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INTRODUCTION
Problem Statement

Clark Pinnock, in his foreword to Roger
Stronstad’s book, The Charismatic Theology
of St. Luke, states, “Some of our best people,
like Dale Bruner and James Dunn, have tried
to impose their reading of Paul upon Luke’s
writings and have distorted it.”* This
statement is essentially true, as scholars like
Stronstad have ably demonstrated. What
Pentecostals seldom acknowledge, however,
is their own tendency in the opposite
direction. Put simply, many Pentecostals
have a propensity toward eisegetically
imposing their understanding of Luke upon
non-Lucan pneumatological texts—
specifically passages from Pauline and
Johannine literature. In other words, the
tendency is to read Pauline and Johannine
texts as referring to the Pentecostal
experience (that is, Luke’s baptism in or
filling with the Spirit), in spite of exegetical
and/or theological aspects of the text which
militate against such an understanding. An
apparent example of this is found in John
7:37-39, which Pentecostals often read as a
clear prediction of the Pentecostal
outpouring recorded in Acts 2.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the present study is to clarify
Johannine pneumatology, especially as it
relates to Jesus’ promissory statement in
John 7:37-39. The writer will seek, first of
all, to determine the contextual meaning of
Jesus’ pneumatological promise recorded in
7:37-38. Second, the correct understanding
of its fulfillment (v. 39) will be evaluated.
With regard to the latter, both the necessary
prerequisite for (that is, the “glorification”
of Christ), and the time of fulfillment of the
promise will be analyzed.

Methodological Approach

This study will proceed on mainly exegetical
grounds with primary focus upon John 7:37-
39. Also, a number of other passages within
John’s Gospel will receive exegetical and
theological consideration. These, however,
will be discussed only as they relate to and
shed light upon various aspects of John
7:37-39. In essence, the methodology
employed here will attempt to determine the
meaning of this important promise within its
original literary context. In other words, the
present writer will attempt to trace John’s
own explanation of the text as developed
within his Gospel.

Furthermore, the present writer’s own
presuppositions must be acknowledged at
this point. First, the Apostle John himself
(not a community of later disciples, etc.) is
regarded as the author of the Gospel of John.
Thus, when “John” is mentioned, the son of
Zebedee is meant. Second, a high view of
Scripture is unapologetically assumed.

Extent of the Study

This paper will seek to offer a thorough,
although perhaps not exhaustive,
explanation of the contextual meaning of
Jesus’ promise and its fulfillment. In order
to do this, the paper will not only discuss the
exegetical details of John 7:37-39, but will
also analyze several other passages in John,
which contain details pertinent to
understanding this passage. With regard to
these passages, a comprehensive exegetical
analysis will not be attempted. Rather, only
pertinent exegetical and theological details,
which shed light upon some aspect of 7:37-
39, will be highlighted. As stated above, the
main purpose or goal here is to determine
the true significance of the passage under
investigation. Thus, this paper will limit
itself to an attempt to ascertain the meaning
of Jesus’ invitation to those who thirst, and



how and when this promise began to be
fulfilled in the lives of believers.

THE OCCASION OF JESUS’
PNEUMATOLOGICAL PROMISE

The Feast of Tabernacles

John 7:37a establishes the occasion of Jesus’
pneumatological promise as the “last day” of
the Feast of Tabernacles or Booths (Heb.,
moon am) (cf. w. 2, 8, 10-11, 14). This
feast was celebrated in autumn
(September/October), beginning on the
fifteenth day of the seventh month (Lev.
23:34; Num. 29:12). The Law prescribed
seven days of festivities, during which the
people did no laborious work, dwelt in
booths, and offered sacrifices “on a
diminishing scale™ (see Num. 29:12-34).
Then, on the eighth day, the people were to
observe “a solemn assembly,” doing no
“ordinary work,” and offering prescribed
sacrifices (vv. 35-38, ESV; cf. Lev. 23:36).

In addition to the biblically prescribed
aspects of the Feast of Tabernacles
delineated above, an important water-
drawing ceremony was also observed during
the time of Christ. This rite most likely
originated in Maccabean times and was
standard procedure by Hillel’s time.> First,
the priests and people marched in procession
from the pool of Siloam to the temple. The
priests would then pour out both water and
wine at the altar’s base.” The ceremony “was
one of festive celebration,”® and may have
been observed in remembrance of Yahweh’s
provision of water for the Israelites in the
wilderness.® Perhaps it also “symbolized the
desire for abundance of rain to bring the
next harvest.”” In other words, part of the
ceremony’s purpose was probably to
beseech Yahweh for rain during the rainy
season, which was immediately subsequent
to the feast.® Also of special interest with
reference to the present context, the water-

drawing rite included Scripture reading of
passages such as Isaiah 12:3, “With joy you
will draw water from the wells of salvation”
(ESV).°

The “Last Day” of the Feast

Some suggest John’s reference to “the last
day, the great [day] of the feast” (7
€oydrn Muepe T peyadn tic €optic)
designates the seventh day of Tabernacles,
while others regard the eighth day as the
referent here. Hendriksen, who prefers to
remain neutral in this matter, enumerates
three arguments commonly used in favor of
the seventh day.*! First, the OT consistently
speaks of the feast as lasting seven days; the
eighth day is reckoned separately (cf. Lev.
23:39; Num. 29:2; Neh. 8:18). Therefore,
proponents of this view argue, the “last day”
of the feast must refer to the seventh day.
Second, the seventh day was “great” for two
reasons: (1) the priests and people made
seven processions around the altar, as
opposed to just one per day on the previous
six days; (2) during these processions, the
priests repeatedly chanted the words of
Psalm 118:25 (NASU): “O LORD, do save,
we beseech You; O LORD, we beseech
You, do send prosperity!” Third, the seventh
day was not only the last day in the “series
of diminishing sacrifices, and the last day of
drawing water from Siloam, but it was also
the last day of dwelling in booths.”*? The
feast proper, thus, ended on the seventh day,
not the eighth.

On the other hand, convincing arguments
may also be delineated in favor of the eighth
day as the more likely referent. First, by
John’s day, the feast was commonly
regarded as eight days in length.*® In support
of this, 2 Maccabees states, “They
celebrated it for eight days with rejoicing, in
the manner of the feast of booths” (RSV).
Furthermore, the first-century Jewish
historian, Flavius Josephus, refers to the



feast as an eight-day festival.** Second, the
eighth day marked both the end of
Tabernacles and the end of the annual cycle
of Jewish religious festivals as a whole.
Thus the eighth day truly was “great.” While
the present writer (somewhat tentatively)
favors the eighth day, the exegetical analysis
offered below would not change
substantially if one accepted the alternate
view.

Also of interest, while the water-pouring rite
was performed on the first seven days, it
apparently was not repeated on the eighth
day.*® If the libation was not offered on that
day, Christ’s invitation would have been
uttered against this contrastive backdrop.*’

On this last day of the feast, Jesus “was
standing” (elotrikel®) and “cried out”
(éxpagev), offering an invitation to anyone
who was spiritually thirsty. The correct
understanding of this promissory statement
and its fulfillment is of great theological
importance. The remainder of this paper will
seek to determine the correct understanding
of exegetical and theological questions
pertinent to the interpretation of John 7:37-
39.

THE CONTENT OF JESUS’
PNEUMATOLOGICAL PROMISE

The Invitation for the Thirsty to Come
and Drink

Syntactically, the first part of Jesus’
statement (John 7:37b) forms a third class
condition, which “often presents the
condition as uncertain of fulfillment, but still
Iikely.”19 In the protasis (“if” clause), Jesus
states, éav tig Sup@ (“If anyone is thirsty™).
Kostenberger suggests Scripture often uses
the idea of “thirst” metaphorically to refer to
“spiritual desire.”?® To put this in another
way, thirst may figuratively “represent
spiritual dissatisfaction or the passionate

quest for God.”?* Furthermore, it may be
said, “God desires that emotional and
spiritual emptiness will drive people to
discover his grace.”22

Within John’s Gospel, the verb “thirsts”
(8uraw) occurs six times, of which three
occurrences are found in chapter 4.2 In
4:13, Jesus tells the Samaritan woman that
one who drinks of the natural water of the
well will become thirsty again. Conversely,
He says the one who drinks the water He
will supply will never become thirsty again
(v. 14).** In verse 15, clearly
misunderstanding Jesus’ true intent and not
wanting to return to the well, the woman
asks for this water. On another occasion
(6:35), Jesus again uses emphatic negation
when He promises 6 miotedwv €lg éue ol
un Suymoel Twmote (“the one who believes
in Me will never thirst at any time”). John
19:28, which simply refers to Jesus’ thirst
while on the cross, does not directly impact
the text presently under consideration. Thus,
John’s utilization of suaw is in continuity
with standard canonical usage of the “thirst”
metaphor in reference to spiritual emptiness
and desire.

The apodosis (“then” clause) consists of the
words épyéabw Tpog pe kol mvetw (“let
him come to Me and drink™). The idea of
“coming” to Jesus (in a salvific sense) has
already surfaced in the preceding two
chapters of the Johannine narrative.” In
John 6:35, Jesus uses parallelism that
juxtaposes the participial phrases 6
€pyopevog mpog éue (“the one who comes to
Me”) and 6 mLotedwy eig éue (“the one who
believes in Me™).® Thus, Jesus seems to
equate “coming” to Him with “believing” in
Him.

The verb for “drink” (rivw) occurs six times
during Jesus’ encounter with the Samaritan
woman at Jacob’s Well.?” Of special



interest, Jesus speaks of the permanent
quenching of thirst for the one who drinks
the water which He will give (John 4:14; cf.
6:35).% In John 6, Jesus speaks
metaphorically of drinking His blood (vv.
53-54, 56). Bernard suggests, “The imagery
of ‘If any man thirst, let him come unto me
and drink,” goes back to Isa. 55:1.°%

The Promised Blessing for the Believer

The Contextual Significance of “the One
Who Believes”

Scholars disagree regarding the grammatical
function of the participial phrase 6 mLotedwr
el¢ éué (“the one who believes in Me”).
Many within recent scholarship favor the
view that takes 0 miotebwy as the subject of
the imperative Tivétw,* which immediately
precedes it. This view requires one to
change the traditionally accepted
punctuation of the text. Bruce states, “There
are good reasons for revising the traditional
punctuation of Jesus’ invitation.”*! In this
case, one could translate the text as follows:

If anyone is thirsty, let him come to me;

And let the one who believes in Me
drink.

If this view is accepted, then the remainder
of verse 38 (““As the Scripture has said,
rivers of living water will flow out of his
belly”’) becomes a Johannine editorial
comment and the pronoun «0tod (“his”)
refers to Christ rather than the believer.*
This view is often referred to as the
“Christological interpretation” of the
passage.>® While many able scholars support
this view,* it remains unlikely.

It is best to regard the participle 6 mLotebwy
as a pendent nominative, in which case it
serves as the antecedent of the pronoun
adtod (“his”).* The pronoun then refers

back to the believer (6 motebwr), and not to
Christ. In this case, all of John 7:38 is
spoken by Jesus.*® Numerous factors support
this view.*” First of all, early textual
witnesses support the traditional punctuation
of the text. Both papyrus 66 or Bodmer II
(ca. A.D. 200) and papyrus 75 (A.D. 175-
225) favor this punctuation.® Second,
according to Carson, “virtually all the Greek
Fathers” adopt this view as well.*® Third, as
will be explained below, the parallel passage
in John 4:13-14 supports reading “his” in
7:38 as a reference to the believer.*’

Fourth, this view’s understanding of the
participle at the head of a new clause is
grammatically more likely. As Raymond
Brown admits:

One grammatical argument for it [i.e. the
traditional punctuation of the text] is that
it makes the participle [0 mLotedwr] (“he
who believes”) the head of a new
construction (a pattern found forty-one
times in John), rather than tacking it on
to the previous conditional sentence (a
practice seemingly not found in John).*

Fifth, the anacoluthon (that is, “resumption
of a suspended case by a pronoun in another
case”*?) present in this reading of the text is
stylistically very likely within Johannine
literature. The introductory participle o
motevwv, Which is in the nominative case,
“is followed by a pronoun in another case,
in the genitive.”*® Blass-Debrunner-Funk
observe, “Anacoluthon ... following an
introductory participle (nearly always in the
nom.) is common.”** They further state, “A
substantive placed at the head of a clause
without regard for the construction (casus
pendens) is a common Semitic construction.
... It is more common [in John] than in the
Synoptics.”* Cortes gives the following
example: “But |, because | am telling the
truth, you do not believe in Me” (John
8:45).%® He further notes the frequency of



anacolutha in Johannine literature.*’ In fact,
according to Blass, Debrunner, and Funk,
twenty-eight examples of this type of
construction exist in John, with twenty-two
of them found in the words of Christ.®®

Sixth, the chiastic structure proposed by the
alternative view is problematic. On the one
hand, as Carson observes, chiasm is a
literary form that is characteristic of
Johannine style.* On the other hand, the
proposed chiasm is “rather rough” in the
Greek text.>® What is truly problematic,
however, is that this parallelism
conceptually links “anyone [who] is thirsty”
with “the one who believes in Me.” While
not impossible in Carson’s estimation, such
juxtaposition truly constitutes “a peculiar ...
pairing.”*! Within the Johannine narrative,
“thirst” aptly describes an individual’s state
before coming to belief in Christ.
Conversely, 6:35 states, “the one who
believes in Me shall never be thirsty at any
time.” Such statements would seem to argue
strongly against viewing the one who is
thirsty and the believer as the same
individual.>® What is more, as noted above,
“coming” to Jesus and “believing” in Him
are seen as synonymous (or, at the very
least, contemporaneous) occurrences in John
6:35. In light of the foregoing, it is difficult
to comprehend Jesus here (7:38) inviting the
believer to “come” and “drink” in order to
satisfy his thirst.>®

Seventh, the explanatory comment that
introduces John 7:39 (tobto 8¢ elmev, “but
He said this ...”") militates against
understanding verse 38 as anything other
than the words of Jesus Himself. Fee refers
to the phrase as a “thoroughly Johannine
stylistic feature.”®® Interestingly, John offers
such an explanatory comment seven other
times in his Gospel.™ In every instance, the
phrase refers to a quotation that immediately
precedes it. Therefore, the explanation given
in verse 39 “is a comment which includes

the content of verse 38.”°® Thus, as part of
Christ’s statement, the third person pronoun
avtod (“his”) naturally refers to the believer,
rather than to Christ himself.>” In light of the
foregoing discussion, then, it appears the
“rivers of living water” come from within
the believer, rather than from within
Christ.”®

Also of theological significance, the present
tense participle 6 motebwv most likely has
progressive aspectual force. If this is the
case, the participle means something like
“the one who continually believes in Me.”
Wallace explains, “The aspectual force of
the present 6 mLotewr seems to be in
contrast with 6 Tioteboag™ (that is, the
aorist participial form of mLotedw). In
support of such a conclusion, Wallace notes
the aorist is comparatively rare and the
dominant present form most often occurs “in
soteriological contexts.”®® He concludes,
“Since the aorist participle was a live option
to describe a ‘believer,’ it is unlikely that
when the present was used, it was
aspectually flat.”®* Consequently, it is
probable that the authors of the NT
documents understood saving faith to be
equivalent to continual belief in Christ.

The Meaning of Living Water Flowing from
within the Believer

Concerning the text(s) indicated by the
clause kabwg elmer M ypadmn (“as the
Scripture has said”), scholars have offered
numerous suggestions. The difficulty arises
from the fact that John 7:38 does not
actually quote any known text. In fact, the
wording differs significantly from that found
in all possible referents from the OT, which
scholars have suggested. Some believe that
John here midrashically interprets some OT
text,® or “midrashically blends various
texts.”®> Kostenberger is probably correct in
his choice to follow Calvin’s suggestion.
Calvin suggests Jesus did not allude to any



particular text “but to common prophetic
teaching.”®* Passages like Isaiah 12:3 (which
was read during the feast), 44:3, and Ezekiel
36:25-27 are likely candidates.

Jesus summarizes such OT passages as
teaching that “rivers of living water will
flow out of his [that is, the believer’s] belly”
(motopol €k Thg kolAlag adtod pedoovoLy
Ubatog (@vrog). The plural noun motoqol
(from motapde, which means, “river,
stream”®) signifies “large amounts of
flowing water.”®® With reference to these
“rivers,” Jesus utilizes a predicative future
verb (pedoovory, “will flow”), which
harmonizes perfectly with John’s
explanatory comment regarding the
fulfillment of the promise subsequent to
Jesus’ glorification.

Moreover, Jesus clarifies these “rivers” will
consist of “living water” (Udatog (@vTog).
Kostenberger correctly observes “living
water” signified “highly coveted fresh
springwater, as opposed to stagnant
water.”®’ In ancient times, as Keener notes,
well water was often considered to be less
healthy than springwater or rainwater.

With regard to the metaphorical significance
attached to the phrase here, Lenski claims,
“The rivers of living water are not identical
with the Spirit.”® Yet this is precisely what
John seems to state in John 7:39. Bernard
correctly notes, “The Living Water
symbolises [sic] the Spirit,” whom believers
were about to receive.” Paul uses similar
metaphorical language in 1 Corinthians
12:13: kol Tavteg €V mredua €mOTLOOMuEY
(“and [we] all were made to drink one
Spirit”)."

Lending support to such a conclusion, the
OT speaks metaphorically of the Spirit as
water on several occasions. For example,
Isaiah 44:3 reads, “For | will pour water on
him who is thirsty, And floods on the dry

ground; 1 will pour My Spirit on your
descendants, And My blessing on your
offspring” (NKJV)."

Furthermore, such metaphorical usage
occurs elsewhere in the Fourth Gospel.
While scholars continue to debate the
correct understanding of John 3:5, Jesus
most likely speaks metaphorically of the
Spirit as “water.” If this is correct, the
phrase ¢ Udatog kal Treduatog (“of water
and [the] Spirit”) should be regarded as a
hendiadys, in which case the kal is
epexegetical.”® Consequently, the best
translation of the phrase is most probably
“water even the Spirit,” and the “water” is a
symbol of the Holy Spirit.”* Also, the close
verbal and conceptual parallels between
4:10-14 and 7:37-39 suggest the “living
water” that supplies eternal life in the former
passage is synonymous with the 06etog
(&vtoc in the latter.

The significance of the phrase éx tfg
koLAtag aOtoD (lit., “out of his belly”)
warrants careful investigation. First, one
must determine the contextual meaning of
kotAle. BDAG enumerates three meanings
for the noun: (1) “the organ of
nourishment,” that is, “the digestive tract in
its fullest extent, belly, stomach”; (2) the
“womb, uterus”; and (3) “seat of inward life,
of feelings and desires, belly (but Eng.
prefers the functional equivalent heart).
Clearly, the third meaning is in view here. In
agreement with the English “functional
equivalent” of the Semitic idea expressed,
several translations render the phrase with
the words ““out of his heart” (cf. ESV,
NKJV, and RSV). Perhaps preferable,
however, are translations such as, “from his
innermost being” (NASU), “from deep
within him” (CSB), or simply “from within
him” (NET, NIV)."® The Spirit, thus, is
conceptualized as flowing from deep within
the believer. Having determined the

5975



contextual meaning of kotile, the
signification of the entire phrase must be
determined.

In this regard, many believe the verse
teaches believers will become a source of
“living water” for others.”” For example,
Lenski posits: “In [John] 4:14 the figure of
the “spring” pictures only the fact that the
believer will never thirst again; here the
“rivers” picture the fact that the believer will
resemble Jesus himself in that he will help to
quench the thirst of many others.”"®

First of all, it must be observed the text
simply states living water will flow from
within the believer. It does not specifically
state whether that water will flow out to
others.” Second, the contextual focus of
John 7:37-39 militates against Lenski’s
interpretation. In 7:37, Jesus invites the one
who is thirsty to come to Him and drink—
the obvious implication being that this
individual’s thirst will be quenched. Verse
38 must be interpreted in this light, since it
speaks of the result of one’s coming and
drinking. Thus, Jesus is the source, not the
believer; and the focus is on the believer’s
own thirst being quenched, not on someone
else’s thirst being quenched. Furthermore,
verse 39 speaks of believers receiving the
Spirit, not of their somehow supplying the
Spirit.

Cortes, on the other hand, offers a far more
satisfying interpretation of the passage.®
According to this view, Jesus is the source
from whom “potential believers” are invited
to receive living water or the Spirit.®* The
one who comes and drinks (that is, the
believer) will receive “supplies of water”
within himself, “though they will of course
be in him only because Jesus or his Spirit is
in him.”® As a consequence of the believer
having this supply of living water within
him, he will never thirst again.®®* As Cértes
observes, John 7:38 “says only that streams

of water will keep on flowing from within
him [i.e. the believer], and this can be
interpreted as the believer having within him
a spring or fountain always bubbling,
gushing forth, welling up.”® This, of course,
dovetails nicely with Jesus’ similar
statement in 4:13-14, where He tells the
Samaritan woman:

Everyone who drinks of this water will
be thirsty again; but whoever drinks of
the water that I shall give him will never
be thirsty forever; but the water which |
shall give him will become in him [ev
avt@] a fountain of water welling up to
eternal life.®

The emphasis in John 7:38, then, is on the
indwelling, regenerative, life-giving work of
the Spirit, by which the individual believer’s
spiritual thirst is continuously quenched. If
understood in this light, Michaels’
explanation of the passage is excellent. He
states the verse emphasizes “the rich
abundance of the Spirit’s life and power in
the heart of the believer, like a self-
replenishing stream.”®® Thus, the concept of
the believer as a source of “living water” for
others is not within the purview of John
7:37-39. Rather, the abundant, refreshing,
and spiritually regenerative work of the
Holy Spirit within the heart of the individual
believer is in view.?” This is the contextual
meaning of the “rivers of living water.”

Unfortunately, Pentecostals have often
misread the passage as referring to Spirit
baptism. For example, the Assemblies of
God Statement of Fundamental Truths, no.
7, “The Baptism in the Holy Spirit,” cites
John 7:37-39 as proving “with the baptism
in the Holy Spirit come such experiences as
an overflowing fullness of the Spirit.”
Similarly, Stanley Horton claims John 7:38
“clearly refers to what would happen
beginning at Pentecost.”® Yet, for the
reasons delineated above, the promise



articulated in verses 37-38 has reference to
the life-giving aspects of the Spirit’s work
under the New Covenant, which were
inaugurated on the day of Jesus’ resurrection
(cf. discussion on 20:22, below). Jesus does
not here promise or predict the vocational,
fortifying, and prophetic dimension of the
Spirit’s New Covenant ministry, which was
inaugurated by the Pentecostal outpouring
described in Acts 2.

THE FULFILLMENT OF JESUS’
PNEUMATOLOGICAL PROMISE

The Spirit Believers Were “About To
Receive”

As mentioned above, John here utilizes a
typical stylistic feature (todto 8¢ elmev Tept,
“but He said this concerning ...”) to
introduce the explanation which follows. He
states believers in Christ (ol Tiotetouvtec®®
el¢ adtov) “were about to receive” (¢ueilov
AapBavery) the Spirit. This too is,
stylistically speaking, a typically Johannine
comment. As Fee observes, John frequently
utilizes perriw (“about to”) in reference to
“things which have already happened from
the author’s perspective.”90

The elliptical nature of the clause olmw yap
fv mvedpe (lit., “For [the] Spirit was not
yet”) has caused interpreters some difficulty.
Clearly, John does not mean the Spirit was
not yet in existence or that He was not active
in and through, for example, the prophets.*
As Carson observes, John “has already
spoken of the Spirit’s operation upon and in
Jesus himself (1:32; 3:34).”% What then
does the clause indicate?

Hendriksen posits fv (“was”) is here
equivalent to Tepfv (“was present”).” He
interprets the verse as indicating the Spirit
“was not yet present” in the sense in which
He would be following the day of
Pentecost.”* While perhaps possible, this

explanation does not seem likely. In
reference to the experience of the eleven
before His own glorification, Jesus made an
interesting pneumatological statement. In
John 14:17, He told them they knew the
Spirit, “for He is abiding with you, and will
be in you” (0TL Tap’ VULV péveL kol év DULV
€otat). In light of the statement that the
Spirit was abiding or dwelling with believers
before Christ’s glorification, it seems
unlikely John would have thought of the
Spirit as “not yet present.” Furthermore,
John could have used mapfjv rather than qv
here, if this were what he had wished to
indicate.

More likely, the word “given” should be
supplied so the clause reads, “for the Spirit
was not yet [given].”®® This dovetails nicely
with the immediately preceding statement
that believers were about “to receive”
(AepBavery) the Spirit. The Spirit was in fact
present with believers at the time Jesus
spoke the words of John 7:37-38 (cf. 14:17).
However, the Spirit had not yet been given
as the indwelling and regenerating source of
spiritual life as promised here (7:38; cf.
4:14; 14:17b, 19; 20:22). Carson states,
“What the Evangelist means is that the Spirit
... comes as the result—indeed, the
entailment—of the Son’s completed work,
and up to that point the Holy Spirit was not
given in the full, Christian sense of the
term.”® While essentially correct, this
statement must be qualified. As argued
above, Jesus’ promise (when read in
context) concerns the regenerative, life-
giving aspects of the Spirit’s work, which
result in salvation and spiritual refreshing.
Reception of the Spirit in “the full, Christian
sense” would, of course, include both the
Paschal (John 20:22) and the Pentecostal
(Acts 1:8; 2:1-4) aspects of Spirit
impartation. While John certainly knew of
both dimensions of the Spirit’s New
Covenant work—and one might argue



believers were “about to receive” both of
these—it must be remembered John is here
explaining a very specific promissory
statement made by Jesus in John 7:37-38.
Contextually, then, John is elaborating upon
Christ’s promise of reception of the inner-
transforming or regenerative work of the
Spirit in “the full, Christian sense.” While
the apostle no doubt could have made a
similar statement regarding the Pentecostal
outpouring, the present context renders such
an understanding of John 7:39 untenable.

The “Glorification” of Christ in John’s
Gospel

John clarifies his statement that the Spirit
was not yet given with the clause 6t "Inooig
06T €60E0abn. The 6ti, which is clearly
causal and best translated “because,”97
specifies the reason why the Spirit had not
yet been bestowed upon those believing in
Christ: Because Jesus “was not yet
glorified” (00démw €80Eaabm).

The concept of “glory”/“glorification” is an
important theological theme within John’s
Gospel. The verbal form ofalw occurs
twenty-three times in John,” and the
cognate noun 86€c. appears eighteen times.*
Even a casual perusal of the relevant texts
will reveal the importance of “glory” in
Johannine thought as it relates to
Christological and Trinitarian matters. A full
analysis of the glory motif within Johannine
literature is beyond the scope of the present
study, however, and will not be attempted
here. Rather, a brief survey of more
significant (for the present study) texts will
suffice. The goal here is, of course, to
determine the significance of John’s
statement that Jesus “was not yet glorified.”
Tracing the use of the verbal form (6ofalw)
is more helpful in this regard.

The verb first appears in John 7:39, where
the aorist passive indicative é60faon is
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used.’® One should note that Jesus’
glorification is conceptualized as something
done to or for Him, not by Him. This is
clearly indicated by John’s use of the
passive voice. More than likely, John
utilizes a “divine passive” here (sometimes
referred to as a “theological passive”),
meaning God is the subject of the action in
question®®* (cf. 12:28; 13:31-32; and
especially 17:1, 5 for evidence of such a
conclusion here).*® In this case, the implied
subject of the act of glorification (that is,
God the Father) is most likely left
unexpressed because the focus of the text is
on the One to be glorified (that is, Jesus).'%®

Kdstenberger correctly notes, according to
John 7:39, the bestowal of the Spirit was
contingent upon the upcoming glorification
of Christ.*® But what does John mean by
Christ being “glorified” and when did this
occur? For reasons that will become clear
shortly, scholars generally note a clear
connection to the death and resurrection of
Christ. Many would also include the
ascension. Bernard states, “Here [John]
introduces a conception not explicit outside
the Fourth Gospel, of the Passion of Jesus as
His “glorification.””'%® He states further,
“Not until He had passed through death
could His Spirit descend.”® According to
Brown, “Jesus was glorified in passion,
death, and resurrection.”®” Késtenberger
states the term “glorified” is “a Johannine
euphemism for the cluster of events
centering in the crucifixion.”'*® Bruce
posits, “This is the first of several references
in this Gospel to the glorification of Jesus;
from some of the later references it becomes
clear that his glorification was his
crucifixion.”'® He later clarifies his view by
stating, “it [the glorification of Christ] is one
continuous movement of which his
crucifixion ..., resurrection and ascension are
phases.”*'® Thus, some interpreters regard
the glorification as including the death,
resurrection, and ascension of Christ. Some



clearly limit it to the death and
resurrection.™* On the other hand, not all
scholars clearly state their position regarding
the connection of the resurrection and
ascension to Christ’s glorification. Lucidity
does exist regarding their understanding of
the glorification through death motif,
however. The validity of the preceding
statements will now be tested by comparing
the other uses of 6ofa{w in John’s Gospel.

At John 12:16, the author states the disciples
did not understand the significance of the
Triumphal Entry “at first” (t0 mp@tov).
However, “when Jesus was glorified” (0te
€50£006m ’Inoodc), “then” (tote) they came
to understand. Again, as with 7:39, é6ofaxoon
signifies an event (or cluster of closely
related events) which is yet future (from the
perspective of the narrative world), and
which remains somewhat ambiguous to the
first-time reader. It seems obvious, however,
that the resurrection is included here. First, a
very similar Johannine comment occurs in
John 2:22, which states the disciples
remembered another significant episode
after the resurrection. The close conceptual
parallelism between the two verses seems to
suggest John thought of the resurrection of
Christ and His glorification as closely
related concepts. Second, it seems extremely
unlikely that John means he and the other
disciples understood the significance of
Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem when Jesus was
crucified. More likely, he means they
understood once Jesus had risen.

Beginning with John 12:23-24, Jesus plainly
associates His glorification with His own
death.'*? He states, “The hour has come that
the Son of Man should be glorified. Truly,
truly, | say to you, unless a grain of wheat
falls into the ground and dies, it remains
alone; but if it dies, it produces much fruit.”

Notice Jesus speaks of “the hour” (17 &pe)
for His glorification as having come (cf.
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13:1). The perfect indicative verb éxnivbev
(“has come”) indicates the process in which
the time for Jesus’ glorification was drawing
near has ended. In other words, the time for
glorification is no longer approaching—it
has arrived. In verse 27, He repeats the
phrase 7 &pw, clearly in reference to the
time of His death:'* “Now My soul is
troubled, and what shall | say? ‘Father, save
Me from this hour’? But for this reason I
came to this hour.” Christ then immediately
prays, “Father, glorify Your name.”
Contextually, Christ apparently requests
the glorification of the Father’s name by
means of His own death.'** Thus, both
Christ Himself and the Father’s name are
glorified through the death of Jesus. In
agreement with this, Gerhard Kittel states,
“The entry into 60 [“glory™], is the cross,
the dying of the corn of wheat. ... The 66«
derives from His death.”**
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In John 13:31-32, Jesus further states the
temporal nearness of His glorification. In
verses 31-32a He uses an aorist passive
indicative form of §ofalw three times: “Now
the Son of Man is glorified [¢50£¢a6n] and
God is glorified [¢60faoOn] in Him. If God is
glorified [¢50ExoBn] in Him,...” Jesus utilizes
the aorist here to “depict an event
immediately to follow.”*!" Likewise, Jesus’
use of vov (“now”) probably emphasizes the
imminence of His glorification.*® In verse
32b He twice uses the future tense SofaoeL
(“will glorify”) in reference to His coming
glorification. Kdstenberger observes €06l¢
(“immediately”) presumably takes the
resurrection as its point of reference.'*® In
this case, “‘Immediately’ constitutes a
material parallel to the ‘three days’ of John
2:19.”'% Thus, it appears the glorification of
Christ is not only conceptualized here as
including His death, but also His
resurrection.



Finally, John 17:1 records Jesus’ request of
the Father to “Glorify Your Son, in order
that your Son may glorify You” (86Exoov
oov TOV VLoV, Tre O vldg Sokaoy o€). Again
the clear inference is glorification through
death. In verse 5, Jesus requests that the
Father “glorify Me together with Yourself,
with the glory which | had with You before
the world was” (NASU). Surely, this
statement includes more than the
crucifixion,*! but the cross is not
excluded.'??

Based on the foregoing survey of the
pertinent Johannine data, one may conclude
the glorification of Jesus included His death,
resurrection, and perhaps His ascent to the
Father in John 20:17. The Christological
foundation necessary for the fulfillment of
Jesus’ promise (7:37-38) was thus in place
on Resurrection Sunday. Therefore, the
pneumatological fulfillment could occur as
early as, for example, the evening of that
same day.

Impartation of the Life-Giving Spirit and
John 14:16-20

While John’s editorial comment concerning
the necessity of Jesus’ glorification (7:39)
leaves the exact time of the impartation of
the life-giving Spirit somewhat vague, John
14:16-20 seems to pinpoint the time for
fulfillment more precisely. Conversely,
Robert P. Menzies recently argued that
while the life-giving work of the Spirit is
emphasized in John chapters 3-7 and 20:22,
the Paraclete texts (14:16-26; 15:26-27;
16:7-15) refer exclusively to the Spirit’s
charismatic work of empowerment for
witness to the world.!? Thus, in Menzies’
view, the life-giving Spirit was imparted in
John 20:22, but all of the Spirit’s work
mentioned in chapters 14-16 awaited the day
of Pentecost (cf. Acts 2).
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Menzies’ interpretation is problematic in
light of John 14:17b, however. If 20:22
marks the fulfillment of the promised
impartation of the life-giving Spirit, then the
Spirit would be “in” the disciples at that
time. The fact the Spirit would indwell
believers in connection to His regenerative
work is clearly implied in John 7:38 (cf.
4:14; see also Eze. 36:25-27, which states
this explicitly). Thus, the close correlation
between indwelling and regenerating
necessitates these actions of the Spirit occur
simultaneously. Therefore, if the disciples
received the life-giving Spirit in 20:22, then
the transition from the Spirit remaining
“with” (mepa) them to His being “in” (év)
them (14:17) occurred at that time as well.
This would, of course, mean that at least
some aspects of John 14:16-26 were fulfilled
before Pentecost. Also, Menzies does not
explain the apparent contextual link between
the Spirit’s indwelling (14:17b) and the
disciple’s reception of spiritual life (14:19b).
According to Menzies’ view, such
soteriological elements should not be
present in this context. In conclusion, then,
Menzies’ interpretation is inconsistent with
John 14:17-19.

Contextual factors within John 14:17-20
seem to imply the disciples would receive
the Spirit in His life-giving or regenerative
work immediately subsequent to the
resurrection of Jesus. Christ states the Spirit
“will be in you” (év tuiv éotat), implying
His indwelling of them individually.*** He
then states, “I will not leave you as orphans;
I [will] come to you” (v. 18, Ok adpnow
UUéc Opdavole, €pyxopal TPOg LUEC).
Commentators dispute whether the
“coming” of Christ here properly refers to
His coming to His disciples in the person of
the Spirit on the day of Pentecost,**® or to
His post-resurrection appearance (20:19-23),
at which time He bestowed the Spirit.*?
Contextually, the latter seems more likely.



In this regard, notice in John 14:19 Jesus
utilizes the phrase étv pikpov (lit., “yet a
little”) in reference to the time remaining
until the “world” would see Him no more. In
John’s Gospel, pLkpov occurs eleven
times,**’ always in words of Christ. Prior to
16:16, Jesus consistently uses the phrase “a
little while” in reference to the time
remaining until his death. Then, in 16:16-19,
He also uses it in reference to the time
between His death and resurrection (cf.
Jesus’ explanation in 16:20-23). The
significance of this lies in the way it
apparently helps clarify the time of the
disciples seeing Jesus in 14:19. Notice the
conceptual parallelism between the two
verses demonstrated in Table 1.

John 14:19 John 16:16

Mikpov kol OUKETL
~ ’
BewpelTe e,

€TL [LKPOV Kl O
KOOHOC e OVKETL
Bewpel,

A little while and
you no longer see
Me

Yet a little while and
the world no longer
sees Me

€ ~ \ ~ ’ \ / \
UpELG O Bewpelte KoL TRALY LKPOV
Le, Kol OYeaBé pe.

But you [will] see
Me

And again, a little
while and you will
see Me

4 b \ ~ \
0TL €Yw (D Kol
Upelg (noete.

Because 1 live, you
also will live

Table 1. Parallelism between John 14:19 and
John 16:16

If the parallelism suggested by placing 14:19
and 16:19 in juxtaposition is valid,*?® then

Jesus’ literal and physical coming to bestow
the Spirit (14:17b-18) would occur when the
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disciples saw Jesus in his post-resurrection
appearance to them (cf. 20:191f.). Jesus’ use
of “in that day” (év ékelvn T Muépe) in
both contexts (14:20; 16:23, 26) offers
further support for understanding the
passages as parallel.*?

Furthermore, this position seems to offer the
most natural way of reading John 14:17-
19.2% The text, thus, suggests Jesus will be
crucified and leave the world shortly, but He
will not leave the disciples as orphans.
Rather, He will personally come to them
after the resurrection, at which time they
will literally see Him. He will then impart
the life-giving Spirit, who will, for His part,
indwell and regenerate the disciples at that
time.

Also worthy of note, the causal ot. clause,
0TL €yw (& kol pelg {Nnoete (“Because I
live, you also will live”) clearly indicates the
disciples’ reception of spiritual life is
predicated upon the resurrection of Christ
(John 14:19b). Contextually, they “live” (v.
19b) when they are indwelt by the Spirit (v.
17b). This offers further confirmation that
the glorification of Jesus, which John 7:39
states as the prerequisite for their reception
of the life-giving Spirit, consisted of both
His death and resurrection.

What is more, while Jesus says “T [will]
come to you” (John 14:18) in connection to
the bestowal of the indwelling, life-giving
work of the Spirit, this is in apparent
contrast to His words in 15:26, and 16:7. In
the latter verses, which emphasize the
Spirit’s empowering of the disciples in their
witness to the world, Jesus speaks of
“sending” the Spirit. Conceptually, Jesus’
use of the verb méutw (“send”) harmonizes
most readily with the idea that He will not
be physically present with the disciples, but
He will send the Spirit to them from where
He is. Thus, on the one hand, Jesus clearly
links the impartation of the life-giving Spirit



to His personal and physical presence with
the disciples immediately subsequent to His
resurrection (14:17-19; cf. John 20:22, as
discussed below). On the other hand, He
speaks of the impartation of the vocationally
empowering work of the Spirit in terms that
seem to imply He will not be physically
present with the disciples when the Spirit is
received (cf. Acts 2 in this regard). The
Paraclete sayings of John 14-16, then, seem
to hint at two phrases in which the disciples
would receive the Spirit: the first, related to
the Spirit’s life-giving or regenerative work;
and the second, His charismatic empowering
for witness in the world.*** The former is
temporally located by Christ—it was to
occur when Jesus physically appeared to His
disciples immediately following His
resurrection. Conversely, the latter is not
specified temporally, but the fact Jesus
would not be physically present with His
disciples when the Spirit was ““sent” seems
to be implicit within the text.**

Spirit Impartation in John 20:22

In the evening of Resurrection Sunday (John
20:19), Jesus appeared to His disciples,
proving He had risen from the dead (v. 20).
On this momentous occasion, Jesus
“breathed on” (évedpionoev) His disciples
and said, “Receive [the] Holy Spirit” (Aafete
mvedua ayrov). Scholars have suggested
three main interpretations regarding the
impartation of the Spirit in this text.

First of all, some posit the passage should be
regarded as the “Johannine Pentecost.”
According to this view, the author was
unaware of Luke’s Pentecostal outpouring.
Representative of this view, Barrett states,
“It does not seem possible to harmonize this
account of a special bestowing of the Spirit
with that contained in Acts 2; after this event
there could be no more ‘waiting’ (Luke
24.48f.; Acts 1.4f.); the church could not be
more fully equipped for its mission.”*%
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There are several problems with this view.
First, it is inconsistent with a high view of
Scripture. This alone is sufficient grounds
for its rejection. Second, the fact John and
his audience certainly knew of Pentecost
renders the view untenable.** Furthermore,
Barrett overstates his position with regard to
the Church’s empowerment for its mission.
As will be argued below, prophetic and
missiological empowerment are not clearly
implied in the present passage—as they are
in Acts 2.

Second, many scholars suggest the action
recorded in John 20:22 was simply a
symbolic and proleptic act. According to
this view, the incident anticipates the reality
of Spirit reception that occurred on
Pentecost as recorded by Luke (Acts 2).
Many evangelical scholars espouse this
view.*® In recent years, this interpretation
has been defended, somewhat strangely, by
the Pentecostal theologian, Anthony
Palma.'*® Conversely, Westcott stated quite
forcefully, “To regard the words [“Receive
(the) Holy Spirit”] and act [of breathing
upon them] as a promise only and a symbol
of the future gift is wholly arbitrary and
unnatural.”**" Menzies claims, “This view
has been largely rejected by contemporary
scholars as a forced attempt to reconcile
John’s narrative with Acts.”**®

Third, some scholars regard the text as
indicating Jesus imparted the Spirit to His
disciples at that time, yet they also received
the Spirit during Pentecost. Scholars who
hold to this interpretation are not in
agreement as to the exact nature of that
which was received on this occasion. Some
suggest the Spirit was given as the source of
spiritual life.’* Others believe
empowerment for ministry is in view. For
example, F. F. Bruce claims, “It is not the
bestowal of life that is in view now, but
empowerment for ministry.”**® He further
states, “The Spirit is bestowed to empower



them to fulfil [sic] the commission they have
just received.”*!

In accordance with this third view, it is best
to regard John 20:22 as indicating Jesus
actually imparted the Spirit to the disciples
on the day of His resurrection.*** The verb
evedomoer (from, éuduod, “breathe on”*%)
is a NT hapax legomenon. It occurs nine
times in the LXX.'* Especially significant
for the present study, Genesis 2:7 utilizes the
verb in reference to God breathing the
breath of life into Adam.*> Menzies rightly
observes such “careful use of language”
would certainly cause John’s audience to
think back on the creation of Adam.'*® The
first readers would not have missed the
implications of such an allusion:'*" Similar
to God’s breathing life into Adam at the
beginning of creation, Jesus now breathes on
the disciples in bestowal of the life-giving
Spirit.*® Also noteworthy, since both r19

and mvedue can mean “breath,” or “wind,” in
addition to “spirit,”** breathing on the
disciples is an appro(g)riate symbolic action
in this connection.™ In light of these facts,
it is best to regard the incident as the
fulfillment of the promise of John 7:37-39;
and 14:17b-109.

Those who prefer to read the passage in
terms of empowerment for ministry object to
this view based on the references to the
disciples’ ministry in John 20:21 and 23.
Such an argument fails to convince for three
reasons, however. First, proponents of this
view must downplay the clear allusion to the
creation account of Genesis 2 and its life-
giving implications here.™" Second, the idea
Jesus here empowers (rather than
regenerates) the disciples for their ministry
falters on contextual grounds, for the
disciples cannot even convince Thomas (vv.
24-25), much less the hostile world to which
they are sent.'*? Such inability hardly
demonstrates effective empowerment for
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their missiological task. Third, one is left
wondering how such a reading of the text is
to be harmonized with the empowerment of
the disciples recorded by Luke (Acts 1:8;
2:4). Were they empowered twice? Why
would this be necessary? It will not do to
argue Luke and John have their own
perspectives that need not be harmonized. A
high view of Scripture requires an answer to
this question that regards both Lucan and
Johannine narratives as historically factual
and accurate accounts. Therefore, if the
disciples were empowered for ministry here,
the exegete is faced with an apparent
contradiction.**®

Instead of indicating empowerment,
however, the present text indicates the
disciples’ reception of the indwelling and
regenerating presence of the Spirit under the
New Covenant. This experience is not
unrelated to their commission, however.
Rather, their own reception of the
regenerating presence of the Spirit serves as
the necessary foundation for New Covenant
ministry to others. It seems rather obvious
that their ministry to others presupposes
their own reception of the life-giving work
of the Holy Spirit. The incident recorded in
John 20:22 does not serve the same purpose
the gift of the Spirit on the Day of Pentecost
does. Rather, the impartation recorded here
“was the necessary condition for the decent
of the Holy Spirit on the day of
Pentecost.”™>*

CONCLUSION

In summary, John 7:37-39 does not describe
Spirit baptism. Rather, it predicts the
bestowal of the life-giving or regenerative
work of the indwelling Spirit under the New
Covenant. This could not occur prior to the
“glorification” of Jesus, which included His
death, resurrection, and (most likely) His
initial ascent to the Father alluded to in John
20:17. Just before His own death, Jesus



predicted the Spirit in His indwelling,
regenerative work would be imparted to the
disciples at the time of His post-resurrection
appearance to them (14:17-20). In
fulfillment of this, Jesus breathed on His
disciples and thus imparted the Spirit on the
evening of the same day in which He rose
from the dead (20:19, 22).

Moreover, the vocationally empowering
work of the Spirit was in no way bestowed
at that time. Rather, the disciples received
power for witness on the Day of Pentecost.
The first disciples, therefore, received the
life-giving work of the Spirit and His
vocationally empowering work on two
distinct occasions. Far from being a unique

exception, however, such reception of Spirit
empowerment subsequent to regeneration
continued to occur in the early years of the
church.®®

In light of this, modern-day believers, who
have experienced the reality of the life-
giving work of the indwelling Spirit, ought
to seek also the vocational empowerment of
the Spirit. The need for such empowerment
for ministry is great, for it is the Spirit
himself who is able to make the church’s
witness truly powerful and fruitful. May the
church of the Lord Jesus Christ continue to
be “empowered from on high” (Luke 24:49,
CSB), for the harvest truly is great.

This article was originally submitted to Dr. Roger Cotton in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for an AGTS Course, “Theological Studies Seminar.”
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8730 also Blum who says the streams of living water flowing from within signify the believer “will have a
continual source of satisfaction, which will provide life continually (cf. 4:14).” Edwin A. Blum, “John,” in The Bible
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104K sstenberger, 241. Lenski states, “That glorification would give them the Spirit” (579).
1%Bernard, 1:284.

|bid., 1:285.

07Brown, 324.

198K 5stenberger, 241 (italics added).

%Bruce, 182 (italics added). So also Barrett, 329: “Jesus is glorified in and through his death.”
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ascension to His Father (329). Lenski clearly states Christ’s glorification includes His death, resurrection, and
ascension (580). He also plainly states his belief that the promise of the Spirit’s coming in John 7:37-38 did not
occur until the day of Pentecost (ibid.). Similarly, Gaebelein states, “Yet this gift was conditioned on the death of
Christ and the resurrection and ascension of Christ; the words ‘for Jesus was not yet glorified’ include all these great
events in the redemption [sic] work of Christ.” He then concludes, “The promise was fulfilled on the day of
Pentecost.” Arno C. Gaebelein, The Gospel of John: A Complete Analytical Exposition, 2nd rev. ed. (Neptune, NJ:
Loizeaux Brothers, 1965), 150.

M 9. Menzies, 50n33.
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glorified is nowhere applied to the death of Jesus as such. In this sense, Ow6fvet, to be lifted up (iii. 15; xii 32, 34)
would be necessary.” Frederick Louis Godet, Commentary on the Gospel of John—John 1-5, vol. 1 (1893, repr.,
Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1969), 79 (italics his). One might ask on what basis Godet supposes himself qualified to
decide what vocabulary “would be necessary” to connect the concept of glorification with Jesus’ death. Godet’s
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BNotice also the following passages (NKJV), in which the time of Jesus’ death is spoken of in similar
terms. John 7:30: “Therefore they sought to take Him; but no one laid a hand on Him, because His hour [ ¢pa
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one laid hands on Him, for His hour [ ¢&pa adtod] had not yet come.” In both verses, “His hour” (1} dpo «dtod)
refers to the time of Jesus’ death. John 13:1 states this even more plainly: “Now before the feast of the Passover,
when Jesus knew that His hour [a0tod 1y ddpa] had come that He should depart from this world to the Father”

(italics added).

YThe aorist imperative 56xadv is one of entreaty or request (for which see Brooks, and Carlton, 128).
Aspectually, the aorist is probably ingressive and calls upon the Father to glorify His name in a single or momentary
act in a specific situation (cf. Wallace, 719-20). The significance of this must not be missed: Jesus is actually
requesting that the Father glorify Himself by means of Jesus’ own crucifixion.

15Cf. also the comments of Bernard (2:437) in this is regard.

8Gerhard Kittel, “56x,” 249, in Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, 2:233-53, ed. Gerhard
Kittel, trans. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964).

7K eener, Gospel of John, 2:921. Wallace classifies the aorist usage here as proleptic (futuristic; see 564).
Cf. also Carson who states the aorist indicatives utilized in John 13:31-32 may be proleptic, “viewing the decisive
death/exaltation as virtually accomplished, since the decisive steps have already been taken and the redemptive
purposes of God are secure” (487).

18K eener suggests vov (“now’) and edoc (“immediately”) are roughly equivalent in meaning here,
“emphasizing the imminence of the events” (The Gospel of John 2:921).

19K stenberger, 422n2.
201hid., 422.

'2IThat is, the resurrection and probably Jesus’ initial ascent to the Father (cf. John 20:17). It seems
unnecessary to conclude that Jesus was not fully glorified until His final ascension recorded in Acts 1:2a, 9, 11.

122Cf. Kostenberger, 489-90.

ZMenzies, 41-52, especially 45-48.
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124Cf. Kostenberger, 438n77.

12550 Kostenberger, 439.

125 . Keener, Gospel of John, 2:973.

12730hn 7:33; 12:35; 13:33; 14:19; 16:16 (twice), 17 (twice), 18, 19 (twice).

128Cf. George Beasley-Murray, John, in Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 36, 2nd ed., ed. Ralph P. Martin
(Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson Publishers, 1999), 258. Beasley-Murray states John 14:18-20 “Clearly ... points to
Easter, with its manifestations of the risen Lord in mind, as the expansion of this passage in 16:16-30 confirms
beyond cavil.”

%These are the only occurrences of the phrase in John chapters 14-16.

13950 also Herman Ridderbos, The Gospel of John: A Theological Commentary (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1997), 505.

Blcf. Howard M. Ervin, Conversion-Initiation and the Baptism in the Holy Spirit: An Engaging Critique of
James D. G. Dunn’s Baptism in the Holy Spirit (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1984), 133-35. Ervin also believes the
Paraclete sayings imply two distinct phases in which the disciples would receive the Spirit. He argues the point
differently, however. Ervin posits the verb 5{8wut (“give”) “in relation to the action of the Spirit is associated with
regeneration in John”; and he then concludes John 14:16 must refer to the regenerative work of the Spirit (134). He
claims “It may be said of the Paraclete sayings, ... that the Spirit in His regenerating activity is given, not sent” (134,
italics added). He further states the verb to “send” (14:26; 15:26; 16:7), on the other hand, refers to the “functional”
work of the Spirit’s empowering the disciples for witness (134-35). Simply put, Ervin misconstrues and overstates
the significance of the verb §{dwp..

Nevertheless, Ervin’s discussion is suggestive and may serve to point one in the right direction. He
correctly observes that the elements of the Spirit’s work mentioned in the first Paraclete saying (John 14:16ff.) refer
exclusively to the ontological, regenerative reception of the Spirit. In addition, he rightly states John 15:26-27; 16:7-
11 clearly speak of Spirit-empowered witness, to the exclusion of regenerative aspects of the Spirit’s work. (Ervin’s
explanation of John 14:26 is less helpful.) Furthermore, there does seem to be some significance to Jesus’ use of the
verb méunw (“send”), but only in that it implies Jesus would not be physically present when the disciples received the
empowering work of the Spirit. See also J. Rodman Williams, Renewal Theology: Salvation, the Holy Spirit, and
Christian Living, vol. 2 in Renewal Theology: Systematic Theology from a Charismatic Perspective (Grand Rapids:
Academic Books, 1990), 173n61. Williams’ view is similar to that presented in the present work.

32This, of course, harmonizes well with Luke’s account of the disciples receiving power for ministry on the
Day of Pentecost (Acts 1:8; 2:1-4).

1B arrett, 570.

B4Cf. Menzies who states (somewhat weakly), “It is virtually certain that John and his audience would have
known of Pentecost” (48, italics added).

135E.g. Carson, 651-55.
3%palma, 112-15.

3'B. F. Westcott, The Gospel According to St. John: The Authorized Version with Introduction and Notes
(1881; repr., Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1950), 295.

38Menzies, 48. Dunn and Turner are cited as examples.
*Ibid., 48-50.
“0Bruce, 392. So also Ridderbos, 643.
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“Bryce, 392.

Y2The aorist imperative AdBete (“receive”) is most probably ingressive. It most likely refers to a momentary
or single act of reception.

3Ct. BDAG, s.v. “tpduodw,” 326.

Y4within canonical literature the verb occurs in the following: Gen. 2:7; 1 Kings 17:21; Job 4:21; Nah. 2:2;
Eze. 21:36; 37:9. Occurrences in non-canonical sources include: Tob. 6:9; 11:11; Wisd. of Sol. 15:11.

Y5The Greek reads, évedionoev eic t mpdowmor adtod oty (wic kel éyéveto 6 dvBpwmog elc Yuyhy
(&doav (“He breathed into his face [the] breath of life, and the man became a living soul”).

“Menzies, 49.

“"Note also the allusion to Gen. 2:7 in Wisd. of Sol. 15:11; and the dead bones living again as a result of
their being breathed on in Eze. 37:9. In light of such usage, the verb &uduvodw surely would have brought life-
creating images to the minds of John’s intended audience.

“8Cf. Menzies, 49; Bernard, 677; Ervin, 16, 52, 54, 134-35; Horton, 128-29; Westcott, 294. See also
Keener, who states the majority of scholars see an allusion to Gen. 2:7 here (Gospel of John, 2:1204-05).

Scf. Francis Brown, S. R. Driver, and Charles A. Briggs, The Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew and English
Lexicon: With an Appendix Containing the Biblical Aramaic (1906; repr., Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1999), s.v.
“mm,” 924; and BDAG, s.v. “mvebue,” 832, respectively.

150See Westcott, who also notes the appropriateness of breathing on the disciples while bestowing the Spirit
(294). He notes the connection with John 3:8, as well.

ICt. Ridderbos who is compelled to admit the act of breathing upon the disciples “recalls” Gen. 2:7; Eze.
37:5f.; and Wisd. of Sol. 15:11 (which he incorrectly cites as 17:11), texts “that mention God’s life-giving breath”
(643). However, he offers the following weak argument: “If the reference to these texts were direct, then the
meaning would be that just as in the beginning God breathed a living spirit into humankind, so in this moment of the
new creation Jesus breathes the Holy Spirit into the disciples and so grants them eternal life” (ibid.).

152566 Menzies, 32.

53 These last two points also apply equally to the “both-and” approach which suggests both the life-giving
and the vocationally empowering aspects of the Spirit were bestowed at that time. The life-giving or regenerative
work of the Spirit clearly was imparted. Conversely, the evidence does not support the idea that the disciples were
empowered for witness on this occasion.

%\Westcott, 295.

The accuracy of this statement rests upon Luke’s distinctive pneumatological focus and contribution in
Luke-Acts. In particular, the Lucan narrative of Acts consistently portrays the gift of the Spirit in prophetic and
vocational terms, rather than in soteriological terms (see, e.g., Stronstad). With regard to the church, the purpose of
this dimension of the Spirit’s work is clearly stated as empowerment for mission (cf. Acts 1:8). As such, not only is
the gift of the Spirit (in the Lucan sense) theologically distinct from regeneration, but it is also received subsequent
to salvation on several occasions (e.g. Acts 8:12, 14-17; 19:1-6).
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