Jesus has earthly origins. 
Jesus then states in 6:44, and again in 6:65, that “no one can come to me unless the Father who sent me draws him”. 
This work of drawing people to Jesus is the work of the Spirit (3:6; 6:63). The debate whether or not Jesus is the 
Christ continues in 7:27-29 and 40-44. The people are divided over this debate. Many believe on account of his 
words, but others, again mistaken concerning his origins, do not believe. Finally, in Jn 7:45-52, we encounter 
Nicodemus once again, but here he attempts to defend Jesus against his colleagues (“rulers and Pharisees”; cf. Jn 
3:1) who again falsely reason that Jesus is from Galilee. Nicodemus, therefore, is being likened to “the master of the 
banquet” who, after tasting the “wine”/the Holy Spirit, gives his approval. Thus Nicodemus’ question to his fellow 
leaders, 

“Does our Law condemn anyone without first hearing him to find out what he is doing?”

is being answered by John’s use of the Law and the Prophets (via both John the Baptist who represents the Law and 
the Prophets, as well as the author’s own use of OT Scripture in his drama, via allusions) to testify that Jesus is the 
Christ. Nicodemus is shown to belong to the number who hear that testimony and believe, while his colleagues 



refuse to believe. Nicodemus then becomes a “servant” who serves out the “new wine” for others to try by appealing 
to the Law. The Law testifies in favor of Jesus- it does not condemn Jesus- rather, it condemns us if we do not 
believe in Jesus as the Christ. 

Another of our most immediate references to the “ουκ ηδειν” motif is found in Jn. 1:29-33. There we read:

“The next day John saw Jesus coming toward him and said, ‘Look, the Lamb of God, 
who takes away the sin of the world! This is the one I meant when I said, ‘A man who 
comes after me has surpassed me because he was before me.’ I myself did not know him 
(καγω ουκ ηδειν αυτον), but the reason I came baptizing with water was that he might 
be revealed (ϕανερωθη) to Israel.
Then John gave this testimony: I saw the Spirit (το πνευµα) come down from heaven as 
a dove and remain on him. I did not know him, but (ουκ ηδειν αυτον, αλλ’) the one 
who sent me to baptize with water told me, ‘The man on whom you see the Spirit (το πνε
υµα) come down and remain is he who will baptize with the Holy Spirit (πνευµατι αγι
ω).

I will later attempt to establish that John the Baptist is a personification of “the Law and the Prophets”. As such, he 
(the Law and the Prophets) states twice that he “did not know” Jesus. What I believe the author to be communicating 
to his readers here is this new interpretation of the Law and the Prophets that he, and others who have also been 
enlightened as to the meaning of this mystery, are now introducing to the Jewish people. What the author is saying is 
that the Law and the Prophets were not always interpreted in the way in which he is now interpreting them because 
not even the Law and the Prophets understood God’s future plan of salvation in Christ. But now has this mystery 
been made known to “the Law and the Prophets”/John the Baptist, and John the Baptist, who represents the Law and 
the Prophets, is giving testimony to Jesus being the promised Christ (Jn. 1:6-9; 5:31-47). Others who interpret 
correctly the Law and the Prophets (i.e. in light of Jesus) become “servants” of this mystery. They, too, now “know” 
him (Jesus), and help others to “know” him in a like manner. Thus we read in Romans 16:25-26:

“Now to him who is able to establish you by my gospel and the proclamation of Jesus 
Christ, according to the revelation of the mystery hidden for long ages past, but now (νυ
ν) revealed and made known (ϕανερωθεντος) through the prophetic writings by the 
command of the eternal God, so that all nations might believe and obey him- to the only 
wise God be glory forever through Jesus Christ! Amen.”

Here Paul uses the same word ϕανεροω (“to reveal”) that John uses in Jn. 1:31. He says that this “mystery” (Jesus 
as the Christ) is “NOW” (νυν) being “revealed” (ϕανερωθεντος) through “the prophetic writings” so that all 
nations might believe (cf. Rom. 11:25-32). The word “now” (νυν), which would have an eschatological ring to it in 
Jewish ears, is also used by John in Jn. 2:8 once the jars have been “filled with wine”. As we shall see, the filling of 
the jars “to the brim” signifies “the end of a period of time”. This is the time that Paul refers to again and again 
through his use of “now” (νυν). John the Baptist, who stands for “the Law and the Prophets”, likewise says that the 
reason “he”/“the Law and the Prophets” came was so that Jesus might be “revealed” (ϕανερωθη) to Israel.

Again, in Ephesians 1:9-10, Paul states,

“And he made known to us the mystery of his will according to his good pleasure, which 
he purposed in Christ, to be put into effect when the times will have reached their  
fulfillment- to bring all things in heaven and on earth together under one head, even 
Christ.”

These “times reached their fulfillment” when the jars were “filled with water/the Law and the Prophets “to the 
brim”/the end of a period of time. “Now” the “servants” could draw the “wine”/Holy Spirit out and serve it to the 
people.

In Ephesians 3:2-6, Paul states,



“Surely you have heard about the administration of God’s grace that was given to me for 
you, that is, the mystery made known (εγνωρισεν) to me by revelation, as I have already 
written briefly. In reading this, then, you will be able to understand my insight into the  
mystery of Christ, which was not known (ουκ εγνωρισθη) to men in other generations  
as it has now been revealed (νυν απεκαλυϕθη) by the Spirit to God’s holy apostles and 
prophets…. I became a servant (διακονος) of this gospel…to make plain to everyone the 
administration of this mystery, which for ages past was kept hidden in God, who created 
all things. His intent was that now (νυν), through the church, the manifold wisdom of 
God should be made known (γνωρισθη) to the rulers and authorities…”.

In Colossians 1:26-27 Paul states:

“I have become its servant (διακονος) by the commission God gave me to present to you 
the word of God (τον λογον του θεου) in its fullness- the mystery that has been kept  
hidden for ages and generations, but is now made known (νυν δε εϕανερωθη) to the 
saints. To them God has chosen to make known (γνωρισαι) among the Gentiles the 
glorious riches (της δοξης) of this mystery, which is Christ in you, the hope of glory (τη
ς δοξης)” (cf. Col. 2:2-3)

By quoting the above texts, italicizing some words while showing the Greek of others, I hope to convince you, the 
reader, that John was aware of Paul’s writings, and that he alluded to these specific texts to show that although 
God’s plan of salvation in Jesus was not manifest before, it now is, and the Scriptures/John the Baptist gives 
testimony to this. John borrows from Paul the words “now”, “servants”, “word” and “glory”, and uses them in his 
Cana Miracle. That words can have more than one source for John does not lessen their meaning. To the contrary, 
when words, such as “the word of God” (τον λογον του θεου), have more than one source (Amos 8:11-12; Col. 
1:26), it only strengthens John’s play on it, though making it more difficult for the reader to believe that there 
existed such a network of words that could be used to convey so much theology.

A more inclusive interpretation as to whom the αρχιτρικλινος might refer is to be found in the parable located in 
Mt 22:1-14. In this parable there is a “wedding” scene (γαµους is used 8 times, found in Mt. 22:2, 3, 4, 8, 10, 11, 
12), even as in our Cana text (Jn. 2:1, 2). We also find the word “servants” (διακονοις) used (Mt. 22:13), even as it 
is used in our Cana Miracle (Jn. 2:5,9). And we also find the verb “to invite” used ((the verb καλεω is used 5 times, 
found in Mt. 22:3, 4, 8, 9, 14), even as it is appears in our Cana Miracle (Jn. 2:2). Between Matthew’s first two uses 
of the word “wedding”/γαµους, we find the verb “to invite” being used (καλεσαι τους κεκληµενους). Between 
John’s use of the twice repeated word “wedding”/γαµος/γαµον we find the verb “to invite” also being used (εκληθ
η). Moreover, in Luke’s version of the parable in Lk. 14:17, we find the word “hour”/ωρα being used to refer to the 
hour of the “supper”/wedding, even as in Jn. 2:4, John has Jesus respond to his mother with the words, “My hour/ωρ
α has not yet arrived”. In this parable, the “servants” are God’s prophets, the “son” is Jesus who is the bridegroom, 
the ones who refuse the wedding invitation are the unbelieving Jews (vs 7 is a likely reference to the destruction of 
Jerusalem), and the “guests” are, first, the Jews who refuse the invitation, and secondly, “anyone” whom the 
“servants” can find. Possibly, therefore, the “master of the banquet” in Jn. 2:8-9 symbolizes “anyone” who responds 
positively to the “wedding invitation”/the call to salvation, thus including both the believing Jews and Gentiles. 
Thus we are suggesting that John may have known of and used this source material from Matthew and Luke also in 
the writing of his Cana Miracle story.

b) Returning to our comparison of the Cana Miracle text with II Cor. 3, the second word that John borrows from this 
passage is “stone” (λιθιναι). In John 2:6 we read that there were “six stone jars, the kind used by the Jews for 
ceremonial washing…”. Knowing that numbers often carry symbolic significance, and knowing that, for the Jews, 
the number “six” stands for “imperfection” or “incompleteness” (in comparison to the number “seven” which 
signifies “completeness” or “perfection”), we will argue that the number “six” in our Cana story symbolizes 
“imperfection/incompleteness”. But if the number “six” does indeed symbolize imperfection or incompleteness, then 
we have to ask to what incompleteness/imperfection does it refer? The word in our Cana story that immediately 
follows the number “six” (incomplete) is the word “stone” (λιθιναι). As we have shown above, it is the same word 
that Paul uses in II Corinthians 3 when referring to the “stone (λιθιναις) tablets” that the Ten Commandments were 



written upon (Ex. 31:18). Knowing that these Ten Commandments were given to Moses on Mount Sinai, and that 
these Ten Commandments were considered to be the Law (in summary form) of the Israelites, we can therefore 
understand these three words/phrases (Ten Commandments, Moses, the Law) to be synonymous of one another. 
John takes the word “stone” (λιθιναι) from Paul and uses it in his Cana story to allude to the Ten 
Commandments/Moses/the Law, and combines it with the number “six” to point out the 
incompleteness/imperfection of the Law/Moses/the Ten Commandments, as interpreted and practiced by Judaism 
(thus the phrase, “jars, the kind used by the Jews for ceremonial cleansing”). The way in which “the Jews” (the 
religious leaders) practiced the Law (using it as works-righteousness) particularly revealed the Law’s imperfection. 

It should not surprise us that John points out the Law’s imperfections, as he has done this before in John 1:18-19 
when he says, 

“For the Law was given through Moses; [but] grace and truth came through Jesus 
Christ. No one [not even Moses] has ever seen God, but God the One and Only [Jesus], 
who is at the Father’s side, has made Him known.” 

John does this over and over again (points to the Law’s/Moses’/the Ten Commandments’ incompleteness) through 
his use of his character John the Baptist, who is really another symbol for Moses/“the Law and the Prophets”, as we 
shall demonstrate.   John, the author, portrays the Baptist (who is really Moses/“the Law and the Prophets”) as a 
witness only, testifying again and again that he himself is not the Messiah, but that he came only as a witness to the 
Messiah. When the disciples of John the Baptist leave John and his discipleship to follow Jesus (Jn. 1:35-37; 3:26), 
they are really leaving Moses’/the Law’s discipleship to follow Jesus. This, again, is pointing to the Law’s/Moses’ 
“incompleteness” when disconnected from Jesus (and to the Law’s “perfection”/completed purpose when connected 
to Jesus). For why would the disciples leave the discipleship of John the Baptist/the Law/Moses if it were perfect in 
itself? John the Baptist’s disciples leaving the Baptist’s discipleship (which really symbolizes leaving the 
Law’s/Moses’ discipleship) demonstrates not only the Law’s insufficiency in itself (without Jesus) to save, but also 
demonstrates it’s purpose (to be a witness to Jesus). For John the Baptist pointed his disciples to Jesus as “the Lamb 
of God”. The Law/Moses/the Baptist, in this respect, is perfect. It is fulfilling its intended purpose when it leads 
others to Christ. At the same time, this action of the disciples of the Baptist leaving the Baptist and coming over to 
Jesus and His discipleship points to the Law’s incompleteness by itself and Jesus’ completeness/perfection. 

Returning to our Cana story, the Master of the Banquet says to the bridegroom (who is really Jesus), “All men first 
set out the good wine, and when all have drunk, then the lesser wine. But you have kept the best wine until now” 
(Jn.2:10). This, again, points to the superiority of the New over the Old, and, as a result, to the Old’s incompleteness 
or imperfection, until Christ comes who makes it complete and who perfects it. Indeed, we might say that John’s 
thesis, throughout his entire Gospel, is to demonstrate that “Jesus is the Christ” (Jn. 20:31) by showing the Old 
Testament as a witness to this fact (and thus the Law and the Prophets inferiority/incompleteness when compared to 
Jesus’ superiority/completeness). 

The point is this: the number “six” does indeed mean imperfection/incompleteness, and when combined with the 
word “stone”, John is allegorizing, referring to the incompleteness of the Old Covenant/Moses/the Ten 
Commandments as interpreted and practiced by a certain group within Judaism (“jars, the kind used by the Jews for 
ceremonial cleansing”) and when compared to Jesus. It is important to note that John is not putting down the 
Law/Moses/the Ten Commandments. For John, as for Paul, the Law is holy, righteous, and good (Rom. 7:12). What 
John does put down is the way in which the Law is interpreted and practiced by a certain group within Judaism (i.e. 
“the Jews”). They have used the Law for the wrong purposes. Instead of using the Law to show us our sin (“the 
ministry that condemns men”), and thus our need for Christ (“the ministry that brings righteousness”), they have 
used it to try and show their own righteousness- a purpose diametrically opposed to the Law’s intended purpose!

C.K. Barrett states:

"It is possible though by no means certain that the number six is symbolic. Six, being less by one 
than seven, the number of completeness and perfection, would indicate that the Jewish 
dispensation, typified by its ceremonial water, was partial and imperfect" (p.191).

Many others have noted the same "possibility"(far-fetchedness) in their commentaries on John. However, what may have 



been perceived by many as "unlikely" (although possible) might now, with the new "evidences"/insights that I am providing, 
be perceived as “very likely" by these same scholars.

Now if we look at Revelation 13:18, there we read: 

"This calls for wisdom. If anyone has insight, let him calculate the number of the beast, 
for it is man's number. His number is 666".

Man was created the sixth day. Man is the one who sinned. Beasley-Murray, in his commentary on Revelation, 
states, 

"It has long been realized that 666 is eminently suitable to characterize the Antichirst, 
since it implies a consistent falling short of the divine perfection suggested by 777. Now 
it was early realized among Christians that the name Jesus in Greek totals 888 [in 
Sibylline Oracles I 324ff.]. Manifestly the contrast between 666 and 888 strikingly 
conveys the difference between the Devil's "Christ" and God's Christ" (p.220).

So to state that John, in the Cana Miracle, uses the single number "6" to symbolize "imperfection" should not cause 
surprise. When taken with the entire phrase- "six, stone jars, the kind used by the Jews for ceremonial cleansing"- it 
would signify "the imperfection of the Jerusalem Jewish leaders' interpretation/application of the Law and the 
Prophets". Thus John says in I John 2:22:

"Who is the liar? It is the man who denies that Jesus is the Christ. Such a man is the 
antichrist- he denies the Father and the Son".

And in I John 4:3:

"but every spirit that does not acknowledge Jesus is not from God. This is the spirit of the 
antichrist...".

John has thus identified "the Jews" (leaders from Jerusalem) in his gospel as "little anti-christs" via his number 6 in 
Jn.2:6- those who deny Jesus is the Christ, those who misinterpret the Law and the Prophets and who HAD it 
contained in their "ceremonial jars" (but no longer).

The number "six" must be interpreted, first, in its most immediate context, and then, in its wider context. In the Cana 
Miracle the number "six" is attached to the phrase "...stone (λιθος) jars, the kind used by the Jews for ceremonial 
cleansing (καθαρισµον)". I am arguing that John used II Corinthians 3 as one of his source materials in the 
composition of this story. 1) Paul’s use of the word “servants” (διακονους) to refer to himself as a minister of the 
new covenant; 2) Paul's use of the word "stone" (λιθος) to refer to "the imperfection of the Law" (i.e. ministry that 
"kills", "brought death", "condemns men") in contrast to the perfection of Jesus' ministry; 3) Paul's use of the word 
"glory" (δοξα) to refer to Jesus' ministry; and 4) the comparison/contrast between the ministry of Moses/the 
Law/the Old Covenant with that of Jesus/the Spirit/the New Covenant are all found in the Cana Miracle. John, in his 
Cana Miracle, also 1) uses the word “servants” (διακονοις) to refer to those who minister the new covenant/the 
new wine/the Holy Spirit; 2) uses the word "stone" (λιθος; 2:6), I argue, to refer to the Law/Commandments; 3) 
uses the word “glory” (δοξα; 2:11) to refer to Jesus' death and resurrection and what was accomplished via those 
events; and 4) compares/contrasts the ministry of Moses/Water/Law/Old with that of Jesus/Wine/Spirit/New. 

I also argue that John's use of the phrase "the kind used by THE JEWS" is intended to further define what John 
means by "the imperfection of Law/Commandments". Like Paul (cf. Rom 7:7,12,13,14,16; 8:4; Gal 3:21; I Tim 1:8), 
John believed that the Law was good when used for its intended purpose (Rom 3:20-21). Where we see John's belief 
in the Law's goodness is in his character John the Baptist, who is a personification of the Law and the Prophets in 
this gospel. John the Baptist states over and over again that he came "only as a witness to the Light". He confessed 
freely that he was “not the light”. John uses the Baptist as a personification of the Law and the Prophets in his gospel 
to speak against “the Jews” who misinterpreted the Law and the Prophets.



This is the reason why John, in his Cana Miracle, defines the “six” (imperfect) “stone” (the Law) “jars” as “the kind 
used by THE JEWS for cleansing (καθαρισµον)”. Interestingly, this same word “cleansing” (καθαριζεται, κεκαθ
αρισµενους) is used repeatedly in Hebrews 8-10 (9:22ff; 10:2), where that author is also comparing/contrasting the 
Old Covenant to the New, even as Paul does in II Cor 3. Moreover, in Heb 8-10, we are told that the Law could not 
make “perfect” those who follow it, but that Jesus “perfects” his people (10:1,14). The author of Hebrews states “the 
ministry Jesus has received is as superior to theirs as the covenant of which he is mediator is superior to the old 
one...” (8:6), and again, “the gifts and sacrifices being offered were not able to clear the conscience of the worshiper. 
They are only a matter of food and drink and various ceremonial washings- external regulations applying UNTIL the 
time of the new order”(9:9,10). 

More importantly is John’s own use of this very same word in Jn 3:25. There we are told that “an argument 
developed between some of John’s disciples and a certain Jew(s) (Ιουδαιου) over the matter of ceremonial washing 
(καθαρισµου)”. It is very important to note that John the author is placing the disciples of the Baptist/the true 
interpretation of the Law and the Prophets over against “the Jews” and their misinterpretation of the Law and the 
Prophets and its regulations concerning “ceremonial washing”/(καθαρισµου). John is stating, even as the authors 
of Hebrews states, that these regulations were only intended as shadows/patterns of a more perfect reality to come, 
but that “the Jews” forgot their true purpose. This is why, I contend, that John connects the two words “six, stone” 
(which symbolize “imperfect Law”) with the phrase “jars, the kind used by the Jews for ceremonial cleansing (καθα
ρισµον)”, which symbolizes, together with the two words “six, stone”, “the imperfect Law as contained/interpreted 
by ‘the Jews’ with all of their regulations”

I am now suggesting that John may have also used Hebrews 8-10 as one of his source materials, and may be 
alluding to these chapters via his phrase "the kind used by the Jews for cleansing (καθαρισµον)". John seems to be 
exposing “the Jews”/a certain group within Judaism of misinterpreting the Law and the Prophets. They, according to 
John, did not see the Law and the Prophets as a means to the end, but rather saw it as an end in itself. The Law, 
when thus viewed, is “imperfect”, and thus John uses the number “six” (one less than seven- the number for 
perfection), together with “stone”/the Law/the stone tablets on which the Law was written (Ex. 31:18), and together 
with “the kind used by ‘the Jews’ for cleansing”.

We are arguing, therefore, that John chose the number “six” to use in a symbolic manner in his Cana story to 
symbolize the imperfections of the Law that Paul speaks of in II Corinthians 3:
-written not with ink (as was the Law) but with the Spirit of the living God (the new covenant) (v.3)
-not on tablets of stone but on tablets of human hearts (v.3; cf.v.7)
-not of the letter but of the Spirit (v.6)
-for the letter kills, but the Spirit gives life (v.6, cf.v7)
-a ministry that condemns men compared to a ministry that brings righteousness (v.9)
-a ministry that was fading away compared to a ministry which lasts (v.11)

c) Thirdly, we are also arguing that John chose to use the word “glory” in his Cana story to refer to Jesus’ death and 
resurrection and what was accomplished through these events (the outpouring of the Spirit), knowing that this same 
word was used by Paul in II Corinthians 3 to compare the fading glory of the old covenant to that of the surpassing, 
everlasting glory of the new covenant. In John 2:11, we are told that by performing this miracle of turning the 
“water” into “wine”, Jesus “revealed His glory (δοξαν), and His disciples put their faith in Him”. As many scholars 
have already pointed out, wherever the word “glory” appears in the Gospel of John, it refers to Jesus’ death and 
resurrection (i.e. Jn 7:39). Indeed, John’s use of “glory” here in our Cana miracle has confused the scholars, because 
this seems to be the only place where he does not use “glory” in that sense. However, understanding the Cana 
miracle as we are contending- not as a miracle where Jesus turns physical water into physical wine, but rather as 
THE miracle of the Cross and Resurrection- then does this word “glory”, in this context, fit perfectly. Jesus revealed 
His “glory” in this Cana Miracle by dying on the Cross and rising from the grave, and that is why the disciples “put 
their faith in Him”. Indeed, if we try to interpret this Cana miracle in a literal-historical manner, we end up making 
the disciples look very different from how they are portrayed in the Synoptic Gospels (slow to understand). For in 
the Synoptic Gospels, it is not until after the death and resurrection of Christ that the disciples come to really believe 
in Jesus as the Messiah. How is it then (understanding this miracle in a literal-historical manner) that the disciples 
would come to believe in Jesus after seeing his first miracle?



Again, looking at John 1:14, John, the author, says “We have seen his glory (δοξαν), the glory (δοξαν) of the One 
and Only…”. Then the author of John has John the Baptist (who is really a symbol of Moses/the Law) say, “This is 
He of whom I said, ‘He who comes after me has surpassed me because He was before me’.” And right after that, 
John, the author says, “For the Law was given through Moses; grace and truth came through Jesus Christ. No one 
has ever seen God, but God the One and Only, who is at the Father’s side, has made Him known.” John, using the 
word “glory” here, and comparing both John the Baptist (who is representative of the Law) and Moses (who is also 
representative of the Law) to Jesus, and again using the word “glory” in the Cana Miracle where Jesus dies on the 
Cross and rises from the grave (as we shall see), is using the word “glory” (δοξαν) in the exact same way that Paul 
uses it in II Corinthians 3.

I have argued that this word “glory” (δοξαν) in John refers to Jesus' “hour of passion/death/resurrection/ascension”. 
So, for example, in Jn 7:39, John states, “Up to that time the Spirit had not been given, since Jesus had not yet been 
glorified (εδοξασθη)”, and in 12:23 John has Jesus say, “The hour (ωρα) has come for the Son of Man to be 
glorified (δοξασθη)”.
 
Bultmann, in his commentary on the Gospel of John, states, 

“For the Evangelist this ‘hour’ [2:4] is the hour of the passion, which is however the hour 
of the δοξασθεναι of Jesus” (p.121).

Clearly, then, when John first has Jesus say, “My hour (ωρα) has not yet come”, and then, after the turning of 
“water” into “wine”, John says that Jesus revealed his “glory” (δοξαν), John is telling us that Christ died and rose 
again sometime within the Cana Miracle story. When did this occur? When the stone jars were filled with “water” 
“to the brim” (εως ανω), which can be translated “the end of a period of time”. Thus John borrows from Paul the 
word “now” (νυν), which Paul used in Rom. 16:26, Eph. 3:5, and Col. 1:26, and employed it right after the jars 
were filled with “water” to signify the arrival of the new covenant in and through Jesus.

Paul uses the word “glory” some 13 times in II Cor. 3. If John's readers were familiar with Paul's letters (and I am 
arguing they were), then John's audience would immediately be reminded of II Cor 3 when they read/heard the word 
“glory” in John's Cana Miracle story. John, a believer himself in Jesus as the Christ of the Jews, and living in a time 
when the leaders within Judaism in Jerusalem (“the Jews” in John's Gospel) were using the OT Scriptures to speak 
against Jesus as the Christ, decided to write a work showing Jesus to be the Christ (20:31). In composing his Cana 
Miracle, and in wanting to contrast Jesus with the interpretation of the Law and the Prophets by these leaders in 
Jerusalem, he found conveniently available to him certain source materials that he could use in the composition of 
his Cana Miracle drama/allegory. Paul’s writings were one such source material (II Cor.3 in particular, since this 
particular passage contrasted the Old with the New, showing the New to be far superior to the Old). So John 
borrows words (“glory”, “stone”, “servants”) and themes (Old vs New, letter vs Spirit, Moses vs Christ, etc) from 
this source material (as well as other words and themes from other source materials), knowing that these words and 
themes would recall in the minds of his audience the familiar sources that he himself had turned to in order to 
compose his story. The word “glory” was one such word that, having been repeated by Paul 13 times, would surely 
be an allusion that Paul's readers/hearers would pick up on.

The word “stone” (λιθοις) was another such word (twice repeated in Paul's II Cor.3 text). Even though this word 
was not emphasized to the degree as was “glory” in II Cor 3, still, it would, together with the word “glory”, be 
recognized by John's audience as a reference to the Ten Commandments as defined by Paul in II Cor 3. In other 
words, once reminded of II Cor 3 via the word “glory”, John's audience would then also pick up on John's play on 
the word “stone” (and the word “servants”) in his Cana Miracle. 

 We therefore contend, as will be confirmed by further “proofs”, that John did use II Corinthians 3 as one of his 
source materials when composing John 1-2.

8. John's 8  th   Source Material: Galatians 4:4-6 and Ephesians 1:9-10.  

In Galatians 4:4-6 we read:



 “But when the time had fully come (οτε δε ηλθεν το πληρωµα του χρονου), God sent (ε
ξαπεστειλεν) His Son, born (γενµενον) of a woman (γυναικος), born (γενµενον) under law 
(τον νοµον), to redeem (εξαγοραση) those under law (νοµον), that we might receive the 
full rights of sons (ινα την υιοθεσιαν απολαβωµεν). Because you are sons (υιοι), God sent 
the Spirit (το πνευµα) who calls out ‘Abba, Father.’ So you are no longer a slave (δουλος) 
but a son (υιοι); and since you are a son (υιοι), God has made you also an heir” (Galatians 
4:4-7).

In Ephesians 1:9-10 we read:

“And he made known to us the mystery of His will according to His good pleasure, 
which He purposed in Christ to be put into effect when the times will have reached 
their fulfillment (του πληρωµατος τϖν καιρϖν)- to bring all things in heaven and on 
earth together under one head, even Christ.”

In John 2:7 we read:

“Jesus said to the servants, ‘Fill the jars with water’; so they filled them to the brim (εως
 ανω)”.

Both our Galatians and our Ephesians texts are speaking of the “end of a period of time”. When that “end of a period 
of time” would arrive, God would send His Son to effectuate His plan of salvation. So, too, does the author of our 
John 2:7 text speak of the “end of a period of time” when he uses the two Greek words “εως ανω” together. 
According to Walter Bauer’s “The Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature” (p.334), εως ανω can mean “the end of a period of time”. So even though the NIV has translated this 
phrase to read “so they filled them to the brim”, which gives the texts its meaning on the literal level, we should 
rather understand the phrase to mean, on the symbolic level, “the end of a period of time”. 

When Jesus tells his mother “My hour has not yet come”, he does so in response to his mother asking Him to help 
with the “famine” of “wine”. As we have already seen in our study of I Kings 17:15 (one of John’s source 
materials), Mary (who is symbolic of the OT Church) was asking Jesus to give his life for the sins of the world, thus 
quenching the “spiritual” famine. Jesus responds, telling her that his “hour” had not yet arrived to die on the cross 
and be raised from the dead. However, as the “stone jars” are being filled with “water” (“water” symbolizes “the 
Law and the Prophets”, as we shall see), then do we see time passing before our very eyes. When the water reaches 
“the brim” (εως ανω) of the jars, then has this “end of a period of time” and His “hour” (ϖρα) arrived. It is at this 
“hour” that the miracle can take place. The scholars asks (and have no good answer to their question), “why does 
Jesus tell his mother that his ‘hour’ has not yet arrived, but then performs the miracle?” The answer to this question 
of theirs is because a period of time had passed between Jesus stating that His hour had not yet arrived and His 
performing the miracle. The end of this period of time is symbolized in the filling of the jars with “water” “to the 
brim”- “water” symbolizing the time of the Law and the Prophets (or the Father’s way of manifesting Himself), and 
“to the brim” symbolizing the end of the period of the Law and the Prophets. Once the Law and the Prophets have 
completed their mission, then can Jesus begin His.

It is interesting to note that Luke’s version of Mt. 22:1-14 (a source that we earlier claimed John to have used)- “the 
parable of the wedding banquet”- uses both the words “hour”/ωρα (when referring to the time of the wedding) and 
“invited”- two of the same words used by John in his Cana Miracle. In Luke 14:17 we read:

“At the time (τη ωρα) of the banquet he sent his servant to tell those who had been 
invited (τοις κεκληµενοις), ‘Come, for everything is now ready’.”

Jesus said to his mother, “My hour has not yet come”, and then, as we argue, after the filling of the jars with “water” 
“to the brim”/to the end of a period of time, his “hour” had arrived, and the wedding is consummated, and the 
disciples “believe” (Jn. 2:11).



The scholars have noted that the word used in Jn. 2:4 for “hour” (ϖρα), wherever it is used in the Gospel of John 
(7:30; 8:20; 12:23, 27; 13:1; 17:1), invariably refers to the hour of Jesus’ crucifixion and/or resurrection. But then 
they ask, “why does it appear here in our Cana Miracle story where the context apparently has nothing to do with 
Jesus’ crucifixion and resurrection?” Filling the jars with water to the brim brought about the end of a period of time 
for the Law and the Prophets, and also brought about the beginning of another period of time- the hour for Jesus to 
die on the cross and rise from the grave (the Son’s way of manifesting Himself). It is through these two great events 
(the death and resurrection) that the Law’s demands were paid for, and it was through these two great events that the 
“wine” (which symbolizes the Holy Spirit) is poured out in abundance (the Holy Spirit’s way of manifesting 
Himself).  The death and resurrection of Jesus, therefore, coincides with both the end of the period of time in which 
the Law reigned over humanity and the beginning of the period of time in which the Holy Spirit is at work in the 
world. In this miracle, then, we see the three dispensations in successive order: the Father’s (or the dispensation of 
the Law and the Prophets); the Son’s (His death and resurrection); and the Spirit’s. We conclude, therefore, that the 
author of John’s Gospel was alluding to Gal. 4:4-6 and Ephesians 1:9-10 in his use of the phrase εως ανω, and in 
doing so, he was calling our attention to the “end of the period of time” of the Law and the Prophets, and the 
inauguration of the new age brought about by the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ- the age of the Holy Spirit. 

F.F.Bruce, in his commentary The Gospel of John, states concerning this verse,

“The filling of the jars to the brim indicates that the appointed time for the ceremonial 
observances of the Jewish law had run its full course; these observances had so 
completely fulfilled their purpose that nothing of the old order remained to be 
accomplished” (p. 71).

Looking at our Galatian’s text, we see so many Johannine themes, and realize that John is 
pregnant with Pauline theology. John may not always use Paul’s Greek, but he borrows 
from Paul the same concepts. Even as Paul says, in this Galatian’s text, that Jesus was 
“sent by God”, so, too, does John say that Jesus was “sent” by God in 3:17; 5:23-24, 30, 
36-38; 6:29, 38-39, 44; 7:16; 28-29, 33; 8:18, 42; 9:4; 12:44-45, 49; 13:20; 15:21; 16:5; 
17:8, 18, 25. Even as Paul says that the Son was born of a “woman” (γυναικος), so, too, 
does John have Jesus call his mother “woman” (γυναι) in John 2:4. Even as Paul states 
that Jesus was “born (γενµενον) of a woman, born (γενµενον) under law (τον νοµον) to 
redeem (εξαγοραση) those under law (νοµον)”, so, does John show in the Cana miracle 
how we need to be “redeemed” from a bad interpretation of the Law, and how by 
believing in Jesus we can be “born” (εγεννηθησαν), not of natural descent, nor of 
human decision or a husband’s will, but born of God” (Jn.1:13). Both Paul and John 
contrast being “born under the Law” with that of being “born from above” (Jn. 3:3,5). 
Even as Paul states that Jesus “redeemed” us so “that we might receive the full rights of 
sons (ινα την υιοθεσιαν απολαβωµεν)”, so, too, does John state that “to all who 
received” (οσοι δε ελαβον) Him and believed in His name, He gave the right to be 
called “sons” (ο υιος, υιοις; 8:35; 12:36) and “children of God” (τεκνα;1:12-13). Even 
as Paul says that we “are no longer a slave (δουλος) but a son (υιοι)”, so, too, does John 
say that those who believe in Him are no longer slaves (δουλος) but sons (8:31-36). 
Even as Paul says “because you are sons (υιοι), God sent the Spirit (το πνευµα)” in our 
hearts, so, too, does John say, in the Cana miracle, through the symbolic meaning of 
“wine”, that the Spirit was poured out on account of Jesus’ death and resurrection. And 
even as Paul says “when the time was full, God sent His Son”, so, too, does John say, 
through symbolic meaning, “When the period of time for the Law and the Prophets had 
come to an end, God sent His Son to fulfill His hour and die on the cross, be raised from 
the dead, and pour out the Holy Spirit in abundance to free us from a bondage similar to, 
but much greater than, that from which Moses freed the Israelites”.

We will now proceed to our ninth and most important source material used by the author of the gospel of John in the 
writing of his Cana miracle. It is this source material that will provide us with the symbolic meaning of “water” for 



John’s Gospel, and which will, consequently, allow us to better understand the role of John the Baptist, and thus the 
larger purpose of the gospel. 

9. John's 9  th    Source Material: Exodus 2:11-25 and Exodus 2:10.  

In Exodus 2:11-25 we read:

“One day, after Moses had grown up, he went out to where his own people (εξηλθε πρ
ος τους αδελϕους αυτου τους υιους Ισραηλ) were and watched them at their hard 
labor. He saw an Egyptian beating a Hebrew, one of his own people (τϖν εαυτου αδελ
ϕϖν). Glancing this way and that and seeing no one, he killed the Egyptian and hid him 
in the sand. The next day he went out (εξελθων) and saw two Hebrews fighting. He 
asked the one in the wrong, ‘Why are you hitting your fellow Hebrew?’
 The man said, ‘Who made you ruler and judge over us? Are you thinking of killing 
me as you killed the Egyptian?’ Then Moses was afraid and thought, ‘What I did must 
have become known.’
 When Pharaoh heard (Ηκουσε δε ϕαραω) of this, he tried to kill Moses, but Moses 
fled from Pharaoh and went to live in Midian, where he sat down by a well (εκαθισεν ε
πι του ϕρεατος). Now a priest of Midian had seven daughters, and they came to draw 
(ηντλουν) water and fill the troughs to water their father’s flock.
 Some shepherds came along and drove (εξεβαλλον) them away, but Moses got up and 
came to their rescue (ερρυσατο) and drew (ηντλησεν) and watered their flock.
 When the girls returned to Reuel their father, he asked them, ‘Why have you returned so 
early today?’
 They answered, ‘An Egyptian rescued (ερρυσατο) us from the shepherds. He even 
drew (ηντλησεν) water for us and watered the flock.’
 ‘And where is he (Και που εστιν)?’ he asked his daughters. ‘Why did you leave him? 
Invite (καλεσατε) him to have something to eat.’
 Moses agreed to stay with the man, who gave his daughter Zipporah to Moses in 
marriage (γυναικα). Zipporah gave birth to a son, and Moses named him Gershom, 
saying ‘I have become an alien in a foreign land.’
 During that long period, the king of Egypt died. The Israelites groaned in their slavery 
and cried out, and their cry for help because of their slavery went up to God. God heard 
their groaning and he remembered his covenant with Abraham, with Isaac and with 
Jacob. So God looked on the Israelites and was concerned about them.”

We will now set out to demonstrate that the author of John’s gospel borrowed and imitated from this passage in 
Exodus 2 in the composition of his first 4 chapters of his own gospel. This passage is the key piece that fits all other 
pieces together in this puzzle that we have been working our way through. The reason why Exodus 2 is the key 
piece to the puzzle is because it is here where we find what John’s symbolic meaning for the word “water” is that he 
employs in chapters 1-4 of his gospel.

The author of John’s gospel has incorporated much of the Exodus 2 text not only into his Cana Miracle story that we 
encounter in John 2 (which we will take a look at shortly), but also into his prologue of the gospel of John, into the 
Temple Cleansing story, and in the introduction to the Samaritan woman story in John 4. We shall begin with the 
Prologue.

a) Exodus 2 and John’s Prologue

 In Exodus 2:11 we read:

“One day, after Moses had grown up, he went out to where his own people (εξηλθε πρ
ος τους αδελϕους αυτου τους υιους Ισραηλ) were and watched them at their hard 



labor. He saw an Egyptian beating a Hebrew, one of his own people (τϖν εαυτου αδελ
ϕϖν).

And in Exodus 2:14 we read of “Moses’ own people’s” response to his rescue attempt:

“The man said, ‘Who made you ruler and judge over us? Are you thinking of killing 
me as you killed the Egyptian?’ Then Moses was afraid…”.

Now in John 1:10-13 we read of Jesus coming to His own people but not being received by them:

“He was in the world, and though the world was made through Him, the world did not 
recognize Him. He came to that which was His own (εις τα ιδια ηλθεν), but His own 
did not receive Him (και οι ιδιοι αυτον ου παρελαβον). Yet to all who received Him, 
to those who believed in His name, He gave the right to become children of God- 
children born not of natural descent, nor of human decision or of a husband’s will, but 
born of God.”

Even though the Greek in these two texts is not the same, the content is, and taken together with all of the other 
evidence that we will marshal up to show that John does use Exodus 2 as one of his primary sources for other parts 
of his gospel, we can conclude that he has done the same here. John is stating that Jesus was rejected by many of His 
own people, but in their rejection of Jesus as their Messiah, he was then offered to anyone who believed in His 
name. And to all those who received Him, He gave the right to become children of God. They were “born” not of 
natural descent, nor or human decision or of a husband’s will, but born of God. It was, in God’s mercy, His decision 
that the Gentiles be saved. This text echoes the theology of Romans 9-11. In Romans 9:16 Paul, in referring to the 
salvation of some and the perdition of others, states:

“It does not, therefore, depend on man’s desire or effort, but on God’s mercy.”

And in Romans 11:11 Paul states:

“Again I ask: ‘Did they (the Israelites) stumble so as to fall beyond recovery? Not at all! 
Rather, because of their transgression, salvation has come to the Gentiles to make Israel 
envious.”

John, in Jn. 1:10-13, says the same thing that Paul says, namely, that His own rejected Him, and now anyone who 
believes in His name is given the right to son-ship, and this “belief” is a gift from God.

In Exodus 2:11-12 we read about the first “rescue” scene in which Moses is the “redeemer”. He sees an Egyptian 
beating an Israelite- one of his own people- and kills the Egyptian and hides him in the sand so that his actions will 
not be discovered. 

In Exodus 2:13-14 we read about the second “rescue” scene in which Moses is the “redeemer”. This time he sees 
two Israelite brothers fighting and he attempts to intervene, but his authority is challenged by one of the two. 

“The man said, ‘Who made you ruler and judge over us? Are you thinking of killing me 
as you killed the Egyptian?’ Then Moses was afraid…” (Exodus 2:14). 

In our John prologue we read about a rescue scene in which Jesus is the redeemer. In John 1:5 we read “The light 
shines in the darkness, but the darkness has not understood it”. Even as Moses tried to be of help, but was not 
understood, so too does Jesus try and help, but is not understood. 

Again, following verses 6-9 in John 1 that speak of John the Baptist as only a witness (who is really a Moses figure, 
and Moses, who, in turn, really stands for the Law), we read that



 “though He was in the world, and though the world was made through Him, the world 
did not recognize Him. He came to that which was His own, but His own did not receive 
Him” (John 1:10-11).

These verses in John 1:10-11 are an allusion to Moses’ rescue scenes in Exodus 2. The author of John is comparing 
Moses the redeemer (and the people’s response to Moses’ actions), to Jesus the redeemer (and the Jews’ response to 
His actions). Even as Moses suffered rejection by many of the Israelites, beginning in Exodus 2 and continuing 
throughout his career, so, too, does Jesus suffer rejection by many of His own. 

Keeping in mind that the author of the gospel is alluding to Moses in two ways (he likens the Baptist to Moses, who 
both represent the Law and the Prophets, as we shall see; and he compares Jesus to Moses through this “rejected 
redeemer” motif who “comes to his own but his own do not receive him"), we should note that the author also 
promises to those who receive Jesus as the Christ that they will be given the right to become children of God.

“Yet to all who received Him, to those who believed in His name, He gave the right to 
become children of God- children born not of natural descent, nor of human decision or a 
husband’s will, but born of God” (John 1:12-13).

These “children” are said to be born “not of natural descent, nor of human decision or a husband’s will, but born (εγ
εννηθησαν) of God”.  This is the same Greek word, although a different verb form, that reappears in John 3:3 and 
3:5 in Jesus’ response to Nicodemus. 

“You must be born (γεννηθη) again…. If you are not born (γεννηθη) of water and the 
Spirit, you are not able to enter into the kingdom of God.” 

What does Moses’ name mean? According to The Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible, the name “Moses” “is 
apparently the old perfective of the Egyptian verb ‘to be born’ (Vol.3, p. 443, R.F. Johnson). Moses’ name means 
“to be born”. He was appropriately given that name for two reasons. First, it alludes not only to his own birth story, 
but also to the birth story of the Israelites- the nation that was about to be born from a life of slavery. And secondly, 
Moses was given that name because he was “drawn from the water” (Exodus 2:10), even as the Israelites were to be 
drawn from the water (Red Sea) in their delivery. Even as the author of the gospel in John 3 is comparing “being 
born of Moses” to that of “being born of the Spirit (through Jesus; and by implication says that to be born of water  
[=Moses=the Law] is not sufficient)”, so too is the author of the gospel, in John 1:13, comparing/contrasting  “being 
born of Moses” (“children born not of natural descent, nor of human decision or a husband’s will”) to that of “being 
born of God” (by believing in Jesus). But the latter birth, of course, is greater than the former. We should note, 
therefore, that even though the author highlights the similarities between Moses and Jesus in his storytelling (to the 
advantage of his purpose in proclaiming Jesus to be the Moses-like Messiah), he also (by implication) expects his 
readers to pick up on the dissimilarities that exist between Jesus and Moses. The reason why we should pick up on 
these dissimilarities is because they show Jesus as being greater than Moses, and thus one who is worthier than 
Moses of the reader’s faith. 

The author casts Jesus in a role in which there are similarities that parallel Jesus to Moses, thus making Jesus fulfill 
the Deuteronomy 18:18 prophecy:

“I will raise up for them a prophet like you [God speaking to Moses] from among their 
brothers…”.

In doing so, in casting Jesus in this “Moses-like” role, the author is proclaiming Jesus to be Israel’s long-awaited 
redeemer promised to the Israelites back in Deuteronomy. 

But the gospel author not only parallels Jesus with Moses via the similarities, but also shows Jesus to be much 
greater than Moses via the dissimilarities.

Another example of this might be the way in which both redeemers (Moses and Jesus) left their former glory to 
identify with the ones who were suffering. Moses left Pharaoh’s palace and ended up as a shepherd in the deserts of 



Midian on account of his rescue attempts on behalf of his Israelite brothers. Jesus left His heavenly throne of glory 
and became man so that He could die on the cross for humanity and rescue us from our sins.

“In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God. He 
was with God in the beginning…. And the Word became flesh” (John 1:1-2, 14).

Since I have already outlined many of the other similarities that exist between the birth stories of Moses and Jesus 
elsewhere (see “The New Moses” footnote), we will not repeat this to support our point. The author of John’s 
Gospel did not preoccupy himself with detailing these previously explained similarities due to the fact that the 
author of Matthew’s gospel had already drawn out those parallels. He did not wish to duplicate a previous work. But 
what the author of John’s gospel does do, when comparing Jesus to Moses, is allude to both as rescuers/redeemers, 
and point out that even as Moses was rejected as redeemer by his people, so, too, was Jesus rejected as redeemer by 
His people (but received by many, and to all those who received Him, He gave eternal life). What the author of the 
gospel of John does, through comparison by silence and dissimilarity, is imply that Jesus is greater than Moses. He 
does so by implying that the former glory that Jesus left was His eternal existence and heavenly throne, whereas 
Moses left an earthly palace that never really belonged to him from the beginning, since he was adopted. The author 
of the gospel of John also implies that although Moses was born of, and gave birth to, a nation from “natural 
descent, of human decision, of a husband’s will”, those who believe in Jesus are “born of God”.

Another example of the author of John comparing Jesus to Moses via the dissimilarities would be the fear Moses 
showed in both “rescue” scenes (and indeed even in his most important “rescue” scene when being commissioned 
by God to lead the Israelites out of slavery). When rescuing the Hebrew slave from the beating given to him by the 
Egyptian, we are told that Moses, “glancing this way and that and seeing no one, he killed the Egyptian and hid him 
in the sand” (Exodus 2:12). This is our first hint of Moses’ fear of his actions being made known. Then, immediately 
afterwards, in his second rescue attempt, when trying to rescue two Hebrew brothers from each other, and having his 
authority questioned by one of them (“Who made you ruler and judge over us?”), and having an accusation thrown 
at him (“Are you thinking of killing me as you killed the Egyptian?”), we are told plainly that “Moses was afraid 
and thought, ‘What I did must have become known’,” and thus fled for his life.  Unlike Moses, Jesus shows no fear. 
To the contrary, when being questioned by the high priest, and his life on the line, the gospel author has Jesus say, “I 
have spoken openly to the world. I always taught in synagogues or at the temple, where all the Jews come together. I 
said nothing in secret” (John 18:20). Jesus, unlike Moses, is shown to be our “fearless” redeemer who knew His 
purpose, and who set out to fulfill that purpose of dying on the cross.

b) Exodus 2 and John 2:13-25

That the author of John’s gospel used Exodus 2 and the Moses-redeemer imagery to highlight Jesus’ own ministry 
can also be seen in his “temple-cleansing” scene in chapter 2. In this pericope, John is portraying Jesus as the 
rescuer of his people from those religious leaders who have permitted God’s house to be turned into a business and 
have, in turn, “driven” God’s people away from His temple.  That John is once again comparing Jesus to Moses can 
be seen in his use of the verb εξεβαλεν (“drove out”) in 2:15.

“So he made a whip out of cords, and drove (εξεβαλεν )all from the temple area, both sheep and cattle; he 
scattered the coins of the money changers and overturned their tables. To those who sold doves he said,

 
‘Get these out of here! How dare you turn my Father’s house into a market!’”

 This is the same verb that the author of Exodus uses in describing the action of the bad shepherds when they drove 
(εξεβαλον) Midian’s daughters away from the well. Moses then gets up and rescues them. John, in using the same 
verb, is most likely wanting to portray Jesus as the One who rescues his people from those who would keep them 
from the “well of water” (=the true interpretation of the Law, which would point to Jesus). These “bad shepherds” in 
John, by way of analogy, are those who have allowed the selling of animals and money-changers into the temple

c) Exodus 2 and John 4:1-6



To make stronger our case that the gospel author is comparing Jesus to Moses in the prologue, using the material 
from Exodus 2, we can see how he again parallels Jesus with Moses in John 4 by again using material from Exodus 
2. Again, this is one reason why John's sources are so difficult to locate- precisely because he takes a source and 
spreads it thin by using it in different places in his gospel to compose his stories. Thus his individual stories are 
made up of a variety of sources, but one source can serve in the creation of several different stories. In Exodus 2:15 
we read:

“When Pharaoh heard (Ηκουσε δε ϕαραω) of this, he tried to kill Moses, but Moses 
fled from Pharaoh and went to live in Midian, where he sat down by a well (εκαθισε
ν επι του ϕρεατος).”

And in John 4:1-6 we read:

“The Pharisees heard (ηκουσαν οι ϕαρισαιοι) that Jesus was gaining and baptizing 
more disciples than John, although in fact it was not Jesus who baptized, but His 
disciples. When the Lord learned of this, he left Judea and went back once more to 
Galilee. Now He had to go through Samaria. So He came to a town in Samaria called 
Sychar, near the plot of ground Jacob had given to his son Joseph. Jacob’s well was there, 
and Jesus, tired as He was from the journey, sat down by the well (εκαθεζετο ουτως επ
ι τη πηγη).”

Even as Pharaoh, in our Exodus story, heard that Moses was trying to rescue his own, and thus sought to kill him, 
and Moses’ knowing this, flees to the land of Midian where he sits down by a well, so, too, do the Pharisees, in 
our John story, hear that Jesus is baptizing (discipling/rescuing) more disciples than John (who stands for the 
Law), and (implied) they try to kill him (cf 5:18; 10:30, 33; 19:7), and Jesus’ knowing this, goes to the land of 
Sychar where he sits down by a well. Why would the Pharisees want to kill Jesus for baptizing/discipling more 
disciples than John? Because “John the Baptist” is being used as a symbolic figure in John’s Gospel to stand for 
Moses or “the Law and the Prophets”. Therefore, when Jesus (or his followers) wins people over from the same 
source where the Pharisees draw from to get their own disciples (from those who would be followers of the Law- 
from the Baptist’ group, who stands for Moses), to Jesus’ side (or to that of his followers’) and thus the true 
understanding of “the Law and the Prophets” (a witness to Jesus), this angers the Pharisees. It places them in a bad 
light in the people’s eyes, diminishes the number of their followers as well as the praise that they receive from those 
followers, and thus incites the Pharisees to jealousy against “Jesus” whom the people are now following. 

The Pharisees misinterpreted the Law insofar as Jesus being the messiah. Because Jesus was not willing to recognize 
their authority (which is what they wanted), they marked Jesus as a heretic and were, in part, responsible for His 
crucifixion. But the Law (who John the Baptist represents) testifies that Jesus is the messiah. Therefore, in these 
verses, when we are told that Jesus was “gaining and baptizing more disciples than John”, the gospel author is 
saying that the people, instead of coming to John the Baptist (who represents the Law) for salvation, are now coming 
to Jesus for salvation (to whom the Law points, and to whom John the Baptist points). The Law is thus fulfilling its 
true purpose. This is why, in John 3:26-36, when John the Baptist is told by his own disciples that Jesus “is 
baptizing and everyone is going to him”, the Baptist responds with joy! He (the Law and the Prophets) knows his 
purpose and is glad that it is now (finally) being accomplished. John the Baptist is the Law. It is those who 
misinterpret the Law for their own gain (the Pharisees) who are disgruntled and angry at seeing the Law (John the 
Baptist) fulfill its true purpose. This is an extended allegory.

So, hopefully, we can see how the author of the Gospel of John has used, thus far, this Exodus 2 passage, in John 1 
(the prologue), in John 2 (the Temple-cleansing scene), and in John 4 (in the introduction of “the Samaritan woman 
by the well” story). But now we shall see where he has used the major portion of this Exodus text- in John 2 (the 
Cana Miracle story).

d) Exodus 2 and John 2:1-12

What follows is a list of similarities in words, phrases, and themes that I have discovered between John 2:1-11 and 
Exodus 2:11-25.



1) Both passages contain the “rescue” motif. Our Exodus 2:11-25 text has three rescue scenes, with Moses as 
the hero in each one. He first rescues an Hebrew from an Egyptian. He then rescues two Hebrew brothers 
from each other. And finally, he rescues the seven shepherdesses from the bad shepherds who would have 
kept them from watering their flocks. These three rescue scenes serve as an introduction to the one great 
rescue scene that Moses is about to be involved in- rescuing the Israelites from their slavery. In our John 
2:1-11 text, we encounter Jesus as hero/redeemer, rescuing His people from a spiritual famine and 
providing them with God’s Spirit, and in doing so, He rescues all who would believe in Him from their 
slavery to sin.

2) According to Exodus 12:40, the Israelites lived in Egypt some 430 years, and then their “redeemer” Moses 
came to them and led them out of their slavery. So, too, were there some 430 years (more or less) of 
“silence” that separated the last of the prophets (Nehemiah) from the time of the arrival of the new 
redeemer Jesus who would lead all who believe in Him out of their slavery to sin.

3) In our rescue scene in Exodus 2:16, we are told that the seven daughters of Jethro came to “draw” water. 
The Greek word used is “ηντλουν”, from the Greek infinitive αντλειν, which is the same Greek word 
used by the author of John in John 2:6, αντλησατε. If you read the commentaries on this verse in John, 
you will note, almost without exception, that the scholars comment upon the strangeness of this verb “to 
draw” used here by John in this context. Why? Because, they say, this word αντλεω is almost always used 
in the context of a well-scene (drawing water from a well), and there is no well-scene in John 2. This is the 
“intertextual flag” that MacDonald was referring to when he stated that “Ancient authors frequently 
included unusual details to alert readers to the presence of their models…” (“Mimesis and Intertextuality in 
Antiquity and Christianity”, p.2). Indeed, it was this “red flag” that drew my attention to seek out its source, 
which eventually led me to my discovery of reading the Cana miracle as an allegory (and not just the Cana 
miracle but much of John). The same Greek word for “to draw” is used in Exodus 2:17 and 19.

4) After Moses rescues the seven daughters, and draws water for them to water their flocks, the daughters 
return home to their father and are asked why they have returned home so early. Their answer is that “An 
Egyptian rescued us from the shepherds.” We have, therefore, the “mistaken identity of the savior” motif in 
our Exodus story. Moses was no Egyptian. He was a Hebrew. But they mistook him for an Egyptian most 
likely because of his clothing, mannerisms, and speech that he learned while growing up in Pharaoh’s 
household. So, too, in our John story do we have the “mistaken identity of the savior” motif. In John 1:45, 
Philip tells Nathaniel, 

“We have found the one Moses wrote about in the Law, and about whom the 
prophets also wrote- Jesus of Nazareth, the son of Joseph.” 

Philip is mistaken on two counts. First, he believes Jesus is from Nazareth, and evidently has no clue that 
Jesus was born in Bethlehem, as the Synoptics proclaim (in accordance with the prophecy found in Micah 
5:2). Secondly, he believes Jesus to be the son of Joseph, and has no clue that that Jesus was born of a 
virgin, as the Synoptics proclaim (and therefore born of God). Nathaniel responds to Philip in John 1:47, 
exclaiming,

  “Nazareth! Can anything good come from there?” 

John, the omniscient narrator, knows that Jesus was born in Bethlehem (via the Synoptics) and expected his 
audience/hearers to share in this “omniscience”, also via the Synoptics (just as we readers do today).

In John 6:42 we read of “the Jews” grumbling against Jesus because of Jesus’ statement,

 “I am the bread that came down from heaven” (6:41). 

There, we read, 



“They said, ‘Is this not Jesus, the son of Joseph, whose father and mother we 
know? How can he now say, ‘I came down from heaven’?” 

John shows “the Jews” to be mistaken in that they believe him to be of human descent.  Again, John 
expects his readers/hearers to be familiar with the Synoptic material which taught that Jesus was born of a 
virgin, conceived by the Holy Spirit, and was thus from above.

In John 7:27 we hear the people saying,

“But we know where this man is from (ποθεν εστιν); when the Christ comes, 
no one will know where he is from (ποθεν εστιν).” 

John states, via irony, that even though the people think they know where Jesus comes from, they really do 
not. Again, they are mistaken on two counts- both his earthly and heavenly origins.

In John 7:41 we read:

“Still others asked, ‘How can the Christ come from Galilee? Does not the 
Scripture say that the Christ will come from David’s family and from 
Bethlehem, the town where David lived?’”

The Scriptures say the Messiah will be born in Bethlehem and come from David's lineage (Micah 5:2). 
According to the Synoptics, Jesus fulfills these requirements (Mt.2:4-6). Thus John, who knows the 
Synoptic material and expects his readers to also be familiar with it, is showing these “others” who 
question Jesus' identity as the messiah (Jn 7:41-42) to be ignorant of Jesus’ birthplace. As such, they err in 
allowing their mistaken assumption (that Jesus is from Galilee) prevent them from accepting Jesus as the 
Messiah.

Again, in John 7:52 we read the Pharisees’ response to Nicodemus’ defense of Jesus when they state, 

“Are you from Galilee, too? Look into it, and you will find that a prophet does 
not come out of Galilee.” 

Again, according to the Synoptics, Jesus also meets this requirement (Mt 4:14-16). The Scriptures say that 
from out of Galilee a great light will shine forth in the darkness (Is 9:1-2). Thus John, who plays off the 
Synoptic material, and who expects his readers to understand his use of irony, shows "the Jews" to be 
mistaken (Jn 7:52). First, Jesus was from Bethlehem, and as we have already seen, the Scriptures state that 
the messiah will come from Bethlehem. And secondly, Jesus grew up in Galilee, and as we have already 
seen, the Scriptures also state that a “great light” will shine in Galilee- the land of darkness. We find 
Matthew’s gospel, who we argue that John used as one of his source materials and with which his readers 
were familiar, to show that Jesus met both of these messianic requirements.

Finally, in John 9:29, we hear the Pharisees confess,

“We know that God spoke to Moses, but as for this fellow, we don’t even know 
where he comes from (ουκ οιδαµεν ποθεν εστιν).” 

They know, and yet they do not know where Jesus comes from. They think he is from Nazareth of Galilee, 
and still they confess that they do not know where He comes from. 

Many of the scholars themselves believe that the author of the gospel of John was not aware of the tradition 
found in the Synoptics that Jesus was born in Bethlehem. Why? Because he does not plainly state that Jesus 
was born in Bethlehem in his gospel. This serves as one of their proofs that the gospel author was not aware 
of the Synoptic tradition, or that he disagreed with it. However, as I am arguing here, the reason why the 
author of John does not mention that Jesus was born in Bethlehem is because he was comparing Jesus to 



Moses. Like Moses, whose identity was mistaken by the seven daughters of Jethro, and was taken to be an 
Egyptian when he was really a Hebrew, so, too, does the author of John show the people to have mistaken 
the identity of Jesus. They did not realize that he was born in Bethlehem, in accordance with the Scriptures 
(contra Jn. 7:52), nor did they realize that Jesus was God in the flesh, conceived by the Holy Spirit. That 
John knew of Jesus’ birth in Bethlehem is clear from his statement that he places on the lips of those who 
wonder about Jesus’ messiahship:

“Still others asked, ‘How can the Christ come from Galilee? Does not the 
Scripture say that the Christ will come from David’s family and from 
Bethlehem, the town where David lived?’” (Jn. 7:43).

He would not be alluding to Micah 5:2 were he not sure that Jesus was born in Bethlehem, for he earlier 
stated, in Jn. 5:39:

“You diligently study the Scriptures because you think that by them you possess 
eternal life. These are the Scriptures that testify about me…”.

John was intent on showing the Scriptures to testify in favor of Jesus being the Messiah. Thus for him to 
allude to an OT text that spoke against this possibility would be defeating his own goal.

The author of John’s gospel has Jesus say, in John 8:14, 

“Even if I testify on my own behalf, my testimony is valid, for I know where I 
came from and where I am going (οτι οιδα ποθεν ηλθον και που υπαγω). But 
you have no idea where I come from or where I am going (δε ουκ οιδατε ποθε
ν ερχοµαι η που υπαγω).”

John is the omniscient narrator. He knows everything in his story world. The "audience/readers" also share 
in this "omniscience". John does not state outright that Jesus is from Bethlehem because of the "mistaken 
identity of the savior" motif that he is using in his comparison of Moses to Jesus ("when the messiah 
comes, no one will know where he is from" 7:27). Even as the first deliverer-Moses- was thought to be an 
Egyptian, but was really a Hebrew, so, too, the second deliverer-Jesus- was thought to be a Galilean, but 
was really born in Bethlehem, just as the Scriptures state (7:42). More importantly, the people did not 
realize that Jesus had heavenly origins. It was not until after Jesus' death and resurrection, via the gospels, 
that "everyone" realizes that Jesus was from Bethlehem, and, more importantly, from above, in fulfillment 
of the Scriptures. John, having his audience look back in retrospect, helps them to realize that Jesus was/is 
the Christ. 

We can confirm that John knew Jesus to be from Judea by examining John 4:44. There we read: 

"Now Jesus himself had pointed out that a prophet has no honor in his own 
country." 

Where was Jesus given no honor? Well, the next verse says, 

"When he arrived in Galilee, the Galileans welcomed him" (Jn 4:45).

So in Galilee, he "was welcomed" (=given honor). We can confirm that Jesus “was welcomed” in Galilee if 
we look at other verses in John’s Gospel (cf Jn 7:1). Therefore, we can now cancel out "Galilee" as Jesus' 
"own country", per John. We can confirm that it was in Judea where Jesus was not honored if we look at 
other verses in John (cf. Jn 4:1-3; 7:1). Therefore, Judea was Jesus' "own country", per John. We can try 
and argue that this verse was an addition by a later redactor, but this is not dealing with the text as we have 
it.



5) When the seven daughters tell their father that they were “rescued” by an Egyptian, and that this Egyptian 
“drew” water for them and watered the flocks, Jethro responds with, “And where is he? (και που εστιν)”. 
When Jesus tells the servants to “draw” some of the water out of the jars that has now been changed to 
wine and take it to the master of the banquet, we are told that the master of the banquet “did not know from 
where it came” (και ουκ ηδει ποθεν εστιν).  Again, the “mistaken identity” motif, coupled with the 
phrase και που εστιν, links John 2:1-11 with Exodus 2:11-25.

6) After Jethro asks, “Where is he (και που εστιν)? Why did you leave him?”, he states, “Invite (καλεσατε) 
him to have something to eat” (Exodus 2:20). The verb “to invite” (καλεω) is the same verb that John 
employs in John 2:2: “Jesus was invited (εκληθη) and His disciples to the wedding”. 

7) In verse 21 of Exodus 2 we are told that “Moses agreed to stay with the man, who gave his daughter 
Zipporah to Moses in marriage (γυναικα).” In John 2:1 we read,

“On the third day there was a wedding (γαµος) in Cana of Galilee, and the 
mother of Jesus was there. And Jesus was invited and His disciples to the 
wedding (γαµος).”

So even though the same word for “wedding” is not used in both stories (γυναικα means “wife”), both our 
Cana story and our Exodus story contain the “wedding” motif. We should also note that Jesus addresses his 
mother as γυναι (“woman”), which would mean, in continuing with the parallel between Exodus 2 and 
John 2, that even as Moses took Zipporah to be his “wife” (γυναικα), so, too, does Jesus take his mother 
(who symbolizes the OT church) to be his “wife” (γυναι). See Revelation 12.

8) The wedding in John 2 takes place in Cana (Κανα) of Galilee. This Greek word Κανα means, according to 
Gerhard Kittel’s Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Vol. III, p. 596), “a basket woven from 
reeds”, which should recall to our minds Exodus 2:3: 

“But when she could hide him no longer, she got a papyrus basket for him and 
coated it with tar and pitch. Then she placed the child in it and put it among the 
reeds (εις το ελος) along the bank of the Nile.” 

Again, though the Greek words in the LXX are different, taken together with all of the other parallels that 
are between these two texts, we can assume the allusion again to the birth story of Moses.

9) Exodus 2:23-25 states: “During that long period, the king of Egypt died. The Israelites groaned in their 
slavery and cried out, and their cry for help because of their slavery went up to God. God heard their 
groaning and he remembered his covenant with Abraham, with Isaac and with Jacob. So God looked on 
the Israelites and was concerned about them.” The “God remembering His covenant” motif that is found 
in our Exodus story is also implied in our John 2 Cana miracle story. After 400 years of silence, as 
prophesied by Amos in 8:11-12, we are told by the author of the gospel of John that the Word breaks the 
silence by becoming flesh. The people of Israel are again in bondage, both to the Romans and to Sin, and 
they are “staggering from sea to sea and wander from north to east, searching for the word of the Lord, but 
they will not find it”, until God “hears their groaning and remembers His covenant with Abraham, with 
Isaac and with Jacob”. It is then, and only then, that the Word becomes flesh, that the hour has arrived for 
the Son of God to die on the cross and rise from the grave, and thus change the water into wine so that all 
may be satisfied- that is, all who will believe in Him!

10) Lastly, having asked why else John might mimic Exodus 2:11-25 in the creation of John 2:1-11, I happened 
upon what I consider to be my most important discovery- the symbolic meaning of “water” for the author 
of John. In Exodus 2:10 we read:

“When the child grew older, she took him to Pharaoh’s daughter and he became 
her son. She named him Moses, saying, ‘I drew him out of the water’ (Εκ το
υ υδατος αυτον ανειλοµην).”



Moses was named Moses because he was “drawn from the water”.  Even though the verb “to draw” in the 
Greek is not the same verb in Exodus 2:10 that is used in John 2:8 (although the Greek verb for “to draw” 
used in Ex.2: 16, 17, and 19 are the same as that used in John 2:8), we can still demonstrate that the author 
of the Gospel of John had Exodus 2:10 in mind when creating the symbolic meaning of his use of the word 
“water”. The name “Moses” sounds like the Hebrew word meaning, “to draw out”.  Scholars have already 
noted the wordplay in Exodus on Moses’ name. Even as the name “Moses” was given to him on account of 
him being “drawn from the water”, so, too, does God use Moses to “draw from the water” the Israelites, 
and save them in their escape from the Red Sea when fleeing from the Egyptians. The Egyptians, unlike the 
Israelites, are drowned in the water. And even as the name “Moses” comes from the Egyptian verb meaning 
“to be born”, so too does God use Moses to bring about the birth of the Israelite nation. But what the 
scholars have not noted before, to my knowledge, is that Moses himself, in this verse in Exodus 2:10, is 
connected with “water”. Moses = water because he was “drawn from the water”. How can we be sure that 
John expected his readers to pick up on the equation of Moses with “water”? We will return to offer more 
proofs later, but first I would like to present the last source material that I have found the author of the Cana 
miracle story to have used in the composition of this story.

10.  John’s 10  th   Source Material: Exodus 4:30-31; 11:10; Numbers 14:11; John 10:25.  

Before the actual Exodus event, in Exodus 4:30-31, we read:

“He also performed (εποιησε) the signs (τα σηµεια) before the people, and 
they believed (επιστευσεν). And when they heard that the Lord was concerned 
about them and had seen their misery, they bowed down and worshipped.”

After the Exodus event, in Exodus 14:31, we read:

“And when the Israelites saw the great power of the Lord displayed (εποιησε) 
against the Egyptians, the people feared the Lord and put their trust (επιστευσ
αν) in Him and in Moses His servant.”

Before the actual new Exodus event (but symbolized via the story), in John 2:11, we read:

“This is the first of His miraculous signs (τϖν σηµειων) that Jesus performed (εποιησεν) in Cana of 
Galilee. He thus revealed His glory (δοξα), and His disciples put their faith (επιστευσαν) in Him.”

After the new Exodus event, in John 20:30-31 we read:

“Jesus did (εποιησεν) many other miraculous signs (σεµεια) in the presence 
of his disciples, which are not recorded in this book. But these are written that 
you may believe (πιστευσητε) that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that 
by believing (πιστευοντες) you may have life in His name.”

In Exodus 11:10 we read of an example of one who would not believe in spite of having witnessed 
miraculous events:

“Moses and Aaron performed (εποιησαν) all these wonders (τα σηµεια) 
before Pharaoh, but the Lord hardened Pharaoh’s heart, and he would not let the 
Israelites go out of his country.”

In Numbers 14:10-11 we read of another example of others who would not believe in spite of having 
witnessed miraculous events:

“But the whole assembly talked about stoning (καταλιθοβολησαι αυτους εν 
λιθοις) them. Then the glory (δοξα) of the Lord appeared at the Tent of 



Meeting to all the Israelites. The Lord said to Moses, ‘How long (Εως τινος) 
will these people treat me with contempt? How long (εως τινος) will they 
refuse to believe (ου πιστευουσι)  in me, in spite of al the miraculous signs 
(σηµειοις) I have performed (εποιησα) among them?”

In John 10:24-31 we read what sounds like a repeat of Israel’s refusal to believe:

“The Jews gathered around him, saying, ‘How long (εως ποτε) will you keep us 
in suspense? If you are the Christ, tell us plainly.’ Jesus answered, ‘I did tell 
you, but you do not believe (ου πιστευετε). The miracles (τα εργα) I do (ποι
ϖ) in my Father’s name speak for me, but you do not believe (ου πιστευετε) 
because you are not my sheep… Again the Jews picked up stones to stone him 
(λιθους…λιθασωσιν αυτον)…”.

That John used the source material from Exodus and Numbers in the composition of his gospel cannot be 
doubted. That he was using particularly Exodus 4:30-31 and 14:31 in the composition of the Cana miracle 
story will now be shown. Even as the Israelites, upon seeing Moses and Aaron perform the signs before 
them, believed in the Lord, so, too, do the disciples believe in Jesus, in John 2:11, upon seeing Jesus turn 
the “water” (the Law and the Prophets/the Old Covenant) into “wine” (the Holy Spirit/the New Covenant) 
through His death and resurrection. They saw Him perform His greatest miraculous sign, manifesting His 
glory (John 1:11), and they believed in Him. The Israelites, upon knowing that God was visiting them in 
their slavery, via the signs performed by Moses, bowed down and worshipped Him. Even so does the 
author of John’s gospel attempt to elicit, via allusion to our Exodus source, the same response from those 
who would believe Jesus to be God’s answer to them in their dire circumstances of slavery to Sin and 
famine for the Word of God. John has shown, in the Cana miracle, that there was a time of famine for the 
Word of God (some 430 years), just as Amos had prophesied (Amos 8), even as the Israelites passed some 
430 years in slavery in the land of Egypt without hearing from God. John has shown that “the Word 
became flesh” (John 1:14) and people “heard” (John 1:37, 40),  “sought” (John 1:28) and “found” (John 
1:41, 45) this Word, thereby signifying the end of the famine that Amos prophesied (these verses in John 
use the same three words- “heard”, “search” and “find”- that are found in Amos 8:11-12). So even as 
Moses was “sent” by God to rescue the Israelites from their slavery and bondage, so, too, was Jesus “sent” 
by God to rescue not only the Israelites, but the world, from their slavery and bondage to sin (Jn. 8:34). 
John has also shown this “famine” period to have ended when Jesus provided the abundance of new wine, 
which was also predicted in Amos 9:13-14 as a follow up to the earlier prediction of famine in Amos 8:11-
12. What brought about the change from famine to abundance? Jesus states, “My hour has not yet come”, 
but then he performs the miracle. What changed between this statement of Jesus (“My hour has not yet 
come”) and His performance of the miracle? It was time. Time had passed. When filling the six (imperfect) 
stone (the Ten Commandments, or the Law and the Prophets) jars (the kind used by the Jews for 
ceremonial cleansing- their misuse of the Law) with water (water = Moses + John the Baptist = the Law 
and the Prophets), we are seeing time pass before our eyes. And when they filled the jars “to the brim (εως 
ανω)”, which can be translated “the end of a period of time”, this is the moment the “hour” arrived.

“But when the time (του χρονου) had fully come, God sent (εξαπεστειλεν) 
His Son, born (γενµενον) of a woman (γυναικος), born (γενµενον) under law 
(τον νοµον), to redeem (εξαγοραση) those under law (νοµον), that we might 
receive the full rights of sons (ινα την υιοθεσιαν απολαβωµεν). Because you 
are sons (υιοι), God sent the Spirit (το πνευµα) who calls out ‘Abba, Father.’ 
So you are no longer a slave (δουλος) but a son (υιοι); and since you are a son 
(υιοι), God has made you also an heir” (Galatians 4:4-7).

It was Jesus’ death on the cross and resurrection from the grave (what “hour”/ωρα always refers to in 
John’s Gospel) that turned the “water” (the time during which the Law and the Prophets operated) into 
wine (the time during which the Holy Spirit operates). By bringing the Spirit into our world, the famine has 
ended, and we are convicted of sin, righteousness, and judgement (Jn. 16:8). The Spirit testifies to Jesus 
(15:26) and is responsible for our new birth. Therefore, we, as the earlier disciples did, are called and are 



being invited to see the “greatest” (αρχη) of Jesus “miraculous signs” (σηµειον) that He “performed” (επ
οιησεν) in Cana (Κανα = reed = material from which Moses’ basket was made, and his being set among 
the reeds in the river), and to “believe” (επιστευσιν) in Him (2:11). Through this miracle Jesus manifested 
His “glory” (δοχα- 2:11; again, only and always referring to Jesus’ death and resurrection). If we believe in 
Him, then this belief will elicit the same response that was elicited from the Israelites back in Exodus 4 
when they realized that God had visited them. We will “bow down and worship”. This was the response of 
the Israelites when they saw Moses and Aaron “perform” the “miracles” that God did through them. They 
“believed” and “worshipped” when they knew that God had visited them in their affliction (Exodus 4:30-
31). This was the response of the Israelites when they saw God defeat their enemy in the Red Sea. They 
“feared” the Lord and “believed” (Exodus 14:31). This was the response of the disciples (Mt. 28:17) who 
witnessed the Lord’s death and resurrection (the Cana miracle- the turning of the Old Covenant into the 
New). “This was the greatest miraculous sign Jesus performed in Cana of Galilee and manifested His glory, 
and the disciples believed in Him” (John 2:11). So, too, should this be the response of John’s readers. But 
as we shall see, not all would believe (even as in Mt. 28:17, some doubted), and it is to these that John, in 
part, writes. “He came to His own, but His own did not receive Him. But to those who received Him, He 
gave authority to become children of God, to those who believed in His name…” (John 1:11-12).  John is 
calling to the mind of his readers those who, in Exodus, see Moses perform the miraculous signs and 
believe, and those who see Moses perform the miraculous signs and refuse to believe (Pharaoh, and also the 
unbelieving Jews). In doing so, he likens them to those who, in his day, see Jesus perform the miraculous 
signs and believe, and those who see Jesus perform the miraculous signs and yet refuse to believe (“the 
Jews”). In doing so, he challenges the readers to identify with one or the other side, knowing that they are 
aware of the consequences that come from unbelief.

IV. Water Symbolism  :  

I would now like to return to our “water” symbolism and offer more promised proofs (outside of the Cana Miracle) 
to support this interpretation that would understand the word “water” to symbolize “the Law and the Prophets”.

1) John 1:19-34
In John 1:19-28 we are told about John the Baptist’ “testimony when the Jews of Jerusalem sent priests and Levites 
to ask him who he was” (Jn. 1:19). The interpretation that I am proposing understands the Baptist to be a symbolic 
figure who is jointed to and made into one with Moses, so that the two together, or either one alone, stand for all of 
the Law and the Prophets. Therefore, when “the Jews” send to inquire of the Baptist his identity, asking if he is the 
Christ, or Elijah, or the Prophet (all messianic figures), the author is demonstrating to his readers that “the Jews” are 
trying to give a status to John the Baptist (=the Law and the Prophets) that the Law and the Prophets never claimed 
for itself. Rather, the Baptist (who represents the Law and the Prophets) responds to their inquiries with the 
confession, “I am not the Christ”. What the author is communicating to his readers is that even though “the Jews” 
(who represent John’s opponents during the time of the writing of the gospel) would give to the Law and the 
Prophets a “messianic” status, the Law and the Prophets reject this status. Rather, the Law and the Prophets state 
that their purpose is to “Make straight the way for the Lord”. “I am not the Christ…. I am not [Elijah]…. No [I am 
not the Prophet]” (John shows Jesus to fulfill these three roles). And then when questioned why he baptizes, the 
author of John’s Gospel has John the Baptist say three times that he came to baptize with water. The first time he 
says this, he implies that Jesus is the greater.

“‘I baptize with water’, John replied, ‘but among you stands one you do not know. He is 
the one who comes after me, the thongs of whose sandals I am not worthy to untie’” 
(John 1:26-27).

The second time the Baptist says that he came “baptizing with water”, he identifies Jesus as “the Lamb of God, who 
takes away the sin of the world!”, and reverberates an earlier testimony (Jn. 1:15):



“This is the one I meant when I said, ‘A man who comes after me has surpassed me 
because he was before me. I myself did not know Him, but the reason I came baptizing 
with water was that he might be revealed to Israel” (John 1:30-31).

John the Baptist, who represents the Law and the Prophets (which was “deified” by “the Jews”), is stating his true 
purpose. Not only does he say that Jesus is much worthier than he (the Law), but he also states that his (the Law’s) 
purpose is to reveal Jesus (the Messiah) to Israel. The reason why John the Baptist states “I myself did not know 
Him” is because he is speaking as a symbol for the Law and the Prophets. The Law and the Prophets came before 
Jesus’ incarnation, and was separated from Jesus by the 400 years of silence (even though Jesus was really before 
the Law and the Prophets). We may wrongly assume that John is denigrating the Law and the Prophets. He does not. 
He only places the Law and the Prophets in their truly intended, divinely appointed place. The Law and the Prophets 
are not equal to Jesus. Rather, they are his subordinates. Their true purpose is to lead people to belief in Jesus.

The author of the Gospel of John, in having John the Baptist (who stands for the Law and the Prophets) state, ‘A 
man who comes after me has surpassed me because he was before me’, is alluding not only to Jesus’ pre-existence 
but possibly also to what Paul says in Galatians 3- that the promise/faith came before the giving of the Law, and 
therefore it is only just that the promise be fulfilled and that the Law (which was intended as an interim period) 
come to an end. John, therefore, may again be revealing his knowledge of Paul’s writings in a very subtle manner.

The third time John the Baptist says that he came to “baptize with water”, he adds the comment that Jesus “will 
baptize with the Holy Spirit”.

“I did not know Him, but the One who sent me to baptize with water told me, ‘The man 
on whom you see the Spirit come down and remain is He who will baptize with the 
Holy Spirit” (John 1:33).

The baptism of “water” is contrasted to the baptism of the “Spirit”. John the Baptist is identified with “water”. John 
the Baptist = water. Moses has also been identified with “water”. Moses = water. Moses was the first of the Law and 
the Prophets. John the Baptist was the last of the Law and the Prophets. “Water”, therefore, has been given the 
symbolic meaning of “the Law and the Prophets”, from Moses, the 1st  and greatest of the Law and the Prophets, to 
John the Baptist, the last of the Law and the Prophets. Water = the Law and the Prophets. So, what we are saying is 
that Moses, because he was “drawn” from the “water”, is being represented by “water” by the author of the gospel 
of John. John the Baptist, because he came “baptizing” with “water”, is also being represented by “water” by the 
gospel author.  And because Moses was the first of the Law and the Prophets (and the most important figure), and 
John the Baptist was the last of the Law and the Prophets, when taken together, they represent all of the Law and the 
Prophets. Moses + John the Baptist = Water = the Law and the Prophets. 

Interestingly, in Matthew 11:11 Jesus states: 

“Among those born of women there has not risen anyone greater than John the Baptist”, 
Mt 11:11)

Was not Moses considered to be the “greatest” prophet to ever have lived? Could it be that Matthew has also symbolized the 
Law and the Prophets in the character of John the Baptist, using him as a “Moses” figure?

In Matthew 11:13 we read:

“For all the Prophets and the Law/οι προϕηται και ο νοµος prophesied until John.”

Perhaps John obtained the idea of using John the Baptist and Moses as personifications of the Law and the Prophets, 
in part, from this text.

And in Matthew 14:1-13, John the Baptist is said to have been executed on account of his condemnation of Herod’s 
coveting his brother’s wife, saying to Herod, 



“It is not lawful (ουκ εξεστιν) for you to have her” (Mt. 14:4).

Perhaps this text also aided John in coming up with the idea of using John the Baptist as a personification of the Law 
and the Prophets in his gospel, as here he is depicted as acting as a spokesperson on behalf of the Law (here 
accusing Herod of breaking the tenth commandment- “Do not covet…your neighbor’s wife”). Paul uses this same 
commandment (“Do not covet”) to illustrate the purpose of the Law in Romans 7:7-8:

“What shall we say, then? Certainly not! Indeed, I would not have known what sin was 
except through the law. For I would not have known what coveting really was if the law 
had not said, ‘Do not covet’.”

Perhaps Matthew (and the Synoptic authors) had already worked out a system for using John the Baptist to personify 
“the Law and the Prophets” in their gospels, based on Paul’s writings, and John borrowed from both their’s and Paul 
writing’s this idea?

In Mark 6:20 we read:

“…because Herod feared John and protected him, knowing him to be a righteous/δικαιο
ν and holy/αγιον man”.

If we read Paul’s description of the Law in Romans 7:12, there we find the same two Greek words employed that 
were also used by Mark to describe the Baptist:

“So then, the law is holy/αγιος, and the commandment is holy/αγια, righteous/δικαια 
and good/αγαθη.”

John, noting the similarities in the Synoptics between John the Baptist and the function and description of the Law 
and the Prophets elsewhere, may have picked up on these parallels and decided to carry the comparison one step 
further- namely, to turn John the Baptist, along with Moses, into a personification of the Law and the Prophets (if 
indeed this had not already been done by the Synoptic authors).

So not only is Jesus being used as a Moses-type by the author of the gospel of John, but so too is John the Baptist 
being used as a Moses-type, but for different purposes. Jesus is compared to Moses in that both are “redeemers”. 
Jesus is shown to be the greater redeemer. John the Baptist is also compared to Moses, but for a different purpose. 
He is compared to Moses because both are representative of the Law and the Prophets (one is the first, and the other 
is the last). John the Baptist is, therefore, a Moses figure in that he, too, represents the Law. But unlike Jesus, John 
the Baptist is not portrayed to be greater than Moses. The reason for this is because he, like Moses, represents the 
Law and the Prophets. Both Moses and John the Baptist are on the same level. But Jesus is on another level 
altogether. For this reason, both Moses and John the Baptist are shown to be His subordinates.

So in the Moses figure we discover both 1) the Lawgiver, whose role is to show humanity their sin and point them to 
the remedy- the Lamb of God, and 2) the redeemer, but an imperfect redeemer, who foreshadows the perfect 
Redeemer who was to come. The gospel author takes these two aspects of Moses and uses the historical figure of 
John the Baptist to symbolize and equal the one, and the historical figure of Jesus to fulfill and surpass the other. 

Now, with this interpretation in mind, in John 1:6-9 we are told about John the Baptist and his role as a witness, and 
a witness only, to the light (to Jesus). The scholars have noted how different the Baptist’ role in the gospel of John is 
from the Synoptics. In John’s Gospel, the author emphasizes that the Baptist came only as a witness. The Greek 
word “to bear witness” (µαρτυρεω) is used over and over again as emphasis in describing the role of the Baptist 
(John 1:7-8, 15, 19, 32, 34; 3:28, 32; 5:31ff). The scholars have noted that John’s role is being downplayed in its 
comparison with the role of Jesus. But why? According to many of the scholars, there was a John the Baptist sect 
that was rivaling the Jesus sect. The author of the gospel, by placing John in a “servant” role, is making it clear to 
those who would follow John the Baptist over following Jesus that they are in error. John A.T. Robinson, in his 
book entitled The Priority of John, states,



“For ever since Wilhelm Baldensperger Johannine criticism has been dogged by the 
notion that the entire treatment of John the Baptist in this Gospel is motivated- and 
thoroughly distorted- by polemic against the Baptist groups opposed to the early church. 
There are a string of denials and disclaimers which, it is said, can make sense only as 
rebuttals of counter-claims that John the Baptist was all these things- the true light (1:8; 
cf. 5:35), the superior in rank (1:15, 30; 3:30), the Messiah, Elijah, the prophet like 
Moses (1:19-21; 3:28). That there is theological motivation at work here- as throughout 
the Gospel- cannot be doubted. The sole question is whether it distorts the history and 
provides evidence merely for the life-setting of the Johannine community rather than 
affording any reliable information about the Baptist and his mission” (pp.170-71).

Then, providing us with his own opinion on the matter, Robinson states,

“In fact, there is no element of dispute between John and Jesus (as opposed to one 
between the disciples of John and ‘a Jew’), and their relations are represented as 
uniformly friendly throughout the Gospel. There is absolutely no evidence for such a 
statement…that John regarded Jesus as a renegade. Indeed if my interpretation is right 
Jesus saw the mission of the Baptist as sowing the seeds of his harvest (4:38)…. It is 
much easier to think that the fourth evangelist had an eye to persuading those who (like 
him?) were brought up on the Baptist’s teaching to believe in Jesus as the one to whom 
John pointed” (pp.171-72).

Robinson correctly faults the view that sees the author of the gospel echoing an existing polemic in his day between 
disciples of the Baptist and those of Jesus. Robinson also correctly sees the mission of the Baptist as preparing the 
way for Jesus. And finally, Robinson also correctly sees the intention of the author of the gospel to be that of 
persuading those who were discipled by the Baptist to come over to Jesus’ teachings. But what Robinson and the 
scholars have not understood thus far is that, and most importantly, John the Baptist, at least in the gospel of John 
(and most likely in Acts as well), has been cast as a symbolic figure for Moses, conveniently so because of where he 
stands in history. Even as John the Baptist was the last of the Law and the Prophets in Israel’s history, so was Moses 
the first of the Law and the Prophets in Israel’s history. John is “binding” these two great figures in history together 
into one- to represent, in either figure wherever they appear in his gospel, the Law and the Prophets. For sure, Moses 
can, by himself, be a representative figure for the Law; for he is that important of a figure in Israel’s history. He was 
the Lawgiver. For the Jews, Moses was the Law. So why do we need John the Baptist to perform the same function? 
Perhaps for two reasons. First, the author of the gospel of John uses the Baptist as a representative figure for Moses 
(or the Law and the Prophets) so as to include all the other prophets of Israel since Moses up until the arrival of the 
historical figure of the Baptist. Secondly, in using John the Baptist to represent Moses (= the Law and the Prophets), 
he can give a superficial historical continuity to his story on the literal level when telling the story of Jesus, while at 
the same time, use the Baptist as a type of Moses, and therefore as a personification of the Law and the Prophets (on 
the symbolic level) to call the Jews to switch from their faith in Moses to their faith in Jesus. The author is revealing 
that all of the Law and Prophets from Moses to John the Baptist testify that Jesus is the long-awaited messiah. Even 
though the emphasis of the meaning of the symbolic figure of the Baptist goes back to Moses, since he was the 
Lawgiver, it is from Moses up through John the Baptist what is being symbolized. So when we read about John the 
Baptist (or Moses) in John’s Gospel, we should automatically put in his place what it is he represents for the author 
of the Gospel- the Law and the Prophets, and allow that voice (the voice of the Law and the Prophets) to speak to us 
instead of the individual characters (whether that be the Baptist or Moses). If we do this, and reread John 1:6-9, then 
what we discover is a statement from “the Church” (John’s community) that the Law is a witness, and a witness 
only, to the One that would come after it. The Law is not Israel’s salvation. It came only to serve as a witness to the 
One who would be Israel’s salvation. The Law is not “the Light”, as claimed to be in Bar 4:1-2, Wis 18:4, and in T. 
Levi 14:4: 

“the light of the law which was granted to you for the enlightenment of every man?" 

The Law only came as a witness to “the True Light”. John the Baptist, who is really the Law, “cries out”, “Behold, 
the Lamb of God!”. The Law, who demands that a sacrifice be made for sin, calls Jesus that perfect sacrifice. The 
Law, whose primary purposes are to convict humanity of its sin and point the way to the Savior, is now saying, 



through John the Baptist, who represents the Law and the Prophets, Jesus is the Christ, the sacrificial offering for 
humanity! 

So there is no riff between the disciples of the Baptist and Jesus (and His disciples). The riff is between those who 
would misinterpret the Law (those who would misinterpret John the Baptist) and the true interpretation of the Law 
(which is represented in John the Baptist, Jesus and His disciples). It is not so much the Baptist by himself who has 
prepared the way for Jesus, but it is the whole Law and the Prophets (who the Baptist represents) who have prepared 
the way. It is not the intention of the gospel author to persuade those who were disciples of the Baptist to come over 
to Jesus’ discipleship. His intention is rather to persuade those who were disciples of the Law (what the Baptist 
symbolizes) into seeing Jesus as the Law’s fulfillment!

Paul was doing the same thing in his books to the Romans and Galatians. Paul was demonstrating that the Law and 
the Prophets were a witness to Jesus (John has most likely borrowed from Paul the word “witness/testify” (µαρτυρε
ω), and not in opposition to Jesus. Paul was not trying to abrogate the Law. John had read Paul’s documents, and 
used them as source materials in the writing of his gospel. He used the Law and the Prophets in the same way Paul 
used them- namely, to testify concerning Jesus, to support Jesus as the Christ of the Jews, but not only of the Jews. 

In Romans 3:21, 22a, and 31 Paul states:

“But now a righteousness from God, apart from law, has been made known, to which the 
Law and the Prophets testify (µαρτυρουµενη υπο του νοµου και τϖν προϕητϖν). 
This righteousness from God comes through faith in Jesus Christ to all who believe…. 
Do we, then, nullify the law by this faith? Not at all! Rather, we uphold the law.”

John, too, in his gospel, is upholding the Law, showing the Law and the Prophets to “testify” (the same word used 
by Paul to describe the function of the Law) concerning Jesus’ true identity.

Again, in Romans 1:2 Paul states:

“the gospel he promised beforehand through his prophets in the Holy Scriptures 
regarding His Son”.

2) John 2:7, 9
How can we further confirm this? In John 2:1-11, the “water” (the Law and the Prophets) is changed into the 
“wine”. We have already noted, from our examination of the prophecies in Joel, that the symbolic meaning for 
“wine” is “God’s Spirit”. That “wine” symbolizes the Holy Spirit was confirmed in our analysis of Acts 2. 
Therefore, even as in John 1 “the baptism of water” is being contrasted with “the baptism of the Spirit” (the former 
given by John the Baptist who symbolically represents the Law and the Prophets, and the latter given by Jesus, who 
inaugurates the age of the Holy Spirit), so, too, in John 2 is “water” (the Law and the Prophets, summed up by 
Moses/water and John the Baptist/water) being contrasted with “wine” (the Holy Spirit). Jeremiah 31:31-34 states:

“‘The time is coming,’ declares the Lord, ‘when I will make a new covenant with the 
house of Israel and with the house of Judah. It will not be like the covenant I made with 
their forefathers when I took them by the hand to lead them out of Egypt, because they 
broke my covenant, though I was a husband to them,’ declares the Lord. ‘This is the 
covenant I will make with the house of Israel after that time,’ declares the Lord. ‘I will 
put my law in their minds and write it on their hearts. I will be their God, and they will be 
my people. No longer will a man teach his neighbor, or a man his brother, saying, ‘Know 
the Lord,’ because they will all know me, from the least of them to the greatest,’ declares 
the Lord. ‘For I will forgive their wickedness and will remember their sins no more’.”

 
Jesus changes the “water” (the Law and the Prophets) to “wine” (the Holy Spirit). How does He do this? He does 
this through His death and resurrection.

3) John 2:24-3:21



How can we further confirm that the symbolic meaning of “water” for the author of John’s gospel  is “the Law and 
the Prophets”? In John 2:24-25 we read,

“But Jesus would not entrust Himself to them, for he knew all men. He did not need 
man’s testimony about man, for He knew what was in a man.” 

And then in John 3:1, we read:

“Now there was a man…”

First, we are told that Jesus knew “what was in a man”, and that “what was in a man” is not trustworthy. And now 
we are being given an example of a “man”. What do we know about this “man”? We are told that he “was a man of 
the Pharisees named Nicodemus, a member of the Jewish ruling council” (John 3:1). It is interesting that the name 
“Nicodemus” is surrounded by a “seemingly” prominent title on each end- he was “a man of the Pharisees”, and he 
was “a member of the Jewish ruling council”. But when read from John and his community’s perspective these are 
not prominent titles- for “the Jews” (the Pharisees) are the ones who are in opposition to John and his view of Jesus 
as the messiah. The name “Nicodemus” is made up of two Greek words, “νικος” which means “conqueror”, and “δ
ηµος” which means “people”. Thus the name means “Conqueror of the people”. This is how “the Jews” saw 
themselves- as conquerors of the peoples- at least that is what they thought they would be whenever God got around 
to setting up His kingdom. It would be God, then “the Jews”, and then all of the other nations beneath them. 
However, presently, the Jews found themselves in bondage to the Romans. Jerusalem had been sacked and the 
Temple destroyed by the Romans. The author of the Gospel of John tells us that here is a “man”, a man not to be 
trusted (for Jesus “knew what was in a man”). The author begins this story with a generic term (ανθρωπος) so as to 
include everyone- you and me and the Jewish people (but not only the Jewish people). He then describes this person 
as a Pharisee. The Pharisees were the dominant party within Judaism after 70 AD, the group with whom John’s 
community was in conflict, so he makes more specific to his own situation the person with whom Jesus is about to 
converse. This Pharisee’s name is Nicodemus, which means “ruler of the people”. However, this “person” (who 
represents a group) who saw him/herself as a “ruler of the people” was presently a subject/slave of the Roman 
Empire. He was also a member of the Jewish ruling council who was in charge of interpreting the Law and the 
Prophets for the Jewish people and redefining their nation after the destruction of Jerusalem. This “Nicodemus”, we 
are told, comes to Jesus “at night”, which, when understood as Johannine symbolism, means that he was spiritually 
lost (and yet, ironically, he was a leader of the Jews). And then the author of the gospel portrays this “Nicodemus” 
as one who tries to repeat the same mistakes made earlier by the Israelite leaders in Moses day. The Israelite leaders 
in Moses’ days had seen the “miraculous signs” that Moses “performed”.

“Moses and Aaron brought together all the elders of the Israelites, and Aaron told them 
everything the Lord had said to Moses. He also performed (εποιησε) the signs (σηµεια) 
before the people, and they believed” (Exodus 4:29-31a).

However, a chapter later, when things did not go according to their hopes, the Israelite foremen began to chide both 
Moses and Aaron for the suffering that had come upon them.

“When they left Pharaoh, they found Moses and Aaron waiting to meet them, and they 
said, ‘May the Lord look upon you and judge you! You have made us a stench to Pharaoh 
and his officials and have put a sword in their hand to kill us” (Exodus 4:20-21).

They were fair-weather friends. As long as “miraculous signs” were provided, which would aide in the meeting of 
their needs, they were content. However, whenever suffering came upon them, they would forget the mercy of the 
Lord and begin again to murmur against Moses and thus against God (cf. 14:10-12; 15:24; 16:2-3; 17:2-3; 
culminating in Exodus 32).  John portrays Nicodemus, a Pharisee, a leader of the Jews and one who has the hope of 
one day being exalted above the people from other nations, as wanting to continue down that same path which their 
ancestors had walked down. Nicodemus was asking for a genie-God. Give me what I want when I want it, and we 
will get along. For this motif Nicodemus comes to Jesus and says,



“‘Rabbi, we know you are a teacher who has come from God. For no one could perform 
(ποιειν) the miraculous signs (σηµεια) you are doing (α συ ποιειν) if God were not 
with him’” (Jn. 3:2).

Even though there is no direct question from Nicodemus to Jesus in this statement of his, there is an implied 
question, which is: “Jesus, you are doing miraculous signs just as Moses did. Therefore, God must have sent you. 
We are in bondage, even as our ancestors were in bondage when God sent Moses to deliver them. Now, what about 
the kingdom of God? When will it be established so that we will be the rulers?” That this is Nicodemus’ question 
can be confirmed from Jesus’ response to Nicodemus. Twice Jesus refers to the kingdom of God in His response to 
Nicodemus.

“Jesus answered and said to him, ‘Truly, truly, I say to you, if you are not born (γεννηθ
η) again/from above (ανωθεν), you are not able to see the kingdom of God.’ Nicodemus 
says to Jesus, ‘How can a man be born (γεννηθηναι) when he is old? He is not able to 
enter a second time into the womb of his mother and be born again (γεννηθηναι).’ Jesus 
answered, ‘Truly, truly, I say to you, whoever is not born (γεννηθη) of water and the 
Spirit is not able to enter into the kingdom of God’” (John 3:3-5).

Nicodemus’ question to Jesus is, “You are doing miraculous signs like that of Moses. Now what about the kingdom 
of God?” Nicodemus does not yet “believe” in Jesus (note that πιστευειν is absent from 3:2 where both ποιειν and 
σηµεια appear; unlike Ex. 4:30-31 and Jn. 2:11). He is only trying to meet his own temporal needs and hopes in 
bringing about his idea of the kingdom of God. The following is my interpretation of John’s response via Jesus to 
“Nicodemus” (the Jews who saw themselves as “conquerors of the peoples”):

 “Nicodemus, you must be born again. Not born (which is what Moses’ name means) only of water (which is from 
where Moses was drawn), but also born of the Spirit. It is not enough, Nicodemus, to only be born of the Law 
(which is what “water” symbolizes). You have been born of the Law. You are a Pharisee and a member of the 
Jewish ruling council. I (the author of the gospel) do not have to expound upon what being born of the Law means 
(although I should, since you have not understood the Law properly). I (the author of the gospel) have already 
expounded upon what being born of the Law means in my first two chapters. But you must also be born of the 
Spirit. Nicodemus, allow me to expound upon what this means. Even as the Law (which is the Father’s testimony) 
gives testimony to me (Jesus) that I am the Christ, so, too, does the Spirit testify concerning me that I am the Christ. 
Allow the Spirit to provide you with the correct meaning of ‘water’ (the Law and the Prophets). How are you to be 
born again? Just as Moses lifted up the snake in the desert, so the Son of Man must be lifted up, that everyone who 
believes (πιστευων) in him may have eternal life. Remember when your ancestors were in the desert after being 
rescued from their slavery, and they saw the miraculous signs that I performed among them, and they refused to 
believe in me, treating me with contempt (Num. 14:11, 22)? Remember that I sent a plague of poisonous snakes to 
destroy them? But because they repented and because Moses interceded for them, I instructed Moses to make a 
bronze snake and put it up on a pole so that anyone who was bitten could look upon that snake and live (Num. 21:4-
9). Do you think that after the snakes bit them they expected to be healed from another snake by looking upon it? 
Another snake was probably the last thing that they wanted to look upon. But to those who believed and obeyed and 
looked upon the bronze snake, they were healed. So, too, is it for you and for the rest of the world. You come here in 
spiritual darkness (“at night”), having seen my miraculous signs and asking me about the kingdom of God. In doing 
so, you want to repeat the mistakes of the Israelites in the desert. “Unless you people see miraculous signs and 
wonders, you will never believe” (Jn 4:48). You want me to continue with miracles and rescue you from your 
slavery to the Romans. And after that, who knows what you will ask of me? What other conditions would you place 
upon me to keep you faithful to me? Only one sign shall be given to you.  And that is the sign of Jonah. That 
venomous snake Satan who has infected you with the deadly disease of Sin has bitten you. You are a suffering 
people in bondage, and the last place where you would expect to find relief is in a suffering Messiah, One who has 
been hung on a tree. But this is the remedy for your Sin that God has sent, so that all who look upon Him and 
believe will be healed.”

 The gospel author, by using these three words, “receive/λαµβανετε” (3:11), “born/γεννηθη” (3:3, 4, 5, 7, 8), and 
“believe/πιστευετε” (3:12, 15, 16, 18) is taking the readers back to his earlier statement in the prologue,



“He came to that which was His own, but His own did not receive (παρελαβον) Him. 
Yet to all who received (ελαβον) Him, to those who believed (τοις πιστευουσιν) in His 
name, He gave the right to become children of God- children not of natural descent, nor 
of a human decision or a husband’s will, but born (εγεννηθησαν) of God” (1:11-13).

Even as Moses/the Law/John the Baptist was compared and contrasted with Jesus in the prologue (1:1-18) and in 
1:19-34, so, too, are they compared/contrasted here. Even as the author of John’s gospel earlier portrayed the Law 
and the Prophets (via the characters Moses and John the Baptist, and via the “water” symbolism) as servants to 
Jesus, “making straight the way for the Lord” (Jn. 1:24), so, too, does he do so here in John 3. Nicodemus was 
steeped in the Law and the Prophets (although he misunderstood the true purpose of the Law that he was trained in). 
He was a Pharisee and a member of the Jewish ruling council. Jesus tells Nicodemus that if he wants to see/enter the 
kingdom of God, being born of “water” (the Law and the Prophets) is not sufficient. He must also be born of the 
Spirit. How is one born of the Spirit. One is born of the Spirit by believing in the One sent from God. Both the Law 
(which is the Father’s testimony) and the Spirit testify concerning the Son.

To summarize up to this point where John has taken us: In the Prologue, in John 1:1-18, the author has shown us 
Jesus’ pre-existence and equality with God the Father (1:1-3). He has also shown us the purpose of the Law (to give 
testimony of Jesus being the Christ) and its insufficiency (by itself) to save, via the characters of John the Baptist and 
Moses (who symbolically represent the Law and the Prophets). The Law and the Prophets purpose, according to 
John, was to testify so that all people might believe in Jesus and be saved (1:7, 12). The Law was not sufficient in 
itself to save. “For the Law was given through Moses; grace and truth came through Jesus Christ” (1:17). “No one 
has ever seen God [not even Moses], but God the One and Only [Jesus], who is at the Father’s side, has made Him 
known” (1:18).

In John 1:19-34, the author of John’s Gospel shows us the Law (via the character of John the Baptist) testifying to 
the Jews (1:19) and the Pharisees (1:24). The Law states (via John the Baptist) that he is not the Christ (1:20), nor is 
he worthy to untie the thongs of the sandals of the Christ (1:27). The Law (via John the Baptist) says, “A man who 
comes after me has surpassed me because he was before me” (Jn. 1:30). The Law (via John the Baptist) , which 
demands a sacrifice for sin , calls Jesus ‘the Lamb of God’ (1:29), and in doing so, alludes to the Passover Lamb. He 
is our perfect sacrifice. Three times the author of the gospel has John the Baptist say, “I came baptizing with water”, 
thus linking John the Baptist, the last in the long line of the Law and the Prophets, to his “water” symbolism that he 
is establishing. The third time that John the Baptist says, “I came baptizing with water”, he adds, “The man on 
whom you see the Spirit come down and remain is he who will baptize with the Holy Spirit” (1:33). He thus 
compares, for the first time (but not the last), “water” (the Law and the Prophets) to “the Holy Spirit” (which is a 
result of the ministry of Jesus).

In John 1:35-51, the author of John’s Gospel shows us the Law (via the character of John the Baptist) testifying to 
his own disciples (those who would be true disciples and learners from the true interpretation of Law and the 
Prophets). The Law and the Prophets (via John the Baptist) again calls Jesus “the Lamb of God” (1:36). Three 
important words, “heard” (1:37, ηκουσαν), “seek” (1:38, ζητειτε), and “found” (1:45, ευρηκαµεν), are used in 
this pericope which allude to Amos 8:11-12- a prophecy that predicts the 400 years of silence from God 
immediately prior to Jesus’ Incarnation.

“‘The days are coming,’ declares the Sovereign Lord, ‘when I will send a famine through 
the land- not a famine of food or a thirst for water, but a famine of hearing (ακουσαι) 
the words (τον λογον) of the Lord. Men will stagger from sea to sea and wander from 
north to east, searching (ζητουντες) for the word (τον λογον) of the Lord, but they 
will not find (ευρωσιν) it’” (Amos 8:11-12).

By alluding to this Amos text (which he has already alluded to in John 1:1 and 1:14, and will later allude to again in 
the Cana Miracle), John is stating that the period of “famine” has come to an end. The true disciples of the Law and 
the Prophets (disciples of John the Baptist) have found the Messiah on account of the testimony of John the Baptist 
(who is the Law and the Prophets). Amos prophesied that there would be a famine for “hearing the words (ακουσαι 
τον λογον) of the Lord” (Amos 9:11), and that people would “search (ζητουντες) for the word (τον λογον) of the 
Lord but would not find (ευρωσιν) it” (Amos 9:12). Now John says, “In the beginning was the Word (ο λογος)… 



and the Word (ο λογος) became flesh” (Jn. 1:1, 14). When the Word became flesh, this signified the end of the 
period of the spiritual famine of which Amos spoke. Those who interpret the Law and the Prophets correctly (the 
true disciples of John the Baptist/the true disciples of the Law and the Prophets) are those who “hear” (ηκουσαν) 
what the Law (via John the Baptist) is saying. The Law (via John the Baptist) says of Jesus that He is ‘the Lamb of 
God’ (1:36). The disciples of the Baptist (the Law) “seek for” (ζητειτε, Jn.1:38) and “find” (ευρηκαµεν, 
Jn.1:41,45) “the one Moses wrote about in the Law, and about whom the prophets also wrote- Jesus of Nazareth, the 
son of Joseph” (1:45). The reasons why these disciples of John the Baptist “find” the Messiah/Jesus is on account of 
the Baptist’s (who is the Law and the Prophets) testimony (“Behold, the Lamb of God”, Jn. 1:29, 36)), and on 
account of the disciples “hearing” (1:37, εκουσαν) this testimony from John the Baptist (the Law and the Prophets).

That the word “hear” is an important Johannine term can be seen from its use both in the book of Exodus where 
Moses is used as a redeemer type (to whom the author of the Gospel is comparing Jesus), and in John’s own gospel 
(5:24, 25, 28, 37; 8:43, 47). When Moses is being commissioned by God to rescue the Israelites from their slavery, 
God says to Moses, in Exodus 3:18,

“The elders of Israel will listen (εισακουσονται) to you.”

But, in Exodus 4:1, Moses says to God,

“What if they do not believe (πιστευσωσι) me or listen (εισακουσωσι) to me….”

God says to Moses, in Exodus 4:8-9,

“If they do not believe (πιστευσωσι) you or pay attention (εισακουσωσι) to the first 
miraculous sign (του σηµειου), they may believe (πιστευσουσι) the second miraculous 
sign (του σηµειου). But if they do not believe (πιστευσωσι) these two signs (σηµειοις) 
or listen (εισακουσωσι) to you, take some water from the Nile and pour it on the dry 
ground. The water you take from the river will become blood on the ground.”

When Moses and Aaron called the Israelites together to share with them God’s message, and when they performed 
the miraculous signs that God had given to them to perform, the people believed.

“Moses and Aaron brought together all the elders of the Israelites, and Aaron told them 
everything the Lord had said to Moses. He also performed (εποιησε) the signs (τα σηµει
α) before the people, and they believed (επιστευσεν)” (Exodus 4:29-31a).

However, when Moses and Aaron tell Pharaoh of God’s message, Pharaoh refuses to “hear”/accept the message and 
increases the workload of the Israelite slaves (5:4-8). The Israelite foremen find Moses and Aaron, and blame them 
for their troubles (Ex. 5:20-21). Moses then returns to God and says,

 “Why have you brought trouble upon this people? …You have not rescued (ερρυσω) 
your people at all” (Ex. 5:22-23).

After God reassures Moses that He will carry through with the plan of rescuing the Israelites, Moses returns to the 
Israelites to encourage them. And this is what we read:

“Moses reported this to the Israelites, but they did not listen (ουκ ειςηκουσαν) to him 
because of their discouragement and cruel bondage” (Ex. 6:9).

What do we learn from the book of Exodus and the Israelites’ actions insofar as the word “to hear” is concerned? 
We learn that the Israelites start out “believing” on account of the “signs” that were “performed” (Ex.4:29-31). 
However, when the least bit of trouble and adversity arise, the Israelites no longer want to “hear” (Ex. 5:20-21; 6:9, 
12). Their “faith” is conditional. They need “miracles” to keep them “believing”.  When persecution or adversity 
arises, the Israelites express their “disbelief” (Ex. 14:10-12). When God “performs” a “miracle”, the Israelites again 



“believe” (Ex. 14:31). This happens over and over and over again with the Israelites (cf. Ex. 15:22-25, the waters of 
Mara; Ex. 16, the manna and quail; Ex. 17, water from the rock; Ex. 32, the golden calf).

What do we learn from the book of Exodus and Pharaoh’s actions insofar as the word “to hear” is concerned? We 
see the same “disbelief” in Pharaoh that we’ve seen in the Israelites. Moses compares the Israelites to Pharaoh in 
saying to God that if the Israelites will “not listen” neither will Pharaoh “listen”.

 Then the Lord said to Moses, ‘Go, tell Pharaoh king of Egypt to let the Israelites go out 
of his country.’ But Moses said to the Lord, ‘If the Israelites will not listen (ουκ ειςηκο
υσαν) to me, why would Pharaoh listen (εισακουσεται) to me…’” (Ex.6:9-12).

Moses again reiterates his concern at the end of the chapter:

“But Moses said to the Lord, ‘Since I speak with faltering lips, why would Pharaoh listen 
(εισακουσεται) to me?” (Ex. 6:30).

In spite of everything, Moses is obedient to the Lord and does what He tells him to do. It is from there on out that we 
read, over and over again, of God’s words concerning Pharaoh “not listening” because God hardens his heart, and of 
Pharaoh’s own action of “not listening” to Moses (Ex. 7:4, 13, 16, 22; 8:15, 19; 9:12; 11:9-10). Pharaoh “hardens 
his heart” until a “miracle”/plague is “performed”, and then he repents and “believes” for a short time (i.e. Ex. 8:8; 
9:27) before falling back into “disbelief” (i.e. Ex. 8:15; 9:34). Pharaoh’s continual “disbelief” is sandwiched 
between the “disbelief” of the Israelites. The Israelites do “not listen” to Moses before the Exodus event and they do 
not listen to Moses after the Exodus event. It is only when God meets their immediate needs that they “listen” to 
Him. Pharaoh and the Israelites are one and the same. They both demand of God “signs” to keep them in their 
“belief”. Even as Pharaoh was destroyed in the Sea on account of his “disbelief”, so, too, do the unbelieving 
Israelites die in the desert.  But the nation Israel continues. And so does their “not listening” and their “disbelief”. 
The Israelites were not saved from Egypt because they were better than the Egyptians. They were saved because 
God had mercy on them and chose to use them as an instrument in His plan of salvation for the world in which He 
could show His mercy to all who would accept it. So, too, now for the Gentiles; they are saved because of God’s 
mercy, not for anything good that they have done. This is Paul’s message in Romans 11. He warns the Gentiles not 
to fall into the same sin that the Jews fell into- the sin of thinking that they were better than others. It is on account 
of God’s grace, and only God’s grace, that anyone is saved.

The author of the Gospel of John, via John the Baptist (who is the Law), calls Jesus the Lamb of God, and by doing 
so alludes to the Passover in Exodus 12. There the Israelites were instructed to take a lamb without defect and 
sacrifice it, placing the blood of the lamb on both sides and the tops of the doorframes to their houses. When the 
Lord struck the Egyptians with His judgement, he would pass over those houses whose doorframes have the blood 
of the Lamb upon them. The author of the Gospel of John, in calling Jesus “the Lamb of God”, is telling the Jewish 
people that the Law/John the Baptist identifies Jesus as their Passover Lamb. If they “hear” these words from John 
the Baptist/the Law, even as “true disciples of John the Baptist/the Law” “heard” (ηκουσαν) his testimony, and 
follow Jesus, even as “true disciples of John the Baptist/the Law “followed” (ηκολουθησαν) Jesus, then they, too, 
“will see” (οψεσθε). John then tells us, 

“It was about the tenth (δεκατη) hour (ωρα)” (1:39).

Even as in Exodus 12:3 the whole community of Israel was to take a lamb without defect and on the “tenth” (δεκατ
η) day sacrifice it as their Passover Lamb, so, too, here do the true disciples of the Law “hear” the Law’s testimony 
concerning Jesus being God’s Passover Lamb and stay with him on the “tenth hour”. The word “ten” for the Jews 
signifies “completion”. God’s plan of salvation has been “completed” in the sacrificial Lamb of Jesus. The word 
“hour” always refers to the hour of Jesus’ death and resurrection. Again, we have an allegory that speaks of the Law 
(John the Baptist) testifying that Jesus is the Lamb of God, our Passover Lamb, and those who would be true 
followers of the Law will “follow” Jesus, believing what He accomplished in His death and resurrection. The 
readers of the gospel of John are given a “warning”. The Israelites did not “hear” Moses nor “believe” unless they 
saw “miracles”. Pharaoh did not “hear” Moses nor “believe” unless he saw “miracles”. Both were destroyed on 
account of their hard hearts. Will the readers of the gospel of John “hear” Jesus and “believe” and not be destroyed? 



As we shall see, John, the author, tells his readers that the Samaritans “heard” (ακηκοαµεν) Jesus and “believed” (π
ιστευοµεν) in Jn. 4:42, and in doing so, he challenges his Jewish audience to do the same. In John 4:48, John has 
Jesus say,

“Unless you people see (ιδητε) miraculous signs (σηµεια) and wonders (τερατα), you 
will never believe (πιστευσητε).”

In John 5:24-25, the author has Jesus say,

“I tell you the truth, whoever hears (ακουων) and believes (πιστευων) him who sent (πε
µψαντι) has eternal life and will not be condemned; he has crossed over (µεταβεβηκεν) 
from death (θανατου) to life. I tell you the truth, a time is coming and has now come 
when the dead will hear (ακουσουσιν) the voice of the Son of God and those who hear 
(οι ακουσαντες) will live”.

Here John uses the same two words, “hear” and “believe”, together that were used in Exodus 4:1, 8-9, and 31(cf. 
Also 5:28, 37; 8:43, 47). Jesus is also said to be “sent”, even as Moses was “sent” (Ex. 3:10), although the Greek 
word for “sent” (πεµψαντι) is different here than that used in Exodus (αποστειλω). But the same Greek word for 
“sent” that is found in Exodus 3:10 is used elsewhere both in reference to Jesus (3:17; 5:36) and John the Baptist (cf. 
John 1:6; 3:28). Moreover, John, perhaps, is alluding to the Exodus event in his use of “crossed over from death to 
life”.  He may even be playing on the word “death” (θανατου) which is somewhat similar to “sea” (θαλασσης). 
Even as the Israelites “crossed over” the “sea” and were saved, so, too, all who “hear” and “believe” the Son of God 
“cross over” from “death” to life.

 In John 5:31-47 we are told that

1) John the Baptist testifies in Jesus’ favor. There the author says that “the Jews” “chose for a time to enjoy his 
light” (5:35). That the Baptist is again used symbolically to represent the Law and the Prophets, and that “the 
Jews” enjoyed the light of the Law and the Prophets for a time, is how we are to understand this reference to 
the Baptist.

2) Jesus’ own work that the Father had sent him to do testifies that the Father has sent him (5:36). 
3) the Father Himself who sent Jesus testifies concerning Him (5:37).
4) the Scriptures testify about Jesus (5:39).
5) Moses testifies about Jesus (5:45). 

This pericope begins with the testimony of John the Baptist, the last of the Law and the Prophets, and ends with the 
testimony of Moses, the first of the Law and the Prophets. Both John the Baptist and Moses are symbolic figures 
who represent together, and by themselves, the Law and the Prophets. Between these two important witnesses are 
Jesus’ own works, the Father’s testimony, and the Scriptures that all testify in favor of Jesus. John, the author, in the 
writing of his gospel, is demonstrating to his readers how Jesus’ work fulfills the Scriptures, which is the Father’s  
testimony. Both John the Baptist and Moses, who represent the Law and the Prophets, represent the Father’s 
testimony in favor of Jesus.

4) John 4:1-42
To further confirm that the symbolic meaning for “water” for the author of the Gospel of John means “the Law and 
the Prophets”, or the Father’s revelation, we will examine John 4:1-42. As we have already shown, the introduction 
to this story is modeled after, via mimesis, Exodus 2:15, which reads,

“When Pharaoh (Φαραω) heard (ηκουσε) of this, he tried to kill (εζητει ανελειν) 
Moses, but Moses fled from Pharaoh and went to live in Midian, where he sat down (εκα
θισεν) by a well (επι του ϕρεατος).”

John 4:1-3 reads,



“The Pharisees (Φαρισαιο) heard (ηκουσαν) that Jesus was gaining and baptizing 
more disciples than John, although in fact it was not Jesus who baptized, but his disciples. 
When the Lord learned of this, he left Judea and went back once more to Galilee. Now he 
had to go through Samaria. So he came to a town in Samaria called Sychar, near the plot 
of ground Jacob had given to his son Joseph. Jacob’s well was there, and Jesus, tired as 
he was from the journey, sat down (εκαθεζετο) by the well (επι τη πηγη). It was about 
the sixth hour.”

Even as Pharaoh heard that Moses tried rescuing an Israelite from an Egyptian, and thus from slavery, so, too, do 
the Pharisees hear that Jesus is gaining and baptizing more disciples than John (thus rescuing the people from those 
who are in charge of interpreting the Law, and who interpret the Law incorrectly, not confessing Jesus as the Christ), 
thus rescuing them from slavery (cf. Jn. 8:31-36).  Even as Pharaoh tried to kill Moses on account of his rescue 
attempt, so, too, do the Pharisees seek to kill Jesus on account of His rescue attempt (implied, cf. Jn. 7:1, 19-20, ζητ
ειτε αποκτειναι). And even as Moses left from there and went to another region, where he sat down by a well, and 
rescued seven shepherdesses, so, too, does Jesus leave from there and go to Samaria where He sits down by a well 
and rescues not just a Samaritan woman but an entire Samaritan village. 

 But unlike Moses who was afraid and fled from Pharaoh to save his own life, the author of the gospel does not say 
that Jesus was afraid nor does He flee to save his life. Rather, the picture of Jesus that we are given in the gospel is 
one in which He is in complete control, who knows His purpose (to die for the sins of humanity), and is set on 
accomplishing it. So, again, it is via similarities and dissimilarities, in his comparison of Moses with Jesus, that the 
gospel author demonstrates the surpassing greatness of Jesus.  

The gospel author tells us that in reality it was not Jesus who “baptized” but His disciples. In doing so, the author is 
making it clear that this evangelization is the work of the believers in Jesus after His death and resurrection. Since 
they were being persecuted by the Pharisees (who were in control after the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 AD) on 
account of winning over converts from the Pharisaic interpretation of the Law to the true interpretation of the Law 
(which testifies in favor of Jesus being the Messiah; “gaining and baptizing more disciples than John”), the 
Christians had to leave Judea, and therefore entered into Samaria. Jesus, therefore, in this story, is representing the 
Christians who are ambassadors for Christ. The success of Christianity, and the threat that its success posed to 
Judaism, is clear from a number of passages that speak not only of “the crowds” converting over to Christianity (cf. 
7:12-13, 31, 43), but also of “the Jews” (the very leaders of Judaism) who come to believe in Jesus as the Christ (cf. 
7:48-52; 10:19-21; 11:45; 12:42). In John 12:19 we read, “The Pharisees said to one another, ‘…Look how the 
whole world has gone after Him’.” 

We are told that the well that Jesus “sat down by” was “Jacob’s well” (Jn. 4:6). Even as John has been comparing 
Jesus with Moses, and will continue to do so, and even as John, in chapter 8, will compare Jesus to Abraham, so, 
too, does John compare Jesus with Jacob here in chapter 4. In each of these comparison’s, of course, Jesus is shown 
to be greater than the great Jewish founding fathers of the nation Israel. In this instance, the “water” from Jacob’s 
well is contrasted with the “living water” that Jesus gives.  
That this “water” from Jacob’s well again symbolically represents “the Law and the Prophets” (which Moses and 
John the Baptist represent) is to be understood by John’s repeated use of the word “to draw” (αντλεω) in John 4:7, 
11, 15. John is connecting this passage with the earlier Cana miracle story where the same word was used (Jn. 2:8) 
and tied to Moses (Ex. 2:10), and in doing so, he is importing the symbolic meaning for “water” that he had earlier 
established. That this “water” from “Jacob’s well” was highly valued is stated in John 4:12:

“Are you greater than our father Jacob, who gave us the well and drank from it himself, 
as did also his sons and his flocks and herds?”

Moses, who was “drawn from the water” and who represents the Law and the Prophets, descended from Jacob and 
his twelve sons. Jacob, therefore, can be considered to be the one responsible for giving this “water” from “Jacob’s 
well” to the Samaritan people (John will later, in chapter 8, go even further back in Israel’s history, to its very 
inception, to show that Jesus is greater than even father Abraham- the first father of the Israelites). 



But that the “water” that Jesus offers is greater than the “water” that Jacob (thus Moses) offers is clear from Jesus’ 
words in John 4:13:

“Everyone who drinks this water will be thirsty again, but whoever drinks the water I 
give him will never thirst. Indeed, the water I give him will become in him a spring of 
water welling up to eternal life.”

This “water” from Jesus is referred to as “living water” (Jn. 4:10; υδωρ ζϖν), in contrast to the “dead water” that is 
found in “Jacob’s well”. The Law offers death and continual thirst when not used as it was meant to be used. If we 
allow the Law to fulfill its true purpose- that of testifying to Jesus- then it will lead us to the “living waters”. What 
are the “living waters”? In John 7:37-39 we read,

“On the last and greatest day of the Feast, Jesus stood up and said in a loud voice, ‘If 
anyone is thirsty, let him come to me and drink. Whoever believes in me, as the Scripture 
has said, streams of living water (υδατος ζϖντος) will flow from within him.’ By this 
He meant the Spirit, whom those who believed in Him were later to receive. Up to that 
time the Spirit had not been given, since Jesus had not yet been glorified.”

That the author of John, in John 4:10, in his use of the phrase “living water”, is referring to the Holy Spirit, cannot 
be doubted. Not only are the same Greek words used for this phrase in both John 4:10 and 7:38, and not only is the 
meaning for “living water” in John 7:39 clearly stated, but also we find again, even as was in John 1:26, 31, 33, in 
John 2:7, 9, and in John 3:5, “water” (the Law and the Prophets) being compared and contrasted to “the Holy 
Spirit”. How does one obtain this “living water”? By believing in Jesus, just as the Scriptures have said (John 7:38)!

That this “well scene” here in John 4 is another portrayal of Jesus’ death and resurrection and what that means for 
the Samaritan people (and for all of us) is alluded to in John 4:6:

“Jacob’s well was there, and Jesus, tired as he was from the journey, sat down by the 
well. It was about the sixth hour.”

Leon Morris, in his commentary on John, states,

“R.H. Lightfoot points out that there are parallels with the passion narrative. In both we 
read of Jesus’ physical distress (4:6; 19:11f.), and of His thirst (4:7; 19:28). In both there 
is a time note mentioning ‘the sixth hour’ (4:7; 19:14), and a reference to the completion 
of His work (4:34; 19:30; the Greek verbs are related). There may be nothing to all of 
this. Yet in 4:42 Jesus is called ‘the Savior of the world’, and John may accordingly be 
recalling of set purpose incidents which point to the Passion, wherein man’s salvation 
was wrought out” (The Gospel According to John; The New International Commentary  
on the New Testament. p.255).

We are proposing that “Jacob’s well” stands for “the Law and the Prophets”, as well as the “water” that is in the 
well. Jesus, in John 4:6, is placing Himself under the judgement of the Law, and though He is without sin and not 
deserving of death, He succumbs to it in order to redeem humanity from its curse. “It was about the sixth hour.”

Type-Scene
The author, by introducing this well scene, is not only presenting us with another “rescue” scene parallel to that of 
Moses’ rescue scenes, but is also presenting us with another “wedding” scene (also, but not only, parallel with 
Moses’ wedding scene). Even as in the Cana miracle Jesus is the groom and the disciples the bride, and even as John 
the Baptist in John 3:29 calls Jesus the bridegroom and those believing in Him the bride, so, too, does the author of 
the gospel want us to understand that Jesus, in this passage, is the groom and that the Samaritan woman (and the 
Samaritan people) are the bride. The scholars have already suggested this. Their reason for doing so is because every 
other well scene in the Bible has something to do with a marriage (cf. Gen. 24, the wedding of Isaac and Rebecca; 
Gen. 29, the wedding of Jacob and Rachel; Ex. 2, the wedding of Moses and Zipporah). One of the things I hope to 
do is to show how I am building upon the earlier foundation of “type-scenes” that scholars before have previously 



laid out in their discussions of the biblical well scenes. Robert Alter, in his book, The Art of Biblical Narrative, 
credits another scholar, Robert C. Culley, with unknowingly discovering what Alter calls a “purposefully deployed 
literary convention” (p.50) in his monograph entitled Studies in the Structure of Hebrew Narrative. This literary 
convention that was unknowingly discovered by Culley is designated by Alter as the “type-scene”, a term used by 
students of Homer who 

“have generally agreed that there are certain prominent elements of repetitive 
compositional pattern in both Greek epics that are a conscious convention…. The notion 
was first worked out by Walter Arend in 1933 (Die typischen Szenen bei Homer)…. Very 
briefly, Arend’s notion is that there are certain fixed situations which the poet is expected 
to include in his narrative and which he must perform according to a set order of motifs- 
situations like the arrival, the message, the voyage, the assembly, the oracle, the arming 
of the hero, and some half-dozen others” (p.50).

 Alter then proposes 

“that there is a series of recurrent narrative episodes attached to the careers of biblical 
heroes that are analogous to Homeric type-scenes in that they are dependent on the 
manipulation of a fixed constellation of predetermined motifs” (p. 51).

In his identification of one type scene in the Bible as the betrothal scene that occurs at a well, Alter lists a particular 
set of circumstances that the biblical authors included. He states,

“…when a biblical narrator…came to the moment of his hero’s betrothal, both he and his 
audience were aware that the scene had to unfold in particular circumstances, according 
to a fixed order. If some of those circumstances were altered or suppressed, or if the 
scene were actually omitted, that communicated something to the audience…. The 
betrothal type-scene, then, must take place with the future bridegroom, or his surrogate, 
having journeyed to a foreign land. There he encounters a girl…or girls at a well. 
Someone, either the man or the girl, then draws water from the well; afterward, the girl or 
girls rush to bring home the news of the stranger’s arrival (the verbs ‘hurry’ and ‘run’ are 
given recurrent emphasis at this junction of the type-scene); finally, a betrothal is 
concluded between the stranger and the girl, in the majority of instances, only after he has 
been invited to a meal” (p.52).

Alter, a few pages later, after pointing out the circumstances in common that the three well scenes mentioned above 
share, states,

“What I am suggesting is that the contemporary audiences of these tales, being perfectly 
familiar with the convention, took particular pleasure in seeing how in each instance the 
convention could be, through the narrator’s art, both faithfully followed and renewed for 
the specific needs of the hero under consideration. In some cases, moreover, the biblical 
authors, counting on their audiences familiarity with the features and function of the type-
scene, could merely allude to the type-scene or present a transfigured version of it” 
(p.58).

He then states,

“In all this, of course, we must keep in mind that what we are witnessing is not merely 
the technical manipulation of a literary convention for the sheer pleasure of play with the 
convention, though, as I argued at the end of the previous chapter, significant playful 
activity on the part of the Hebrew writers should by no means be discounted, even in 
these sacred texts. The type-scene is not merely a way of formally recognizing a 
particular kind of narrative moment; it is also a means of attaching that moment to a 
larger pattern of historical and theological meaning” (p. 59-60).



Thomas Brodie, in his commentary The Gospel According to John: A Literary and Theological Commentary, and 
also having used Alter’s work on type-scenes, includes into the list the Samaritan woman story in John 4 as a part of 
the biblical betrothal scenes that occur at wells. He states,

“John 4 produces this type-scene with scrupulous care, but with a glaring omission- the 
final elements of a meal and betrothal.
 Such a startling variation on a type-scene was not unknown in biblical narrative. In fact, 
variations on type scenes were ways of catching attention, of saying something….
 …. If the crucial elements of the meal and betrothal are absent, it is not because they 
have been forgotten, but because they appear in another form. Instead of the ordinary 
meal there is a kind of spiritual meal. When the disciples buy food and offer it to Jesus, 
he replies: ‘My food is to do the will of him who sent me, and to accomplish his work’ 
(4:8, 31-34). In other words, at this stage in the gospel, the idea of a meal is replaced by 
an insistence on the priority of the spiritual, the priority of doing God’s will.
 And the idea of a betrothal has been replaced by two factors, by what may be called an 
‘unbetrothal’- the liberating of a woman who had been over-betrothed physically- and, 
more positively, by a betrothal of a more spiritual nature, a betrothal of belief. The 
woman, as the text implies, comes to believe, and so do the people- the people whom she 
in some way represents. The text does not say explicitly that Jesus was involved in any 
process of betrothal, but at the end of the scene at the well, exactly where the type-scene 
would usually require the actual betrothal, the story tells that the believers invited Jesus 
to abide with them. And for two days he did so. It is in this idea, of abiding with the 
believers, of staying with them, that the reality of betrothal finds new expression” (p. 
218).

That John intended for his readers to pick up on the wedding imagery here, as Brodie claims, can be confirmed 
when comparing Genesis 24 with John 4. One of my claims in this book is that John has used Genesis 24 as one of 
his source materials in the composition of John 4:1-42.

Three “word” clues that led me to initiate a comparison study between Genesis 24 and John 4:1-42 was:

1) John’s use of two different Greek words for “well” (πηγη and ϕρεαρ; Jn. 4:6, 11, 12, 14) in the Samaritan 
woman story. These same two words are used in Genesis 24 (Gen. 24:11, 13, 16, 20, 29, 30,41, 43, 45, 62);

2) John’s use of the verb “to draw” (αντλεω) which was earlier used in our Cana miracle story (Jn. 2:8) is also 
used here in our Samaritan woman story (Jn. 4:7, 11). This same word is also found in this Genesis story (Gen. 
24:13, 20, 43);

3) John’s use of the word “to drink” (πειν from πινω) is found both in our Genesis story (Gen. 24:14, 18, 19, 22, 
44, 46) and in the Samaritan woman story (Jn. 4:7, 9, 12). 

In this chapter in Genesis Abraham is nearing death. He commissions his chief servant to find a wife for his son 
Isaac.  In Genesis 24:3-7 we read,

“I want you to swear by the Lord, the God of heaven and the God of earth, that you will  
not get a wife for my son from the daughters of the Canaanites, among whom I am living, 
but will go to my country and my own relatives and get a wife for my son Isaac…. The 
Lord, the God of heaven, who brought me out of my father’s household and my native 
land and who spoke to me and promised me on oath, saying, ‘To your offspring I will 
give this land’- he will send his angel before you so that you can get a wife for my son 
from there.” 



The chief servant, having been bound by oath, sets out on his journey to find a wife for his master’s son Isaac. He 
arrives in the town of Nahor- Abraham’s brother. Standing beside a well, he prays to God, asking for His help in 
finding a wife for Isaac. There we read:

“Before he had finished praying, Rebekah came out with her jar on her shoulder. She was 
the daughter of Bethuel son of Milcah, who was the wife of Abraham’s brother Nahor. 
The girl was very beautiful, a virgin; no man had ever lain with her. She went down to 
the spring, filled her jar and came up again. 
 The servant hurried to meet her and said, ‘Please give me a little water from your jar.’ 
 ‘Drink, my lord,’ and quickly lowered the jar to her hands and gave him a drink. 
 After she had given him a drink, she said, ‘I’ll draw water for your camels too, until they  
have finished drinking’” (Gen. 24:15-19). 

Later on, the chief servant, when telling Rebekah’s brother and father about his prayer to God for guidance in 
finding a wife for his master’s son, repeats these words of Abraham:

“And my master made me swear an oath, and said, ‘You must not get a wife for my son 
from the daughters of the Canaanites, in whose land I live, but go to my father’s family 
and to my own clan, and get a wife for my son’. 
 Then I asked my master, ‘What if the woman will not come back with me?’ 
 He replied, ‘The Lord, before whom I have walked, will send his angel with you and 
make your journey a success, so that you can get a wife for my son from my own clan and 
from my father’s family’” (Gen. 24:37-38).

After the chief servant receives permission from Rebekah’s family to take her back to marry Isaac, and after 
Rebekah’s own consent to marriage, they return to the land of Canaan. There we read,

“Now Isaac had come from Beer Lahai Roi, for he was living in the Negev. He went out 
to the field (εις το πεδιον) one evening to meditate, and as he looked up (αναβλεψας το
ις οϕθαλµοις), he saw camels approaching. Rebekah also looked up (αναβλεψασα τοι
ς οϕθαλµοις) and saw Isaac. She got down from her camel and asked the servant, ‘Who 
is that man in the field (εν τω πεδιω) coming to meet us?’
‘He is my master,’ the servant answered. So she took her veil and covered herself.
Then the servant told Isaac all he had done. Isaac brought her into the tent of his mother 
Sarah, and he married Rebekah. So she became his wife; and Isaac was comforted after 
his mother’s death” (Genesis 24:62-67).

In comparing this Genesis 24 story with our John 4:1-42 story, the following similarities/dissimilarities confirmed 
my suspicion that the author of John used Genesis 24 as one of his sources in the composition of the Samaritan 
woman story:

1) It is repeated twice in Genesis 24 Abraham’s emphatic command to his servant “not to get a wife for his son 
from the daughters of the Canaanites (Gen. 24:3, 37). This is something that the Jews were proud of- their pure 
lineage. They prided themselves in having been “set apart” from the other nations by God, and thus tried to 
maintain a pure Jewish lineage. Abraham, the father of the nation of Israel, was their example. “You must not 
get a wife for my son from the daughters of the Canaanites…but go to my father’s family.” In our John 4 
passage, Jesus, the Son of God, goes to the hated Samaritan people to take a “wife” for Himself, as we shall see. 
The author of the gospel, therefore, is contrasting Jesus’ attitude with that of Abraham’s, and by doing so, is 
showing that the Word, in all of His previous glory, set all of that aside, to become flesh, and in doing so, 
identified with all of humanity in our sinfulness.

2) In our Genesis story, the servant of Abraham finds “a virgin that no man has slept with” to marry his master’s 
son. Jesus, the Son of God, finds for Himself a hated Samaritan woman who has had five husbands, and is now 
living with a sixth to whom she is not married. Jesus will take her to be His bride. And the Word became flesh!



3) In our Genesis story, the servant asked Rebekah for a drink of water, and Rebekah gave water not only to the 
servant but also to the servant’s animals. In our John story, Jesus, the Son of God, asked the Samaritan woman 
for a drink, and she responded with, “You are a Jew, and I am a Samaritan woman. How can you ask me for a 
drink?” Jesus’ response is fitting for all of us: “If you knew the gift of God and who it is that asks you for a 
drink, you would have asked him and he would have given you living water” (John 4:10).

4) In our Genesis story, the servant of Abraham sets out on his journey with “ten of his master’s camels and all 
kinds of good things from his master” (Gen. 24:10). After receiving water from Rebekah, he initially gives to 
her “ a gold nose ring weighing a beka and two gold bracelets weighing ten shekels” (Gen. 24:22). He later 
gives to her “gold and silver jewelry and articles of clothing”, and “he also gave costly gifts to her brother and 
her mother”  (Gen. 24:53). Jesus, on the other hand, being the Son of God, comes bearing no material gifts. 
Instead, he appears by the well, “tired from the journey”, with nothing but Himself to give and His promise of 
being able to give “living water” (John 4:10). 

 
5) In our Genesis story, the servant refuses to eat until he has told Rebekah’s family his errand (Gen. 24:33). So, 

too, in John 4 do the disciples urge Jesus to eat something, but Jesus responds with,

“I have food to eat that you know nothing about…My food is to do the will of Him who 
sent me and to finish His work” (Jn. 4:32, 34).

6) And finally, in our Genesis story, as Rebekah nears the place where she will first meet her fiancé, we are told 
that Isaac being “in the field” (εις το πεδιον) “looked up” (αναβλεψας τοις οϕθαλµοις) and saw Rebekah, 
his soon-to-be wife, and went to meet her. So, too, in our John story, does Jesus tell the disciples to “open your 
eyes” (επαρατε τους οϕθαλµους) and “look into the fields” (θεασασθε τας χωρας; John 4:35) as the 
Samaritan townspeople approach “Him” (John 4:30). By implication, then, Jesus is telling His disciples to go 
and meet His new “wife”. The Samaritan people “believe” (πιστευοµεν) in Jesus because they have “heard” (α
κηκοαµεν). As we have already seen, these two words, “believe” and “hear”, allude back to our Moses’ 
Exodus story. In using these two words here, John is telling us that the Samaritan people also experienced a 
like-event in Jesus to that of what the Israelites experienced when being led out of their slavery from Egypt by 
Moses. They now know that Jesus is “the Savior of the world” (Jn. 4:42). Believing this, they have become part 
of the Church, the bride of Christ.

John, the author, has employed not only the literary convention of “the betrothal at a well” type-scene, but he has 
also used at least one of the Old Testament well scenes- Genesis 24- as source material, in the composition of the 
Samaritan woman story. 

Hopefully, by now, we can see how carefully John the author carefully chose each and every word in this gospel. I 
am sure that what has been put forth in this book is only scratching the surface of all of the hidden meaning and 
cross-references that John, the author, has included in the composition of this work of art. Every word is pregnant 
with meaning and, as he stated in John 21:25, “If every one of them [the things Jesus accomplished] were written 
down, I suppose that even the whole world would not have room for the books that would be written.” 

5) I John 5:6-8

One final text- I John 5:6-8- I would like for us to examine that will again confirm our interpretation of John’s 
symbolic meaning for the word “water”. In I John 5:6-8 we read,

“This is the One who came by water and blood- Jesus Christ. He did not come by water 
only, but by water and blood. And it is the Spirit who testifies, because the Spirit is the 
truth. For there are three that testify; the Spirit, the water and the blood; and the three are 
in agreement.”

One only has to read through several commentaries on I John to see that the scholar’s are confounded about the 
meaning of this text. One of the best sources, in my opinion, for an understanding of the issues surrounding the 
interpretation of this passage is the renowned Catholic scholar Raymond Brown’s commentary The Epistles of John 



(The Anchor Bible, Doubleday, New York, 1982). I refer the reader to Brown’s magnificent commentary on I John 
for an overview of the various theories of interpretation on I John 5:6-8, as well as an in-depth study on what is 
commonly referred to as “the Johannine Comma”, and for a discussion as to who the opponents are that the author 
of I John is writing against. In commenting upon I John 5:6-8, Brown states,

“The language the author uses in 5:6-8 to describe his particular christology is an 
excellent example of the strengths and weaknesses of I John. The burning conviction of 
the author, the oratorical power of his short phrases, the vividness of the imagery of 
water, blood, and Spirit, and the probative force of three witnesses: These illustrate the 
flare and genius of the writer. The weakness, from our point of view at least, is the utter 
obscurity of what he is talking about. (I say ‘from our point of view’ because one can 
hope that his readers who shared his linguistic world understood much better.) For a 
change the main problem is not the imprecise grammar that mars much of I John, but the 
imagery for which we have no certain key. If one counts the discussions of the Johannine 
Comma (Appendix IV) [which we will take up shortly], more ink has been applied to 
paper in discussing these verses than in discussing any other comparable section of I 
John. I have devoted long NOTES to the various theories with their pros and cons” (p. 
595; italics mine).

And in his Appendix IV: The Johannine Comma, Brown says,

“The symbolism in the passage is obscure, as we have seen in the Commentary; and so it 
is no surprise that there have been attempts to clarify and that these have left marks upon 
the text in the course of transmission. The most famous, which refers to three heavenly 
witnesses, is known as the Johannine Comma and consists of the words italicized below:

Because there are three who testify in heaven:
Father, Word, and Holy Spirit;
And these three are one;
And there are three who testify on earth:
The Spirit and the water and the blood;
And these three are unto one” (p. 775).

Again, concerning the Comma, Brown states,

“Isaac Newton, who was interested in the Bible as well as in mathematics, remarked of 
the Comma, ‘Let them make good sense of it who are able; for my part I can make 
none’” (p. 775).

There are at least three issues surrounding this text (I John 5:6-8) that I want to touch upon. These issues are 1) the 
symbolic meaning of the words “water” and “blood”; 2) the Johannine Comma; and 3) John’s adversaries.

The symbolic meaning of the words “water” and “blood”.

If we believe that the author of the Gospel of John is the same author who wrote I John, or if we believe that the 
author of I John was a disciple of the author of the Gospel of John, and who would therefore be aware of the 
symbolic meanings that are contained within the Gospel of John, then we can assume that the same symbolic 
meaning that was given to the word “water” in the Gospel of John is also given to the word “water” here in I John. 
Now in the Gospel of John we have seen that the word “water” symbolizes “the Law and the Prophets”, or, in other 
words, God, the Father’s, way of revelation. This means that it was God the Father who spoke through the Law and 
the Prophets. So the standard symbolic meaning for the word “water” in John’s Gospel means “the Law and the 
Prophets” or the Father’s means of revelation (Later, in John’s Gospel [Jn. 7:38-39], the author introduces the 
symbolic meaning for “living water”, which means the Holy Spirit, but he does so to contrast what Jesus has to offer 
[the living water] with what Jacob had to offer [dead well-water]).



 So if we take John’s standard meaning for the word “water” (the Law and the Prophets) and apply it to the word 
“water” used in I John 5:7-8 (“For there are three that testify: the Spirit, the water, and the blood; and the three are in 
agreement”), then what we do indeed have is a trinitarian statement! The “Spirit” would, of course, stand for the 
Holy Spirit; the “water” would stand for the Father (the Law and the Prophets, or the Father’s means of revelation); 
and the “blood” would stand for Jesus Christ (the Son’s means of revelation- His life and His death).

The Johannine Comma.

For a quick review of the history of the Comma, I quote I.Howard Marshall’s footnotes, in his commentary The 
Epistles of John:

“The words ‘in heaven: the Father, the word and the Holy Spirit, and these three are one. 
And there are three that testify on earth’ are usually said to be found in only four Greek 
MSS (61 88mg 629 635 mg- so Metzger, 717; but UBS gives 61 88mg 429mg 629 
636mg 918). None of these is earlier than the fourteenth century. The passage is quoted 
by none of the Greek church writers, and it first appears in Greek in a council report of 
1215. None of the ancient versions of the New Testament contains the words, except the 
Latin version. The words appear, with considerable variation (including inversion of the 
order of the two sets of witnesses), in some Old Latin and Vulgate MSS, but not in the 
earliest form of the Old Latin or in Jerome’s edition of the Vulgate. They are attested by a 
number of Latin writers, the earliest certain reference being in the Liber Apologeticus of 
the Spanish writer Priscillian (ob. C. 385) or his follower Instantius. It is wholly 
improbable that such a weakly attested reading is an original part of the text of I John, 
and the added words cause a break in the sense. The addition appears to rest on 
allegorical exegesis of the three witnesses in the text; it was probably written in the 
margin of a Latin MS and found its way into the text; later still the order of the two sets 
of witnesses was inverted and the text was translated back into Greek and was included in 
a few Greek MSS. Erasmus rejected it from the first two editions of his Greek New 
Testament; he said that he would include it if a single Greek MS could be produced 
containing the words. Such a MS (61), probably written in 1520, was produced, and 
Erasmus had to keep his word in his third edition (1522), although he protested forcibly; 
subsequently, he again omitted the words. But the words remained in the Vulgate, and 
modern Roman Catholic translations, based on the Vulgate rather than the Greek text, 
included them (so Knox); the most recent Roman Catholic translations (such as the 
Jerusalem Bible) omit them. There remains some doubt as to how far back the variant 
reading can be traced in the Latin tradition (Schnackenburg, 46; W.Thiele, 
‘Beobachtungen zum Comma Johanneum (I John 5, 7f.),’ ZNW 50, 1959, 61-73), but this 
does not affect the basic issue. Elsewhere the latin text of I John shows other 
interpolations and alterations (2:17; 4:3; 5:6, 20)” (in The New International Commentary 
on the New Testament, William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1978, p.236-7, 
footnote 19).

Brown, again, in his appendix on the Comma, states,

“No other passage in the NT betrays the trinitarian sophistication of the Comma, which 
mentions not only three divine entities (as does Matt 28:19) but also that they are one. 
And while such a statement of unity among the three divine figures would have been 
helpful in the trinitarian debates of the fourth century, it is awkward in the first-century 
context of I John where a plurality of witnesses was needed to give force to the argument. 
(In the undisputed Greek text of I John the three witnesses are “unto one,” i.e., of one 
accord; but they are not one witness.) Today scholars are virtually unanimous that the 
Comma arose well after the first century as a trinitarian reflection upon the original text 
of I John and was added to the biblical MSS. hundreds of years after I John was written” 
(p. 776).



Not being a scholar myself, and therefore unable to determine when and where the Comma came into being, I would 
like to spend some ink upon what both Brown and Marshall have identified as the probable reason why the Comma 
came into being. As we quoted above, Marshall says,

“The addition appears to rest on allegorical exegesis of the three witnesses in the text; it 
was probably written in the margin of a Latin MS and found its way into the text…” (p. 
236).

Brown says,

“…the Comma probably arose through allegorical reflection on what the three witnesses 
(Spirit, water, blood) of I John 5:7 might symbolize in relation to the Trinity, especially 
on the basis of texts in Gjohn” (p. 778).

So, according to both Brown and Marshall, the probable reason why the Comma came into existence was due to 
later allegorical reflection upon the meaning of “the Spirit, the water, and the blood; and the three are in agreement” 
of I John 5:8. The questions in my mind (another good research project for some eager student!) are: 1) who 
allegorically interpreted the word “water” to refer to the Spirit? 2) who allegorically interpreted the word “water” to 
refer to the Father? 3) why did those who interpreted the word “water” to refer to the Father do so?; and 4) when did 
those who interpreted the word “water” to refer to the Father begin doing so? My suspicions are that the author of 
the Comma did interpret the word “water” to refer to the Father, and perhaps since this interpretation was so little 
known to others, he/she inserted it into the text so as to preserve the true meaning of I John 5:6-8 and to keep it from 
getting lost again.

According to Raymond Brown, concerning Augustine's interpretation of this text, he says,

"We see this clearly [that Augustine meditated in a trinitarian way on the ‘three’ of I 
John, but not that he was necessarily aware of the Comma itself] in "Contra Maximinum 
2.22.3 (PL 42, 794-95) where he says that I John 5:7-8 (standard text without the 
Comma) brings the Trinity to mind; for the "Spirit" is the Father (John 4:24), the "blood" 
is the Son (see John 19:34-35), and the "water" is the Spirit (John 7:38-39). Such 
reflection on the symbols of I John in light of other Johannine symbolic usage may have 
been exactly what gave rise to the wording of the Comma" (The Epistles of John, Anchor 
Bible Series, Doubleday, New York, NY, 1982, Appendix IV, p. 785, brackets mine).

Then, in a footnote on the same page, Brown says,

"In PG 5, 1300 Claudius Apollinaris of Hierapolis (late second century) interprets the 
‘blood’ and ‘water’ of John 19:34-35 as Word and Spirit. Eucherius of Lyons (d. 450), 
living just after Augustine, makes no reference to the Comma but interprets the water, 
blood, and Spirit in John 19:30-35 as references to Father, Son, and Spirit who testify 
(Instructionum I: De Epistula Iohannis; CSEL 31, 137-38). A century later Facundus of 
Hermiane was applying the three elements of I John to Father, Son, and Holy Spirit 
without clearly indicating he knew the Comma" (p. 785, footnote 31).

From what Brown seems to be saying, some early church fathers (i.e. Augustine and Claudius Apollinaris of 
Hierapolis) interpreted "water" to refer to the Spirit, while others (i.e. Eucherius of Lyons) interpreted "water" to 
refer to the Father. Brown tells us above how the interpretation of “water”, in I John 5:7-8, being identified with the 
Holy Spirit, came about (via John 7:38-39; “‘Whoever believes in me, as the Scripture has said, streams of living 
water will flow from within him.’ By this he meant the Spirit, whom those who believed in him were later to 
receive.”), as well as how the interpretation of “the Spirit”, being identified with the Father, came about (via John 
4:24; “God is Spirit”).  But what Brown does not provide us with is how (if at all) Eucherius (and others?) arrived at 
his interpretation of seeing “water” identified as the Father.

When looking at John 1-4, and our interpretation of “water” in those chapters, we can see how “water” does make 
sense when interpreted as “the Father”, and, at the same time, how it makes no sense whatsoever to interpret “water” 



as the Spirit. To interpret the word “water” as referring to the Spirit would then give us a redundancy in all four 
chapters.

In John 1, when John the Baptist says, three times, that he came baptizing with ‘water” (Jn. 1:36, 31, 33), and then 
says, the third time, in comparison with his own baptism, that Jesus would baptize with the Holy Spirit (Jn. 1:33), 
we can see how it would make no sense whatsoever if “water” was interpreted to mean “Spirit”. For then we would 
have a proclamation from John the Baptist proclaiming that he came baptizing with “Spirit”, but one who comes 
after him will baptize with “the Holy Spirit”. If we interpret “water” to mean “Spirit”, in this text, then we lose the 
force of the comparison that John the Baptist was making. There would be no comparison. But if we interpret 
“water” to mean “the Law and the Prophets”, or the Father’s way of revealing Himself, then it does make sense. It is 
the same sort of comparison that the author of the Gospel of John had already made in John 1:16-17. “The Law was 
given through Moses; grace and truth came through Jesus Christ.” They were both blessings, but the latter was the 
fulfillment of the former, and thus greater for mankind. For via Jesus’ death, the Holy Spirit would be released to 
help others come to believe. This passage, if “water” referred to the Father’s self-revelation, would be a trinitarian 
passage that speaks of the different stages in God’s (the Father’s, the Son’s, and the Spirit’s) plan of salvation.

If we interpret “water” to mean “the Holy Spirit” in John 2:1-11 (the Cana Miracle), again, it would make no sense. 
For then Jesus would be changing the Holy Spirit (water) into the Holy Spirit (wine; as we have demonstrated, John 
was using “wine” as a symbol of the outpouring of the Spirit in the last days as prophesied by the minor prophets). 
Again, as in John 1, it would be a redundancy. But if we interpret “water” in the Cana miracle to mean “the Law and 
the Prophets”, or the Father’s way of revealing Himself, then do we again see a progression in God’s plan of 
salvation. Jesus would then be changing the Law and the Prophets, or the Father’s way of revelation (water) into the 
Holy Spirit (wine) via his death and resurrection. It is again a trinitarian passage that deals with the different stages 
in history in God’s (the Father’s, the Son’s, and the Spirit’s) plan of salvation.

Again, in John 3:5, when Jesus says to Nicodemus that he must be born of “water and the Spirit”, if we were to 
interpret the word “water” to mean Spirit, we would have another redundancy. “You must be born of Spirit and the 
Spirit.” It would make no sense. But if we interpret the word “water” to mean “the Law and the Prophets”, or the 
Father’s way of revealing Himself, then does it make sense. Jesus would then be saying to Nicodemus, who is a 
leader of the Jews, that in order to enter the kingdom of God he must be born not only of the Law and the Prophets, 
or of the Father, which would be incomplete, but that he must also be born of the Spirit, via belief in the Son. Again, 
the entire plan of salvation, from God the Father to God the Son to God the Holy Spirit, is then taken into account. It 
is again a trinitarian passage.

And finally, in John 4, in the Samaritan woman story, if we were to interpret the word “water” from Jacob’s well to 
mean “Spirit”, then we would have Jesus saying, in John 4:13-14: “Everyone who drinks from this ‘water’ (Spirit) 
will be thirsty again, but whoever drinks the ‘water’ (Spirit; Jn. 7:37-39) I give him will never thirst. Indeed, the 
‘water’ (Spirit) I give him will become in him a spring of water welling up to eternal life”. This comparison of 
Jesus’ would then make no sense. But if we were to interpret the first “water” (from Jacob’s well) in this text to 
mean “the Law and the Prophets”, or the Father’s way of revealing Himself, and then interpret the next two 
appearances of the word “water” (obviously there is a comparison going on, and thus a different meaning between 
the first and the next two appearances of the word “water” in this text) to mean the Holy Spirit, then we have a 
comparison between, once again, the old and the new. It is the “water” from Jacob’s well (the Law and the Prophets, 
or the Father’s way of revealing Himself) that is being compared to the “living water” (the Spirit) that is given 
through believing in Jesus. We, again, have a trinitarian passage that deals with the different stages in God’s (the 
Father’s, the Son’s, and the Spirit’s) plan of salvation for humanity.

As we can see, to allegorically interpret the word “water” to mean “the Law and the Prophets”, or the Father’s way 
of revealing Himself, makes sense. If we do so, then what we have in I John 5:7-8 is a trinitarian statement. 

“For there are three that testify; the Spirit, the water (the Father’s way of revealing 
Himself) and the blood (the Son); and the three are in agreement” (οτι τρεις εισιν οι µα
ρτρουντες, το πνευµα και το υδωρ και το αιµα, και οι τρεις εις το εν εισιν). 



We shall leave it to the scholars to debate over the meaning of the Greek text “and the three are in agreement” in the 
light of this new information.

One more thing that I would like to point out, before moving on to our next issue, is the order in which the words 
“water”, “blood”, and “Spirit” appear in the standard Greek text, and the order in which the words “Father”, 
“Word”, and “Holy Spirit” appear in the Comma.

“This is the One who came by water and blood- Jesus Christ. He did not come by water 
only, but by water and blood. And it is the Spirit who testifies, because the Spirit is the 
truth. Because there are three who testify in heaven: Father, Word, and Holy Spirit; And 
these three are one; And there are three who testify on earth: The Spirit and the water 
and the blood; And these three are unto one” (italics are the words from the Comma).

In the standard Greek text, in I John 5:6, the order of these words are “water”, “blood”, and “Spirit”. The Comma is 
then inserted and the order of the words in the Comma are “Father”, “Word”, and “Holy Spirit”. Whoever wrote the 
Comma not only understood the words “water”, “blood”, and “Spirit” to refer to the trinity, but probably interpreted 
“water” to refer to “the Father”, “blood” to refer to “the Word/Son”, and “Spirit” to refer to “the Holy Spirit”. One 
could argue the other way, since in I John 5:8 the word order has been inverted to “the Spirit”, “the water”, and “the 
blood”, but the better sense would seem to be that the author of the Comma based his word-order on the first set of 
words instead of the latter order.

John’s Adversaries.

This brings us to the third issue that I would like to raise (another critical issue for some eager student to research), 
and that is the question as to who the adversaries are that John is writing against.  For with this new interpretation 
(which is really an old interpretation) we have a little more insight into who these adversaries might be. In I John 
5:6ab, we read, 

“This is the one who came by water and blood- Jesus Christ. He did not come by water 
only, but by water and blood.”

The scholars have commented that this verse reveals that John’s adversaries only professed Jesus Christ to have 
come by water, but they did not accept that He also came by blood. The author of I John is insisting to the contrary- 
that Jesus Christ came by both water and blood.  As Brown states, in commenting upon this verse,

“What the author has said thus far about Jesus was largely in reaction to secessionist 
propaganda on the subject, and that appears to be true here as well. The secessionists 
seem to have been employing a formula stating that the Christ, the Son of God, ‘came in 
water’” (p. 595).

I refer the reader to Brown’s Appendix I, Chart Four, in his commentary on I John, for what he has pointed out to be 
“Epistolary Statements Pertinent to the Adversaries’ Views”. Even though one should read the entire epistles of John 
(as well as the Gospel of John) to get a better feel for who John’s adversaries might be, I only will provide certain 
texts from I and II John that I hope will support my theory as to who John’s adversaries are. What we need to 
remember is that there are three groups involved in the reading of this epistle: 1) there is John and his group; 2) there 
are the adversaries John and his group are writing against; and 3) there are the recipients of John’s letters who John 
is writing to in order to warn them against the heresy of his adversaries and in order to encourage them in the Faith. 
The introduction to I John begins with these words:

“That which was from the beginning, which we have heard, which we have seen with our 
eyes, which we have looked at and our hands have touched- this we proclaim concerning 
the Word of life. The life appeared; we have seen it and testify to it, and we proclaim to 
you the eternal life, which was with the Father and has appeared to us. We proclaim to 
you what we have seen and heard, so that you also may have fellowship with us. And our 
fellowship is with the Father and with his Son, Jesus Christ” (I John 1:1-4).



There are three things of importance, in these first four verses, in searching for the identification of who John is 
warning his readers to watch out for.

1) The Life appeared, and that Life is Jesus Christ. He was flesh and blood. Evidently, John’s adversaries were 
denying that Jesus ever came in the flesh.

2) John, and those with him, are eyewitnesses of this fact that Jesus came in the flesh. They have heard, seen, and 
touched this Life, and are now proclaiming it to the readers so that they may be included in what this Life has 
to offer if they continue to believe in Him. So John is placing his (and his group’s) testimony against that of his 
adversaries. John’s adversaries say that Jesus never came in the flesh, which brings forth John’s emphasis (he 
repeats it in verse 2 and then again in verse 3) of his and his group’s own eyewitness testimony.

3) Whoever believes in this Life- that He has appeared and His salvific effect (which John will explain later in his 
epistle)- has fellowship with both the Father and the Son. John’s adversaries, as we shall see, were confessing 
fellowship with the Father. John is reassuring his readers that if they continue in the Faith, they have fellowship 
with both the Father and the Son (not only with the Son but also with the Father). John needs to assure his 
readers (who are Jewish) that if they believe in the Son they still have fellowship with the Father. Or to better 
state it, on account of believing in the Son they also have fellowship with the Father. If they do not accept the 
Son, then, as the epistle later states, they do not have the Father (cf. I John 2:23).

So, to sum up my theory, John’s opponents are 1) denying that Jesus came in the flesh; 2) saying that John and his 
group had “invented” the stories about Jesus (thus John’s emphasis on his and his group’s eyewitness testimony); 
and 3) saying that they, and they alone, have fellowship with the Father. John’s response is that Jesus came not only 
by “water” (was not invented from “the Law and the Prophets” out of thin air), but also by blood (he was real flesh). 
And the Spirit that the recipients see working in John and his group is a witness to this fact of Jesus’ “realness”. In 
support of this theory, I will cite a number of verses from John with a short explanation of how we might interpret 
these verses in light of this theory.

“Dear children, this is the last hour; and as you have heard that the antichrist is coming, 
even now many antichrists have come. This is how we know it is the last hour. They went 
out from us, but they did not really belong to us. For if they had belonged to us, they 
would have remained with us; but their going showed that none of them belonged to us” 
(I John 2:18-19).

As Brown has pointed out (see above), John’s adversaries used to belong to John’s group. But they left John’s 
group, and thus are rightly called “secessionists” by Brown. Why did they leave John’s group? One can only 
speculate, but my theory is that they did so because they themselves did not “see” Jesus in the flesh, and after 
spending time with John and his group, and learning that their stories about Jesus (i.e. the stories that we have in 
John’s Gospel) are “invented” and “created” from Old Testament stories, they challenged Jesus’ very existence.

“Who is the liar? It is the man who denies that Jesus is the Christ. Such a man is the 
antichrist- he denies the Father and the Son. No one who denies the Son has the Father; 
who acknowledges the Son has the Father also. See that what you have heard from the 
beginning remains in you. If it does, you also will remain in the Son and in the Father…. 
I am writing these things to you about those who are trying to lead you astray.” (I John 
2:22-26).

Here John is encouraging his readers to “remain” in the Son- to not be like the secessionists who did not “remain” in 
the Son. The secessionists professed to have the Father and, at the same time, denied believing in the Son. John 
denies that they have the Father, stating that you cannot have the Father if you do not have the Son. This is why, in 
both I and II John, that the words “the Father” almost everywhere appears where the words “the Son” appear (I John 
1:4; 2:22, 23, 24; 4:14; 5:6; II John 9). John is negating what the secessionists were teaching- namely, that you can 
have the Father without believing in the Son. For John, it is “the Father and the Son”, or neither. John is assuring his 
readers that the Father confirms the Son, and that to accept the Son is also to accept the Father. The readers are thus 



assured by John that they are not negating their past history (the Father), but rather that they are embracing it by 
accepting the Father’s testimony in favor of His Son (I John 5:7-12).

“And this is His command: to believe in the name of His Son, Jesus Christ…. And this is 
how we know that He lives in us: We know it by the Spirit He gave us” (I John 3:23-24).

John, here again, tells them of God the Father’s command to believe in His Son Jesus Christ. He is thus affirming to 
his readers that to believe in Jesus Christ is consistent with being a true Jew who obeys God the Father. Evidently 
the doctrine of the trinity had been worked out to a sufficient degree at this early stage in Church history so that John 
could expect his Jewish readers to understand the concepts of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. John also states what 
he has earlier alluded to (i.e. “anointing”, I John 2:20, 27), namely, that his readers have received the Spirit as a 
result of believing in Jesus, who also testifies in favor of the Life. This was a community that had experienced God 
personally via the Holy Spirit.

“This is how you can recognize the Spirit of God: Every spirit that acknowledges that 
Jesus Christ has come in the flesh is from God, but every spirit that does not 
acknowledge Jesus is not from God. This is the spirit of the antichrist, which you have 
heard is coming and even now is already in the world” (I John 4:2-3).

John, here again, affirms to his readers that Jesus did come in the flesh. Evidently, his adversaries were denying that 
Jesus came in the flesh. My theory is that the reason why these adversaries were denying that Jesus came in the flesh 
is because after they themselves had spent time with John and his group and received a superficial understanding of 
the “miracle stories”, discovering that these “stories” did not report literal historical events, they arrived at the 
conclusion (like so many people do today) that if those stories are not literally true, but rather were invented by 
John, then why believe in an historical Jesus? They then “went out” from John’s group and began to use their little 
knowledge against John’s group to cause doubt amongst those who were rather new to the Christian faith. John is 
thus testifying to them that Jesus did come in the flesh.

“This is how God showed his love among us: He sent His one and only Son into the 
world that we might live through Him. This is love: not that we loved God, but that He 
loved us and sent His Son as an atoning sacrifice for our sins…. We know that we live in 
Him and He in us, because He has given us of His Spirit. And we have seen and testify 
that the Father has sent His Son to be the Savior of the world. If anyone acknowledges 
that Jesus is the Son of God, God lives in him and he in God” (I John 4:9-15).

In these verses John again includes the Trinity. It was God the Father who sent His Son in order to redeem the 
readers (and all who will believe) from their sins; and it was the Son who gave the Spirit to John’s readers who 
confirms to the readers that they are in the Faith. Again, to believe in the Son is to be true to God the Father. The 
readers are concerned about being true to God the Father. The adversaries are telling them that they are not being 
true to God the Father if they believe in Jesus the Son. They are denying Jesus in the flesh and His purpose. John is 
negating what his adversaries have been telling his readers, and affirms to them that by believing in Jesus- that He 
came in the flesh- that they are doing what the Father wants them to do, for He sent the Son. Why did the Father 
send the Son? John repeats what he has earlier said- that the Father sent the Son as “an atoning sacrifice for our sins” 
(cf. I John 1:7; 2:2; 4:10).  Evidently, the adversaries were denying not only that Jesus came in the flesh, but also the 
necessity of His coming. They did not think that they were sinners (cf. I John 8, 10) and, at the same time, claimed 
to have fellowship with the Father (I John 1:6). John tells his readers that anyone who claims to be without sin is 
calling God a liar (I John 1:10). John tells his readers that even though they have sinned, God, the Father, sent the 
Son to “purify us from all sin” (I John 1:7), to be the “atoning sacrifice for our sins” (I John 2:2). John says (contra 
his adversaries), “The man who says, ‘I know Him (the Father)’, but does not do what He (the Father) commands is 
a liar and the truth is not in him” (I John 2:4; cf. I John 1:5-6).  What is it that Father commands? “And this is His 
command: to believe in the name of His Son, Jesus Christ, and to love one another as He commanded us” (I John 
3:23). This “love commandment” that John mentions is not a “new command” but an “old one” (I John 2:7). Again, 
he is assuring his readers that they are continuing to walk in the faith of their fathers, but a faith now made clearer 
than what was previously understood. This “old command” to love one another has been “renewed” in Jesus. God 
the Father’s plan of salvation for the Jews has taken a huge step forward in the sending of His Son. This plan of 
salvation has now been plainly declared in Jesus to be the Father’s plan of salvation for not only the Jews but for the 



whole world (I John 2:2). And it is God’s Spirit, who was given by the Son and through the Son who confirms this 
plan of salvation.

“Everyone who believes that Jesus is the Christ is born of God…. Who is it that 
overcomes the world? Only he who believes that Jesus is the Son of God. This is the One 
who came by water and blood- Jesus Christ. He did not come by water only, but by water 
and blood. And it is the Spirit who testifies, because the Spirit is the truth. For there are 
three that testify: the Spirit, the water and the blood; and the three are in agreement. We 
accept man’s testimony, but God’s testimony is greater because it is the testimony of 
God, which He has given about His Son. Anyone who believes in the Son of God has this 
testimony in his heart. Anyone who does not believe God has made Him out to be a liar, 
because he has not believed the testimony God has given about His Son” (I John 5:1-12).

Jesus came “not by water only, but by water and blood”. What John appears to be saying, against his adversaries, is 
that Jesus is not a “myth”, that He did not just come in “story-form”. John’s readers had heard the preachings of 
John and his group. These preachings were proclamations that Jesus is the Christ. These proclamations were based 
on Old Testament stories and prophecies. Some of these proclamations were in the form of “created stories”- stories 
that were woven from Old Testament stories with the purpose to show Jesus as the Christ (i.e. Cana Miracle). John’s 
adversaries, after having once belonged to John’s group but no longer a part of that group due to their own apostasy, 
were evidently saying that Jesus is a myth, invented from Old Testament (and other) stories. John seems to be 
affirming to his readers what he himself has seen, heard, and touched- that this Jesus did not come just by “water” 
(the Law and the Prophets, or the Father’s way of revealing Himself), but by “water and blood”. The Jesus that John 
was proclaiming (the Christ) was flesh and blood, and anyone who denies this is being moved by “the spirit of the 
antichrist” (I John 4:3), not by the Spirit of God (I John 4:2). Again, John is invoking the Trinity as the witness to 
what he is proclaiming. “There are three that testify: the Spirit, the water and the blood; and the three are in 
agreement.”

“I write these things to you who believe in the name of the Son of God so that you may 
know that you have eternal life” (I John 5:13).

Here, toward the conclusion of his letter, John states his reason for writing, that those “who believe in the name of 
the Son of God…may know that you have eternal life”. John’s adversaries were attempting to take this assurance 
away from John’s readers. John writes to assure his readers that Jesus is the key part to God the Father’s plan of 
salvation for the world, and that to continue to believe in Him as such will result in eternal life for the readers.

“Many deceivers, who do not acknowledge Jesus Christ as coming in the flesh, have gone 
out into the world. Any such person is the deceiver and the antichrist…. Anyone who 
runs ahead and does not continue in the teaching of Christ does not have God; whoever 
continues in the teaching has both the Father and the Son” (II John 7, 9).

Here in II John does John echo what he has already said in I John- that his adversaries negate that Jesus Christ came 
in the flesh, and in doing so, have identified themselves as “the deceiver and the antichrist”. Raymond Brown says 
the following concerning this phrase “do not acknowledge Jesus Christ as coming in the flesh”:

“There is insufficient context in II John to enable us to surmise what the author means by 
this formula, and so most scholars interpret it through the similar formula in I John 4:2, 
‘Jesus Christ come in the flesh,’ calling on the more ample context in that work (see 
NOTE on II John 7b). The past tense in I John is closer to the heart of the secessionist 
error than is the pres. tense of II John; for seemingly that error consisted in giving no 
major salvific value to Jesus’ earthly ministry (and not in a denial of the incarnation 
itself)” (The Epistles of John, The Anchor Bible, Doubleday, New York, 1982, p.686).

I, like the majority of scholars, think that II John 7 has to be interpreted in light of I John 4:2 and its wider context. 
However, my opinion (and I could very easily be wrong on this one) is that these adversaries did deny the 
incarnation itself for the reasons previously stated (i.e. “water and blood”). They used to belong to John’s group but 
were never actual eyewitnesses of the earthly life of Jesus, as John and his group were (John 1:14; I John 1:1-3). 



They learned the “stories” that were told by John and others- stories that were created/invented from the Old 
Testament and other sources. They arrived at the same conclusions that many people today arrive at in their 
“scholarly” studies, namely, since these stories are not literal historical reportings but rather fabrications, who is to 
say that Jesus ever really existed? If John’s adversaries were not denying the existence of Jesus the man (that there 
actually was a man named Jesus), then perhaps what they were denying is the confession that Jesus is/was the 
Christ (thus still denying the Incarnation- God become flesh)? “After all,” they might say, “ who is to say that 
John’s interpretations (and others) of the meaning of the earthly life of Jesus are the correct interpretations of the 
Old Testament texts that he (they) used in the creation of their stories?” In this way, these adversaries “run ahead” (π
ροαγων) and “do not continue in the teaching of Christ”. They are, what Brown has called, “progressives”. Having 
learned that the “stories” that John and his group (and other groups; i.e. Paul, Mark, Matthew, Luke) have “created”, 
they now take their “learning” a step or two “further” beyond what John had taught. John (and others) created 
“stories” about Jesus for the purpose of proclaiming Jesus as the promised Messiah. John’s adversaries, knowing 
that these “stories” are not literal-historical reportings, are now denying that Jesus is the Messiah (perhaps because 
they are coming up with their own interpretations of Old Testament stories and prophecies) or perhaps even denying 
that Jesus ever existed. Thus, when John says, in I John 5:6, that this is the one who came by water and blood- Jesus 
Christ. He did not come by water only, but by water and blood”, we might interpret this to mean something similar 
to our own phrase “by word and deed”. “Jesus came not by word/water/the Law and the Prophets/our interpretation 
of the Law and the Prophets/ the Father’s way of revealing Himself only- not only through the stories that we 
created from the Old Testament stories (the Law and the Prophets, the Father’s way of revealing Himself), but Jesus 
came by water and blood. That is, Jesus gave His life on the cross, which validates these interpretations of ours of 
the Law and the Prophets. He came by water (the Law and the Prophets, the Father’s way of revealing Himself) and 
by blood (in deed, by giving up His life- the Son’s way of revealing Himself). Therefore John says, in II John 9, 
“Anyone who runs ahead and does not continue in the teaching of Christ does not have God; whoever continues in 
the teaching has both the Father and the Son.” John is again reassuring his readers that to have the Son is to have the 
Father in contra to what his adversaries are proclaiming. His adversaries are saying that they have the Father. John 
negates this.

V. Conclusion:

Και τη ηµερα τη τριτη γαµος εγενετο εν Κανα της Γαλιλαιας, και ην η µητηρ του Ιησου εκει⋅

“On the third day” (τη ηµερα τη τριτη)- This phrase serves at least three purposes for John:
a) the literal level, even though this literal level is not to be interpreted as historically accurate. The literal level 

only gives sense to the story line on a superficial level. It is a story-creation, whose allegorical level serves the 
deeper, intended meaning; 

b) the “three days” is a completion of the seven days of the creation theme which John begun at John 1:1. The 
new creation is the “new wine”; 

c) the phrase would remind Jewish Christians of the day of Jesus’ resurrection from the dead, and what was 
accomplished through his death and resurrection.

“a wedding” (γαµος)- This word, twice repeated (vss. 1, 2), serves two purposes: 
a) the literal meaning of the story, although this literal level is not to be interpreted as historically accurate. It is 

only a story, whose allegorical level serves the deeper, intended meaning; 
b) on the allegorical level, the wedding is the messianic banquet (Rev. 19:7-9; Mt. 22:1-14), with Jesus as the 

bridegroom (cf. Jn. 3:29) and the church (represented by Mary and the disciples) as the bride.

“Cana” (Κανα)- This word serves two purposes: 
a) the literal meaning of the story- the locale where the wedding took place, although this literal level is not to be 

interpreted as historically accurate. It is only a story, whose allegorical level serves the deeper, intended 
meaning; 

b) from the Greek Κανα which is “a basket woven from reeds… the basic meaning is ‘reed’.” Thus the allegorical 
meaning would serve to allude to Moses’ birth story, in which he was placed into a basket made from reeds and 
then found among the reeds (cf. Ex. 2:3, 5).

1. εκληθη δε και ο Ιησους και οι µαθηται αυτου εις τον γαµον.



“was invited” (εκληθη)- this verb is one of the many words and themes borrowed from Exodus 2 (cf. Ex.2:20).
 
“Jesus and His disciples” and “the mother of Jesus” were all at the wedding. The word “wedding”, twice repeated, 
forms an inclusio around the “wedding guests/participants” (the bridegroom and the bride).

2. και υστερησαντος οινου λεγει η µητηρ του Ιησουπρος αυτον⋅ οινον ουκ εχουσιν.

“and lacking wine” (και υστερησαντος οινου)- this phrase, together with Mary’s statement “They have no wine”, 
should be read, on the allegorical level, as referring to the spiritual state of Israel. There is a deficiency, and the Old 
Testament church (Mary) realizes this. She also realizes whom it is that can supply for their want, and thus she 
comes to Jesus. These phrases that express the absence of wine allude back to Joel (1:5, 10, 12).

3. και λεγει αυτη ο Ιησους⋅ τι εµοι και σοι, γυναι; ουπω ηκει η ωρα µου.

“What between me and you?” (τι εµοι και σοι)- This phrase is taken from I Kings 17:18. In I Kings 17 God sends a 
drought, and as a consequence of the drought, a famine, on the land, via his servant Elijah. Elijah then miraculously 
provides flour and oil for the widow and her son until the drought has ended. But the woman’s son becomes sick, 
and dies. The woman then says to Elijah, “What between me and you (τι εµοι και σοι), man of God? Did you come 
to remind me of my sin and kill my son?” Elijah then takes the son to the upper room, stretches himself out on top of 
him three times, and the boy’s life returns to him. Elijah then gives the son back to the mother, saying, “Look, your 
son is alive!”

Why does John take this phrase from I Kings 17:18 and include it into his Cana miracle? Precisely because even as 
Elijah supplied for this woman’s need in time of drought, so too will Jesus supply for the “woman’s” need in time of 
famine (the wine that is lacking). Even as Elijah brought back from the dead the son’s life, after she was reminded of 
her sin, by stretching himself out on top of the son three times, so, too, shall the Son give his life for the sins of the 
people and yet live again after being dead for three days.  But in I Kings 17:15 it is the woman who asks Elijah 
“What between me and you?”, and then follows the question up with another one: “Did you come to remind me of 
my sin and kill my son?”. In John 2:4 it is Jesus who ask the woman the question, “What between me and you?”, 
and follows it up with “My hour has not yet come”, meaning his “hour” to die for the sins of the woman.
 In Luke 7:11-17, Luke compares Jesus to Elijah via allusion to I Kings 17 by showing Jesus to have raised the 
widow’s son and giving him back to his mother  even as Elijah raised the widow’s son and gave him back to the 
mother. John was most likely aware of Luke’s insight into this typology, and thus played off of it.

“woman” (γυναι)- this word  has several meanings: 
a) the literal non-symbolic level, whose only meaning is on the story level;
b) a reference back to the first woman Eve who sinned and, as a result, marred God’s first creation. God in the 

flesh will not make amends for it; 
c) a reference back to the woman in the Elijah story; and 
d) the word “woman” can also play the part of the Church/the bride.

“My hour” (ωρα µου)- This phrase, within the Gospel of John, always refers to the hour of Jesus’ death and 
resurrection (cf. Jn.7:30; 8:20; 12:23, 27; 13:1: 16:32; 17:1Thus the red flag raised by the scholars: Why is it used 
here in a context that seemingly has no reference to Jesus’ death and resurrection? Why does Jesus say, “My hour 
has not yet come”, seemingly refusing Mary’s request, and then turns around and performs the miracle? As we shall 
see, this phrase “My hour” in this Cana Miracle context shows no inconsistency when interpreted in the same 
manner as it appears in the other places in John’s Gospel. His hour to die and rise again had not yet come, but then 
His hour does come, and that is why He performs the miracle. The question is: What is the Miracle?

“not yet come” (ουπω ηκει)- Even though Jesus’ hour to die and rise again had not yet come, it does come once the 
stone jars are filled with “water”. This ουπω ηκει is contrasted with the νυν in verse 8. His hour had not yet come 
in verse 4, but then in verse 8, once the stone jars had been filled with “water”, His hour was “now”/νυν.

4. λεγει η µητηρ αυτου τοις διακονοις⋅ ο τι αν λεγη υµιν ποιησατε



This phrase, “Do whatever He tells you” (ο τι αν λεγη υµιν ποιησατε), is borrowed from Genesis 41:55. It 
perhaps serves a triple purpose: 
a) the literal non-symbolic level, whose only meaning is on the story level; 
b) Mary represents, in one sense, the New Eve. This is the voice of the “learned” Eve. Instead of disobeying the 

voice of God as she did at the first creation, here she commands the servants to obey the voice of God; 
c) having borrowed this phrase from Genesis 41:55, John is again alluding to the spiritual famine that the people 

of God are suffering, and showing Jesus to be the One who can provide for their spiritual needs.

5. ησαν δε εκει λιθιναι υδριαι εξ κατα τον καθαρισµον τϖν Ιουδαιων κεµεναι χωρουσαι ανα µετρετας 
δυο η τρεις

The number “six” (εκει) symbolizes imperfection or incompleteness.

The word “stone” (λιθιναι) alludes to the “stone tablets” that the Ten Commandments were first engraved upon, 
and thus to the Law. This is one of the words that is taken from II Corinthians 3.

The Law, “the kind used by the Jews for ceremonial washing” (υδριαι εξ κατα τον καθαρισµον τϖν Ιουδαιων κ
εµεναι), is incomplete. When administered by “the Jews”, it is used to condemn Jesus to death (cf. John 19:7). The 
true purpose of the Law was to testify in favor of Jesus. The phrase “the Jews”, in John’s Gospel, does not stand for 
the Jewish race but rather for a specific group of religious leaders (who so happened to be Jewish, since they were 
the recipients of the Law) who misinterpreted the Law and refused to correct their misinterpretation. 

χωρουσαι ανα µετρετας δυο η τρεις.- The phrase “two to three measures” (µετρετας δυο η τρεις) is a play on 
the words “two to three days” (ηµερα δυο η τρεις), again alluding to the resurrection of Jesus on the third day, 
even as John was doing in John 2:1. It is between the second and third day after Jesus’ crucifixion that He rises from 
the dead, and as a result, sends the Holy Spirit (cf. Jn. 16:7). Once the jars are filled with “water”, the time of Jesus’ 
crucifixion and resurrection will have passed, and as a result, the “water” (the Law and the Prophets) will have been 
converted into “wine” (the Holy Spirit).

6. λεγει αυτοις ο Ιησους⋅ γεµισατε τας υδρια υδατος. και εγεµισαν αυτας εως ανω

Filling these “six” (incomplete in themselves) “stone” (the stone tablets of the Ten Commandments, or the Law) 
“jars, the kind used by the Jews for ceremonial washing” (“the Jews” misinterpretation of the Law) with “water” 
(the Law and the Prophets, or the Father’s way of revealing Himself) is symbolic of time passing before our eyes. 
The phrase “to the brim” (εως ανω) can be translated “the end of a period of time”, and as such, is an allusion to 
Paul’s statement in Galatians 4:4-6: “But when the time had fully come, God sent His Son, born of a woman, born 
under the law, to redeem those under the law, that we might receive the full rights of sons. Because you are sons, 
God sent the Spirit of His son into our hearts, the Spirit who calls out, ‘Abba, Father.’”  F.F. Bruce states,

“The filling of the jars to the rim indicates that the appointed time for the ceremonial 
observances of the Jewish law had run its full course; these observances had so 
completely fulfilled their purpose that nothing of the old order remained to be 
accomplished. The time had come therefore for the new order to be inaugurated” (The 
Gospel of John, p.71).

7. και λεγει αυτοις⋅ αντλησατε νυν και ϕερετε τϖ αρχιτρικλινω⋅ οι δε ηνεγκαν. 

The word νυν (“Now”) carries with it all kinds of eschatological expectations. I refer the reader to Kittel’s 
explanations of the use of this word in both the Old and New Testaments in his Theological Dictionary of the New 
Testament. He states,

“The νυν of the OT is always awaiting the expected turning point; that of the NT 
coincides with it” (Vol. IV, p. 1114).



The νυν (“now”) of vs. 8 contrasts with the ουπω ηκει (“not yet come”) of vs. 4. Jesus “hour” of dying and rising 
again had “not yet come”. He refuses to change the “water” (the age of the Law and the Prophets) into “wine” (the 
age of the Holy Spirit). But then He commands the servants to fill the six stone jars with “water”. As they do so, we 
are seeing “time” (the Law and the Prophets being poured into the six, imperfect, stone jars, which represent the 
Jewish leaders erroneous interpretation of the Law) pass before our eyes. When they fill the jars “to the brim” (εως 
ανω), which can be translated “the end of a period of time”- the end of the ceremonial law had arrived. “Now” “the 
expected turning point”- the entrance of the messianic age- has arrived. The νυν, therefore, has an eschatological 
ring to it.

αντλησατε- This word is taken from Exodus 2, where Moses “draws” (ηντλησεν) water for the flock of the seven 
daughters of Jethro after “redeeming” (ερρυσατο) them from some bad shepherds who “drove away” (εξεβαλλον) 
the seven daughters and their flocks from the water. Jesus is thus portrayed as “driving away” (εξεβαλεν) the 
animals from the Temple (John 2:15), putting an end to the ceremonial Law, declaring Himself to be the New 
Temple where God and humans meet, thus redeeming humanity from what the Law could not do- sin (John 2:13-
25). Jesus is thus seen as a Moses figure who also redeems/rescues humanity from the “bad shepherds” who have 
misinterpreted the Law and thus have kept the people from drinking from the “water” (the true meaning of the Law). 
So when Jesus commands the servants to draw the water that has been changed into wine out of the stone jars, this is 
to be seen as an act of redemption.

8. ως δε εγευσατο ο αρχιτρικλινος το υδωρ οινον γεγενηµενον και ουκ ηδει ποθεν εστιν, ο δε διακονοι η
δεισαν οι ηµτληκοτες το υδωρ, ϕωνει τον νυµϕιον ο αρχιτρικλινος

ο αρχιτρικλινος- Who does this “master of the banquet”/“slave responsible for managing the banquet” symbolize- 
the one who “tasted” (εγευσα) the wine but who did not know from whence it came?
ο  διακονοι- Who do the “servants” symbolize- the ones who drew “the water” and who therefore knew from 
whence came the wine?

και ουκ ηδει ποθεν εστιν- this phrase “and not knowing where it had come from” comes from Ex.2:20 και που ε
στιν (“Where is he”). John uses this phrase throughout his gospel to show that no one really knows from where 
Jesus comes (from the Father). They think he is from Nazareth, when John really knows, even as the Synoptic 
authors know, that he was born in Bethlehem. But an even deeper hidden reality is that Jesus comes from God the 
Father. So even as Moses was a true Hebrew, Jethro’s daughters call him an “Egyptian”, thus the mistaken identity 
motif is carried over from Exodus to John by the author of the gospel. This “master of the banquet” does not know 
where “the new wine” (which symbolizes the Holy Spirit) comes. Since Jesus is the Spirit (II Cor. 3:17), he does not 
know from where Jesus comes. But the servants, who drew the water, now know from whence came the wine. The 
servants symbolize the prophets of the OT Church before the “water” is converted into “wine”/the Holy Spirit, and 
the prophets of the NT Church after the “water”/the Law and the Prophets has been converted into “wine”/the Holy 
Spirit, who only after the Cross and Resurrection understand from where Jesus and the Spirit originate.

9. και λεγει αυτϖ⋅ πας ανθρωπος πρϖτον τον καλον οινον τιθησιν και οταν µεθυσθϖσιν τον ελασσω⋅ σ
υ τετηρηκας τον καλον οινον εως αρτι.

This statement from the “master of the banquet” is addressed to the “bridegroom”, who has reserved the best wine 
until “now”. Since Jesus is the one who provided the wine, we should understand Jesus to be the bridegroom- the 
one to whom these words are addressed. The Greek words “εως αρτι” are again signifying the end of one period of 
time and the beginning of another. Another eschatological ring has been sounded.

10. Ταυτην εποιησεν αρχην τϖν σηµειων ο Ιησους εν Κανα της Γαλιλαιας και εϕανερωσεν την δοξαν α
υτου, και επιστευσαν εις αυτον οι µαθηται αυτου.

εποιησεν, σηµειων, and επιστευσαν- these three words are borrowed from Exodus 4:30-31. John wants his 
readers to respond in the same way that the Hebrew slaves responded after Moses and Aaron “performed” the 
“signs” before the people, and they “believed”. “And when they heard that the Lord was concerned about them and 



had seen their misery, they bowed down and worshipped” (Ex. 4:31). Once the exodus was realized, the Israelites 
“believed” in God and in his servant Moses (cf. Ex 14:31).

αρχην- this word forms an inclusio with John 1:1, recalling the Creation theme, and is thus the termination of the 
New Creation of the people of God in Jesus Christ, wrought by His death and resurrection, which the Cana Miracle 
symbolizes.

την δοξαν αυτου- the word “glory” in John’s gospel always refers to Jesus’ death and resurrection. Via the Cana 
Miracle (Jesus’ death and resurrection), His glory was manifested.

και επιστευσαν εις αυτον οι µαθηται αυτου- This response of “belief” on the part of the disciples, after 
witnessing the Cana Miracle, is only understandable if we understand the Cana Miracle symbolizing the death and 
resurrection of Jesus. The disciples, in the Synoptics, are always characterized with “unbelief” up until Jesus’ 
resurrection.

11. Μετα τουτο κατεβη εις Καϕαρναουµ αυτος και η µητηρ αυτου και ο αδελϕοι αυτου και οι µαθηται 
αυτου και εκει εµειναν ου πολλας ηµερας.

In composing this work, I have come to realize that I am, in large part, what many would call an “intuitor” (please 
see below). I am a visionary. And even though I believe that I can see much of the picture that the author of John’s 
gospel intended for us to see, I realize that this same picture is not as clear to others as it is to me. It needs to be 
explained in detail. Even though I have tried to write out this explanation in detail, I know my limits. I am in need of 
a “thinker” (please see below)- someone who will see through what I have begun- someone who has the skill, 
patience, and willingness to write this thesis out in a more readable manner.  Thus I turn to others for help with this 
project, realizing that we are in need of each other. I would be grateful to anyone who would help see this project 
through to its end.

                                                                 Intuitor
                                                                 Overview
“Intuitors place high value on ideas, innovations, concepts, theories and long-range thinking. They tend to derive their 
greatest satisfaction from considering the world of possibilities. Often their imaginative input motivates those around them. 
Intuitors tend to challenge: they believe in the value of continuous probing and re-examination. Intuitors are more stimulated 
and personally rewarded by their efforts in problem solving rather than by implementing solutions. 
                                                                 Functioning
Intuitors typically function as deep and imaginative thinkers. They question themselves and others and do not take things for 
granted. They often seem to have the uncanny ability to anticipate, to project, to ‘know’ before others do. They function as 
visionaries who can see relationships that others may not comprehend…. Intuitors accept disorder as inevitable and are 
confident in their ability to create order out of chaos.
Intuitors tend to see conflicts as clashes between major forces rather than as here-and-now situations. They look at the world 
from the broadest perspective ad pride themselves on their ability to see inter-relationships between divorced or even abstract 
parts. They may see others who are concerned about the immediate details as missing the importance of ‘true’ issues. They 
may resent being placed in situations where they are in any sense ‘hemmed in’ or required to think or operate in a structured, 
well-defined manner. Intuitors enjoy creating their own structure out of disorder. They excel in integrative tasks and 
situations demanding a long-term view.
                                                                  Positive Traits
When intuitors are at their best, they are seen as leaders and visionaries- people who can cut through the layers of tradition or 
past practices and focus on the essence of a situation. They are able to see profitable new directions or solutions that others 
may have missed. Frequently, they bring up fresh approaches and ideas.
                                                                   Challenges
Intuitors may be seen as ‘long on vision, short on action.’ They may avoid some of the tedious nitty-gritty. They 
may be so convinced of the power and value of their insights and contributions that they may not see any need to 
document or prove them to the satisfaction of others. In fact, they may seem impatient and irritated with others who 



demand detailed evidence or do not see the value of their ideas as they do. Therefore, intuitors may be criticized for 
being overly abstract or theoretical….

                                                                   Thinkers
                                                                    Overview
Thinkers place high value on logic, ideas and systematic inquiry. They like to identify a problem, develop a variety 
of possible solutions, weigh the solutions carefully and test the solutions to see that the most logical, systematic 
approach is followed.
                                                                    Functioning
Thinkers generally function in as steady, tenacious manner. They rely on observation and rational principles and 
avoid emotionalism and speculation. They are often skeptical of new ideas, at least until they have been thoroughly 
analyzed, tested and reviewed in light of other alternatives…. Thinkers would rather ‘sleep on’ an idea and review it 
carefully before taking a position or making a commitment than to just ‘go’ with it. They avoid being swept along 
by the needs of the moment.
Thinkers are often seen as consistent producers. They are logical results-getters rather than visionaries or idea 
people. Thinkers may be valued for their prudence and thoughtful analysis rather than for their skill in mobilizing 
the enthusiasm of others.
Thinkers are often sought after for their objectivity and cool thinking under pressure. They usually have good ability 
to develop methods that enable others to test alternatives and to select logically among them.
                                                                   Positive Traits
At their best, Thinkers may be seen as a consistent force for progress (thinkers as well as doers). They can cut 
through smokescreens of untested ideas and emotional fervor. Thinkers can effectively organize themselves and 
others to research and plan. Therefore, they are of great assistance in executing a project in a logical, and ultimately 
profitable, manner.
                                                                    Challenges
Thinkers may be seen as overly cautious and conservative. They may emphasize deliberation and get so bogged 
down in weighing, checking, testing and researching that others perceive them as indecisive, posing obstacles to any 
action that would depart from tradition. When dealing with change, they may be viewed as rigid, resistant or 
dogmatic. Thinkers may be criticized for being mechanistic or impersonal…” (“Take Charge of Your Career”, 
Delta, Copyright 2002 by Thomson-DBM”).
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