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Abstract: Although Jesus’ divine identity is explicitly disclosed to the reader in the Prologue of the Gospel of
John, the narrative characters’ understanding of this identity with the same degree of clarity is delayed. This
raises the question of why, although the characters recognize Jesus to varying degrees, the knowledge of Jesus’
divine identity disclosed to the reader in the Prologue through the term theos (God/0gdc) does not become an
explicit confession by a narrative character until Thomas. This study examines this process through the concept
of “delayed recognition” and investigates the narrative function of delaying until Thomas the explicit
articulation by a narrative character of the knowledge disclosed to the reader in the Prologue through the term
theos. Adopting a text-centered and narrative-critical approach, the study examines the distribution of
knowledge between the reader and the narrative characters, as well as misunderstanding, irony, and scenes of
renewed recognition. Aristotle’s concept of anagnorisis is used to explain the narrative function of the
transition from ignorance to knowledge, and delayed recognition in John is compared with narrative structures
organized around nonrecognition and anagnorisis in ancient tragedy, particularly Euripides’ Bacchae. The
analysis shows that Jesus is recognized to varying degrees throughout John. Before the crucifixion, recognition
occurs to varying degrees through such titles as Messiah, prophet, King of Israel, Lord, and Son of God, while
in the crisis narratives nonrecognition becomes more pronounced in the forms of misdesignation and rejection.
In the post-resurrection scenes, however, sight and physical proximity do not automatically produce
recognition. Personal address by name in the case of Mary Magdalene, the miraculous sign in the Sea of Galilee
scene, and bodily marks in the Thomas narrative emerge as elements that bring about recognition. The analysis
shows that the gap between the reader’s knowledge of Jesus’ divine identity and the narrative characters’
understanding of it is sustained throughout the plot, and that the explicit theos confession is delayed and
prepared until Thomas’s declaration, “My Lord and my God.” The comparison with the Bacchae also reveals
a comparable narrative structure between the advance disclosure of divine identity to the audience or reader
and the delayed understanding of that identity by the narrative characters, while showing that delayed
recognition leads to different outcomes in the two works. In the Bacchae, delayed recognition is associated
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with tragic destruction, whereas in John recognition reaches a Christological and faith-centered conclusion in
Thomas’s confession.

Keywords: History of Religions, Gospel of John, Recognition Motif, Divine Identity, Anagnorisis, Bacchae,
Theos

Oz: Yuhanna Incili’nde Isa’nin tanrisal kimligi prologda okuyucuya acik bigimde bildirilmesine ragmen anlat:
kisilerinin bu kimligi ayn1 agiklikta kavramasi gecikir. Bu durum, metindeki kisilerinin Isa’y1 cesitli diizeylerde
tanimalarina ragmen prologda okuyucuya verilen theos (tanri/0edc) diizeyindeki kimlik bilgisinin neden
Thomas’a kadar agik bir karakter itirafina doniismedigi sorusuna cevap aramaktadir. Bu ¢alisma, s6z konusu
stireci “gecikmeli kavranig” kavrami iizerinden incelemekte ve prologda okuyucuya verilen theos diizeyindeki
bilginin bir anlati kisisi tarafindan agik¢a dile getirilmesinin Thomas’a kadar geciktirilmesinin anlatisal iglevini
aragtirmaktadir. Calismada metin merkezli ve anlati-elestirel bir yontem izlenmis, okuyucu ile anlat1 kisileri
arasindaki bilgi dagilimi, yanlis anlama, ironi ve yeniden tanima sahneleri degerlendirilmigtir. Aristoteles’in
anagnorisis kavrami, bilgisizlikten bilgiye gegigin anlatisal islevini aciklamak amactyla kullanilmis,
Yuhanna’daki gecikmeli kavranis, antik tragedyalarda taninmama ve anagnorisis etrafinda kurulan anlatt
diizenleriyle, 6zellikle Euripides’in Bakkhalar tragedyasiyla karsilagtirilmistir. Inceleme, Yuhanna’da Isa’nin
anlat1 boyunca cesitli diizeylerde tanindigimi gostermektedir. Carmih dncesinde Mesih, peygamber, israil’in
krali, Rab ve Tanr1 Oglu gibi unvanlarla farkli tanima diizeyleri ortaya ¢ikarken, kriz anlatilarinda taninmama
yanlis adlandirma ve reddedis bigiminde belirginlesir. Dirilig sonrasi sahnelerde ise gorme ve fiziksel yakinlik
tanimay1 kendiliginden saglamaz. Mecdelli Meryem’de adla hitap, Celile Golii sahnesinde mucizevi isaret ve
Thomas anlatisinda bedensel izler tanimay1 saglayan unsurlar olarak éne ¢ikar. inceleme, prologdan itibaren
okuyucunun sahip oldugu tanrisal kimlik bilgisi ile anlati kisilerinin kavrayisi arasindaki farkin olay orgiisii
boyunca siirdiiriildiigiinii ve agik theos itirafinin Thomas’in “Rabbim ve Tanrim” soziine kadar geciktirilerek
hazirlandigin1 gostermektedir. Bakkhalar ile yapilan karsilastirma da tanrisal kimligin seyirciye veya
okuyucuya dnceden bildirilmesi ile anlat: kisilerinin ge¢ kavrayisi arasinda karsilastirilabilir bir anlati diizeni
bulundugunu, ancak geciken tanimanin iki eserde farkli sonuglara baglandigini ortaya koymaktadir.
Bakkhalar’da geg fark edis trajik yikimi getirirken Yuhanna’da tanima, Thomas’in itirafinda kristolojik ve
iman merkezli bir sonuca ulagsmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Dinler Tarihi, Yuhanna incili, Taninma Motifi, Tanrisal Kimlik, Anagnorisis, Bakkhalar,
Theos
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Structured Abstract:

The appearance of a divine being in human form and the failure of others to recognize that being’s
true identity at the initial encounter constitute a recurrent theme in religious and literary narratives. In the
Gospel of John, this issue acquires particular significance because of the prior knowledge supplied to the reader
in the Prologue. While the Prologue explicitly identifies the Logos as God (theos/0gdc), states that the Logos
became flesh, and associates the Logos with Jesus, the narrative characters do not understand Jesus’ identity
with the same degree of clarity. This does not mean, however, that Jesus remains wholly unrecognized
throughout the Johannine narrative. He is recognized to varying degrees through such titles as Messiah,
prophet, King of Israel, Lord, and Son of God. The central problem, therefore, concerns why the divine identity
disclosed to the reader in the Prologue through the term theos does not become an explicit and affirmative
confession by a narrative character until Thomas declares, “My Lord and my God.” Johannine scholarship has
approached recognition and nonrecognition from a variety of perspectives, including misunderstanding,
dramatic irony, the knowledge gap between reader and characters, and anagnorisis. The climactic
Christological significance of Thomas’s confession has likewise received considerable attention. Yet these two
lines of inquiry have only rarely been brought together around the question of why the explicit theos confession
is delayed throughout the narrative and how this delay may be compared with recognition structures in ancient
tragedy.

This study examines how the knowledge gap between the divine identity disclosed to the reader in the
Prologue and the characters’ understanding of that identity is sustained throughout the Gospel of John, and
what narrative function is served by delaying the explicit theos confession until Thomas. The article designates
this process as “delayed recognition.” The term does not imply that Jesus remains entirely unrecognized
throughout the narrative. Rather, it refers to the delay between the knowledge supplied in the Prologue through
the term theos and its equally explicit articulation in the confession of a narrative character, despite the various
and at times substantial forms of recognition that occur earlier in the narrative. The study further seeks to
determine how this delay is prepared through scenes of recognition, misrecognition, and renewed recognition,
and in what respects the resulting narrative arrangement converges with or differs from comparable structures
in ancient tragedy.

The study adopts a text-centered and narrative-critical approach. The Gospel of John is examined with
particular attention to the distribution of knowledge between the reader and the narrative characters, the
designations applied to Jesus by individual characters, misunderstanding and irony, the relationship between
seeing and understanding, and the signs that bring about recognition. Pre-crucifixion scenes, the arrest and trial
narratives, and the post-resurrection encounters are considered as parts of a continuous narrative development.
Aristotle’s concept of anagnorisis is employed as an analytical tool for examining the transition from ignorance
to knowledge and the narrative function of moments of recognition within the plot. The comparative dimension
focuses particularly on Euripides’ Bacchae, considering the advance disclosure of divine identity to the reader
or audience, a character’s failure to recognize that identity or delayed understanding of it, and the different
outcomes to which recognition eventually leads. No direct source relationship or definitive literary dependence
between John and ancient tragedy is posited; the comparison is restricted to comparable narrative dynamics.

The analysis shows that recognition in John does not develop as a linear process culminating in a
single moment of discovery. Before the crucifixion, Jesus is recognized through a range of Christological titles,
yet the identity disclosed to the reader in the Prologue through the term theos is not articulated with equivalent
explicitness by any narrative character. From the beginning, therefore, a knowledge gap is maintained between
the reader and the characters. During the arrest, trial, and crucifixion, nonrecognition assumes a sharper form.
Statements concerning Jesus’ identity become entangled in political, religious, and legal frameworks and are
transformed into forms of misdesignation, reduction, and rejection. The events of the passion narrative
consequently heighten the ironic disparity between the identity known to the reader and the interpretations
offered by the characters within the scenes.

The post-resurrection narratives sustain this delay in a different way. Mary Magdalene sees the risen
Jesus but mistakes him for the gardener, while the disciples by the Sea of Galilee initially fail to understand
the identity of the person before them even after speaking with him. These episodes indicate that sight,
conversation, and physical proximity do not automatically produce recognition in John. Recognition instead
occurs through particular mediating signs: personal address in the case of Mary, a miraculous sign by the Sea
of Galilee, and bodily marks in the Thomas episode. Thomas’s declaration, “My Lord and my God,” marks the
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point at which the Prologue’s declaration that “the Word was God” is voiced explicitly and directly by a
narrative character through the term theos. The knowledge gap sustained since the Prologue thus reaches its
clearest Christological resolution in the Thomas scene.

The comparison with the Bacchae reveals a significant parallel in the distribution of knowledge
concerning divine identity between audience or reader and narrative characters. Dionysus’ identity is disclosed
to the audience at the beginning of the play, whereas Pentheus refuses to acknowledge his divinity. Even the
altered perception he experiences later in the drama does not develop into an explicit acceptance or confession
and does not avert his tragic end. Agave’s eventual recognition of her son, by contrast, constitutes an
anagnorisis through which the full extent of the tragedy becomes apparent. In John, post-resurrection
recognition moves instead toward faith through Mary’s testimony and Thomas’s explicit theos confession. The
two narratives thus generate a comparable tension through delayed recognition, while directing that tension
toward markedly different outcomes.

The study demonstrates that recognition in the Gospel of John is not wholly postponed until the end
of the narrative. The principal delay lies instead in the movement from the divine identity disclosed to the
reader in the Prologue to its explicit articulation by a narrative character through the term theos. Delayed
recognition, therefore, is more than a lexical observation that the term theos is not used by a narrative character
in an explicit confession of Jesus as God until Thomas. It describes a narrative arrangement in which the
difference between the reader’s prior knowledge and the characters’ understanding is sustained through
successive scenes of recognition, misrecognition, and renewed recognition. Personal address, miraculous signs,
and bodily marks function not merely to establish the identity of the person encountered but to lead the
characters toward a fuller understanding of the Christological significance of Jesus’ identity. The comparison
with ancient tragedy situates this narrative arrangement within a broader literary context while also clarifying
the distinct direction taken by the Johannine narrative. Whereas delayed recognition in the Bacchae culminates
in tragic destruction, in John it ultimately moves toward testimony, faith, and explicit Christological
confession.

Keywords: History of Religions, Gospel of John, Recognition Motif, Divine Identity, Anagnorisis,
Bacchae, Theos.
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Résumé Structuré:

L'apparition d'un étre divin sous une forme humaine et I'incapacité des autres a reconnaitre la véritable
identité¢ de cet étre lors de la premiére rencontre constituent un théme récurrent dans les récits religieux et
littéraires. Dans 1'Evangile selon Jean, cette question revét une importance particuliére en raison des
informations préalables fournies au lecteur dans le prologue. Alors que le prologue identifie explicitement le
Logos comme étant Dieu (theos/0edq), affirme que le Logos s’est fait chair et associe le Logos a Jésus, les
personnages du récit ne comprennent pas ’identité de Jésus avec le méme degré de clarté. Cela ne signifie
toutefois pas que Jésus reste totalement méconnu tout au long du récit johannique. Il est reconnu a des degrés
divers a travers des titres tels que Messie, prophéte, roi d’Israél, Seigneur et Fils de Dieu. La question centrale
porte donc sur la raison pour laquelle I’identité divine révélée au lecteur dans le prologue par le terme theos ne
se traduit pas par une confession explicite et affirmative de la part d’un personnage du récit avant que Thomas
ne déclare : « Mon Seigneur et mon Dieu ». Les études johanniques ont abordé la reconnaissance et la non-
reconnaissance sous divers angles, notamment I’incompréhension, 1’ironie dramatique, le fossé de
connaissance entre le lecteur et les personnages, et 1’anagnorisis. La portée christologique décisive de la
confession de Thomas a également fait I’objet d’une attention considérable. Pourtant, ces deux axes de
recherche n’ont que rarement été mis en relation autour de la question de savoir pourquoi la confession explicite
de theos est retardée tout au long du récit et comment ce retard peut étre comparé aux structures de
reconnaissance dans la tragédie antique.
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La présente étude examine comment le fossé cognitif entre 1’identité divine révélée au lecteur dans le
prologue et la compréhension de cette identité par les personnages est maintenu tout au long de 1’Evangile de
Jean, et quelle fonction narrative remplit le fait de retarder la confession explicite de theos jusqu’a Thomas.
L’article qualifie ce processus de « reconnaissance différée ». Ce terme n’implique pas que Jésus reste
totalement méconnu tout au long du récit. Il fait plut6t référence au délai entre la connaissance fournie dans le
prologue par le terme theos et son articulation tout aussi explicite dans la confession d’un personnage du récit,
malgré les formes diverses et parfois substantielles de reconnaissance qui surviennent plus tot dans le récit.
L’étude cherche en outre a déterminer comment ce délai est préparé a travers des scénes de reconnaissance, de
méconnaissance et de reconnaissance renouvelée, et en quoi I’agencement narratif qui en résulte converge avec
ou différe des structures comparables de la tragédie antique.

Cette étude adopte une approche centrée sur le texte et critique du point de vue narratif. L’Evangile
selon Jean est examiné en accordant une attention particuliére a la répartition de la connaissance entre le lecteur
et les personnages du récit, aux désignations attribuées a Jésus par chaque personnage, aux malentendus et a
I’ironie, a la relation entre le fait de voir et celui de comprendre, ainsi qu’aux signes qui conduisent a la
reconnaissance. Les sceénes antérieures a la crucifixion, les récits de I’arrestation et du proceés, ainsi que les
rencontres postérieures a la résurrection sont considérés comme faisant partic d’un développement narratif
continu. Le concept d’anagnorisis d’ Aristote est utilis¢ comme outil analytique pour examiner la transition de
I’ignorance a la connaissance et la fonction narrative des moments de reconnaissance au sein de I’intrigue. La
dimension comparative se concentre en particulier sur les Bacchantes d’Euripide, en prenant en compte la
révélation anticipée de 1’identité divine au lecteur ou au public, I’incapacité d’un personnage a reconnaitre cette
identité ou sa compréhension tardive de celle-ci, ainsi que les différentes issues auxquelles la reconnaissance
conduit finalement. Aucune relation directe de source ni aucune dépendance littéraire définitive entre
I’Evangile selon Jean et la tragédie antique n’est postulée ; la comparaison se limite a des dynamiques
narratives comparables.

L’analyse montre que la reconnaissance dans Jean ne se développe pas comme un processus linéaire
aboutissant a un moment unique de découverte. Avant la crucifixion, Jésus est reconnu a travers toute une série
de titres christologiques, mais 1’identité révélée au lecteur dans le prologue par le terme theos n’est exprimée
avec une expliciteté équivalente par aucun personnage du récit. Dés le début, par conséquent, un fossé de
connaissance est maintenu entre le lecteur et les personnages. Au cours de 1’arrestation, du proces et de la
crucifixion, la non-reconnaissance prend une forme plus marquée. Les déclarations concernant I’identité de
Jésus s’enchevétrent dans des cadres politiques, religieux et juridiques et se transforment en formes de
désignation erronée, de réduction et de rejet. Les événements du récit de la Passion accentuent par conséquent
la disparité ironique entre 1’identité connue du lecteur et les interprétations proposées par les personnages au
sein des scénes.

Les récits postérieurs a la résurrection entretiennent ce décalage d’une maniere différente. Marie-
Madeleine voit Jésus ressuscité mais le prend pour le jardinier, tandis que les disciples au bord de la mer de
Galilée ne parviennent pas, dans un premier temps, a comprendre 1’identité de la personne qui se tient devant
eux, méme apres lui avoir parlé. Ces épisodes indiquent que la vue, la conversation et la proximité physique
ne conduisent pas automatiquement a la reconnaissance chez Jean. La reconnaissance s’opére plutot par le biais
de signes médiateurs particuliers : une interpellation personnelle dans le cas de Marie, un signe miraculeux au
bord de la mer de Galilée, et des marques corporelles dans 1’épisode de Thomas. La déclaration de Thomas, «
Mon Seigneur et mon Dieu », marque le moment ou I’affirmation du Prologue selon laquelle « la Parole était
Dieu » est exprimée explicitement et directement par un personnage du récit a travers le terme theos. Le vide
de connaissance qui subsistait depuis le Prologue trouve ainsi sa résolution christologique la plus claire dans
la scéne de Thomas.

La comparaison avec les Bacchantes révele un parallele significatif dans la répartition des
connaissances concernant I’identité divine entre le public ou le lecteur et les personnages de la narration.
L’identité de Dionysos est révélée au public des le début de la piece, tandis que Penthée refuse de reconnaitre
sa divinité. Méme le changement de perception qu’il éprouve plus tard dans la piece ne débouche pas sur une
acceptation ou une confession explicite et n’empéche pas sa fin tragique. La reconnaissance finale de son fils
par Agavé, en revanche, constitue une anagnorisis a travers laquelle toute ’ampleur de la tragédie devient
évidente. Dans Jean, la reconnaissance post-résurrectionnelle s’oriente plutot vers la foi grace au témoignage
de Marie et a la confession explicite de theos par Thomas. Les deux récits générent ainsi une tension
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comparable due a une reconnaissance différée, tout en orientant cette tension vers des dénouements nettement
différents.

Cette étude démontre que, dans 1’Evangile selon Jean, la reconnaissance n’est pas entiérement reportée
a la fin du récit. Le principal retard réside plutot dans le passage de I’identité divine révélée au lecteur dans le
Prologue a son articulation explicite par un personnage du récit a travers le terme theos. La reconnaissance
différée est donc plus qu’une simple observation lexicale selon laquelle le terme theos n’est pas utilisé par un
personnage du récit dans une confession explicite de Jésus en tant que Dieu avant Thomas. Elle décrit une
structure narrative dans laquelle la différence entre la connaissance préalable du lecteur et la compréhension
des personnages est entretenue par des scénes successives de reconnaissance, de méconnaissance et de
reconnaissance renouvelée. L’interpellation personnelle, les signes miraculeux et les marques corporelles ne
servent pas seulement a établir I’identité de la personne rencontrée, mais aussi a conduire les personnages vers
une compréhension plus compléte de la signification christologique de I’identité de Jésus. La comparaison avec
la tragédie antique situe cette structure narrative dans un contexte littéraire plus large tout en clarifiant
I’orientation distincte prise par le récit johannique. Alors que la reconnaissance tardive dans les Bacchantes
culmine dans une destruction tragique, chez Jean, elle aboutit finalement au témoignage, a la foi et a une
confession christologique explicite.

Mots-clés: Histoire des religions, Evangile selon Jean, motif de la reconnaissance, identité divine,
anagnorisis, Bacchantes, Theos.

Resumen Estructurado:

La aparicion de un ser divino con forma humana y el hecho de que los demés no reconozcan la
verdadera identidad de ese ser en el primer encuentro constituyen un tema recurrente en las narraciones
religiosas y literarias. En el Evangelio de Juan, esta cuestion adquiere una importancia especial debido a la
informacion previa que se proporciona al lector en el Prologo. Aunque el Prologo identifica explicitamente al
Logos como Dios (theos/0g06q), afirma que el Logos se hizo carne y asocia al Logos con Jesus, los personajes
de la narracion no comprenden la identidad de Jesus con el mismo grado de claridad. Esto no significa, sin
embargo, que Jesus pase totalmente desapercibido a lo largo de toda la narracion joanica. Se le reconoce en
diversos grados a través de titulos como Mesias, profeta, Rey de Israel, Sefior e Hijo de Dios. El problema
central, por lo tanto, radica en por qué la identidad divina revelada al lector en el Proélogo mediante el término
theos no se convierte en una confesion explicita y afirmativa por parte de un personaje de la narracion hasta
que Tomas declara: «Sefior mio y Dios mio». Los estudiosos del evangelio de Juan han abordado el
reconocimiento y el no reconocimiento desde diversas perspectivas, entre ellas el malentendido, la ironia
dramatica, la brecha de conocimiento entre el lector y los personajes, y la anagnorisis. El significado
cristologico culminante de la confesion de Tomas también ha recibido una atencion considerable. Sin embargo,
estas dos lineas de investigacion rara vez se han aunado en torno a la cuestién de por qué la confesion explicita
de theos se retrasa a lo largo de la narraciéon y como este retraso puede compararse con las estructuras de
reconocimiento en la tragedia antigua.

Este estudio examina como se mantiene a lo largo del Evangelio de Juan la brecha de conocimiento
entre la identidad divina revelada al lector en el Prologo y la comprension que tienen los personajes de dicha
identidad, y qué funcion narrativa cumple el hecho de retrasar la confesion explicita de theos hasta Tomas. El
articulo denomina a este proceso «reconocimiento retrasado». El término no implica que Jesis permanezca
totalmente sin ser reconocido a lo largo de la narracion. Més bien, se refiere al retraso entre el conocimiento
aportado en el Prologo a través del término theos y su articulacion igualmente explicita en la confesion de un
personaje narrativo, a pesar de las diversas y, en ocasiones, sustanciales formas de reconocimiento que se
producen anteriormente en la narracion. El estudio pretende ademas determinar como se prepara este retraso a
través de escenas de reconocimiento, reconocimiento erréneo y reconocimiento renovado, y en qué aspectos la
disposicion narrativa resultante converge con —o difiere de— estructuras comparables en la tragedia antigua.

El estudio adopta un enfoque centrado en el texto y de critica narrativa. Se examina el Evangelio de
Juan prestando especial atencion a la distribucion del conocimiento entre el lector y los personajes narrativos,
las denominaciones que cada personaje aplica a Jesus, los malentendidos y la ironia, la relacion entre ver y
comprender, y los signos que dan lugar al reconocimiento. Las escenas previas a la crucifixion, las narraciones
de la detencion y el juicio, y los encuentros posteriores a la resurreccion se consideran partes de un desarrollo
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narrativo continuo. El concepto aristotélico de anagnorisis se emplea como herramienta analitica para
examinar la transicién de la ignorancia al conocimiento y la funcién narrativa de los momentos de
reconocimiento dentro de la trama. La dimension comparativa se centra especialmente en Las bacantes de
Euripides, analizando la revelacion anticipada de la identidad divina al lector o al publico, la incapacidad de
un personaje para reconocer dicha identidad o su comprension tardia de la misma, y los diferentes desenlaces
a los que conduce finalmente el reconocimiento. No se postula ninguna relacion directa como fuente ni
dependencia literaria definitiva entre el Evangelio de Juan y la tragedia antigua; la comparacion se limita a
dinamicas narrativas comparables.

El anélisis muestra que el reconocimiento en el Evangelio de Juan no se desarrolla como un proceso
lineal que culmina en un unico momento de descubrimiento. Antes de la crucifixion, Jesus es reconocido a
través de una serie de titulos cristologicos; sin embargo, la identidad revelada al lector en el Prologo mediante
el término theos no es articulada con la misma claridad por ningtin personaje de la narracion. Desde el principio,
por lo tanto, se mantiene una brecha de conocimiento entre el lector y los personajes. Durante la detencion, el
juicio y la crucifixion, el no reconocimiento adquiere una forma mas marcada. Las afirmaciones relativas a la
identidad de Jesus se entrelazan con marcos politicos, religiosos y juridicos, y se transforman en formas de
designacion erronea, reduccion y rechazo. En consecuencia, los acontecimientos de la narracion de la Pasion
acentlian la disparidad irénica entre la identidad conocida por el lector y las interpretaciones ofrecidas por los
personajes en las escenas.

Las narraciones posteriores a la resurreccion mantienen este desfase de otra manera. Maria Magdalena
ve a Jests resucitado, pero lo confunde con el jardinero, mientras que los discipulos junto al mar de Galilea,
en un primer momento, no logran comprender la identidad de la persona que tienen ante si, incluso después de
haber hablado con €l. Estos episodios indican que la vista, la conversacion y la proximidad fisica no producen
automaticamente el reconocimiento en Juan. El reconocimiento se produce, en cambio, a través de signos
mediadores concretos: el tratamiento personal en el caso de Maria, un signo milagroso junto al mar de Galilea
y las marcas corporales en el episodio de Tomas. La declaracion de Tomas, «Sefior mio y Dios mio», marca el
momento en el que la afirmacion del Prologo de que «el Verbo era Dios» es expresada de forma explicita y
directa por un personaje narrativo mediante el término theos. La laguna de conocimiento que se ha mantenido
desde el Prologo alcanza asi su resolucion cristologica mas clara en la escena de Tomas.

La comparacion con las Bacantes revela un paralelismo significativo en la distribucion del
conocimiento sobre la identidad divina entre el publico o el lector y los personajes narrativos. La identidad de
Dioniso se revela al ptblico al comienzo de la obra, mientras que Penteo se niega a reconocer su divinidad. Ni
siquiera el cambio de percepcion que experimenta mas adelante en la obra se traduce en una aceptacion o
confesion explicita, ni evita su tragico final. El reconocimiento final de Agave de su hijo, por el contrario,
constituye una anagnorisis a través de la cual se hace evidente todo el alcance de la tragedia. En Juan, el
reconocimiento tras la resurreccion se orienta, en cambio, hacia la fe a través del testimonio de Maria y la
confesion explicita de theos por parte de Tomas. Las dos narrativas generan asi una tension comparable a través
del reconocimiento retrasado, al tiempo que dirigen esa tension hacia desenlaces marcadamente diferentes.

El estudio demuestra que el reconocimiento en el Evangelio de Juan no se pospone por completo hasta
el final de la narracion. El principal retraso radica, en cambio, en el paso de la identidad divina revelada al
lector en el Prélogo a su articulacion explicita por parte de un personaje narrativo mediante el término theos.
El reconocimiento diferido, por lo tanto, es mas que una observacion léxica de que el término theos no es
utilizado por ninglin personaje narrativo en una confesion explicita de que Jests es Dios hasta que aparece
Tomas. Describe una estructura narrativa en la que la diferencia entre el conocimiento previo del lector y la
comprension de los personajes se mantiene a través de escenas sucesivas de reconocimiento, error de
reconocimiento y reconocimiento renovado. El tratamiento personal, los signos milagrosos y las marcas
corporales no solo sirven para establecer la identidad de la persona con la que se encuentran, sino para conducir
a los personajes hacia una comprension mas completa del significado cristologico de la identidad de Jesus. La
comparacion con la tragedia antigua situa esta estructura narrativa en un contexto literario mas amplio, al
tiempo que aclara la direccion distintiva que toma la narracion joanica. Mientras que el reconocimiento tardio
en las Bacantes culmina en una destruccion tragica, en Juan conduce en ultima instancia al testimonio, la fe y
la confesion cristologica explicita.
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Palabras clave: Historia de las religiones, Evangelio de Juan, motivo del reconocimiento, identidad
divina, anagnorisis, Bacantes, Theos.
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CrpykrypupoBanHoe Pe3ome:

[TosiBneHne G0XKECTBEHHOI'O CYIIECTBA B UEIOBEUECKOM OOJHMKE M HECIIOCOOHOCTH OKPY KAIOLIUX
pacro3HaTh €ro ICTUHHYIO CYIIIHOCTb IIPU MIEPBOM BCTpeUe SABISIOTCS MOBTOPSAIOIIECHCS TEMOU B pETUTMO3HBIX
U JUTEpaTypHBIX NMoBecTBOBaHMUiIX. B EBanrennn ot MoaHHa 3TOT Bompoc mpuoOpeTaeT ocoboe 3HaueHHe
Omaromaps npeABapUTeIbHON HHBOpMaIKK, peaocTaBieHHON yuTatento B [Iponore. Xots B I[Iposore Jloroc
aBHO wuaeHTH(UIMpyeTcss Kak bor (theos/0edc), yrBepxknaercs, uro Jloroc Bomiotmicsi, u Jloroc
acconuupyercs ¢ Mucycom, mepcoHaXy ITOBECTBOBAaHMS HE IOHMMAIOT CyIIHOCTh Mucyca c Takoil xe
SCHOCTBIO. DTO, OJJHAKO, HE 03HaYaeT, 4To MHcyc ocTaeTcst COBEpIIEHHO HEy3HAHHBIM Ha NMPOTSDKEHUH BCETO
MOAHHOBCKOTO TTOBECTBOBAaHMA. Ero mpu3HAIOT B TOW MM MHOM CTENEHHW 4epe3 Takue THTYJIbI, Kak Meccus,
npopok, Laps W3pawuns, ['ocnogs u Ceie boxwuit. Takum oOpa3om, TeHTpaiIbHAas IpobieMa 3aKII0YacTcs B
TOM, IoYeMy OO’KECTBEHHAs! CYIITHOCTh, PacKpbITast unTareito B [Iposyore uepe3 TepMuH theos, He CTAHOBUTCS
SIBHBIM M YTBEPANTEIbHBIM HCIOBEIaHUEM CO CTOPOHBI IIEPCOHAKA MOBECTBOBAHUS /10 TEX TOP, oka Poma
He npoBo3riacut: «l'ocnonu moi u boxe moit»y. Uccnenoarenu Epanrenus ot MoaHHa paccMarpuBaiu
BOIIPOCHI MMPU3HAHUA 1 HCTIPU3HAHUSA C PA3JIMYHBIX TOUCK 3pCHHA, BKJIFOYasd HCJOITOHUMAaHUE, ApaMaTUICCKY O
HPOHMIO, PA3pBIB B 3HAHUAX MEXIY YUTATENIEM M MEePCOHaKaMH, a Takke anacHopusuc. KynbMuHaIMOHHOE
XPUCTOJIOTUYECKOE 3HAYCHUE HUCTIOBCIaHUA DoMEBI Takke YAOCTOUJIOCH 3HAYUTEIILHOIO BHUMAHUA. OJIHaKO
9TH JB€ JIMHUU HCCJICAOBAaHUA JIMIIb HU3PCIKa O6'I>eL[I/IH5[J'II/ICI> BOKpYT BoOIpoca O TOM, IOYEMY SABHOC
UCTIOBEJ]aHUE theos OTKIAIBIBACTCS Ha NPOTSDKEHWH BCETO MOBECTBOBAHUSI M KaK 3Ty 3aJEPXKKY MOXHO
COIIOCTABUTH CO CTPYKTYPaMH y3HABaHUS B AaHTUYHON TpareIuH.

B nmaHHOM WCCIemOBaHWM paccMaTpUBaeTCs, KaK pPa3pblB B 3HAHHHA MEXIY OO0XKECTBEHHOH
WIEHTUYHOCTBIO, pacKpbiBaeMoi unurtateno B Ilponore, 1 moHMMaHUEM 3TOM MAECHTUYHOCTH NEPCOHAKaMU
COXpaHseTcs Ha TpOTsHKeHHH Bcero Emanrenmus ot MoaHHa, M KaKyl IIOBECTBOBATECIBHYIO (YHKIIUIO
BEITIOJTHSAET OTCPOYKA SBHOTO NPHU3HAHWA theos o MoMeHTa mossieHus Pombl. B crathe 3TOT mpormecc
o0o03HayaeTcss Kak «OTCPOYCHHOE y3HaBaHHME». OTOT TEPMHH HE MoJpasymeBaeT, 4to Mucyc ocraercs
MOJTHOCTBIO HEY3HAHHBIM HA MPOTSHKEHUU BCEeTo MoBecTBOBaHMsI. CKOpee, OH OTHOCUTCS K 3aJIEPIKKEe MEXKITY
3HaHWEM, MPEIOCTaBIeHHBIM B I[Iposiore 4epe3 TEpMHUH theos, W €ro CTONb K€ SBHBIM BBIpAXXEHHEM B
WCIIOBEJIaHUU OJHOTO M3 IMEpPCOHaXe NMOBECTBOBAHMS, HECMOTPSA Ha pa3jIMYHbIE U MOPOU CYLIECTBEHHbIE
dhopmbl pacro3HaBaHUs, KOTOPHIE MPOUCXOJSAT paHee B MOBECTBOBAHWH. VccienoBaHUE TakKe CTPEMUTCS
OTIPENIeNNTh, KaK 3Ta 3a/IeprKKa MOr0TaBIMBACTCS Yepe3 CIICHbI PACTIO3HABAHHS, OIINOOYHOTO PACTIO3HABAHHS
Y TIOBTOPHOTO pACHO3HaBaHHsA, U B KaKHWX AaCMEKTax IOJY4YMBIIAACS B PE3yJbTaTe IOBECTBOBATEJIbHAS
KOMITO3UIUS CXOJIUTCS C COMTOCTABUMBIMHU CTPYKTYpaMH B aHTUYHOW TpareAuy Wik OTIIMYAETCs OT HUX.

B HCCJICAOBAHUN HCIIOJB3YyCTCA TeKCTOHCHTpHpOBaHHLIi;I n HappaTI/IBHO-KpI/ITI/I‘-ICCKI/Iﬁ noJaXO0d.
EBanrenue or Moanna AHAJIU3UPYETCA C 0COOBIM BHUMaHHEM K pacopeacjaCeHUuIO 3HaHUA MEKIY YUTATCIIEM U
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MePCOHAXaMH TTOBECTBOBaHMSA, K 0003HAYCHUSM, NPUMEHsEeMBIM K MHCYyCy OTAEIbHBIMH MEepPCOHaXKaMH, K
HEJONMOHUMAHHUIO M HUPOHMM, K B3aUMOCBS3M MEXIy BHUACHHEM U IOHUMAHMEM, a TaKXKe K 3HaKam,
TIPHUBOIAIINM K y3HaBaHUIO. CIIeHBI, TPEIIIESCTBYIOIINE PACTIATHIO, TOBECTBOBAHMUS 00 apecTe U CyIe, a TAKKe
BCTPEUU TIOCJIE BOCKPECEHMSI PACCMATPUBAIOTCS KaK YacTU HENPEPHIBHOTO Pa3BUTUS IIOBECTBOBAHUS.
Konuenuus anacnopusuca ApuUCTOTENS HCIHOJB3YETCS B KAuyeCTBE AHAIMTUYECKOTO HHCTPYMEHTA ISt
W3yYeHMs TIepexoa OT He3HAHUS K 3HAHHUIO M TOBECTBOBATEIHHOM (PYHKITMI MOMEHTOB Y3HABaHHS B paMKax
croxxera. CpaBHUTEIBHBIN aCMEKT yIensIeT 0co0oe BHUMaHKE Mbece EBpununa «Bakxaukuy, paccMaTpuBast
3apaHee PacKPhIBAEMOEC YUTATEITIO WK 3PUTEIIAM 00KECTBCHHOE POUCXOXKICHHIE, HECTIOCOOHOCTh MepCoHaka
pacro3HaTh 3TO NPOUCXO0KICHHUE UM OTCPOUYECHHOE €ro IOHMMAaHUE, a TaKKe Pa3jIndHbIe UCXO0/bl, K KOTOPBIM
B KOHEYHOM MTOTr€ IPUBOJUT pacno3HaBaHue. He npennonaraercs Hamu4us npssMOW UICTOYHUKOBOM CBA3U WU
OJHO3HAYHOM JIMTEpaTypHOM 3aBUCUMOCTH Mexnay EBanrennmem ot MoaHHa uW aHTUYHOUN Tpareauei;
CpaBHEHHE OI'PAHMYUBAETCS COIIOCTABUMOI IOBECTBOBATEIbHON JUHAMUKOM.

AHanu3 MOKa3blBAaeT, 4TO y3HaBaHue B EBaHrenuu ot MoaHHa He pa3BUBAeTCs Kak JIMHEWHBII
IIPOLIECC, KyJbMHUHALIMEW KOTOPOTO SBISIETCS €AMHCTBEHHBI MOMEHT OTKpbiTuA. Jlo pacmstus Mucyc
y3HaeTcd 4epe3 pPsi XPUCTOJIOTHYECKHUX THUTYJIOB, OJHAKO JMYHOCTh, PacKpbliTas ugurartemo B [Ipomore
MIOCPE/ICTBOM TEpMHHA theos, HEe (GOPMYIHPYETCs C TaKOH >X€ SICHOCTBIO HHM OJHUM H3 IEPCOHaKEH
noBecTBOBaHUA. TakuMm 00pa3oM, ¢ CaMOro Hadana MEXIy YHUTaTelIeM M IEPCOHAXaMH COXpaHAeTCs
nH(pOpMaMOHHBIA pa3pbiB. Bo BpeMs apecta, cyzna W pacmsaTus HENPH3HAHHWE NPHHUMAET 0ojiee OCTPYIO
q)OpMy. BI)ICK33I)IB3HI/IH, Kacaromuecsa JUHYHOCTH I/Iucyca, 3aIlyThIBAIOTCA B MOJUTUYCCKUX, PCIUTAO3HBIX U
MPaBOBBIX PaMKax U MpEeBpaIarTcs B HGOPMbI HEBEPHOTO 0003HAUCHHUS, YIPOLICHHS 1 OTBepKeHHs. COOBITHS
MIOBECTBOBAHHUSA O CTPACTSX, CIEIOBATENBHO, YCHINBAIOT UPOHHUECKOE HECOOTBETCTBUE MEXY JITUYHOCTHIO,
U3BECTHOM YUTATCII0, U UHTCPHPETALIUAMU, IPpEAIara€CMbIM1 NIEPCOHAKAMU B paMKaX KOHKPETHBIX CHECH.

IToBecTBOBaHUS TIOCJIC BOCKPECCHHUS TOMJCPKUBAIOT 3Ty 3aJCPKKy HMHBIM oOpasoMm. Mapus
MarganuHa BuOuT Bockpecmiero Mucyca, Ho mpuHUMaeT Ero 3a camoBHHKA, B TO BpeMs KaK yUCHHKH Yy
Tamunefickoro Mops MOHaYay HE MOTYT MOHATH, KTO CTOMT Iepel HIUMH, Jaxe mocie pasroBopa ¢ Hum. Otun
SMU30Bl YKa3bIBAIOT Ha TO, 9To B EBaHrenmm ot MoaHHa 3peHMe, pa3roBop U (u3mdeckas OIU30CTh HE
MPUBOIAT aBTOMAaTHYECKH K OM03HaHUI0. OTI03HAHHUE, HATIPOTHB, IPOUCXOIUT Yepe3 0COObIC TIOCPEIHIICCKIE
3HAKW: TMYHOE oOparneHne B ciaydae ¢ Mapueil, uyaecHsli 3HaK y [ammneiickoro Mopsi 1 TeJIeCHBIE CIIEIBI B
snuzozae ¢ Gomoii. 3asBiaenue @ombl: «I"ocniogs Moit U bor Moi», — 3TO TOT MOMEHT, KOT'Zla YTBEpKACHUE
IIponora o Tom, uto «Ci0B0 66110 Borom», SIBHO M HETIOCPEACTBEHHO O3BYYMBAETCS OJHUM M3 TIEPCOHAXKEH
MMOBECTBOBAHUS C TOMOIIBIO TEPMUHA theos. Takum 00pa3oM, mpoOes B O3HAHUH, COXPAHSBIIHICS C MOMEHTA
IIposora, mocTUraeT CBOEro HanboJIee ICHOTO XPUCTOJOTHUECKOTO Pa3pelieHust B crieHe ¢ Domoii.

CpaBHeHue ¢ «Baxxankamuy BBIBISET 3HAYUTEIbHYIO Mapajulelb B PaclpelesieHHH 3HaHUS O
60KECTBEHHOH CYIIHOCTH MEXAY 3PUTENIIMHU M YUTATEISIMA U IIePCOHaKaMH MOBECTBOBaHMA. JINYHOCTH
JlmoHmca packphIBaeTcs 3pUTENIIM B Haudaje Ibechl, Torjga kak IleHdel oTkaszpiBaeTcs NPHU3HATH €ro
60>xecTBEHHOCTS. Jlaxke M3MEHEHNE BOCTIPHUATHS, KOTOPOE OH HCIIBITHIBAET IIO3IHEE B ApaMe, He IepepacTaet
B SIBHOE NpHU3HAHWE WM WHCIIOBEJAaHWE W HE TIPEJOTBpPAIAaeT €ro Tparmdeckuii koHen. Hamporus,
OKOHUATeJbHOE TpH3HaHHEe ATaBOW CBOETO ChIHA NMPEACTABISET CO00i anacnopusuc, 6narogapst KOTOPOMY
CTaHOBHUTCSI OYEBHUIHON BCs MOsIHOTA Tpareanu. B EBanrenyn ot MoanHa ke Mpu3HaHKE TOCIIE BOCKPECEHUS
MEpEXOUT B Bepy 4epe3 CBHAETENbCTBO Mapuu u siBHOe ucnoBenanue meoc ®omoit. Takum obpasom, oba
MTOBECTBOBAHUS CO3/Ial0T COTMIOCTaBUMOE HANIPSYKEHHE 3a CUET OTCPOUEHHOT0 IPU3HAHNS, HAIIPABIIAS IPH 3TOM
3TO HAIPsDKEHHE K 3aMETHO Pa3HBIM HCXOJIaM.

HccnenoBanue neMOHCTpUpPYET, uTO INpu3HaHue B EBanrenuu or MoaHHa HE OTKIIAAbIBAETCS
MOJHOCTBIO JO KOHIIAa MoBecTBOBaHWS. OCHOBHAas 3a/epXKKa 3aKIIOYaeTCs, CKOpee, B IEpexXoje OT
00XeCTBEHHOI MIEHTHYHOCTH, PacKphITOi unTarenio B [Iposore, x e€ sBHOMY (OPMYIHPOBAHHUIO OTHUM U3
MEepCOHaXXEH IMOBECTBOBAHUS C IOMOINBIO TEpMHHA «Teocy. OTCpPOUeHHOE IMPU3HAHUE, CIIEJOBATEIbHO,
Npe/CTaBIsieT co00il HedTo Oosblee, YeM JIEKCHYEeCKOe HaONIOJJeHHE O TOM, YTO TEPMHH «TEOC» He
UCIIONIB3YETCs IEPCOHAKaMH IIOBECTBOBAHMS B sIBHOM HcnoBenaHuu Mucyca kak bora no nosisnenust @omsl.
OHO onyCHIBaeT NOBECTBOBATENBHYIO CTPYKTYPY, B KOTOPOH pasinuue Mexay NpeaBapuTeIbHbIMU 3HAHUSIMU
yyTaTeNss U IMOHMMAaHUEM MEPCOHAXEeW MOANEpKUBACTCA 4Yepe3 MOCIIeAO0BaTEeNIbHBIE CLEHBl Yy3HABAaHUS,
OIIMOOYHOTO y3HABaHUS M MOBTOPHOTO y3HaBaHUs. JInuHOe oOpaleHne, dyAecHbIe 3HAMEHHUS U TEJICCHBIC
NPU3HAKK CIIy)KaT HEe MPOCTO JUI YCTAHOBJIEHUS JIMYHOCTH BCTPEUCHHOTO YeJIOBEKa, HO W JUISl TOTO, YTOOBI
MIPUBECTH TMEPCOHaXKeH K OoJiee MOJHOMY IMOHMMAaHHUIO XPHCTOJOTMYECKOT0 3HaueHMs JudHocTH Hucyca.
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CpaBHEHHE C aHTHYHOM Tpare[ueil IOMEIIaeT 3Ty IOBECTBOBATEIBHYIO CTPYKTypy B Ooiee IIMPOKHH
JIUTEpaTypHBI KOHTEKCT, OJHOBPEMEHHO IIPOSICHAS 0co0oe HampaBieHHe, BbIOpaHHOE VOaHHOBBIM
MOBECTBOBAHHEM. B TO BpeMs Kak OTCPOUCHHOE y3HaBaHHE B «Bakxawkax» 3aBepIIaeTCs TParmdecKOH
rudenpio, y MloaHHa OHO B KOHEYHOM HTOTE BEJAET K CBUACTEIHCTBY, BEPE M SIBHOMY XPHUCTOJIOTMYECKOMY
HCTIOBEIAHUIO.

KuroueBble ciaoBa: ucropust penuruii, EBanrenue or MoanHa, MOTHB y3HaBaHHA, O0’KECTBEHHAsS
UIGHTUYHOCTh, aHaTHOPHU3UC, «BakxaHKu», «Teocy.
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Yapilandirilmis Ozet:

Tanrisal varligimm insan goriiniimiinde ortaya ¢ikmasi ve gergek kimliginin ilk karsilagsmada
kavranamamasi, dini ve edebi anlatilarda yaygin bigimde islenen temalardan biridir. Yuhanna Incili’nde bu
mesele, prologun okuyucuya sagladigi on bilgi nedeniyle 6zel bir énem kazanir. Prologda Logos’un tanri
(theos/Bgbc) oldugu, beden aldigi ve Isa ile iliskilendirildigi agikca bildirilirken anlati kisilerinin Isa’nin
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kimligini ayni aciklikta kavramasi gecikir. Bununla birlikte Yuhanna’daki kisiler Isa’y1 anlati boyunca
biitiiniiyle tanimaz durumda degildir. Mesih, peygamber, Israil’in kral1, Rab ve Tanr1’nin Oglu gibi unvanlarla
farkli diizeylerde tanirlar. Temel problem, prologda okuyucuya verilen theos diizeyindeki kimlik bilgisinin
neden bir anlati kisisi tarafindan acik ve olumlu bir itiraf olarak ancak Thomas’in “Rabbim ve Tanrim” soziiyle
dile getirildigidir. Yuhanna arastirmalarinda tanima ve taninmama, yanlig anlama, dramatik ironi, okuyucu ile
anlati kisileri arasindaki bilgi farki ve anagnorisis farkli agilardan ele alinmis, Thomas’in itirafinin kristolojik
doruk niteligi de ayrica degerlendirilmistir. Buna karsilik bu iki arastirma hattini agikga theos itirafinin anlati
boyunca geciktirilmesi sorusu etrafinda bir araya getiren ve s6z konusu gecikmeyi antik tragedya ile
kargilagtiran ¢aligmalar sinirh kalmastir.

Calismanin amaci, prologda okuyucuya bildirilen tanrisal kimlik bilgisi ile anlati kisilerinin kavrayisi
arasindaki farkin Yuhanna boyunca nasil siirdiiriildiigiinii ve agik theos itirafinin Thomas’a kadar gecikmesinin
anlatisal islevini incelemektir. Makalede bu siire¢ “gecikmeli kavranig” olarak adlandirilmaktadir. Kavram,
Isa’nmn anlati boyunca hi¢ tanmnmadigini ifade etmemekle birlikte farkli ve kimi zaman giiglii tanimalarin
varligina ragmen prologdaki theos bilgisinin ayni agiklikta bir anlati kisisinin itirafina doniismesindeki
gecikmeye igaret etmektedir. Caligma ayrica bu gecikmenin tanima, yanlis tanima ve yeniden tanima
sahneleriyle nasil hazirlandigini ve antik tragedyalardaki karsilastirilabilir anlat1 diizenlerinin hangi noktalarda
benzerlik ve farklilik gdsterdigini belirlemeyi amaglamaktadir.

Arastirmada metin merkezli ve anlati-elestirel bir ydntem benimsenmistir. Yuhanna Incili, okuyucu
ile anlati kisileri arasindaki bilgi dagilimi, karakterlerin isa’ya iliskin adlandirmalari, yanls anlama ve ironi,
gorme ile kavrama arasindaki iligki ve tanimayr saglayan isaretler agisindan incelenmistir. Carmih oncesi
sahneler, tutuklanma ve yargilama siireci ile dirilis sonrasit karsilagmalar anlatisal siireklilik iginde
degerlendirilmistir. Aristoteles’in anagnorisis kavrami, bilgisizlikten bilgiye gec¢isin ve tanima anlarinin olay
orgiisiindeki islevini agiklamak amaciyla kullanilmigtir. Karsilagtirmali boyutta 6zellikle Euripides’in
Bakkhalar tragedyasi iizerinde durulmus, tanrisal kimligin okuyucuya veya seyirciye onceden bildirilmesi,
anlatt kisisinin bu kimligi kavrayamamasi ya da ge¢ kavramasi ve tamimanm ulagtifi sonuglar
karsilagtirtlmistir. Yuhanna ile antik tragedya arasinda dogrudan bir kaynak veya kesin edebi bagimlilik iliskisi
kurulmamis, karsilastirma anlatisal igleyis diizeyiyle sinirlandirilmistir.

Inceleme, Yuhanna’da tanimanin tek bir anda gergeklesen dogrusal bir siire¢ olusturmadigini
gdstermektedir. Carmih 6ncesi sahnelerde Isa, farkli kristolojik unvanlarla taninir; ancak prologda okuyucuya
bildirilen theos diizeyindeki kimlik heniiz bir anlati kisisi tarafindan ayni agiklikta dile getirilmez. Boylece
okuyucu ile anlat1 kigileri arasinda baslangigtan itibaren bir bilgi farki olusur. Tutuklanma, yargilama ve ¢armih
sahnelerinde taninmama daha sert bir gériiniim kazanir. Isa’min kimligine iliskin ifadeler siyasi, dini ve hukuki
anlamlandirmalar i¢inde yanlis adlandirma, indirgeme ve reddedise doniisiir. Bu siirecte yasanan olaylar
okuyucunun bildigi kimlik ile sahnedeki kisilerin yorumlari arasindaki ironik farki belirginlestirir.

Dirilis sonrasi anlatilar bu gecikmeyi farkli bir diizeyde siirdiiriir. Mecdelli Meryem dirilen isa’y1
gordiigli halde onu bahg¢ivan sanar; Celile G6li kiyisindaki 6grenciler de onunla konusmalarina ragmen
baslangicta kimligini kavrayamaz. Bu sahneler, gérme, konugma ve fiziksel yakinligin tanimay1 kendiliginden
saglamadigin1 gosterir. Tanima Meryem’de adla hitap, gol kiyisinda mucizevi isaret ve Thomas sahnesinde
bedensel izler araciligiyla gergeklesir. Thomas’in “Rabbim ve Tanrim” sézii, prologdaki “S6z Tanri’yd1”
bilgisinin bir anlati kigisi tarafindan agik ve dogrudan theos kelimesiyle dile getirildigi noktay1 olusturur.
Boylece prologdan itibaren siirdiiriilen bilgi farki Thomas sahnesinde en agik kristolojik karsiligint bulur.

Bakkhalar ile yapilan karsilastirma da tanrisal kimlik bilgisinin seyirci veya okuyucu ile anlati kisileri
arasinda farkli bicimde dagitilmasi bakimindan anlamli bir paralellik gdstermektedir. Dionysos’un kimligi
eserin baginda seyirciye agiklanir, Pentheus ise onun tanrisal kimligini kabul etmez. Oyunun ilerleyen
boliimiindeki gec fark edisi de acik bir kabul veya itirafa donlismez ve trajik sonu engellemez. Agave’nin
oglunu son agsamada tanimasi ise trajik yikimin agiga ¢iktig1 bir anagnorisis meydana getirir. Yuhanna’da ise
dirilis sonras1 tanima Meryem’in taniklig1 ve Thomas’in agik theos itirafiyla iman yéniinde ilerler. iki anlatida
geciken taninma karsilagtirilabilir bir anlati gerilimi iiretse de ulastigi sonuglar farklilagir.

Calisma, Yuhanna Incili’nde tanimanin biitiiniiyle anlatinin sonuna ertelenmedigini, asil gecikmenin
prologda okuyucuya aciklanan tanrisal kimligin bir anlati kisisi tarafindan theos diizeyinde agik bir itirafa
doniistiiriilmesinde ortaya ¢iktigini gdstermektedir. “Gecikmeli kavranis” yalnizca theos kelimesinin Thomas’a
kadar kullanilmamasina iliskin sozliiksel bir gézlem degildir. Bu gecikme, okuyucunun baslangictan itibaren
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sahip oldugu bilgi ile anlat1 kisilerinin kavrayis1 arasindaki farkin tanima, yanlis tanima ve yeniden tanima
sahneleri boyunca siirdiiriilmesiyle iligkili bir anlatisal diizenlemedir. Kisisel hitap, mucizevi isaret ve bedensel
iz gibi unsurlar, karsilasilan kisinin kimliginin fark edilmesinin &tesinde Isa’nin kimliginin kristolojik
anlaminin kavranmasina hizmet eder. Antik tragedya ile karsilastirma, bu anlat1 diizeninin daha genis bir edebi
baglamda degerlendirilebilecegini gosterirken Yuhanna’da geciken tanima, Bakkhalar’daki trajik yikimdan
ayrilarak taniklik, iman ve kristolojik itiraf yoniinde sonuglanir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Dinler Tarihi, Yuhanna Incili, Taninma Motifi, Tanrisal Kimlik, Anagnorisis,
Bakkhalar, Theos
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The Delayed Recognition of Divine Identity in the Gospel of John: A Narrative-Critical and
Comparative Study of the Nonrecognition Motif

Introduction

The appearance of a divine being in human form is an important motif in religious and
literary narratives, often developed through the tension between recognition and nonrecognition. In
such narratives, although the divine being becomes visible, its true identity is not always immediately
understood at the initial encounter. Human appearance, the ordinary circumstances of everyday life,
the limited understanding of those involved, and established interpretive frameworks may delay
recognition or lead to misrecognition. Accordingly, the nonrecognition of divine identity can be
understood not merely as a state of ignorance, but as a significant narrative element that reveals under
what circumstances, by whom, through which signs, and in what manner that identity comes to be
understood. In the Gospel of John, the motif of nonrecognition assumes a more distinctive form
because of the prior knowledge given to the reader in the Prologue. While the reader is informed
there of Jesus’ divine identity, the narrative characters do not understand that same identity with
equal clarity until later. This article refers to this phenomenon as “delayed recognition”; the term,
however, does not imply that Jesus remains entirely unrecognized throughout the narrative. Although
the characters recognize Jesus to varying degrees, the divine identity disclosed to the reader in the
Prologue through the term theos (God/0g6¢) is not understood and articulated by them with the same
degree of clarity until later in the narrative.

The understanding of Jesus’ identity in the Gospel of John has been approached in modern
scholarship through different methodological and interpretive frameworks. Bultmann, whose work
exerted a formative influence on Johannine studies for much of the twentieth century, interpreted the
problem of nonrecognition particularly in terms of the relationship between the nature of revelation
and the human capacity to comprehend it (Bultmann, 1971). Historical and source-critical
approaches remained dominant in Johannine scholarship until approximately 1980; from that point
onward, studies concerned with the Gospel’s literary and narrative construction became increasingly
prominent, with the narrative-critical analyses of Culpepper and Stibbe among the major examples
of this shift (Casneda, 2026, p. 2). An earlier instance of a literary approach to recognition, however,
can be found in Hitchcock. By relating John to the plot structure of Aristotelian tragedy and to
elements of anagnorisis (recognition), Hitchcock examined the problem of Jesus’ recognition
particularly in connection with the later sections of the narrative (Hitchcock, 1923). Culpepper
developed this early approach further by showing that recognition and nonrecognition are not
confined to the concluding scenes but constitute a fundamental feature extending throughout the
Johannine plot; he considered the issue together with misunderstanding, dramatic irony, and the
disparity in knowledge between the reader and the narrative characters (Culpepper, 1983). Larsen
subsequently systematized this line of inquiry through recognition type-scenes in ancient literature—
that is, conventionalized scene patterns—and examined the recognition scenes in John in relation to
the knowledge supplied to the reader from the Prologue onward and the narrative characters’
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understanding of Jesus’ identity (Larsen, 2008). Later scholarship has regarded Larsen’s study as the
first systematic treatment of anagnorisis in John and as one of the principal reference points in the
field, while more recent studies have turned to such questions as how the signs that enable recognition
function, how the narrative characters interpret these signs, and in what respects Johannine
recognition scenes depart from the type-scene model (Casneda, 2026, pp. 2—7). Recent surveys of
the broader development of Johannine scholarship likewise indicate that narrative-critical and literary
approaches form part of a wider methodological diversification in Gospel studies (Pataci, 2023).

Alongside studies of recognition in John, the Christological function of Thomas’s confession
of Jesus as “my God” has also received considerable attention in the literature. Radcliffe examines
the relationship between the Prologue’s statement that “the Word was God” and Thomas’s
confession, “My Lord and my God,” within the social context and Christological discourse of the
Johannine community, arguing that this confession becomes intelligible within that context only at
the end of the Gospel (Radcliffe, 1984). Larsen treats the Thomas scene as the Christological climax
of the post-resurrection sequence of recognition scenes and interprets it as the strongest narrative-
character expression of the divine identity disclosed to the reader in the Prologue (Larsen, 2008). In
a more recent study, Seglenieks examines the Thomas scene in relation to faithfulness and testimony,
noting that Thomas is the first and only narrative character to explicitly affirm Jesus’ divinity and
that the divine identity disclosed to the reader in the Prologue is recognized here (Seglenieks, 2022).

Recognition and nonrecognition have also been addressed through comparisons with ancient
literary works. Stibbe draws parallels particularly between John 18—19 and Euripides’ Bacchae with
regard to the unrecognized divine figure, interrogation, conflict with ruling authorities, and tragic
narrative structure, while stopping short of arguing for direct literary dependence (Stibbe, 1992).
MacDonald, by contrast, interprets the similarities in the Gospel of John in terms of mimesis
(imitation) and proposes a stronger relationship in which the Bacchae served as a formative literary
model for John (MacDonald, 2017). These studies show that comparisons between the Gospel of
John and ancient tragedy, especially Euripides’ Bacchae, have been drawn on the basis of various
narrative and thematic features.

This study brings together research on recognition and nonrecognition in John and
discussions of Thomas’s theos confession around the problem of the delayed recognition of divine
identity, proposing a reading that considers this delay alongside narrative structures in ancient
tragedy organized around nonrecognition and anagnorisis. The aim of the study is to examine how
the gap between the divine identity disclosed to the reader in the Prologue and the narrative
characters’ understanding of that identity is sustained throughout John, and what function the delay
of the explicit theos confession until Thomas serves within this narrative arrangement. Its central
argument is that the recognition of Jesus in John is not wholly postponed; alongside recognitions
occurring to varying degrees, the explicit articulation by a narrative character of the knowledge
disclosed at the outset through the term theos is delayed, and this delay is prepared throughout the
narrative through scenes of recognition, misrecognition, and renewed recognition. Accordingly, the
study adopts a text-centered and narrative-critical approach, taking into account the distribution of
knowledge between the reader and the narrative characters, misunderstanding, irony, and the
functioning of recognition scenes, while employing Aristotle’s concept of anagnorisis to assess the
narrative function of the transition from ignorance to knowledge. Delayed recognition in John is also
compared with narrative patterns found in ancient tragedy, in which identity is disclosed in advance
to the reader or audience while a narrative character fails to recognize that identity or comes to
understand it only later. The comparison does not posit a direct relationship of literary dependence
but focuses on the comparable narrative dynamics of recognition and nonrecognition.

The study first examines the relationship between the various levels at which Jesus is
recognized through different Christological titles in the pre-crucifixion scenes and the knowledge of
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his divine identity disclosed to the reader in the Prologue. It then considers how nonrecognition
develops into forms of misdesignation, reduction, and rejection in the arrest, trial, and crucifixion
scenes. The discussion subsequently turns to the post-resurrection encounters in which seeing,
speaking, and physical proximity do not in themselves bring about recognition. Finally, the narratives
in which recognition takes place are examined within the framework of anagnorisis, and delayed
recognition in John is compared with ancient recognition narratives.

Limited Understanding of Divine Identity Before the Crucifixion

Jesus’ divine identity is not presented in the Gospel narratives in a way that those around
him can clearly discern at first encounter. This delays a full understanding of his identity. In the
canonical texts, Jesus is portrayed in human form and within the ordinary relationships of everyday
life. Although the miraculous acts he performs and the signs presented throughout the narrative point
to his true identity, these signs do not always lead the characters to a full understanding of who he
is. Accordingly, in the pre-crucifixion narratives, Jesus’ divine identity becomes apparent in different
scenes, yet it is often understood by the narrative characters only to a limited degree.

In the Synoptic Gospels, Jesus’ divine identity is often conveyed through signs, miracles,
and implicit statements rather than being stated directly. Those around Jesus attempt to understand
him, but their understanding often remains limited (Mark 1:34, 4:41, 6:1-6; Matthew 8:27, 13:53—
58; Luke 8:25, 4:16-30). The Gospel of John, however, approaches this issue through a different
narrative arrangement. The Prologue states that the Logos was God (theos), that the Logos
subsequently became flesh and dwelt among human beings, and that the Logos is associated with
Jesus (John 1:1, 1:14, 1:17-18).! From the outset, the reader therefore possesses broader knowledge
than the narrative characters. The characters within the narrative, by contrast, interpret Jesus’ identity
within the framework of their own religious expectations. Before the crucifixion, they identify Jesus
by a range of different titles.

The pre-crucifixion scenes clearly illustrate this situation. Andrew says of Jesus, “We have
found the Messiah” (John 1:41). Philip introduces him as “the one about whom Moses in the Law
and also the prophets wrote” (John 1:45). Nathanael expresses Jesus’ identity in terms of both Son
of God and King of Israel, declaring, “Rabbi, you are the Son of God; you are the King of Israel”
(John 1:49). Nicodemus regards Jesus as “a teacher who has come from God” (John 3:2). The
Samaritan woman first says, “Sir, I see that you are a prophet,” later refers to the expectation of the
Messiah, and asks the people of the city, “Could this be the Messiah?” (John 4:19, 4:25-29). After
the feeding of the five thousand, the crowd identifies Jesus as “the prophet who is to come into the
world” and seeks to make him king (John 6:14-15). Peter distinguishes him from the others by
declaring, “You are the Holy One of God” (John 6:69). The man born blind first identifies Jesus as
a “prophet” and later turns to him with the words, “Lord (kyrios/xopiog), I believe™ (John 9:17,
9:35-38). Martha’s declaration, “You are the Messiah, the Son of God, the one coming into the
world,” belongs to the same pattern (John 11:27). In the entry into Jerusalem scene, Jesus is
welcomed as “the King of Israel” (John 12:13). These expressions do not mean that Jesus remains
entirely unrecognized before the crucifixion; however, recognition generally takes place through
such titles as Messiah, prophet, King of Israel, teacher from God, Holy One of God, Lord, or Son of
God. In particular, the use of the title Son of God together with Messiah and King of Israel indicates
that the narrative characters understand Jesus within their own religious and messianic expectations.
The opponents’ accusation, “though you are a man, you make yourself God,” does not constitute

! For detailed information on the doctrine of the Logos, see Tarakg¢1 (2011).

2 In John, the term kyrios (k0plog) may, depending on the context, be understood as “sir,” “lord,” or as a stronger
Christological title. Although the man born blind’s declaration, “Lord, I believe,” constitutes a strong recognition scene, it
differs from Thomas’s confession, “My Lord and my God.” In the Thomas scene, Jesus is addressed with both kyrios and
the term theos (Bedg), meaning directly “God.” See Larsen (2008, pp. 161-162).
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positive recognition but a rejection of Jesus’ identity in the context of a charge of blasphemy (John
10:33). Nonrecognition at this stage in John, therefore, does not result from the absence of indications
concerning Jesus’ identity. It concerns the narrative characters’ limited understanding of the divine
identity disclosed to the reader in the Prologue, or their interpretation of that identity within the
framework of existing religious expectations. The divine identity disclosed in the Prologue through
the term theos, however, has not yet been explicitly articulated by a narrative character.

The appearance of divine beings in human form and their failure to be recognized at the
initial encounter with human beings was a familiar motif in the ancient Mediterranean world. In the
Jewish Scriptures, the angels who visit Lot are perceived by those around them as ordinary human
beings, providing an example in which supernatural identity is not discernible at first sight (Genesis
19). In Roman literature, Ovid’s Metamorphoses depicts divine beings appearing in human guise and
initially going unrecognized by human beings, showing the same narrative element at work in a
different literary context (Ovid, 1994). In ancient Greek mythology as well, the appearance of gods
in human, animal, or other forms belongs to an old narrative tradition extending back to Homer.
Athena’s appearances in different guises in Homer’s Odyssey and Dionysus’ presence among human
beings in human form while remaining unrecognized in Euripides’ Bacchae are notable examples of
this tradition (Homeros, 2008a, VII.58—60; 2008b, 1.105-113, 1.194-205, XI11.221-250; Euripides,
1850, 1-5, 53-54). A comparable narrative arrangement also appears in the Bacchae. Dionysus’
identity is disclosed to the audience from the outset, whereas Pentheus regards him as a dangerous
stranger. These examples show that the theme of divine identity appearing in human form and
remaining unrecognized at the initial encounter was a familiar motif in the pre-Christian narrative
world. The nonrecognition of Jesus in human form in John can therefore be considered within a
broader religious and literary context.

Bultmann, who occupies an influential place in the modern history of interpretation of the
Gospel of John, considers the problem of Jesus’ nonrecognition particularly in terms of the nature of
revelation and the limits of human understanding. In his view, Jesus’ words and actions cannot be
fully understood within the existing framework of human understanding. The narrative characters
therefore often understand Jesus’ identity only superficially, partially, or incorrectly. In Bultmann’s
interpretation, nonrecognition is thus related to the nature of revelation, which cannot be directly
grasped by human beings (Bultmann, 1971, pp. 308-309, 597).

While Bultmann approaches nonrecognition in John through the relationship between
revelation and human understanding, studies focusing on the literary structure of the Gospel have
shown that the same issue can also be examined in terms of narrative construction. One early example
is Hitchcock, who relates the Gospel of John to Aristotle’s concepts of plot and recognition and reads
it as a dramatic structure connected with the tradition of ancient tragedy. According to Hitchcock,
references to the “hour” in John, such as “my hour has not yet come,” mark important turning points
in the narrative. The scenes, in turn, unfold in an interconnected sequence from the testimony of John
the Baptist to Thomas’s post-resurrection confession of faith (Hitchcock, 1923, pp. 307-308).
Hitchcock’s reading provides a basis for considering scenes of recognition and nonrecognition within
anarrative arrangement extending from the beginning to the end of the Gospel. This early observation
was later treated more systematically in narrative-critical studies.

Narrative-critical approaches address the problem of nonrecognition less in terms of the
nature of revelation than through the text’s distribution of knowledge, point of view, and the
interpretive processes of its characters. Within this framework, Culpepper, in his narrative-critical
analysis of the Gospel of John, argues that the question of how Jesus is recognized or fails to be
recognized occupies a central place in the Johannine plot. In his view, the understanding of Jesus’
identity is not merely a conclusion reached at the end of the narrative; rather, it is prepared across
different scenes through signs, misunderstandings, and the responses of the characters. Recognition
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thus comes to involve more than simply identifying who Jesus is; it also concerns understanding the
significance of his words, signs, and role within the narrative (Culpepper, 1983, pp. 83-89).
Culpepper explains this narrative pattern particularly through the recurring motif of
“misunderstanding” and the use of irony in John. Although he considers Herbert Leroy’s form-
critical treatment of this motif in terms of “obscure expressions” important, he argues that such a
definition remains limited to particular examples. For Culpepper, misunderstanding must be
considered together with its structural function in the text and its effect on the reader. Within this
motif, Jesus frequently uses statements that are polyvalent, figurative, or open to more than one
meaning. His interlocutors, however, interpret these statements in terms of their literal meaning and
fail to understand the higher meaning to which they point. This creates a marked knowledge gap
between the reader and the characters throughout the text. In Culpepper’s analysis of dramatic irony,
this distinction is explained through the contrast between appearance and reality and between literal
meaning and higher meaning. While the characters remain at the level of the literal meaning, the
reader, through the information supplied by the narrator, is able to perceive the meaning that they
fail to understand. Nonrecognition in John thus emerges as a narrative pattern operating through point
of view, irony, the characters’ limited understanding, and the privileged position granted to the
reader, rather than as a simple lack of information (Culpepper, 1983, pp. 152—-155, 167-180, 199).

Stibbe, while regarding Culpepper’s narrative-critical approach as important, points out
certain limitations in reading John solely through categories derived from modern narrative theory.
In his view, the Johannine narrative should be considered in relation to the narrative traditions of the
Old Testament and ancient Greece. Stibbe’s approach makes it possible to consider the motif of
nonrecognition in John in relation to ancient narrative traditions (Stibbe, 1992, pp. 9-11, 22-23).
Larsen, in turn, approaches recognition through the distinction between identifying who a person is
and recognizing the role attributed to that person. An important aspect of recognition in John consists
in the attribution to Jesus of such roles as Logos, Son, Messiah, teacher, Son of Man, prophet, and
God (Larsen, 2008, p. 54). This distinction makes it possible to assess the extent of recognition
represented by the different titles applied to Jesus in the pre-crucifixion scenes.

The pre-crucifixion scenes show that Jesus’ divine identity is not kept entirely hidden in
John. Signs, words, testimonies, and the responses of the characters make this identity visible, yet
this visibility does not result in a full and explicit understanding on the part of the narrative characters.
Jesus is most often recognized through such titles as Messiah, prophet, King of Israel, teacher from
God, or Son of God, but the divine identity disclosed to the reader in the Prologue through the term
theos, that is, “God,” has not yet been articulated with the same explicitness by the narrative
characters (cf. Radcliffe, 1984, p. 61). Pre-crucifixion nonrecognition therefore concerns the
narrative characters’ limited understanding of divine identity within the framework of their existing
religious and messianic expectations. This limited understanding becomes more acute during the
crucifixion process—in other words, in the crisis scenes—and develops into misrecognition,
accusation, and rejection.

Misrecognition of Divine Identity in the Crisis Narratives

While the understanding of Jesus’ identity often remains limited in the pre-crucifixion
narratives, nonrecognition takes on a different character in the scenes of arrest, trial, and crucifixion.
At this stage, Jesus’ identity is interpreted within the language of political and religious accusation.
Nonrecognition becomes manifest in the form of misrecognition and rejection. This section examines
this shift particularly through the arrest, the trial before Pilate, the mockery, and the crucifixion
scenes.

This shift can be traced in the Gospel of John from the arrest scene onward. Jesus’ response,
“I am” (egd eimi/€y® i), to those seeking him, and the soldiers’ drawing back and falling to the
ground upon hearing these words show that the scene is not constructed merely as an account of
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arrest (John 18:4-6).% In the Johannine context, this expression carries a divine resonance concerning
Jesus’ identity that goes beyond an ordinary declaration of identity. The use of egé eimi in this scene
has been interpreted as theophanic (Pataci, 2021, p. 146). Yet this reaction does not lead to
recognition, and the arrest takes place. While the divine resonance concerning Jesus’ identity
becomes visible in the scene, the narrative characters do not articulate it as explicit recognition.

Misrecognition becomes more explicit in the trial scenes. Pilate’s question, “Are you the
King of the Jews?” (John 18:33), shows that he interprets Jesus’ identity within a political framework.
Jesus’ reply, “My kingdom is not from this world” (John 18:36), points to an understanding of
kingship that goes beyond this framework. Throughout the trial, however, kingship remains part of
the political accusation directed against Jesus. Jesus’ statement that he came into the world to testify
to the truth likewise does not lead to recognition, Pilate responds with the question; “What is truth?”
(John 18:37-38). Pilate later presents Jesus to the crowd with the words, “Behold the man!” and
“Behold your king!” (John 19:5, 14). When the Jews speak of the “Son of God,” Pilate becomes
afraid and asks, “Where are you from?” (John 19:7-9), indicating that the issue also has a dimension
that goes beyond the political accusation. Yet this fear does not develop into acceptance of Jesus’
identity. Nonrecognition here becomes manifest in the interpretation of statements concerning Jesus
within the framework of political and religious accusation.

The same pattern becomes more pronounced in the scenes of mockery and crucifixion. The
soldiers’ clothing Jesus in a purple robe, placing a crown of thorns on his head, and addressing him
with the words, “Hail, King of the Jews!” (John 19:2-3) show that the title of king is being used in
mockery. The inscription placed on the cross, “Jesus of Nazareth, the King of the Jews” (John 19:19—
22), functions on two levels in the narrative. From Pilate’s perspective, the inscription records the
accusation, whereas for the reader it produces a Christological irony that exceeds the character’s
intention. Bultmann likewise interprets the inscription on the cross within this irony and states that
Pilate, without realizing it, gives expression to Jesus’ true kingship (Bultmann, 1971, p. 669).
Misrecognition in the crisis narratives therefore does not result from the absence of statements
concerning Jesus’ identity. While the same expressions are used by the narrative characters for
accusation and mockery, they carry a different Christological meaning for the reader. During the
crucifixion process, nonrecognition becomes manifest in the misinterpretation and rejection of Jesus’
identity through the language of political and religious accusation.

Bultmann interprets the Johannine Passion narrative within the framework of Jesus’
completion of his mission and his glorification. In his view, the meaning of Jesus’ mission is fulfilled
in the Passion, and the cross also acquires significance as the moment of glorification. In this process,
Jesus is not presented merely as a passive figure to whom events happen; in the arrest and trial scenes,
he retains the initiative and moves toward completing the mission given to him by the Father. For
Bultmann, the words “It is finished” in John 19:30 do not merely announce the end of Jesus’ life;
they express the completion of the mission entrusted to him (Bultmann, 1971, pp. 48-49, 633, 674—
675). This reading also makes the irony in the crisis narratives more apparent. From an external
perspective, Jesus is the one who is judged and humiliated, whereas within the theological
construction of the narrative, the cross is associated with the completion of his mission and his
glorification. Those who judge and mock him fail to understand this meaning.

In the crisis scenes, the knowledge gap between the reader and the narrative characters
becomes particularly apparent through dramatic irony. Culpepper’s observations on
misunderstanding and dramatic irony are clearly reflected in the Pilate scenes. Pilate’s question,
“What is truth?” remains unanswered within the scene. The reader, however, already knows that
Jesus has identified himself as the truth. Expressions such as “King of the Jews” and “Behold your
king!” are used by the characters in the scene as political accusations or for the purposes of mockery

3 For detailed information on the use of ega eimi (4yd gip) in the Gospel of John, see Pataci (2021, pp. 143-160).
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or disparagement, yet for the reader they acquire a Christological meaning that exceeds the
characters’ intentions. According to Culpepper, such ironies depend on the reader knowing what the
narrative characters do not know or are unable to understand (Culpepper, 1983, pp. 172, 176-177).
Nonrecognition in the crisis narratives is not confined to the misunderstanding of words; Jesus’
identity is interpreted within the language of political, religious, and legal accusation.

Larsen approaches the arrest and trial scenes through the distinction between identifying who
a person is and recognizing the role attributed to that person. In his view, recognition in John 13-19
is not limited to determining a person’s name or identity. The central issue is what role is attributed
to Jesus and according to what value system that role is interpreted. From this perspective, in the
arrest scene the person being sought is identified as Jesus of Nazareth, yet the divine role disclosed
through Jesus’ ego eimi statement is not acknowledged. In other words, proper-name identification
takes place, but nonrecognition of divine identity continues. In the trial before Pilate, this issue
becomes more explicitly a question of judgment. Jesus’ identity is assessed in relation to Jewish
religious law, the Roman political-legal order, and the Christological knowledge given to the reader
from the Prologue onward. Although Pilate appears to be the one who passes judgment, he does not
attain an understanding of Jesus’ true identity. For Larsen, therefore, nonrecognition in the crisis
scenes concerns the failure to understand Jesus’ identity adequately and its misidentification
according to political, religious, or legal criteria. Larsen also compares this conflict of roles in the
trial before Pilate with Euripides’ Bacchae. In both narratives, an unrecognized divine figure is put
on trial by the ruler of the city, yet within the irony of the narrative, the person who appears to be on
trial is also the true judge. Larsen particularly draws attention to the way incompatible systems of
values and law in the two texts assign different roles to the divine figure (Larsen, 2008, pp. 169—-170,
174-177).

An earlier example of this comparison appears in Stibbe’s study of John 18-19. Stibbe does
not formally classify John as a drama; he argues, however, that the Passion narrative can be read in
relation to certain structural features of tragic narrative. In his comparison with the Bacchae, he
focuses on three scenes: the arrest and binding of Jesus and the arrest of Dionysus, Pilate’s
interrogation of Jesus and Pentheus’ interrogation of Dionysus, and the crucifixion of Jesus and the
death of Pentheus. Particularly in the interrogation scenes, both narratives present a figure whose
divine identity is not acknowledged before political authority, while the person who appears to be on
trial occupies the position of judge within the broader meaning of the narrative. Stibbe, however,
does not argue for John’s direct literary dependence on Euripides; he frames the comparison in terms
of shared structures of tragic narrative and general similarities (Stibbe, 1992, pp. 129-147).

MacDonald goes beyond Stibbe’s comparative reading by arguing for a direct mimetic
relationship between John and the Bacchae. According to this approach, a text may take an earlier
prestigious literary work as a model and rework it within a new context. In this process, similar scene
structures, themes, and modes of narration acquire new meanings within a different religious and
literary framework.* According to MacDonald, Euripides’ tragedy functioned as a literary model in
the formation of the earliest textual layer that he postulates for the Gospel of John. He does not
establish this relationship solely on the basis of general themes but also draws connections between
scenes involving the divine figure’s appearance in human form, rejection, arrest, interrogation, and
death. Indeed, in the introduction to his book, he explicitly states that he considers the arrest in John

4 In his 2001 study, MacDonald set out six criteria for identifying relationships of literary imitation (mimesis) in ancient
texts: (1) accessibility, whether the model text was accessible to the author; (2) analogy, whether the same or a similar
model was also imitated by other authors; (3) density, the quantity of parallels between the two texts; (4) order, whether
the parallels display a similar sequence; (5) distinctive traits, particularly the sharing of unusual features; and (6)
interpretability, why and how the model text may have been reused (MacDonald, 2001, pp. 2-3). Friesen likewise
summarizes these six criteria as the basic criteria of MacDonald’s mimesis criticism (Friesen, 2015, pp. 49-50).
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18:1-12, the interrogation in 18:13—19:16, and the death in 19:25-30 alongside their counterparts in
the Bacchae. Interpreting these similarities within the framework of mimesis in ancient literature,
MacDonald argues that criteria such as accessibility, analogy, density, order, and distinctive traits
support the view that a literary relationship exists between John and the Bacchae (MacDonald, 2017,
pp. xvii, 110-115).

MacDonald’s strong claim of dependence between the two texts has, however, been received
with caution. King acknowledges that the Bacchae was a well-known text in the cultural environment
of the period and that comparison between John and ancient Greek tragedy is legitimate. He
nevertheless argues that MacDonald’s inclusion of details not present in the text when establishing
some of these connections, together with his use of a shorter, hypothetical version of John that
increases the density of the parallels, creates methodological problems. According to King,
establishing literary dependence particularly on the basis of hypothetical textual layers risks allowing
the argument, in part, to confirm its own assumptions (King, 2021, pp. 95-97).

In the crisis narratives, then, divine identity is not entirely hidden; the issue is how that
identity is interpreted by the narrative characters. In the movement toward the crucifixion, the limited
understanding seen in earlier scenes develops into misrecognition and rejection within political,
religious, and legal accusations. The divine identity known to the reader from the Prologue onward
is still not articulated with the same explicitness by the narrative characters. Nor does the crucifixion
bring this delay in recognition to an end.

Nonrecognition in Post-Resurrection Encounters

Nonrecognition, which appears in the crisis narratives in the form of misrecognition and
rejection, continues in the post-resurrection encounters. Following Jesus’ death and resurrection, one
might expect him now to be clearly recognized; the text, however, does not immediately fulfill this
expectation. Mary Magdalene and the disciples at the Sea of Galilee see the risen Jesus and speak
with him, yet at first they do not understand who he is. Recognition in the post-resurrection scenes
therefore does not occur simply because Jesus becomes visible again.

This is particularly evident in the scene involving Mary Magdalene. Mary sees the risen Jesus
outside the tomb and speaks with him, yet she does not know that the person before her is Jesus and
mistakes him for the gardener (John 20:11-18). A similar instance of nonrecognition recurs at the
Sea of Galilee. The disciples see Jesus standing on the shore and speak with him, yet the narrator
explicitly states that at first they do not know that it is Jesus (John 21:1-14). In both scenes, Jesus is
physically visible and an encounter takes place after the resurrection, but seeing and speaking alone
do not bring about recognition.

Themes such as the continuation of existence after death, reappearance, or return to divine
life were treated in different ways in ancient Mediterranean and Near Eastern traditions.” What is
notable in John, however, is that the risen Jesus is initially unrecognized despite being seen by those
close to him. The idea of the transformation of the post-resurrection body also appears in Jewish
apocalyptic literature. In 2 Baruch, generally dated to the end of the first century CE, it is stated that
after the resurrection the appearance of the righteous will change, their faces will be transformed by
light, and they will attain an immortal existence (2 Baruch 50:2; 51:1-3; Charles, 1913, pp. 508—
509). These statements are important in showing that the post-resurrection body may not be entirely
identical to its previous state and that a relationship exists between resurrection and bodily
transformation.

5> Themes of death, disappearance, dismemberment, reappearance, or return to divine life were treated in different ways in
the ancient Mediterranean world in connection with divine figures such as Osiris, Tammuz, Attis, and Dionysus. See Frazer
(2004); Eliade (2003, pp. 405—406); Plutarkh (2006, 5.35); Kern (2026, Orphic Fragments, frg. 35, 36).
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Neff relates the post-resurrection motif of nonrecognition primarily to the transformed
appearance of the risen body. He argues that the recurring elements of nonrecognition, hesitation,
and confirmation of identity in the post-resurrection narratives preserve traces of an early tradition
according to which the appearance of the risen Jesus had changed. He bases this view particularly on
the statement in the Longer Ending of Mark that Jesus appeared “in a different form” (Mark 16:12)
and on Paul’s association of the risen body with transformation through the analogy of the seed (1
Corinthians 15:36-38, 42-44, 50-54). He also regards the description in 2 Baruch of the
transformation of bodily appearance after the resurrection as an example of a similar Jewish
eschatological idea. In Neff’s approach, therefore, post-resurrection nonrecognition is understood as
a motif connected with an early tradition concerning Jesus’ transformed appearance and with the
canonical Christian texts (Neff, n.d., pp. 2-23).

Bultmann, by contrast, does not explain Mary Magdalene’s failure to recognize Jesus in
terms of a change in his physical appearance. Mary still interprets the empty tomb as indicating that
Jesus’ body has been taken elsewhere and mistakes the person standing before her for the gardener.
This initial nonrecognition ends when Jesus addresses her by name. According to Bultmann,
however, Mary’s address to Jesus as “Rabbouni” does not yet mean that she fully understands the
identity of the risen Jesus. Mary turns toward Jesus believing that he has returned from death and
that their previous earthly relationship will be reestablished. The words “Do not hold on to me,”
however, correct this expectation: the resurrection does not mean the resumption of the previous
earthly relationship. For Bultmann, the primary function of the scene is to direct the reader toward
the meaning of the resurrection within faith (Bultmann, 1971, pp. 686-688).

Culpepper’s analysis of the narrator and the narrator’s point of view explains the
nonrecognition in the Mary scene from a different perspective. The narrator simultaneously gives the
reader two pieces of information that Mary does not know: first, that the person before her is Jesus,
and second, that Mary supposes him to be the gardener. According to Culpepper, the dramatic effect
of Mary’s recognition scene arises from the narrator’s disclosure to the reader of this information
concerning the character’s understanding. He regards Mary’s supposition that Jesus is the gardener
as an example of an “acted out” misunderstanding, distinct from the usual verbal misunderstandings
in John (Culpepper, 1983, pp. 24-25, 161). Thus, while the reader knows who Jesus is, the reader
witnesses Mary seeing him and misidentifying him.

Larsen is likewise cautious about explaining nonrecognition in John in terms of a change in
the outward appearance of the risen Jesus. In his view, the text provides no clear indication that Jesus
became harder to recognize after the resurrection because of an external transformation. Nor does
Mary’s supposition that Jesus is the gardener indicate that Jesus had actually assumed a different
guise. The narrative states that Mary initially fails to recognize the person she sees. As Larsen puts
it, Mary is sighted on a somatic level but cognitively blind. Recognition occurs when Jesus addresses
her as “Mary,” yet her move to hold on to Jesus after addressing him as “Rabbouni” shows that the
meaning of the encounter has not yet been fully understood. The same narrative tendency can be seen
in the scene at the Sea of Galilee. The disciples initially fail to recognize Jesus on the shore (Larsen,
2008, pp. 199-207, 211-212).

The post-resurrection encounters with Jesus are important in showing that seeing after the
resurrection does not automatically result in recognition in John and that recognition continues to be
delayed in the narrative for some time. Thus, the recognition by the narrative characters of the divine
identity known to the reader from the Prologue onward is once again delayed. This delay takes on a
new function in the post-resurrection scenes. Even after death, recognition does not occur through
seeing or physical proximity alone. How recognition takes place in John becomes apparent in the
next stage.
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The Achievement of Recognition: Anagnorisis

The persistence of nonrecognition in the post-resurrection scenes raises the question of how
recognition takes place. In the Gospel of John, although seeing the risen Jesus is not in itself sufficient
for recognizing him, recognition occurs through different elements such as personal address, a
miraculous sign, and bodily marks. In the post-resurrection scenes, recognition occurs through a
different element in each encounter. Mary Magdalene recognizes Jesus, whom she has mistaken for
the gardener, when he addresses her as “Mary,” and she responds, “Rabbouni” (‘Paffouvi), meaning
“my teacher” (John 20:16). Here, seeing and speaking do not initially bring about recognition; what
proves decisive is Jesus’ addressing Mary by name. In the scene at the Sea of Galilee, the disciples
initially fail to recognize Jesus standing on the shore, but after the miraculous catch of fish, the
Beloved Disciple says to Peter, “It is the Lord!” (kyrios/o xdp1og €otiv), showing that recognition
occurs in connection with the sign (John 21:4-7). In the Thomas scene, Jesus’ showing of his wounds
and the opportunity to touch them provide another example in which recognition is associated with
bodily marks. Thomas’s words, “My Lord and my God” (kyrios-theos/6 kOp16G pov Kai 6 606G pov),
mark the scene in which Jesus’ identity is explicitly articulated by a narrative character through the
term theos, that is, “God” (John 20:27-28). Personal address in Mary’s case, the miraculous sign at
the Sea of Galilee, and bodily marks in Thomas’s case thus emerge as the elements that bring about
recognition.

Culpepper does not treat recognition and nonrecognition in John as limited solely to the
characters’ individual responses to Jesus; he argues that this issue also plays a determining role in
the development of the Gospel’s plot. In his view, the plot in John develops through the progressive
disclosure of Jesus’ identity and whether or not the narrative characters recognize that identity
(Culpepper, 1983, pp. 88—89). At this point, Culpepper draws on Aristotle’s concept of anagnorisis
(avayvopioig) and considers it useful for explaining the Johannine narrative as well (Culpepper,
1983, p. 81).

Aristotle discusses the concept of anagnorisis in his Poetics primarily in the course of
explaining the plot of tragedy. According to Aristotle, the plot of a tragedy may be simple or
complex; in a complex plot, the change takes place through peripeteia, anagnorisis, or both.
Anagnorisis denotes the transition from ignorance to knowledge. This knowledge often concerns the
recognition of a person whose true identity was previously unknown. Aristotle also notes that it is
not limited to the recognition of persons. Peripeteia (nepinéteia), by contrast, is the reversal of the
previous course of events. In Aristotle’s example of Oedipus, the information disclosed by the
messenger who comes to reassure Oedipus reveals his true identity and at the same time reverses the
course of events. Aristotle therefore regards recognition scenes in which anagnorisis and peripeteia
occur together as among the most effective examples of complex tragic plot. Aristotle’s definition of
the concept through the analysis of tragedy does not mean that anagnorisis is exclusive to tragedy.
Indeed, in the Poetics he notes that epic poetry may also contain peripeteia and anagnorisis and
presents the Odyssey as an example of a complex plot in which recognition scenes are distributed
throughout the narrative (Aristotle, 2017, X.1452a.11-22, X1.1452a.22-33). Applying the concept
to John, therefore, does not imply classifying the Gospel directly as a tragedy. Culpepper relates
Aristotle’s transition from ignorance to knowledge to the fundamental narrative problem in John: as
Jesus’ identity is progressively disclosed throughout the narrative, the characters recognize this
identity to varying degrees or fail to recognize it. In his view, anagnorisis is not confined to a single
recognition scene occurring at the end; recognition and nonrecognition are distributed across
different stages of the Johannine plot (Culpepper, 1983, pp. 81, 84, 88—89).

The association of recognition scenes in John with the concept of anagnorisis reaches back
to an earlier period in modern scholarship. Larsen regards Hitchcock’s 1923 study as the first
scholarly attempt to apply anagnorisis to John (Larsen, 2008, p. 9). Hitchcock relates the soldiers in
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the arrest scene, Pilate, and subsequently Mary Magdalene and Thomas to the recognition motif. In
the scenes involving the soldiers and Pilate, however, the attempts at recognition end in failure. He
regards Thomas’s confession as the true conclusion of the dramatic structure he sees in John
(Hitchcock, 1923, pp. 315-316). According to Larsen, although Hitchcock’s observation is
important, his failure to explain the structure of the recognition scenes and the criteria by which they
are identified leaves his approach methodologically limited (Larsen, 2008, p. 10). Larsen later
likewise adopted Culpepper’s view that anagnorisis is not a single element confined to the
conclusion but extends throughout the Johannine plot. In addition, Larsen treats anagnorisis as a
recurring type-scene in ancient narratives - in other words, as a conventionalized scene pattern - and
examines the encounters in John in greater detail by comparing them with these literary examples
(Culpepper, 1983, p. 84; Larsen, 2008, pp. 18—19).

According to Larsen, although John 20 is not the only locus of anagnorisis in the Gospel, it
represents a higher stage in the process of recognition. The chapter contains four recognition scenes:
the empty tomb, Mary Magdalene, the encounter with the disciples in Thomas’s absence, and
Thomas. Among these scenes, the Christological climax of the recognition process is the Thomas
scene. Although Mary’s address “Rabbouni” shows that she recognizes Jesus, Larsen notes that it
falls short of Thomas’s confession. Thomas’s words, “My Lord and my God,” in turn echo the
statement in the Prologue that “the Word was God.” According to Larsen, in this scene the level of
knowledge of a narrative character reaches, for the first time, the level of knowledge given to the
reader in the Prologue (Larsen, 2008, pp. 186, 203, 208-210; cf. Radcliffe, 1984, pp. 60—61). This
distinction shows that recognition in John is not wholly delayed. What is delayed is not the
recognition of Jesus, but the explicit articulation by a narrative character of the divine identity
disclosed to the reader in the Prologue through the term theos, that is, “God.”

The delay of recognition in John is not merely a matter of wording - that is, simply that the
word theos is not used until Thomas. The process referred to in this study as “delay” also concerns
narrative technique, in other words, the way the recognition scenes are constructed. Larsen’s
approach is important in this respect, since he treats the recognition scene as a recurring type-scene
in the ancient Greek narrative and dramatic tradition. Motifs such as hidden identities, the difference
between appearance and reality, deception, and discovery frequently occur in these scenes in ancient
narratives. According to Larsen, the general purpose of the recognition type-scene is the disclosure
and recognition of a truth that has remained hidden (Larsen, 2008, pp. 1, 55-59). In applying this
model to John 20, Larsen compares the empty-tomb narrative with the tomb and recognition tokens
in the Electra-Orestes tradition. Mary interprets the removed stone as a sign that Jesus’ body has been
taken away, whereas Peter and the Beloved Disciple encounter the grave cloths in the tomb.
According to Larsen, the Beloved Disciple interprets the signs in the tomb as indicating that the
resurrection has taken place rather than that the tomb has been robbed. The resurrection thus becomes
a sign pointing toward Jesus’ true identity. In the Thomas scene, Jesus’ wound marks emerge as
recognition tokens, and Larsen considers this scene alongside the tradition in the Odyssey in which
Odysseus is recognized by means of his scar. The distinctive aspect of recognition in John becomes
clearer here. The extent to which Jesus’ identity is understood is also an important part of recognition.
In Mary’s scene, recognition largely consists in realizing that the person before her is Jesus, whereas
Thomas, after encountering the wound marks, recognizes him with the words “My Lord and my
God.” According to Larsen, this confession takes recognition to a new level, and the narrative
character reaches the knowledge given to the reader in the Prologue through theos (Larsen, 2008, pp.
192-196, 199-203, 208-211).

Euripides’ Bacchae offers an important point of comparison with John in terms of the
distinction between divine identity being known and its recognition by the narrative characters. In
considering John 18-19 alongside Euripides’ tragedy, Stibbe draws attention to the fact that in both
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narratives the identity of the divine figure is known to the reader or audience from the outset, whereas
the ruling powers of the city fail to recognize that identity. In the prologue of the Bacchae, Dionysus
is introduced as the son of Zeus and explains that he has assumed human form. Pentheus, however,
does not acknowledge Dionysus’ divine identity; he has the man he regards as a stranger arrested
and then interrogates him. While Teiresias explicitly defends Dionysus’ divinity, Cadmus likewise
honors him and participates in his cult. Pentheus’ nonrecognition constitutes one of the central
conflicts of the tragedy. Stibbe considers a similar narrative arrangement to be present in John. While
the Prologue discloses Jesus’ identity to the reader from the outset, his opponents within the narrative
fail to recognize that identity; Stibbe therefore regards the unrecognized divine figure as an important
element of the plot in both works. The comparison, however, does not proceed toward the same
outcome. In the Bacchae, Dionysus punishes Pentheus for rejecting him, and the tragedy ends in
Pentheus’ destruction. In John, by contrast, Jesus is actually arrested, bound, and humiliated. The
Gospel contains no punitive response of the kind Dionysus directs against Pentheus. Stibbe interprets
this difference as a reversal of the tragic structure in John. Rather than exercising punitive power
against those who reject him, Jesus himself undergoes arrest, humiliation, and death (Stibbe, 1992,
pp- 132-137, 141-147).

In addition to these observations, a striking change occurs in Pentheus’ perception later in
the play. After assuming the guise of a woman, he looks at Dionysus and says that he sees him in the
form of a bull and that horns are visible on his head. Dionysus replies that Pentheus is now seeing
what he ought to see (Bacchae, 918-924). Rather than explaining this scene in terms of drunkenness
or simple mental confusion on Pentheus’ part, Seaford relates it to a divine manifestation of Dionysus
(Seaford, 1987, pp. 76—78). The scene may be interpreted as indicating that Pentheus momentarily
begins to perceive the divine nature he had previously rejected. Yet the scene does not result in a full
anagnorisis. Pentheus does not explicitly state that he acknowledges Dionysus as a god, and what he
sees does not alter his tragic end. In John, by contrast, the fact that delayed recognition culminates
after the resurrection in explicit confession, testimony, and faith shows that the two narratives
connect delayed recognition with different outcomes.

MacDonald takes the similarities between John and the Bacchae further than Stibbe and
explains them through a strong claim of mimesis. He argues that Euripides’ tragedy was used as an
accessible and influential literary model in the formation of an early textual stratum of John. One of
the grounds for this view is the probable cultural setting of the text. MacDonald notes that most
scholars associate the author of John with western Asia Minor, particularly the area around Ephesus,
that the plays of Euripides were known in this region, and that the cult of Dionysus had a strong
presence in Ephesus. The connection he draws between Mary Magdalene and Agave is also part of
this mimetic reading. In the Bacchae, Agave believes that the head she is carrying belongs to a lion;
she later realizes that it is the head of her son Pentheus. In John, Mary initially mistakes the person
before her for the gardener and recognizes him when Jesus addresses her by name. MacDonald draws
particular attention to the reversal of the emotional direction of the two scenes: Agave’s initial joy
turns to grief when she recognizes her son, whereas Mary’s tears turn to joy when she recognizes
Jesus (MacDonald, 2017, pp. 106-107, 110-111). Both scenes are structured around delayed
recognition; in one, however, recognition makes tragic destruction visible, whereas in the other it
leads to recognition of the resurrection and to testimony. MacDonald’s interpretation of these
similarities as evidence of John’s literary dependence on the Bacchae is controversial. Although King
acknowledges that the Bacchae was a text known in the cultural environment of the period, he is
critical of MacDonald’s introduction into his comparisons of certain details not found in John and of
his reliance on hypothetical, earlier textual strata of John. In King’s view, this method may make the
similarities between the two works appear stronger than they are and may create a methodological
problem for the claim of dependence (King, 2021, pp. 95-97).
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Rather than demonstrating the direct dependence of the recognition scenes in John on a
particular ancient Greek text, these comparisons allow the narrative arrangement built around
recognition and nonrecognition to be considered alongside comparable narrative possibilities known
in ancient literature. The distinctiveness of John emerges in its use of this narrative arrangement in
accordance with its own Christological purpose. Elements that bring about recognition, such as
address by name, signs, bodily marks, and testimony, do more than establish the identity of the person
encountered; they lead the narrative characters toward a further understanding of Jesus’ identity. The
post-resurrection recognition scenes thus constitute the final stage of a process in which the distance
between seeing and understanding is gradually narrowed and the knowledge possessed by the reader
from the beginning of the narrative becomes increasingly explicit among the narrative characters
(Radcliffe, 1984, p. 60).

Conclusion

The recognition of Jesus in the Gospel of John is not wholly postponed until the end of the
narrative. The narrative characters understand Jesus’ identity to varying degrees through different
Christological titles such as Messiah, Lord, prophet, King of Israel, and Son of God, and these
recognitions become increasingly explicit throughout the plot. By contrast, the knowledge of divine
identity given to the reader in the Prologue through the statement “the Word was God” is not
articulated in the text as an explicit confession of Jesus as God until Thomas. It is this distinction that
this study defines as delayed recognition. This delay can be read as a narrative arrangement involving
not only the absence of the term theos until the Thomas scene, but also the continued gap throughout
the plot between the knowledge possessed by the reader from the outset and the narrative characters’
understanding, together with the gradual movement of their understanding toward that knowledge.

This narrative arrangement is also evident in the fact that Jesus’ identity is not understood
with the same degree of clarity throughout the narrative. Although there are accurate and significant
recognitions of Jesus before the crucifixion, in the crisis narratives his identity is misinterpreted and
rejected within political, religious, and legal categories. In the post-resurrection encounters, Jesus’
becoming visible does not automatically bring about recognition. Mary’s mistaking him for the
gardener and the disciples’ initial failure to recognize Jesus standing before them on the shore
maintain the distinction between seeing and understanding. Recognition takes place through such
elements as address by name, a miraculous sign, and bodily marks, while this process reaches its
clearest Christological expression in Thomas’s confession. Recognition in John therefore moves
beyond identifying who the person seen is toward understanding the Christological significance of
his identity.

The concept of anagnorisis is important for showing how the pattern of recognition and
nonrecognition in John relates to the construction of the narrative. From the perspective of this
concept, the knowledge gap that is notable in John also becomes apparent in the comparison with
Euripides’ Bacchae. While Dionysus discloses his divine identity to the audience in the prologue,
Pentheus does not accept this identity; although later in the play he displays a belated awareness of
Dionysus’ divine nature, this does not develop into explicit acceptance or confession. In this respect,
the aspect of the comparison between the two works that is important for the present study is the
knowledge gap between the prior disclosure of divine identity to the reader or audience and the
understanding of the narrative characters. The outcome of recognition, however, differs in the two
works. In the Bacchae, Pentheus’ belated awareness does not prevent the tragic ending, while
Agave’s recognition of her son at the final stage constitutes the moment of recognition in which the
tragic destruction is revealed. In John, by contrast, post-resurrection recognition progresses toward
faith through Mary’s testimony and Thomas’s theos confession. Rather than being regarded as
evidence of direct literary dependence, these similarities show that ancient literature contains
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comparable examples of the differing distribution of knowledge of divine identity between the reader
or audience and the narrative characters, as well as of delayed recognition.

Thomas’s words, “My Lord and my God,” are significant in this respect not only as one of
John’s strong Christological statements but also as the climax of the process of recognition and
nonrecognition sustained from the Prologue onward. While the statement “the Word was God” in
the Prologue discloses Jesus’ divine identity to the reader at the beginning of the narrative, Thomas’s
confession marks the point at which the same identity is explicitly and directly articulated by a
narrative character through the term theos. The Thomas scene not only constitutes a Christological
climax but also reveals how the narrative prepares for this point by delaying it from the outset. In
particular, the comparison with the Bacchae shows that ancient literature also contains comparable
examples of a gap between the advance disclosure of divine identity to the reader or audience and
the understanding of the narrative characters. In John, however, this knowledge gap is brought to a
clear Christological conclusion by the delay of the explicit confession of Jesus as God until Thomas.
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Yuhanna Incili’nde Tanrisal Kimligin Gecikmeli Kavramsi: Taninmama Motifine
Anlati-Elestirel ve Karsilastirmah Bir Inceleme

Giris

Tanrisal varligin insan goriiniimii i¢inde ortaya ¢ikmasi, dini ve edebi anlatilarda cogu zaman
taninma ile taninmama arasindaki gerilim iizerinden iglenen 6nemli bir motiftir. Bu tiir anlatilarda
tanrisal varlik goriiniir hale gelmesine ragmen, gercek kimligi ilk karsilasma aninda her zaman
dogrudan kavranmaz. insan sureti, giindelik hayatin olagan gériiniimii, muhataplarin smirl kavrayis:
ve mevcut anlayis kaliplari, taninmanin gecikmesine veya yanlis bigimde ger¢eklesmesine yol
acabilir. Dolayisiyla tanrisal kimligin taninmamasi, yalnizca bir bilgisizlik durumu olarak degil, s6z
konusu kimligin hangi sartlarda, kimler tarafindan, hangi isaretler araciligiyla ve nasil kavrandigini
gbsteren 6nemli bir anlati unsuru olarak degerlendirilebilir. Yuhanna Incili’nde taninmama motifi,
metnin girisi olan prologda okuyucuya verilen 6n bilgi nedeniyle daha belirgin bir yap1 kazanir.
Prologda okuyucuya Isa’nin tanrisal kimligine iliskin bilgi verilirken, anlat1 kisilerinin ayn1 kimligi
aym aciklikta kavramasi gecikir. Makalede s6z konusu durum “gecikmeli kavramis” olarak
adlandirilmakta, ancak bu ifade Isa’nin anlati boyunca hi¢ taninmadifi anlaminda
kullanilmamaktadir. Anlati kisileri Isa’y1 gesitli diizeylerde tanimakla birlikte, prologda okuyucuya
verilen tanri (theos/0ed¢) diizeyindeki kimlik bilgisinin ayni agiklikta kavranmasi ve dile getirilmesi
gecikmektedir.

Yuhanna Incili’nde Isa’nin kimliginin kavranmasi, modern arastirmalarda farkli yéntem ve
yorum ¢izgileri iizerinden ele alinmistir. Yirminci yiizy1ll Yuhanna arastirmalarinda uzun siire
belirleyici bir etkisi bulunan Bultmann, taninmama meselesini 6zellikle vahyin mahiyeti ile insanin
onu kavrama imkan1 arasindaki iligki tizerinden yorumlamistir (Bultmann, 1971). Yaklasik 1980°e
kadar Yuhanna ¢alismalarinda tarihsel ve kaynak elestirisine dayali yaklagimlarin agirlig: siirerken,
bu tarihten itibaren Incil’in edebi ve anlatisal kurulusuna yonelen calismalar daha belirgin hale
gelmis, Culpepper ve Stibbe’nin anlati-elestirel incelemeleri bu doniisiimiin baglica ornekleri
arasinda yer almistir (Casneda, 2026, s. 2). Bununla birlikte tanima meselesinin edebi agidan
incelenmesinin daha erken bir 6rnegi Hitchcock’ta goriiliir. Hitchcock, Yuhanna’y1 Aristotelesci
tragedyanin olay orgiisii ve anagnorisis (tanima) unsurlariyla iliskilendirerek Isa’min tanmmasi
problemini 6zellikle anlatinin son boéliimleriyle baglantili bigimde degerlendirmistir (Hitchcock,
1923). Culpepper bu erken yaklagsimi genisleterek tanima ve tanimmamanin yalnizca sonug
sahnelerine ait olmadigini, Yuhanna’nin olay 6rgiisiine yayilan temel bir unsur oldugunu goéstermis
ve meseleyi yanlis anlama, dramatik ironi ve okuyucu ile anlat1 kisileri arasindaki bilgi farkiyla
birlikte ele almistir (Culpepper, 1983). Larsen ise bu arastirma hattin1 antik edebiyattaki tanmima tip-
sahneleri yani kaliplagmis sahne diizeni iizerinden sistematiklestirmis, Yuhanna’daki tanima
sahnelerini prologdan itibaren okuyucuya verilen bilgi ile anlat1 kisilerinin kavrayis1 arasindaki iligki
iizerinden incelemistir (Larsen, 2008). Larsen’in calismasi, sonraki aragtirmalarda Yuhanna’daki
anagnorisis lzerine ilk sistematik inceleme ve alanin temel basvuru noktalarindan biri olarak
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degerlendirilmekte, daha yeni calismalar ise tanimay:1 saglayan isaretlerin nasil isledigi, anlati
kisilerinin bu isaretleri nasil yorumladigi ve Yuhanna’daki tanima sahnelerinin tip-sahne modelinden
hangi yonlerden ayrildigr gibi sorunlara yonelmektedir (Casneda, 2026, s. 2-7). Yuhanna
arastirmalarinin genel seyrine iliskin yakin tarihli degerlendirmeler de anlati-elestirel ve edebi
yaklagimlarin Incil ¢alismalarindaki daha genis ydntemsel g¢esitlenmenin bir pargasi oldugunu
gostermektedir (Pataci, 2023).

Yuhanna’daki tanima arastirmalarinin yaninda Thomas’in “Tanrim” itirafinin kristolojik
islevi de literatiirde ayrintili bicimde degerlendirilmistir. Radcliffe, Prologdaki “S6z Tanr1’yd1”
ifadesi ile Thomas’in “Rabbim ve Tanrim” itirafi arasindaki iliskiyi Yuhanna toplulugunun sosyal
ve kristolojik sylemi baglaminda ele almis ve bu itirafin ancak metnin sonunda s6z konusu baglam
icinde anlasilir hile geldigini savunmustur (Radcliffe, 1984). Larsen, Thomas sahnesini dirilig
sonras1 tanima dizisinin kristolojik dorugu olarak ele alir ve prologda okuyucuya verilen tanrisal
kimlik bilgisinin anlat1 kigisi diizeyindeki en gii¢lii karsilig1 olarak yorumlar (Larsen, 2008). Daha
yakin tarihli bir calismada Seglenieks ise Thomas sahnesini sadakat ve taniklik baglaminda
incelerken, Thomas’in Isa’nin tanrisalligi acikca dile getiren ilk ve tek anlat1 kisisi olduguna ve
Prologda okuyucuya verilen tanrisal kimligin burada tanindigina dikkat ¢ekmistir (Seglenieks, 2022).

Taninma ve taninmama meselesi antik edebi eserlerle kurulan karsilastirmalarda da ele
almmugtir. Stibbe, 6zellikle Yuhanna 18-19 ile Euripides’in Bakkhalar’i arasinda taninmayan
tanrisal figiir, sorgulama, yonetici gii¢lerle catisma ve trajik anlati yapisi bakimindan yakinliklar
kurmus, ancak dogrudan bir edebi bagimlilik ileri siirmemistir (Stibbe, 1992). MacDonald ise
Yuhanna Incili’ndeki benzerlikleri mimesis (taklit) kapsaminda degerlendirerek Bakkhalar’n
Yuhanna i¢in bigimlendirici bir edebi model oldugu yoniinde daha giiclii bir iliski Snermistir
(MacDonald, 2017). Bu ¢alismalar, Yuhanna Incili ile antik tragedya, ozellikle Euripides’in
Bakkhalar’t arasinda farkli anlatisal ve tematik unsurlar iizerinden karsilastirmalar kuruldugunu
gostermektedir.

Bu ¢alisma, Yuhanna’daki taninma-taninmama aragtirmalari ile Thomas’in theos itirafina
iliskin degerlendirmeleri tanrisal kimligin gecikmeli kavranisi problemi etrafinda bir araya getirerek,
bu gecikmeyi antik tragedyalardaki taninmama ve anagnorisis etrafinda kurulan anlati1 diizeniyle
birlikte degerlendiren bir okuma 6nermektedir. Caligmanin amaci, prologda okuyucuya bildirilen
tanrisal kimlik ile anlat1 kisilerinin bu kimligi kavrayisi arasindaki bilgi farkinin Yuhanna boyunca
nasil siirdiiriildiigiinii ve acik theos itirafinin Thomas’a kadar gecikmesinin bu anlati diizenindeki
islevini incelemektir. Temel iddia, Yuhanna’da isa’nin taninmasinin biitiiniiyle ertelenmedigi, farkl
diizeylerde gerceklesen tanimalarin yaninda, baglangigta bildirilen theos diizeyindeki bilginin bir
anlat1 kisisi tarafindan acikc¢a dile getirilmesinin geciktirildigi ve bu gecikmenin tanima, yanlis
tanima ve yeniden tanima sahneleri araciligiyla anlati boyunca hazirlandigidir. Bu dogrultuda
calisma, metin merkezli ve anlati-elestirel bir yontem izlemekte, okuyucu ile anlati kisileri arasindaki
bilgi dagilimi, yanlig anlama, ironi ve tanima sahnelerinin isleyisini dikkate almakta, Aristoteles’in
anagnorisis kavramini ise bilgisizlikten bilgiye gecisin anlatisal islevini degerlendirmek igin
kullanmaktadir. Yuhanna’daki gecikmeli kavranis ayrica antik tragedyalarda goriilen, kimligin
okuyucuya veya seyirciye onceden bildirilmesi, anlati kisisinin bu kimligi tanimamasi ya da gec
kavramasi gibi anlati diizenleriyle karsilastirilmaktadir. Karsilastirmada dogrudan bir edebi
bagimlilik iligkisi kurulmayip tanima ve taninmamanin karsilastirilabilir anlatisal isleyisi esas
alimmaktadir.

Calismada ilk olarak, carmih &ncesi sahnelerde Isa’min farkli kristolojik unvanlarla gesitli
diizeylerde taninmasi ile prologda okuyucuya verilen tanrisal kimlik bilgisi arasindaki iliski ele
almmaktadir. Ardindan tutuklanma, yargilama ve c¢armih sahnelerinde taninmamanin yanlig
adlandirma, indirgeme ve reddedis bicimlerine doniismesi tizerinde durulmaktadir. Sonrasinda dirilis
sonras1 karsilagsmalarda gorme, konusma ve fiziksel yakinligin tanimay1 kendiliginden saglamadig
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sahneler takip edilmekte ve son olarak, tanimanin gerceklestigi anlatilar anagnorisis kavrami
cergevesinde degerlendirilmekte ve Yuhanna’daki gecikmeli kavranis antik tanima anlatilariyla
karsilastirilmaktadir.

Tannisal Kimligin Carmih Siireci Oncesi Stmrh Kavrams:

Isa’nim tanrisal kimligi incil anlatilarinda gevresindekilerin ilk anda agikga ayirt edebilecegi
sekilde sunulmaz. Bu durum, kimliginin tam olarak kavranmasini geciktirir. Kanonik metinlerde Isa,
insan goriiniimiiyle ve giindelik hayatin olagan iligkileri i¢inde tasvir edilir. Anlati boyunca
gerceklestirdigi mucizevi eylemler ve sergiledigi isaretler onun gercek kimligine isaret etse de bu
isaretler metindeki kisiler tarafindan her zaman tam bir kavrayisa doniismez. Bu sebeple ¢armih
Oncesi anlatilarda tanrisal kimlik farkli sahnelerde goriiniir hale gelir; ancak anlati kisileri tarafindan
cogu zaman sinirh diizeyde kavranir.

Sinoptik Incillerde Isa’nin tanrisal kimligi ¢ogu zaman dogrudan bildirilmekten ziyade
isaretler, mucizeler ve ortiik ifadeler araciligiyla sunulur. isa’min ¢evresindekiler onu anlamaya
calisir; ancak bu durum ¢ogu zaman sinirlt kalir (Markos 1:34, 4:41, 6:1-6; Matta 8:27, 13:53-58;
Luka 8:25, 4:16-30). Yuhanna Incili’nde ise bu mesele farkli bir anlat1 diizeni icinde ele alinir.
Prologda Logos’un tanri (theos/0g6g) oldugu, ardindan ete kemige biirlinerek insanlar arasinda
yasadig1 ve Logos ile Isa’nin iliskilendirildigi agiklamir (Yuhanna 1:1, 1:14, 1:17-18).° Okuyucu,
anlat1 kisilerinden daha genis bir bilgiye daha bastan sahip olur. Metindeki kisiler ise Isa’nin
kimligini kendi dini beklentileri i¢cinde anlamlandirir. Carmih dncesi siirecte anlatidaki kisiler Isa’y1
farkli unvanlarla tanimlar.

Carmih siireci oncesindeki sahneler bu durumu agik bicimde gosterir. Andreas, Isa icin
“Mesih’i bulduk” der (Yuhanna 1:41). Filipus, onu “Musa’nin Yasa’da ve peygamberlerin de
hakkinda yazdig1 kisi” olarak tanitir (Yuhanna 1:45). Nathanael, “Rabbi, sen Tanri’nin Oglu’sun, sen
Israil’in kralism” diyerek Isa’nm kimligini Tanri’nin Oglu ve Israil kral ifadeleriyle birlikte dile
getirir (Yuhanna 1:49). Nikodimos, Isa’y1 “Tanr1’dan gelmis bir dgretmen” olarak goriir (Yuhanna
3:2). Samiriyeli kadin 6nce “Efendim, goriiyorum ki sen bir peygambersin” der, daha sonra Mesih
beklentisinden s6z eder ve sehir halkina “Acaba Mesih bu mudur?” diye sorar (Yuhanna 4:19, 4:25-
29). Bes bin kisinin doyurulmasi hadisesinden sonra kalabalik isa’y1 “diinyaya gelecek olan
peygamber” olarak degerlendirir ve onu kral yapmak ister (Yuhanna 6:14-15). Petrus, “Sen Tanr1’nin
Kutsal’sin” diyerek onu digerlerinden ayirir (Yuhanna 6:69). Dogustan kér adam ise once Isa’y1
“peygamber” olarak tanimlar, ardindan “Rab (kyrios/k0p1oc), iman ediyorum™’ diyerek ona yonelir
(Yuhanna 9:17, 9:35-38). Marta’nin “Sen diinyaya gelecek olan Mesih, Tanri’nin Oglu’sun” s6zii de
aym ¢izgide yer alir (Yuhanna 11:27). Yerusalim’e giris sahnesinde ise Isa “Israil’in krali” olarak
karsilanir (Yuhanna 12:13). Bu ifadeler, Isa’nin ¢armih siireci dncesinde biitiiniiyle taninmadig
anlamina gelmez; ancak sdz konusu tamima ¢ogu zaman Mesih, peygamber, israil krali, Tanr1’dan
gelen 6gretmen, Tanri’nin Kutsali, Rab veya Tanri’nin Oglu gibi unvanlar tizerinden gerceklesir.
Ozellikle Tanri’min Oglu unvaninin Mesih ve israil kral ifadeleriyle birlikte kullanilmasi, anlati
kisilerinin Isa’y1 kendi dinf ve mesihi tasavvurlari i¢inde kavradigim gosterir. Muhaliflerin “sen insan
oldugun halde kendini Tanr1 yapiyorsun” suclamasi ise olumlu bir tanima degil, Isa’nin kimliginin
kiifir suglamasi baglaminda reddedilmesidir (Yuhanna 10:33). Dolayisiyla Yuhanna’da bu siiregteki
taninmama, Isa’nin kimligine dair hicbir isaretin bulunmamasindan kaynaklanmaz. Prologda
okuyucuya bildirilen tanrisal kimligin anlatidaki kisilerce sinirli veya mevcut dini beklentiler

¢ Logos doktrini ile ilgili ayrintili bilgi igin bk. Tarakgi, 2011.

7 Yuhanna’da kyrios (x0pioc) kelimesi baglama gore “efendi”, “rab” veya daha giiglii kristolojik bir unvan olarak
anlagilabilir. Dogustan kér adamin “Rab, iman ediyorum” s6zii gii¢lii bir tanima sahnesi olustursa da, Thomas’in “Rabbim
ve Tanrim” itirafindan ayrilir. Zira Thomas sahnesinde Isa’ya hem kyrios hem de dogrudan “tanr1” anlanndaki theos (0£6¢)
kelimeleriyle hitap edilir. Bk. Larsen, 2008, s. 161-162.
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cercevesinde kavranmasiyla ilgilidir. Prologda verilen theos diizeyindeki kimlik ise hentiiz bir anlati
kisisi tarafindan agikga dile getirilmez.

Tanrisal varliklarin insan sureti i¢cinde ortaya ¢ikmasi ve insanlarla ilk karsilasma aninda
taninmamast, antik Akdeniz diinyasinda bilinen bir motiftir. Yahudi kutsal metinlerinde Lut’u ziyaret
eden meleklerin ¢evredeki kisiler tarafindan siradan insanlar olarak goriilmesi, dogaiistii kimligin ilk
bakista ayirt edilemedigi Orneklerden biridir (Tekvin 19). Roma edebiyatinda Ovidius’un
Doniigiimler (Metamorphoses) adl1 eserinde tanrisal varliklarin insan kiliginda ortaya ¢ikmalar1 ve
insanlar tarafindan baglangi¢cta taninmamalari, ayni anlati unsurunun farkli bir edebi baglamda
islendigini gosterir (Ovidius, 1994). Antik Yunan mitolojisinde de tanrilarin insan, hayvan veya
farkli suretlerde goriinmeleri Homeros’a kadar uzanan eski bir anlati gelenegidir. Homeros un
Odpysseia’sinda Athena’nin farkli kiliklarda goriinmesi ve Euripides’in Bakkhalar adli eserinde
Dionysos’un insan goriiniimiiyle insanlar arasinda bulunmasina ragmen taninmamasi, bu gelenegin
dikkat c¢ekici 6rnekleri arasinda yer alir (Homeros, 2008a, VII.58-60; 2008b, 1.105-113, 1.194-205,
XII1.221-250; Euripides, 1850, 1-5, 53-54). Benzer bir anlati diizeni Bakkhalar’da da goriiliir.
Seyirciye Dionysos’un kimligi bastan bildirilir, buna karsilik Pentheus onu tehlikeli bir yabanct
olarak degerlendirir. Bu ornekler, tanrisal kimligin insan suretinde goriinmesi ve ilk kargilagmada
ayirt edilememesi temasinin, Hiristiyanlik Oncesi anlati diinyasinda bilinen bir motif oldugunu
gostermektedir. Dolayisiyla Yuhanna’da Isa’nin insan gériiniimiinde taninmamasi, daha genis bir
dini ve edebi baglam i¢inde degerlendirilebilir.

Yuhanna Incili’nin modern yorum tarihinde etkili bir yere sahip olan Bultmann, Isa’nin
taninmamasi1 meselesini Ozellikle vahyin mahiyeti ve beserl kavrayisin sinirlart {izerinden
degerlendirir. Ona gére Isa’nin s6z ve eylemleri, insanin mevcut kavrayisi iginde tam olarak
anlasilamaz. Bu nedenle anlatidaki kisiler Isa’nm kimligini gogu zaman yiizeysel, sinirli veya yanlis
anlar. Dolayisiyla Bultmann’in yorumunda taninmama, vahyin insan tarafindan dogrudan
kavranamayan niteligiyle iligkilendirilir (Bultmann, 1971, s. 308-309, 597).

Bultmann, Yuhanna’daki taninmama meselesini vahiy ile beseri kavrayis arasindaki iligki
iizerinden ele alirken Yuhanna’nin edebi yapisina odaklanan ¢aligmalar ise ayni1 meselenin anlatinin
kurulusu agisindan da incelenebilecegini gostermistir. Bu konuda erken 6rneklerden biri olan
Hitchcock, Yuhanna Incili'ni Aristoteles’in olay 6rgiisii ve taninma kavramlariyla iliskilendirerek
antik tragedya gelenegiyle baglantili dramatik bir yap1 i¢inde okur. Ona goére Yuhanna’da saat
ifadeleri (“saatim heniiz gelmedi” gibi) anlatidaki dnemli doniim noktalarin1 gosterir. Sahneler ise
Vaftizei Yahya’nin tanikligindan dirilis sonrasi Thomas’in iman itirafina kadar birbirine bagh
bigimde ilerler (Hitchcock, 1923, s. 307-308). Hitchcock’un bu okumasi, taninma ve taninmama
sahnelerini metnin basindan sonuna uzanan bir anlat1 diizeni i¢inde degerlendirmeye zemin hazirlar.
Bu erken tespiti, daha sonra anlati-elestirel ¢alismalarda daha sistematik bicimde ele alinmustir.

Anlati-elestirel yaklagimlar, taninmama meselesini vahyin mahiyetinden ¢ok metnin bilgi
diizeni, bakis ag1s1 ve karakterlerin yorum siiregleri iizerinden ele alir. Bu gercevede Yuhanna Incili
lizerine anlati-elestirel bir ¢dziimleme yapan Culpepper, Yuhanna Incili’ndeki olay 6rgiisiinde
Isa’nm nasil tanindig1 ya da tanmmadig sorusunun merkezi bir yer tuttugunu belirtir. Ona gore
Yuhanna’da Isa’nmin kimliginin kavranmasi yalmzca anlatimin sonunda ortaya ¢ikan bir sonug
degildir, isaretler, yanlis anlamalar ve karakterlerin verdigi tepkiler aracilifiyla metnin farkh
sahnelerinde hazirlamir. Béylece taninma, Isa’nin yalnizca kim oldugunun fark edilmesiyle simirl
kalmayip onun sozlerinin, isaretlerinin ve anlati i¢indeki roliinlin ne anlama geldiginin
kavranmastyla ilgili hale gelir (Culpepper, 1983, s. 83-89). Culpepper bu anlat1 diizenini 6zellikle
Yuhanna’da tekrar eden “yanlis anlama” motifi ve ironi iizerinden agiklar. Herbert Leroy’un bu
motifi form-kritik agidan “kapali ifadeler” seklinde degerlendirmesini 6nemli bulmakla birlikte, bu
tanmimin belirli 6rneklerle siirli kaldigini diistiniir. Culpepper’a gore yanlis anlama, metnin yapisal
isleyisi ve okuyucu iizerindeki etkisiyle birlikte ele almmalidir. Bu motifte Isa ¢ogu zaman ¢ok
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anlamli, mecazi veya cift anlamli ifadeler kullanir. Muhataplar1 ise bu sozleri literal diizeyde
yorumlar ve sozlerin isaret ettigi daha yiiksek anlami kavrayamaz. Bu durum, metin boyunca
okuyucu ile karakterler arasinda belirgin bir bilgi farki meydana getirir. Culpepper’in dramatik ironi
coziimlemesinde bu ayrim, goriinis ile gerceklik ve literal anlam ile daha yiiksek anlam arasindaki
karsitlik tizerinden agiklanir. Karakterler sozlerin literal anlaminda kalirken okuyucu, anlaticinin
sagladigi bilgi sayesinde onlarin kavrayamadigi anlami fark edebilir. Boylece Yuhanna’da
taninmama, basit bir bilgi eksikliginden ziyade bakis acisi, ironi, karakterlerin siirli kavrayisi ve
okuyucuya verilen ayricalikli konum {izerinden isleyen bir anlati diizeni olarak belirginlesir
(Culpepper, 1983, s. 152-155, 167-180, 199).

Stibbe, Culpepper’in anlati-elestirel yaklasimini 6nemli bulmakla birlikte, Yuhanna’nin
yalnizca modern anlati kuramlarinin kategorileriyle okunmasinin bazi siirlar tasidigini belirtir. Ona
gore Yuhanna anlatisi, Eski Ahit ve antik Yunan anlati gelenekleriyle iliskisi iginde ele alinmalidir.
Stibbe’nin yaklagimi Yuhanna’daki taninmama motifinin antik anlati gelenekleriyle birlikte
degerlendirilmesine imkéan verir (Stibbe, 1992, s. 9-11, 22-23). Larsen ise tanima meselesini, kiginin
kim oldugunun belirlenmesi ile ona atfedilen roliin taninmasi arasindaki ayrim iizerinden ele alir.
Yuhanna’da tamimanin énemli bir yéniinii, isa’ya Logos, Ogul, Mesih, dgretmen, insan Oglu,
peygamber ve Tanr1 gibi rollerin atfedilmesi olusturur (Larsen, 2008, s. 54). Bu ayrim, ¢armih dncesi
sahnelerde Isa’ya yoneltilen farkli unvanlarin hangi diizeyde bir tamimaya karsilik geldigini
degerlendirmeyi miimkiin kilar.

Carmih oncesi sahneler, Yuhanna’da Isa’nin tanrisal kimliginin biitiiniiyle gizli
tutulmadigim gosterir. Isaretler, sozler, tamikliklar ve karakterlerin verdigi tepkiler bu kimligi
gorlinlir hale getirir; ancak bu goriiniirlik anlati kisileri agisindan tam ve agik bir kavrayisa
doniismez. Isa cogu zaman Mesih, peygamber, Israil krali, Tanr1’dan gelen 6gretmen veya Tanr1’nin
Oglu gibi unvanlarla taninir, fakat prologda okuyucuya bildirilen theos yani tanr1 diizeyindeki kimlik
anlat1 kisileri tarafindan heniiz ayni agiklikla dile getirilmez (krs. Radcliffe, 1984, s. 61). Bu nedenle
carmih Oncesi taninmama, tanrisal kimligin anlati kisilerince mevcut dini ve mesihi beklentiler
cergevesinde sinirl olarak kavranmasiyla ilgilidir. Sinirli kavrayis, ¢armiha gerilme siirecinde diger
bir ifadeyle kriz sahnelerinde keskinlesir ve yanlig tanima, suglama ve reddedise doniisiir.

Kriz Anlatilarinda Tanrisal Kimligin Yanhs Taninmasi

Carmih 6ncesi anlatilarda Isa’nin kimligine iliskin kavrayis ¢ogu zaman smirli kalirken,
yakalanma, yargilanma ve carmiha gerilme sahnelerinde taninmama farkli bir nitelik kazanir. Isa’nin
kimligi bu asamada siyasi ve dini su¢lama dili iginde yorumlanir. Taninmama da yanlis tanima ve
reddedis seklinde belirginlesir. Bu bolimde s6z konusu degisim, ozellikle tutuklanma, Pilatus
yargilamasi, alay ve ¢armih sahneleri {izerinden ele alinmaktadir.

Bu degisim, Yuhanna Incili’nde tutuklanma sahnesinden itibaren izlenebilir. Isa’nin
kendisini arayanlara verdigi “benim/ben O’yum” cevabi (egd eimi/éy® eip) ve bu sdz lizerine
askerlerin geri cekilip yere diismeleri, sahnenin sadece bir yakalama anlatisi olarak kurulmadigini
gosterir (Yuhanna 18:4-6).> Yuhanna baglaminda bu ifade, siradan bir kimlik beyaninin 6tesinde,
Isa’nin kimligine dair tanrisal bir ¢agrisim tasir. Bu sahnedeki ego eimi kullanimi teofanik bir durum
olarak yorumlanmistir (Pataci, 2021, s. 146). Ancak bu tepki tanimaya doniismez ve tutuklama
gerceklesir. Isa’nin kimligine iliskin tanrisal cagrisim sahnede gériiniir hale gelirken anlati kisileri
bunu agik bir tanima olarak dile getirmez.

Yargilama sahnelerinde yanlis tanima daha agik hale gelir. Pilatus’un “Sen Yahudilerin krali
misin?” sorusu (Yuhanna 18:33), Isa’nmin kimligini siyasi bir cercevede degerlendirdigini gosterir.
Isa’nin “Benim kralligim bu diinyadan degildir” cevabi (Yuhanna 18:36) ise bu cerceveyi asan bir

8 Yuhanna Incili’nde egd eimi (yé eipt) kullanimi hakkinda ayrmtili bilgi i¢in bkz. Pataci (2021, s. 143-160).
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krallik anlayisina isaret eder. Buna karsin yargilama boyunca krallik, Isa’ya yoneltilen siyasi
suglamanin bir pargasi olarak kalir. Isa’nin hakikate taniklik etmek i¢in diinyaya geldigini sdylemesi
de Pilatus’un “Hakikat nedir?” sorusunda bir tanimaya ulasmaz (Yuhanna 18:37-38). Pilatus daha
sonra Isa’y1 “Iste adam!” ve “Iste kralimz!” sozleriyle kalabaliga sunar (Yuhanna 19:5, 14).
Yahudilerin “Tanri’nin Oglu” ifadesini dile getirmesi iizerine Pilatus’un korkuya kapilmas1 ve “Sen
nereden geliyorsun?” diye sormasi (Yuhanna 19:7-9) meselenin siyasi su¢lamayi agan bir yoniiniin
de bulundugunu gosterir. Ancak bu korku, Isa’nin kimliginin kabuliine déniismez. Taninmama
burada Isa’ya iliskin ifadelerin siyasi ve dini suglama i¢inde anlamlandiriimasiyla belirginlesir.

Alay ve garmih sahnelerinde aym durum daha belirgin hale gelir. Askerlerin isa’ya mor bir
giysi giydirip dikenli ta¢ takmalar1 ve “Selam, Yahudilerin kral1” sdzleriyle hitap etmeleri (Yuhanna
19:2-3), krallik unvaninin alay amaciyla kullamldigini gosterir. Carmih iizerine asilan “Nasirali Isa,
Yahudilerin Krali” yazisi (Yuhanna 19:19-22) ise anlatida daha ¢ift anlamli bir islev kazanir. Pilatus
agisindan bu ifade su¢lamayi kaydederken, okuyucu agisindan karakterin niyetini asan kristolojik bir
ironi liretir. Bultmann da ¢armih yazisini bu ironi i¢inde degerlendirir ve Pilatus’un farkinda olmadan
Isa’nim gergek kralligini dile getirdigini belirtir (Bultmann, 1971, s. 669). Kriz anlatilarindaki yanlis
tamima bu nedenle Isa’nin kimligine iliskin ifadelerin yoklugundan kaynaklanmaz. Aym ifadeler
anlat1 kisileri tarafindan suglama ve alay amaciyla kullanilirken okuyucu i¢in daha farkli bir
kristolojik anlam tasir. Carmih siirecinde taninmama, Isa’nin kimliginin siyasi ve dini su¢lama diliyle
yanlig anlamlandirilmasi ve reddedilmesi seklinde belirginlesir.

Bultmann, Yuhanna’daki tutku anlatisni Isa’nin gérevini tamamlamasi ve yiiceltilmesi
cercevesinde degerlendirir. Ona gore Isa’min gonderilisinin anlami tutku siirecinde tamamlanir ve
carmih, aym zamanda yiiceltilme ani olarak anlam kazanir. Isa bu siirecte olaylarin yalmzca
kendisine yoneldigi pasif bir kisi olarak sunulmaz, tutuklanma ve yargilama sahnelerinde inisiyatifi
elinde tutar ve Baba’nin kendisine verdigi gérevi tamamlamaya dogru ilerler. Yuhanna 19:30’daki
“tamamlandr” sdzii de ona gore yalmizca yasamin sona erdigini bildirmez; Isa’ya verilen gorevin
tamamlandigini ifade eder (Bultmann, 1971, s. 48—49, 633, 674—675). Bu okuma, kriz anlatilarindaki
ironiyi de belirginlestirir. isa disaridan bakildiginda yargilanan ve asagilanan kisidir, anlatmin
teolojik kurulusunda ise ¢armih onun gérevinin tamamlanmasi ve yiiceltilmesiyle iliskilendirilir.
Onu yargilayan ve alaya alan kisiler bu anlam1 kavrayamaz.

Kriz sahnelerinde okuyucu ile anlati kisileri arasindaki bilgi farki, 6zellikle dramatik ironi
yoluyla belirginlesir. Culpepper’in yanlis anlama ve dramatik ironiye iliskin degerlendirmeleri,
Pilatus sahnelerinde agikca goriiliir. Pilatus’un “Hakikat nedir?” sorusu sahne i¢inde cevapsiz kalir.
Okuyucu ise daha dnce Isa’nin kendisini hakikat olarak tanittigini bilir. Yahudilerin krali veya “Iste
kralimiz!” ifadeleri de sahnedeki kisiler tarafindan siyasi suglama, alay veya kiigiiltme amaciyla
kullanilirken okuyucu i¢in onlarin niyetini agan kristolojik bir anlam kazanir. Culpepper’a gore bu
tiir ironiler, okuyucunun anlat1 kisilerinin bilmedigi veya kavrayamadigi seyi bilmesine dayanir
(Culpepper, 1983, s. 172, 176-177). Kriz anlatilarindaki tammmama yalnizca sozlerin yanlis
anlasilmasiyla kalmaz, isa’nin kimligi siyasi, dini ve hukuki su¢lama dili i¢inde yorumlanir.

Larsen, tutuklanma ve yargilama sahnelerini kiginin kim oldugunun belirlenmesi ile ona
atfedilen roliin taninmasi arasindaki ayrim iizerinden ele alir. Ona gére Yuhanna 13-19°da tanima,
bir kisinin adinin veya kim oldugunun belirlenmesiyle siirli degildir. Asil mesele, Isa’ya hangi roliin
verildigi ve bu roliin hangi deger diizenine gore yorumlandigidir. Bu agidan tutuklanma sahnesinde
aranan kisinin Nasirali Isa oldugu belirlenir, fakat Isa’nin egé eimi sdziiyle agiga ¢ikan tanrisal rolii
kabul edilmez. Baska bir ifadeyle, ad diizeyinde tanima gerceklesir, fakat tanrisal kimlik diizeyinde
taninmama devam eder. Pilatus yargilamasinda bu mesele daha acik bir yargi sorununa doéniisiir.
Isa’nm kimligi Yahudilerin dini hukuku, Roma’nin siyasi-hukuk diizeni ve prologdan itibaren
okuyucuya verilen kristolojik bilgi arasinda degerlendirilir. Pilatus karar veren kisi gibi goriinse de
Isa’nmn gergek kimligini kavrayacak anlam diizeyine ulasamaz. Bu nedenle Larsen’e gore kriz
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sahnelerinde taninmama, Isa’nin kimliginin dogru diizeyde kavranamamasi ve siyasi, dini ya da
hukuki olgiitler altinda yanlis tanimlanmasiyla ilgilidir. Larsen, Pilatus yargilamasindaki bu rol
catismasini Euripides’in Bakkhalar’iyla da karsilastirir. Her iki anlatida taninmayan tanrisal figiir
kentin yoneticisi tarafindan yargilanmakta, ancak anlatinin ironisi i¢inde yargilanan kisi ayni
zamanda gercek yargic konumunda bulunmaktadir. Larsen 0Ozellikle iki metinde birbiriyle
uyusmayan deger ve hukuk diizenlerinin tanrisal figiire farkli roller yiiklemesine dikkat c¢eker
(Larsen, 2008, s. 169-170, 174-177).

Bu karsilagtirmanin daha erken bir 6rnegi Stibbe’nin Yuhanna 18-19 incelemesinde goriiliir.
Stibbe, Yuhanna’y1 bigimsel olarak bir drama saymaz; ancak tutku anlatisinin trajik anlatinin bazi
yapisal ozellikleriyle birlikte okunabilecegini savunur. Bakkhalar ile karsilagtirmasinda {i¢ sahne
iizerinde durur, Isa’nm tutuklanip baglanmasi ile Dionysos’un tutuklanmasi, Pilatus’un Isa’y1
sorgulamasi ile Pentheus’un Dionysos’u sorgulamasi ve Isa’nin carmiha gerilmesi ile Pentheus’un
oliimii. Ozellikle sorgulama sahnelerinde her iki anlatida da tanrisal kimligi kabul edilmeyen sahsin,
siyasi otoritenin karsisina ¢ikarilmasi ve goriiniirde yargilanan kisinin anlatinin daha genis anlami
i¢inde yargi¢ konumunda bulunmasi dikkat ¢eker. Bununla birlikte Stibbe, Yuhanna’nin Euripides’e
dogrudan edebi bagimliligini ileri siirmez; karsilasgtirmasini trajik anlatinin ortak yapilari ve genel
benzerlikler ¢er¢evesinde kurar (Stibbe, 1992, s. 129-147).

MacDonald, Stibbe’nin karsilastirmali okumasindan daha ileri giderek Yuhanna ile
Bakkhalar arasinda dogrudan bir mimesis iliskisi bulundugunu ileri siirer. Buna goére bir metin,
kendisinden onceki saygin bir edebi 6rnegi model alarak onu yeni bir baglam icinde yeniden
isleyebilir. Bu siirecte benzer sahne diizenleri, temalar ve anlatim bi¢imleri farkli bir dini ve edebi
cercevede yeniden anlam kazanir.” MacDonald’a gore Euripides’in tragedyasi, Yuhanna Incili igin
varsaydigi en erken metin katmaninin bigimlenmesinde edebi bir model islevi gormiistiir. Bu iligkiyi
yalnizca genel temalar iizerinden kurmaz, tanrisal figiiriin insan goriiniimiinde ortaya g¢ikmasi,
reddedilmesi, tutuklanmasi, sorgulanmasi ve Oliimii gibi sahneler arasinda da baglantilar kurar.
Nitekim kitabinin girisinde Yuhanna 18:1-12’deki tutuklama, 18:13—19:16’daki sorgulama ve
19:25-30’daki 6liim sahnelerini Bakkhalar’daki karsiliklariyla birlikte ele aldigini agik¢a belirtir. Bu
benzerlikleri antik edebiyattaki mimesis anlayis1 cergevesinde degerlendiren MacDonald,
erisilebilirlik, paralel 6rnekler, yogunluk, sira ve ayirt edici dzellikler gibi 6lgiitlerin Yuhanna ile
Bakkhalar arasinda edebi bir iligki bulundugu goriisiinii destekledigini savunur (MacDonald, 2017,
s. xvii, 110-115).

MacDonald’1n iki metin arasindaki bu gii¢lii bagimlilik iddias1 ise ihtiyatla karsilanmistir.
King, Bakkhalar’in donemin kiiltiirel ¢evresinde bilinen bir metin oldugunu ve Yuhanna ile antik
Yunan tragedyasi arasinda karsilastirma yapilmasinin mesru oldugunu kabul eder. Bununla birlikte
MacDonald’in baz1 baglantilar1 kurarken metinde bulunmayan ayrintilar1 karsilastirmaya dahil
etmesinin ve daha kisa, varsayimsal bir Yuhanna metni iizerinden paralellik yogunlugunu
artirmasinin  yontemsel sorunlar dogurdugunu belirtir. Ona gore oOzellikle varsayilan metin
katmanlarindan hareketle edebi bagimlilik kurulmasi, argimanin kismen kendi varsayimlarim
dogrulama riski tagimasina yol agmaktadir (King, 2021, s. 95-97).

Nitekim kriz anlatilarinda tanrisal kimlik biitiiniiyle gizli degildir, sorun bu kimligin anlati
kisileri tarafindan nasil yorumlandigidir. Carmiha giden siirecte 6nceki sahnelerde goriilen sinirlh

® MacDonald, 2001 tarihli ¢aligmasinda antik metinlerde edebi taklit (mimesis) iligkilerini belirlemek igin alti 6lgiit
siralamugtir: (1) erisilebilirlik (accessibility), model metnin yazara ulagilabilirligini; (2) paralel drnekler (analogy), ayni
veya benzer bir modelin baska yazarlar tarafindan da taklit edilmesini; (3) yogunluk (density), iki metin arasindaki
paralelliklerin niceligini; (4) sira (order), paralelliklerin benzer bir dizilim gostermesini; (5) ayirt edici 6zellikler (distinctive
traits), Ozellikle sira digi unsurlarin ortakligini; (6) yorumlanabilirlik (interpretability) ise model metnin neden ve nasil
yeniden kullanilmis olabilecegini degerlendirir (MacDonald, 2001, s. 2-3). Friesen de bu alt1 61¢iiti MacDonald’in mimesis
elestirisinin temel Slgiitleri olarak 6zetlemektedir (Friesen, 2015, s. 49-50).
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kavrayis, siyasi, dini ve hukuki su¢lamalar i¢inde yanlis tanima ve reddedise doniisiir. Prologdan
itibaren okuyucunun bildigi tanrisal kimlik ise anlati kisileri tarafindan hala ayni1 agiklikla dile
getirilmez. Carmih ise bu taninmanin gecikmesini sona erdirmez.

Dirilis Sonrasi1 Karsilasmalarda Taninmama

Kriz anlatilarinda yanlig tanima ve reddedis bi¢iminde ortaya g¢ikan taninmama, dirilig
sonrasi karsilasmalarda da devam eder. Isa’nin dliimiiniin ve dirilisinin ardindan artik agik bigcimde
taninmast beklenebilir; ancak metin bu beklentiyi hemen karsilamaz. Mecdelli Meryem ve Celile
Golii’ndeki &grenciler dirilmis Isa’y1 goriir ve onunla konusur, fakat ilk anda kim oldugunu
anlayamazlar. Dirilis sonrasi sahnelerde tanima bu nedenle sadece Isa’nin yeniden goriiniir olmastyla
gerceklesmez.

Bu durum o&zellikle Mecdelli Meryem sahnesinde belirginlesir. Meryem mezarin diginda
dirilen Isa’y1 goriir, onunla konusur, fakat karsisindaki kisinin isa oldugunu bilmez ve onu bahgivan
sanir (Yuhanna 20:11-18). Benzer bir taninmama Celile Gélii'nde tekrar eder. Ogrenciler kiyida
duran Isa’y1 gériir ve onunla konusurlar, buna ragmen Yuhanna yazari baslangicta onun Isa oldugunu
bilmediklerini acikca belirtir (Yuhanna 21:1—14). Her iki sahnede de Isa fiziksel olarak gériiniir ve
dirilis sonrasinda karsilasma gergeklesir, ancak gérme ve konusma tek basina tanimay1 saglamaz.

Oliimden sonra varligin siirmesi, yeniden ortaya ¢ikma veya tanrisal hayata doniis gibi
temalar antik Akdeniz ve Yakin Dogu geleneklerinde farkli sekillerde islenmistir.!® Ancak
Yuhanna’daki dikkat ¢eken nokta, dirilmis Isa’min yakin gevresi tarafindan goriilmesine ragmen
baslangicta taninmamasidir. Dirilis sonrasi bedenin doniisiimii diisiincesi Yahudi apokaliptik
literatlirde de goriiliir. Genellikle MS 1. ylizyilin sonlarina tarihlenen 2. Baruh kitabinda dirilisten
sonra dogru kisilerin goriiniimiiniin degisecegi, yiizlerinin 1s1kla doniisecegi ve 6liimsiiz bir varolusa
kavusacaklar1 ifade edilir (2 Baruch 50:2; 51:1-3; Charles, 1913, s. 508-509). Bu ifadeler, dirilig
sonrast bedenin 6nceki haliyle biitiiniiyle ayni1 olmayabilecegi ve dirilis ile bedensel doniisiim
arasinda bir iligki bulundugunu gdstermesi bakimindan 6nemlidir.

Neff, dirilis sonrasi taninmama motifini daha ¢ok dirilen bedenin doniligmiis goriiniimiiyle
iligkilendirir. Dirilis sonras1 anlatilarda tekrar eden taninmama, tereddiit ve kimligin dogrulanmasi
unsurlarinin, dirilmis Isa’nin gériiniimiiniin degistigine iliskin erken bir gelenegin izlerini tagidigim
ileri siirer. Bu goriisiinii ozellikle Markos’un uzun sonundaki Isa’min “bagka bir bi¢imde”
gorlindiigiinii belirten ifadeye (Markos 16:12) ve Pavlus’un dirilmis bedeni tohum benzetmesi
iizerinden doniisiimle iliskilendirmesine dayandirir (1 Korintliler 15:36-38, 42—-44, 50-54). 2.
Baruh’taki dirilis sonras1 bedensel goriiniimiin doniisecegine dair tasvirini de benzer bir Yahudi
eskatolojik diisiincenin 6rnegi olarak degerlendirir. Dolayisiyla Neff’in yaklagiminda dirilisten sonra
taninmama, Isa’nin doniismiis goriiniimiine iliskin erken gelenekle ve Hristiyan kanonik metinlerle
baglantili bir motif olarak degerlendirilir (Neff, n.d., s. 2-23).

Bultmann ise Mecdelli Meryem’in Isa’y1 tantyamamasim fiziksel goriiniimiindeki bir
degisimle aciklamaz. Meryem mezarin boslugunu hala Isa’nin bedeninin baska bir yere
gotiiriilmesiyle yorumlamakta ve karsisinda duran kisiyi bah¢ivan sanmaktadir. Isa’min ona adiyla
seslenmesiyle bu ilk taninmama sona erer. Ancak Bultmann’a gére Meryem’in “Rabbuni” hitabi
heniiz dirilmis Isa’nm kimligini biitiiniiyle kavradig1 anlamima gelmez. Meryem, Isa’nin 6liimden
geri dondiiglinii ve dnceki diinyevi iliskinin yeniden kurulacagini diisiinerek ona yonelir. “Bana
tutunma” s6zii ise bu beklentiyi diizeltir, dirilis 6nceki diinyevi iligkinin yeniden baglamasi1 anlamina
gelmemektedir. Bultmann agisindan sahnenin temel islevi, okuyucuyu dirilisin iman i¢indeki
anlamina yoneltmektir (Bultmann, 1971, s. 686-688).

10 Oliim, kaybolus, pargalanma, yeniden ortaya ¢ikma veya tanrisal hayata doniis temalar1 antik Akdeniz diinyasinda
ornegin Osiris, Tammuz, Attis ve Dionysos gibi tanrisal sahislar etrafinda farkli bigimlerde islenmistir. Bkz. Frazer, 2004;
Eliade, 2003, s. 405-406; Plutarkh, 2006, 5.35; Kern, 2026 (Orphic Fragments, fr. 35, 36).
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Culpepper’in yazar ve yazarin bakis acisina iliskin ¢oztimlemesi Meryem sahnesindeki
taninmamay1 farkli bir yonden agiklar. Yazar, okuyucuya Meryem’in bilmedigi iki bilgiyi ayn1 anda
verir. Birincisi karsisindaki kisinin Isa oldugunu, ikincisi de Meryem’in onu bahgivan sandigin.
Culpepper’a gore Meryem’in tanima sahnesinin dramatik etkisi de yazarin karakterin kavrayisina
iliskin bu bilgiyi okuyucuya agmasindan dogar. Meryem’in bahg¢ivan sanmasini, Yuhanna’daki
alisilmis sozli yanlis anlamalardan ayrilan, fiill bir yanlis anlama &rnegi olarak degerlendirir
(Culpepper, 1983, s. 24-25, 161). Boylece okuyucu Isa’nin kim oldugunu bilirken Meryem’in onu
gorilip yanlis tanimlamasina tanik olur.

Larsen de Yuhanna’daki tammnmamayi dirilmis isa’min dis gériiniisiiniin degismesiyle
aciklamak konusunda ihtiyathdir. Ona gére metinde Isa’nin dirilisten sonra digsal bir doniisiim
nedeniyle taninmasinin zorlastigim gosteren acik bir isaret bulunmaz. Meryem’in Isa’y1 bahgivan
sanmasi da Isa’nin gergekten farkli bir kiliga girdigini gdstermez. Anlati, Meryem’in gordiigii kisiyi
baslangigta tantyamadigim belirtir. Larsen’in ifadesiyle Meryem bedensel olarak gérmekte, fakat
bilissel olarak gérememektedir. Tanima, isa’nin ona “Meryem” diye seslenmesiyle gerceklesir, fakat
“Rabbuni” hitabmin ardindan Isa’ya tutunmaya yonelmesi, karsilasmanin anlamimin heniiz
biitiiniiyle kavranmadigimi gosterir. Ayni anlatisal yonelim Celile Golii sahnesinde de gortliir.
Ogrenciler baslangigta kiyidaki Isa’y1 tanimaz. (Larsen, 2008, s. 199-207, 211-212).

Dirilis sonrasi Isa ile karsilasmalar, Yuhanna’da dirilis sonrasi gérmenin tanimayi
kendiliginden getirmedigini ve tamimanin anlatida bir siire daha geciktirildigini gostermesi
bakimindan 6nemlidir. Boylece prologdan itibaren okuyucunun bildigi tanrisal kimligin, anlati
kisileri diizeyinde bir kez daha taninmas1 gecikir. Bu gecikme, dirilis sonrasi sahnelerde yeni bir iglev
kazanir. Tanima Olimden sonra dahi yalnizca gérmeye veya fiziksel yakinlikla gerceklesmez.
Yuhanna’da taninmanin nasil gerceklestigi ise bir sonraki asamada ortaya gikar.

Taninmanin Gergeklesmesi: Anagnorisis

Dirilis sonrasi sahnelerde taninmamanin siirmesi, tanimanin nasil gerceklestigi sorusunu
giindeme getirir. Yuhanna Incili’nde dirilmis isa’y1 gérmek, onu tanimak icin tek basma yeterli
olmamakla birlikte tanima kisisel hitap, mucizevi isaret ve bedensel izler gibi farkli unsurlarla
gergeklesir.

Dirilis sonrasi sahnelerde tanima her karsilasmada farkli bir unsurla gergeklesir. Mecdelli
Meryem, bahcivan sandig1 Isa’y1 kendisine “Meryem” diye seslenmesi iizerine tanir ve “Rabbuni”
(Rabbouni/Pafpouvvi) yani 6gretmenim seklinde karsilik verir (Yuhanna 20:16). Burada gorme ve
konusma ilk anda tanimay1 saglamaz, belirleyici olan isa’nin Meryem’e adiyla hitap etmesidir. Celile
Golii sahnesinde ise dgrenciler kiyida duran Isa’y1 baslangigta tanimazlar, fakat mucizevi balik
avinin ardindan Sevilen Ogrenci’nin Petrus’a “Rab’dir!” (kyrios/6 k0p16g &otiv) demesi, tanimanin
isaretle baglantili olarak gergeklestigini gosterir (Yuhanna 21:4—7). Thomas sahnesinde yaralarin
gosterilmesi ve dokunma imkaninin sunulmasi tanimanin bedensel izlerle iliskilendirildigi bir baska
ornektir. Thomas’in “Rabbim ve Tanrim” (kyrios-theos/6 k0p1Og pov kai 6 Hed¢ pov) sdzii, Isa’nin
kimliginin anlat1 kisisi tarafindan theos yani tanr1 diizeyinde acikca dile getirildigi sahnedir (Yuhanna
20:27-28). Meryem’de kisisel hitap, Celile Golii’'nde mucizevi isaret, Thomas’ta ise bedensel izler
tanimay1 saglayan unsurlar olarak 6ne ¢ikar.

Culpepper, Yuhanna’daki tanima ve tamnmama meselesini yalmzca karakterlerin Isa
karsisindaki bireysel tepkileriyle smirli olarak ele almaz, bu meselenin incil’in olay 6rgiisiiniin
gelisiminde belirleyici bir islev tasidigini belirtir. Ona gore Yuhanna’da olay orgiisii, Isa’nin
kimliginin giderek agiga ¢cikmasi ve anlati kisilerinin bu kimligi tan1y1p tanimamasi tizerinden ilerler
(Culpepper, 1983, s. 88-89). Culpepper bu noktada Aristoteles’in anagnorisis (Gvoyvdpioi)
kavramindan yararlanir ve kavramin Yuhanna anlatismin ¢éziimlenmesinde de agiklayici oldugunu
diisiiniir (Culpepper, 1983, s. 81).
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Aristoteles, Poetika adli eserinde anagnorisis (dvayvopiolg) kavramimi Oncelikle
tragedyanin olay oOrgiisiinii agiklarken ele alir. Ona gore tragedyanin olay orgiisii basit veya karmagik
olabilir; karmasik olay orgiisiinde yasanan degisim peripeteia, anagnorisis veya her ikisi araciligiyla
gerceklesir. Anagnorisis, bilgisizlikten bilgiye gecisi ifade eder. Bu bilgi ¢cogu zaman daha 6nce
gercek kimligi bilinmeyen bir kisinin taninmasiyla ilgilidir. Aristoteles bunun kisi tanimayla sinirh
olmadigini da belirtir. Peripeteia (repimétein) ise olaylarin dnceki yoniiniin karsitina donmesidir.
Aristoteles’in  verdigi Oidipus Orneginde, Oidipus’u rahatlatmak amaciyla gelen habercinin
acikladigr bilgi onun gercek kimligini ortaya ¢ikarir ve ayni1 anda olaylarin yoniinii tersine cevirir.
Bu nedenle Aristoteles, anagnorisis ile peripeteianin birlikte gergeklestigi tanima sahnelerini
karmagik tragedya olay orgiisiiniin en etkili 6rnekleri arasinda degerlendirir. Aristoteles’in kavrami
tragedya coziimlemesiyle tanimlamasi, anagnorisisin yalnizca tragedyaya 6zgii oldugu anlamina
gelmez. Nitekim Poetika’da epik siirin de peripeteia ve anagnorisis igerebildigini belirtir ve
Odysseia’y1 tamima sahnelerinin anlatinin geneline yayildig1 karmagik bir olay 6rgiisii 6rnegi olarak
gosterir (Aristoteles, 2017, X.1452a.11-22, X1.1452a.22-33). Bu nedenle kavramin Yuhanna’ya
uygulanmasi, Incil’in dogrudan bir tragedya olarak smiflandiriimasi anlamina gelmez. Culpepper,
Aristoteles’in tamimladig1 bilgisizlikten bilgiye gecisi Yuhanna’daki temel anlati problemiyle
iliskilendirir, Isa’min kimligi anlati boyunca giderek agiga cikarken kisiler bu kimligi farkli
diizeylerde tanir veya taniyamaz. Ona gore anagnorisis sonugta ortaya cikan tek bir tanima
sahnesiyle sinirli kalmaz, tanima ve taninmama Yuhanna’nin olay oOrgiisiiniin farkli agamalarina
yayilir (Culpepper, 1983, s. 81, 84, 88-89).

Yuhanna’daki tanima sahnelerinin anagnorisis kavramiyla iligkilendirilmesi modern
arastirmalarda daha erken bir doneme uzanir. Larsen, Hitchcock’un 1923 tarihli ¢aligmasin
anagnorisisi Yuhanna’ya uygulayan ilk akademik girisim olarak degerlendirir (Larsen, 2008, s. 9).
Hitchcock, tutuklama sahnesindeki askerleri, Pilatus’u, sonrasinda Mecdelli Meryem’i ve Thomas’1
tanmima motifiyle iliskilendirir. Ancak askerler ve Pilatus’un yer aldig1 sahnelerde tanima girigimleri
basarisizlikla sonuclanir. Thomas’in itirafim ise Yuhanna’da kurdugunu diislindiigii dramatik
yapinin ger¢ek sonu olarak goriir (Hitchcock, 1923, s. 315-316). Larsen’e gore Hitchcock’un bu
tespiti onemli olmakla birlikte, tanima sahnelerinin yapisin1 ve hangi o6lgiitlerle belirlendigini
aciklamamasi yaklasimini yontemsel ac¢idan simirli birakmistir (Larsen, 2008, s. 10). Daha sonra
Culpepper’in, anagnorisisin sonug¢ boliimiine ait tek bir unsur olmadigini ve Yuhanna’nin olay
orgiisiine yayildigini ileri siirdiigii gibi Larsen de ayn1 goriisii benimsemistir. Bunun yaninda Larsen
anagnorisisi antik anlatilarda tekrar eden bir tip-sahne olarak diger bir ifadeyle kaliplagmis bir sahne
diizeni olarak ele almis ve Yuhanna’daki karsilagmalar1 bu edebi orneklerle karsilagtirarak daha
ayrintili bigimde incelemistir (Culpepper, 1983, s. 84; Larsen, 2008, s. 18—-19).

Larsen’e gore Yuhanna 20, Incil’deki tek anagnorisis alani olmamakla birlikte tanima
siirecinin {ist bir seviyesini olusturur. Boélimde bos mezar, Mecdelli Meryem, Thomas’in
bulunmadig1 6grenci karsilagsmasi ve Thomas olmak iizere dort tanima sahnesi yer alir. Bu sahneler
araisnda tanima siirecinin kristolojik doruk noktasi ise Thomas sahnesidir. Meryem’in “Rabbuni”
hitab1 onun Isa’y1 tanidigin1 gosterse de Larsen, bu ifadenin Thomas’m itiraf diizeyine ulasmadigim
belirtir. Thomas’in “Rabbim ve Tanrim” sozii ise prologdaki “S6z Tanri’ydir” ifadesini yeniden
yankilandirir. Larsen’e gore bu sahnede anlati i¢indeki bir kisinin bilgi diizeyi ilk kez prologda
okuyucuya verilen bilgi diizeyine ulasir (Larsen, 2008, s. 186, 203, 208-210; krs. Radcliffe, 1984, s.
60—61). Bu ayrim, Yuhanna’da tanimanin biitiiniiyle ertelenmedigini ortaya koyar. Geciken, isa’nin
taninmasi degil, prologda okuyucuya bildirilen tanrisal kimligin bir anlat1 kisisi tarafindan theos
(Be6¢) diizeyinde acikga dile getirilmesidir.

Yuhanna’da tanimanin gecikmesi yalnizca kelime diizeyinde, yani theos kelimesi Thomas’a
kadar sdylenmiyor meselesi, degildir. Bu ¢alismada “gecikme” olarak adlandirilan siireg, ayn
zamanda anlati teknigiyle diger bir ifadeyle tanima sahnelerinin nasil kurulduguyla da ilgilidir.
Larsen’in yaklagimi bu noktada dnemlidir, zira o, tanima sahnesini antik Yunan anlati ve drama
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geleneginde tekrar eden tip-sahne olarak degerlendirir. Antik anlatilarda gizli kimlikler, gdriiniis ile
gergeklik arasindaki fark, aldatma ve kesif gibi motifler bu sahnelerde sikga kullanilir. Larsen’e gore
tanima tip-sahnesinin genel amaci, gizli kalan bir hakikatin agiga ¢ikmasi ve taninmasidir (Larsen,
2008, s. 1, 55-59). Larsen bu modeli Yuhanna 20’ye uygularken bos mezar anlatisin1 Elektra—Orestes
gelenegindeki mezar ve tanima isaretleriyle karsilastirir. Meryem kaldirilmis tasi isa’nin bedeninin
gotiiriildiigiinii gdsteren bir isaret olarak yorumlarken, Petrus ve Sevilen Ogrenci mezardaki ortiilerle
karsilasir. Larsen’e gore Sevilen Ogrenci mezardaki isaretleri, mezar soygunu yerine dirilisin
gerceklestigini gosterecek sekilde yorumlar. Dirilis de Isa’nin ger¢ek kimligine yonelten bir isaret
héline gelir. Thomas sahnesinde isa’nin yara izleri tanima isareti olarak &ne gikar ve Larsen bu
sahneyi Odysseia’da Odysseus’un yara izi araciligiyla taninmasi gelenegiyle birlikte degerlendirir.
Yuhanna’daki tammanm ayirt edici yonii burada daha acik hale gelir. Isa’nin kimliginin hangi
diizeyde kavrandigi da tanimanin 6nemli bir pargasidir. Meryem’in sahnesinde tanima biiyiik 6l¢giide
karsisindaki kisinin Isa oldugunun fark edilmesi diizeyinde kalirken Thomas, yara izleriyle
karsilastiktan sonra onu “Rabbim ve Tanrim” diyerek tanir. Larsen’e gore bu itiraf tanimay1 yeni bir
diizeye tasir ve anlati kisisinin bilgisi prologda okuyucuya verilen theos bilgisine ulagir (Larsen,
2008, s. 192-196, 199-203, 208-211).

Bakkhalar tragedyasi, tanrisal kimligin bilinmesi ile anlati kisileri tarafindan taninmasi
arasindaki ayrim acisindan Yuhanna’yla 6nemli bir karsilastirma imkani1 sunar. Stibbe, Yuhanna 18—
19’u Euripides’in bu tragedyasiyla birlikte degerlendirirken her iki anlatida da tanrisal figiiriin
kimliginin okuyucu veya seyirci agisindan bastan bilindigine, buna karsilik kentteki yonetici gii¢lerin
bu kimligi tanimadigina dikkat c¢eker. Bakkhalar’in prologunda Dionysos Zeus’un oglu olarak
tanitilir ve insan goriiniimiine biiriindiigii agiklanir. Pentheus ise Dionysos’un tanrisal kimligini kabul
etmez, yabanci olarak gordiigii bu kisiyi tutuklatir ve sorgular. Teiresias Dionysos’un tanrisalligini
agikca savunurken Kadmos da onun onurlandirilmasina ve kiiltiine katilir. Pentheus’un tanimamasi
ise tragedyanin temel catigmalarindan birini olusturur. Stibbe, benzer anlati diizeninin Yuhanna’da
da gériildiigiinii diisiiniir. Prolog Isa’nin kimligini okuyucuya bastan bildirirken anlatidaki muhalifler
bu kimligi tanimaz; Stibbe bu nedenle her iki eserde taninmayan tanrisal figiiri olay 6rgiisiiniin
onemli bir unsuru olarak goriir. Ancak karsilastirma ayni sonugla ilerlemez. Bakkhalar’da Dionysos
kendisini reddeden Pentheus’u cezalandirir ve tragedya onun yikimiyla sonuglanir. Yuhanna’da ise
Isa gercekten tutuklanir, baglamir ve asagilanir. Incil’de Dionysos’un Pentheus’a yénelttigi tiirden
cezalandirici bir karsilik goriilmez. Stibbe bu farkliligi Yuhanna’nin trajik yapiyi tersine ¢evirmesi
olarak yorumlar. Isa, kendisini reddedenlere kars1 cezalandiric1 bir gii¢ kullanmak yerine tutuklanma,
asagilanma ve 6limii kendisi {istlenir (Stibbe, 1992, s. 132-137, 141-147).

Bu degerlendirmelere ek olarak, Pentheus’un algisinda oyunun ilerleyen boliimiinde dikkat
cekici bir degisiklik yasanir. Kadin kiliina girdikten sonra Dionysos’a baktiginda onu boga
bigiminde gordiiglinii ve basinda boynuzlar bulundugunu sdyler. Dionysos da artik gérmesi gerekeni
gordiigli cevabini verir (Bakkhalar, 918-924). Seaford, bu sahneyi Pentheus’un sarhosluk veya basit
bir zihinsel bulaniklik yasamasiyla agiklamak yerine Dionysos’un tanrisal tezahiiriiyle iligskilendirir
(Seaford, 1987, s. 76—78). Bu sahne, Pentheus’un daha Once reddettigi tanrisal niteligi bir an igin
gormeye basladigi seklinde yorumlanabilir. Ancak sahne tam bir anagnorisis ile sonuglanmaz.
Pentheus Dionysos’u tanr1 olarak kabul ettigini agik¢a dile getirmez ve gordiigii sey trajik sonunu
degistirmez. Yuhanna’da ise geciken tanimanin dirilis sonrasinda acik itiraf, taniklik ve imanla
sonug¢lanmasi, iki anlatinin geciken tanimayi1 farkli sonuglara bagladigini géstermektedir.

MacDonald, Yuhanna ile Bakkhalar arasindaki benzerlikleri Stibbe’den daha ileri gotiiriir ve
giiclii bir mimesis (taklit) iddiastyla agiklar. Euripides’in tragedyasinin Yuhanna'nin erken metin
katmaninin olusumunda erigilebilir ve etkili bir edebi model olarak kullanildigini savunur. Bu
gorlisiiniin  gerekgelerinden biri metnin muhtemel kiiltiirel g¢evresidir. MacDonald, Yuhanna
yazarinin ¢ogu aragtirmaci tarafindan Bat1 Anadolu’yla, 6zellikle Efes ¢evresiyle iligkilendirildigini,
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Euripides’in oyunlarinin bu bolgede bilindigini ve Efes’te Dionysos kiiltiiniin giiglii bir goriiniirliige
sahip oldugunu belirtir. Mecdelli Meryem ile Agave arasinda kurdugu iliski de bu mimesis
okumasinin parcalarindan biridir. Bakkhalar’da Agave, tagidig1 basin bir aslana ait oldugunu sanir;
daha sonra bunun oglu Pentheus’un basi oldugunu fark eder. Yuhanna’da Meryem karsisindaki kisiyi
once bahcivan samir, Isa’nin ona adiyla seslenmesi {izerine onu tanir. MacDonald 6zellikle iki
sahnenin duygusal yoniiniin tersine cevrilmesine dikkat ¢eker: Agave’nin baslangictaki sevinci
oglunu tanimasiyla kedere déniisiirken Meryem’in gdzyasi Isa’yr tamimasiyla sevince doniisiir
(MacDonald, 2017, s. 106-107, 110-111). iki sahne de geciken tanima iizerine kuruludur; fakat
tanimanin sonucu birinde trajik yikimi goriiniir hale getirirken digerinde dirilisin taninmasina ve
tanikliga acilir. MacDonald’in bu benzerlikleri Yuhanna’nin Bakkhalar’a edebl bagimliliginin
gostergesi olarak yorumlamasi tartismalidir. King, Bakkhalar’in dénemin kiiltiirel cevresinde bilinen
bir metin oldugunu kabul etmekle birlikte, MacDonald’in kargilastirmalarinda Yuhanna’da
bulunmayan bazi ayrintilar1 analize tagimasina ve Yuhanna’nin varsayimsal, daha erken metin
katmanlarini1 esas almasina elestirel yaklasir. Ona goére bu yontem, iki eser arasindaki benzerlikleri
oldugundan daha giiglii gosterebilir ve bagimlilik iddias1 agisindan yontemsel bir sorun dogurabilir
(King, 2021, s. 95-97).

Bu karsilastirmalar, Yuhanna’daki tanima sahnelerinin dogrudan belirli bir antik Yunan
metnine bagimliligin1 gostermekten ziyade, tanima ve taninmama iizerine kurulu anlati diizeninin
antik edebiyatta bilinen anlatisal imkanlarla birlikte degerlendirilmesine katki saglar. Yuhanna’nin
0zglinliigii ise bu anlat1 diizenini kendi kristolojik amaci dogrultusunda kullanmasinda ortaya ¢ikar.
Tanimay1 saglayan adla hitap, isaret, bedensel iz ve taniklik gibi unsurlar, yalnizca karsilasilan
kisinin kim oldugunun anlasilmasina hizmet etmez, anlat1 kisilerini Isa’nin kimligine iliskin daha
ileri bir kavrayisa yoneltir. Boylece dirilis sonrasi tanima sahneleri, gorme ile kavrama arasindaki
mesafenin agamali olarak kapandig1 ve anlatinin basindan itibaren okuyucunun sahip oldugu bilginin
anlat1 kisileri diizeyinde giderek daha acik hale geldigi bir siirecin son agamasini olusturur (Radcliffe,
1984, s. 60).

Sonug¢

Yuhanna Incili’nde Isa’nmn tanimas: biitiiniiyle anlatinin sonuna ertelenmez, anlat1 kisileri
Isa’nm kimligini Mesih, Rab, peygamber, Israil’in krali ve Tanri’min Oglu gibi farkli kristolojik
unvanlarla ¢esitli diizeylerde kavrar ve bu tanimalar olay 6rgiisii boyunca giderek belirginlesir. Buna
karsilik prologda “So6z Tanri’ydi” ifadesiyle okuyucuya verilen tanrisal kimlik bilgisi, metinde
Isa’nim tanr1 olarak agikga itiraf edilmesi Thomas’a kadar dile getirilmez. Bu ¢alismada gecikmeli
kavranig olarak tanimlanan husus da bu ayrimda ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bu gecikme, theos ifadesinin
Thomas sahnesine kadar kullanilmamasinin yani sira, okuyucunun baslangictan itibaren sahip
oldugu bilgi ile anlat1 kisilerinin kavrayis1 arasindaki farkin olay 6rgiisii boyunca siirdiiriilmesi ve
anlat1 kisilerinin kavrayisinin bu bilgiye dogru asamali olarak ilerlemesiyle iligkili anlatisal bir
diizenleme olarak okunabilir.

Bu anlatisal diizen, Isa’nin kimliginin anlati boyunca aym agiklikta kavranmamasinda da
goriilmektedir. Carmih 6ncesinde Isa’ya iliskin dogru ve énemli tanimalar bulunmasina ragmen, kriz
anlatilarinda onun kimligi siyasi, dini ve hukuki kategoriler lizerinden yanlis yorumlanir ve
reddedilir. Dirilis sonrasi karsilasmalarda ise Isa’nin goriiniir olmasi tammnmayi kendiliginden
saglamaz. Meryem’in onu bahgivan sanmasi ve dgrencilerin gol kiyisinda karsilarinda duran Isa’y1
baslangigta tanimamasi, gorme ile kavrama arasindaki ayrimi siirdiiriir. Tanima adla seslenme,
mucizevi isaret ve bedensel izler gibi unsurlar araciligiyla gerceklesirken, bu siire¢ Thomas’in
itirafinda en acik kristolojik ifadesine ulasir. Dolayisiyla Yuhanna’da tanima, goriilen kisinin kim
oldugunun fark edilmesini agarak onun kimliginin kristolojik anlaminin kavranmasina dogru ilerler.

Anagnorisis kavrami, Yuhanna’daki tamima ve taninmama Orintiisiiniin anlatinin
kurulusuyla iligkisini gdstermesi bakimindan 6nemlidir. Bu kavram agisindan Yuhanna’da dikkat
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ceken bilgi farki, Bakkhalar tragedyasiyla kurulan karsilastirmada da belirginlesir. Dionysos tanrisal
kimligini prologda seyirciye aciklarken Pentheus bu kimligi kabul etmez, oyunun ilerleyen
boliimiinde ise Dionysos’un tanrisal niteligine iliskin gec bir fark edis gosterse de bu durum acik bir
kabul veya itirafa doniismez. Bu bakimdan iki eser arasindaki karsilagtirmanin bu ¢alisma agisindan
Oonemli yonii, tanrisal kimligin okuyucuya veya seyirciye onceden acgiklanmasi ile anlati kigilerinin
kavrayisi arasinda olusan bilgi farkidir. Tanimanin ulastigi sonug¢ ise iki eserde farklilasir.
Bakkhalar’da Pentheus’un gec fark edisi trajik sonu engellemezken Agave’nin oglunu son agamada
tanimasi ise trajik yikimin agiga ¢iktig1 tanima anini olusturur. Yuhanna’da ise dirilis sonrasi tanima
Meryem’in tanikligi ve Thomas’in theos itirafiyla iman yoniinde ilerler. Bu yakinliklar dogrudan
edebi bagimliligin kanit1 olarak degerlendirilmekten ziyade, tanrisal kimlik bilgisinin okuyucu veya
seyirci ile anlat1 kisileri arasinda farkli bicimde dagitilmasi ve tanimanin geciktirilmesi bakimindan
antik edebiyatta karsilastirilabilir 6rnekler bulundugunu gostermektedir.

Thomas’in ‘Rabbim ve Tanrim’ sdzii, bu agidan Yuhanna’nin gii¢lii kristolojik ifadelerinden
biri olmasinin yani sira, prologdan itibaren siirdiiriilen tanima ve taninmama siirecinin ulastig1 doruk
noktasi olarak onem kazanir. Prologdaki “S6z Tanr1’yd1” ifadesi okuyucuya isa’nin tanrisal kimligini
anlatiin baginda bildirirken Thomas’in itirafi aym kimligin bir anlati kisisi tarafindan agik ve
dogrudan theos kelimesiyle dile getirildigi noktay1 olusturur. Thomas sahnesi, kristolojik bir doruk
noktasi olusturmasinin yani sira bu noktanin anlatinin basindan itibaren geciktirilerek hazirlanmasini
da goriiniir hale getirir. Ozellikle Bakkhalar ile kurulan karsilastirma, tanrisal kimlik bilgisinin
okuyucu veya seyirciye 6nceden verilmesi ile anlati kigilerinin kavrayis1 arasinda olusan farkin antik
edebiyatta da karsilastirilabilir 6rneklerinin bulundugunu gostermektedir. Yuhanna’da ise bu bilgi
farki, Isa’min tanr1 olarak agikga itiraf edilmesininThomas’a kadar geciktirilmesiyle belirgin bir
kristolojik sonuca baglanir.
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