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SSSaH&B

PEEFATORY NOTE BY THE EDITOR

|HE translation of this first part of Dr. Meyef^
Commentary on John has been executed from the

fifth edition of the original by the Eev. William

Urwick, abeady known as the translator of several

works published by the Messrs. Clark. It has, however,

been revised and carried through the press by myself at the

request of Dr. Dickson, who, with the assent of the publisher,

had asked me to join him in the editorship of the series. In

order to secure as great uniformity as possible between this

volume and the two already edited by Dr. Dickson, that

gentleman was kind enough to read the proofs of the first

few sheets, and I also had the benefit of his judgment and

experience upon some points of difficulty that occurred in

the earlier pages. References have been made not only to

Dr. Moulton's translation of Winer's Grammar of New Testa-

ment Greek (published by Messrs. Clark), but also to the

translation of Alex. Buttmann's Grammar (New Testament

Greek), by Professor Thayer, of the Theological Seminary,

Andover, which has recently appeared. These references, it

is hoped, wiU be useful to students of the original A list

of exegetical works upon the Gospel of John will be prefixed

to the second volume, which will complete the Commentary
upon the GospeL

F. CROMBIE.

St. Mary's College,

St. Andrews, 2>d August 1874.





PREFACE.

HE Gospel of John, on wliicli I have now for the

fifth time to present the result of my labours,

still at the present day continues to be the sub-

ject—recently, indeed, brought once more into the

very foreground—of so much doubt and dissension, and to

some extent, of such passionate party controversy, as to in-

crease the grave sense of responsibility, which already attaches

to the task of an unprejudiced and thorough exposition of so

sublime a production. The strong tendency now prevalent

towards explaining on natural grounds the history of our Lord,

ever calling forth new efforts, and pressing into its service all

the aids of modern erudition, with an analytic power as acute

as it is bold in its free-thinking, meets with an impassable

barrier in this Gospel, if it really proceeds from that disciple

whom the Lord loved, and consequently is the only one that

is entirely and fully apostolic. For it is now an admitted

fact, and a significant proof of the advances which have been

gradually achieved by exegesis, that the pervading supra-

naturalism—clearly stamped on it in all the simplicity of

truth—cannot be set aside by any artifices of exposition.

This, however, does not prevent the work of a criticism, which

obeys the conviction that it is aUe, and that for the sake of

the right knowledge of the Gospel history it ougJit, to establish

the non-apostolic origin of the fourth Gospel. Accordingly,

in pursuance of the programme which was traced for it fifty

years ago by Bretschneider, and of the ampler investigations

subsequently added by the criticism of Baur, unwearied efforts

have been made with augmented and more penetrating powers,
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and to some extent also with a cordial appreciation of the

lofty ideas which the Gospel presents, to carry out this project

to completion. Such critical labour submits itself to be tried

by the judgment of scholars, and has its scientific warrant.

Nay, should it succeed in demonstrating that the declaration

of the Gospel's apostolic birth, as written by all the Christian

centuries, is erroneous, we would have to do honour to the

truth, which in this case also, though painful at first, could

not fail to approve itself that which maketh free. There is,

however, adequate reason to entertain very grave doubts of the

attainment of this result, and to refuse assent to the prognosti-

cation of universal victory, which has been too hastily asso-

ciated with these efforts of criticism. Whoever is acquainted

with the most recent investigations, will, indeed, gladly

leave to themselves the clumsy attempts to establish a paral-

lelism between the Gospel of John and ancient fabrications

concocted with a special aim, which carry their own impress

on their face; but he will still be unable to avoid the

immediate and general duty of considering whether those

modern investigators who deny that it is the work of the

apostle have at least discovered a time in which—^putting

aside in the meanwhile all the substantive elements of their

proof—the origin of the writing would be historically con-

ceivable. For it is a remarkable circumstance in itself, that

of the two most recent controversialists, who have treated the

subject with the greatest scientific independence, the one

assumes the latest, the other the earliest possible, date. If

now, with the first, I place its composition not sooner than

from 150 to 160, I see myself driven to the bold assertion

of Volkmar, who makes the evangelist sit at the feet of Justin

—a piece of daring which lands me in a historical absurdity.

If I rightly shrink from so preposterous a view, and prefer to

I follow the thoughtful Keim in his more judicious estimate of

the ecclesiastical testimonies and the relations of the time,

then I obtain the very beginning of the second century as

the period in which the work sprang up on the fruitful soil of

the church of Asia Minor, as a plant Johannine indeed in

spirit, but post-Johannine in origin. But from this position

also I feel myself at once irresistibly driven. For I am now



PREFACE. IX

brought into such immediate contact with the days in which

the aged apostolic pillar was still amongst the living, and see

myself transported so entirely into the living presence of his

numerous Asiatic disciples and admirers, that it cannot but (

appear to me an absolutely insoluble enigma how precisely

then and there a non-Johannine work—one, moreover, so great

and so divergent from the older Gospels—could have been

issued and have passed into circulation under the name of

the highly honoured apostle. Those disciples and admirers,

amongst whom he, as the high priest, had worn the irera-

\ov, could not but know whether he had written a Gospel,

and if so, of what kind ; and with the sure tact of sympathy

and of knowledge, based upon experience, they could not but

have rejected what was not a genuine legacy from their

apostle. Keim, indeed, ventures upon the bold attempt of

calling altogether in question the fact that John had his

sphere of labour in Asia Minor ; but is not this denial, in

face of the traditions of the church, in fact an impossibility?

It is, and must remain so, as long as the truth of historical

facts is determined by the criterion of historical testimony.

Turning, then, from Volkmar to Keim, I see before my eyes

the fate indicated by the old proverb : top kuttvov (jievyovra

£69 TO 'TTvp eKTrlirreLv.

The necessary references have been made in the Introduc-

tion to the substantive grounds on which in recent years the

assaults have been renewed against the authenticity of the

Gospel, and there also the most recent apologetic literature

upon the subject has been noticed. After all that has been

said for and against up to the present time, I can have

no hesitation in once more expressing my delight in the

testimony of Luther—quoted now and again with an ironi-

cal smile—that "John's Gospel is the only tender, right, chief
j

Gospel, and is to he far preferred before the other three, and to he
/

Qnore highly esteemed."^ In order to make the confession one's

own, it is not necessary to be either a servile follower of

• So Luther, in that section of his Preface to the New Testament containing

the superscription, "Which are the right and noblest books of the New Testa-

ment?" This section, however, is wanting in the editions of the New Testament

subsequent to 1539, as also in the edition of the whole Bible of 1534.
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Luther or a special adherent of the immortal Schleiermacher.

I am neither the one nor the other, and in particular I do not

share the individual, peculiar motive, as such, which underlies

the judgment of the former.

Since the publication of the fourth edition of my Com-

mentary (1862), many expository works upon John and his

system of doctrine, and among these several of marked im-

portance, have seen the light, along with many other writings

and disquisitions,^ which serve, directly or indirectly, the pur-

pose of exposition, I may venture to hope that the considera-

tion which I have bestowed throughout upon these literary

accessions, in which the one aim is followed with very varying

gifts and powers, has not been without profit for the further

development of my work, probably more by way of antagonism

(especially towards Hengstenberg and Godet) than of agree-

ment of opinion. In our like conscientious efforts after truth

we learn from each other, even when our ways diverge.

The statement of the readings of Tischendorf's text I was

obliged to borrow from the second edition of his Synopsis,

for the reasons already mentioned in the preface to the fifth

edition of my Commentary on Mark and Luke. The latest

part of his editio ociava, now in course of appearance, was

published last September, and extends only to John vi. 23,

while the printing of my book had already advanced far

^ The essay of Riggenbach, "Johannes der Apostel und der Presbytf,r" in the

Jalirb. f. D. Theologie, 1868, p. 319 fi'., came too late for me to be able to notice

it. It will never be possible, I believe, to establish the identity of the apostle

with the presbyter, and I entertain no doubt that Eusebius quite correctly

understood the fragment of Papias in reference to this point.—To my regi-et, I was

unable, also, to take into consideration Wittichen's work, Ueher den geschicht-

lichen Charahter des Evang. Joh. The same remark applies to the third

edition of Ebrard's Kritik der evangel. GescMchte, which appeared in 1868, and

in which I regret to observe a renewed display of the old vehemence of passion.

Eenan's Life of Jesus, even as it has now appeared in its thirteenth edition, I

have, as formerly, left out of consideration.—The first part of Holtzmann's

dissertation upon "The Literary Relation of John to the Synoptics" (Hilgen-

feld's Zeitschrift, 1869, p. 62 ff.) has just been publislied, and the conclusion is

still to follow. Of course, before the latter appears, no well-founded judgment

can be passed upon this essay of this acute theologian ; but I have doubts

whether it will ever be successfully shown that in the case of the fourth Gospel

there is any dependence of a literary kind upon the Synoptics, especially upon

the Gospel of Luke.
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beyoud that point. I may add that the deviations in the text

of this editio odava from that of the Synopsis in reference to

the various readings noticed in my critical annotations down
to vi. 23, are not numerous, and scarcely any of them are of

importance exegeticaUy. Of such a nature are those, in par-

ticular, in which this highly meritorious critic had in his

Synopsis too hastily abandoned the Eecepta,^ and has now
returned to it. I would fain think that this may also be the

case in future with many other of the readings which he has

now adopted, where apparently the Cod. Sinait. has possessed

for him too great a power of attraction.^

In conclusion, I have to ask for this renewed labour of

mine the goodwill of my readers,—I mean such a disposition

and tone in judging of it as shall not prejudice the rights

of critical truth, but shall yet with kind consideration weigh

the difficulties which are connected with the solution of the

task, either in itself, or amidst the rugged antagonisms of a

time so vexed with controversy as the present. So long as

God will preserve to me in my old age the necessary measure

of strength, I shall continue my quiet co-operation, however

small it may be, in the service of biblical exegesis. This

science has in fact, amid the dark tempests of our theological

and ecclesiastical crisis, in face of all the agitations and

extravagances to the right and left, the clear and lofty

vocation gradually, by means of its results,—which are only

to be obtained with certainty through a purely historical

method, and which are not to be settled by any human con-

fession of faith,—to make such contributions to the tumult of

^ I. 18, Tvliere the Synopsis has (iovoyivhs his, the editio octava has restored

f^ovoyivhs VI is: iii. 13, where o uv In tu oupavai was deleted in the Synopsis,

these wor<b have again been received into the text.

"E.g. with the reading 6a.viia.%iTi in v. 20; in the same way with ((iiiyii,

which is found only in X of all the Codd. In the great predominance of testi-

monies against it, I regard the former as the error of an ancient copyist, while

the latter appears to me as a marginal gloss, quite inappropriate to the strain

of tender feeling in which John speaks of Jesus, which perhaps originated in

a similar manner, as Chrysostom, while reading in the text avixufiiri^, saya

by way of explanation, o Vi Xpi^ros (fiiyii. Had <(iiiyn been the original reading,

and had it been desired to replace it by a more becoming expression, then

probably e^jvsuitsv from v. 13, or avjjx^ev in vi. 3, to which passage «-aX<» in ver.

15 points back, would have most naturally suggested themselves.
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strife as must determine the course of a sound development,

and finally form the standard of its settlement and the regula-

tive basis of peace. And what writing of the New Testament

can in such a relation stand higher, or be destined to produce

a more effective union of spirits, than the wondrous Gospel of

John, with its fulness of grace, truth, peace, light, and life ?

Our Lutheran Church, which was born with a declaration of

war and had its confession completed amid controversy from

without and within, has raised itself far too little to the serene

height and tranquil perfection of this Gospel.

DR. MEYER.

Hanover, 1st December 18S8.



THE GOSPEL OF JOHN.

II^TEODUCTIOK

SEC. I. BIOGRAPHICAL NOTICE OF JOHN.

JOHN'S parents were Zebedee, a fisherman on the Sea

of Gah"lee, probably not of the poorer class (Mark

i. 20 ; Luke v. 10), and Salome (Mark xv. 40; comp.

Matt, xxvii. 56). To his father the evangelists

ascribe no special religious character or personal participation

in the events of the Gospel history ; but his mother was one

of the women who followed Jesus even up to His crucifixion

(comp. on xix. 25). To her piety, therefore, it is justly attri-

butable that John's deeply receptive spirit was early fostered

and trained to surrender itself to the sacredly cherished, and

at that time vividly excited expectation of the Messiah, with

its moral claims, so far at least as such a result might be pro-

duced by a training which was certainly not of a learned

character. (Acts iv. 13.) If, too, as we may infer from xix.

25, Salome was a sister of the mother of Jesus, his near rela-

tionship to Jesus would enable us better to understand the

close fellowship of spirit between them, though the evangelists

are quite silent as to any early intimacy between the families

;

and in any case, higher inward sympathy was the essen-

tial source out of which that fellowship of spirit unfolded

itself. The entrance of the Baptist on his public ministry

—to whom John had attached himself, and whose prophetical

character and labours he has described most clearly and fully

—

was the occasion of his becoming one of the followers of Jesus,

of whom he and Andrew were the first disciples (i. 35 f.).

Among these, again, he and Peter, and his own brother James

A
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the elder, brought by himself to Jesus (see on i. 42), formed

the select company of the Lord's more intimate friends ; he

himself being the most trusted of all,^ the one whom Jesus

pre-eminently loved, and to whose filial care He on the

cross entrusted Mary (xix. 26). Hence the ardent, impetuous

disposition, which led the Lord Himself to give to him and

his brother the name Boanerges, and which he exhibited on

more than one occasion (Mark iii. 17, ix, 38 ft'.; Luke ix. 49 f

,

54),—connected even though it was with an ambition which

his mother had fostered by her sensuous Messianic notions,

Matt. XX. 20 ft". ; Mark x. 35 ff.),—is by no means to be deemed

of such a character as to be incapable of gradually subjecting

itself to the mind of Jesus, and becoming serviceable to its

highest aims. After the ascension he abode, save perhaps when

engaged on some minor apostolical journey (such as that to

Samaria, Acts viii. 14), at Jerusalem, where Paul met with him

as one of the three pillars of the Christian church (Gal. ii. 1 ft'.).

How long he remained in this city cannot, amid the uncertainty

of tradition, be determined ; and, indeed, it is not even certain

whether he had already left the city when Paul was last there.

He is certainly not mentioned in Acts xxi. 18, but neither is

he in Acts xv., though we know from Gal. ii. 1 ft', that he never-

theless was present ; and therefore, as on the occasion of Gal.

i. 19, so on that of Acts xxi., he may have been temporarily

absent. In after years he took up his abode at Ephesus (Iren.

Maer. iii. 3. 4; Euseb. iii. 1. 23),'^ probably only after the

' On account of his devoted love to tlie person of the Lord, on which Grotius

finely remarks: "Quod olim Alexandrum de aniicis suis dixisse memorant,

aliuni esse (ptXaXilavlpov, alium (fiXof^ctaiXia., putem ad duos Domini Jesu apos-

tolos posse aptari, ut Petrum dicamus maxime <piX'oxf'<r'^ov, Johannem maxima

(piXmnffovv, . . . quod et Dominus respiciens illi quidem eccleslam praeciimo

quodam modo, huic autem inatrem commendavit.

"

'^ It is no argument at all against tliis, that Ignat. ad Ephes. 12 mentions

Paul, but not John ; for Paul is mentioned there as t\\e,founder of the church

at Ephesus, and as martyr,—neither of which holds good of John. Besides,

this silence is far outweighed by the testimonies of Polycarp in Irenaeus,

Polycrates in Euseb., Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Eusebius, etc.

To account for these, as Keim in p^irticular now attempts to do {GescJi. J. L

p. 161 11.), by supposing some confusion of John the Presbyter with the Apostle

John, is in my opinion futile, simply because the silence of Papias as to the

apostle's residence in Asia proves nothing (he does not mention the residence of

any of the Lord's apostles and disciples, to whom he makes reference), and
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destruction of Jerusalem ; not by any means, however, before

Paul had laboured in Ephesus (Rom. xv. 2 ; 2 Cor. x. 1 6
;

GaL ii. 7 f.), although it cannot be maintained with certainty

that he had not even been there before Paul wrote his letter

to the Ephesians : for, in the enigmatic silence of this epistle

as to all personal references, such a conclusion from the non-

mention of his name is doubtful.

The distinguished official authority with which he was

invested at Ephesus, the spiritual elevation and sanctity

ascribed to him, cannot be better indicated than by the fact

that Polycrates (Euseb. iii. 31, v. 24) not only reckons him

among the fieyaXa aTot^eia (great fundamental elements of

the church ; comp. Gal. ii. 9), but also calls him lepev'i to

Trerdkov^ 7r€^op7]Kco<;. Of his subsequent fortunes we have

only untrustworthy and sometimes manifestly false traditions,

amongst the latter of which is one based on Rev. i. 9,^ but un-

known even to Hegesippus (ap. Euseb. iii. 20), of his banish-

ment to Patmos under Domitian (first mentioned by Irenaeus

and Clem. Alex.),—an event said to have been preceded by

others of a marvellous kind, such as his drinking poison at

Rome without injury (see especially the Acta Johannis in

Tischendorf's Acta Apocr. p. 266 ff.), and his being thrown into

boiling oil, from which, however, he came out " nihil passus
"

(Tertullian), nay, even "purior et vegetior" (Jerome). The

legend is also untrustworthy of his encounter with Cerinthus

in a bath, the falling in of which he is said to have foreseen

and avoided in time (Iren. Ifaer. iii. 3. 28 ; Euseb. iii. 28, iv.

14) ; it is only indirectly traceable to Polycarp, and betrays

because it seems scarcely conceivable that Irenaeus should have so misinter-

preted what Polycarp said to him in his youth regarding his intimacy with John,

as to suppose he spoke of the Apofitle, when in fact he only spoke of the Presbyter

ol that name. It is pure caprice to assume that Eusebius " lacked the courage"

to correct Irenaeus. Why so ? See, on the other hand, Steitz in the Sludien u.

Kritiken, 1868, p. 502 ff.

1 The plate of gold worn by, the high priest on his forehead. See Ewald,

Alterth. p. 393 f., ed. 3; Knobel on Ex. xxviii. 36. The phrase used by

Polycrates is not to be taken as signifying relationship to a priestly family (xviii.

15 ; Luke i. 36), but as symbolic of high spiritual position in the church, just

as it is also used of James the Lord's brother in Epiphanius, Haer. xxix. 4.

Compare now also Ewald, Johann. Schriften, II. p. 401 f.

* See especially Diisterdieck on the Revelation, Introduction, p. 92 fi.
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a purpose of glorifying the apostle at the expense of the

heretic, although there may be little ground for the assertion

that it is only what we should expect from the author of the

Apocalypse (Baur, Kanon. Evang. p. 371). The great age to

which John attained, which is variously stated,—according to

Irenaeus, Eusebius, and others, about a hundred years, reaching

down to Trajan's time,—gave some countenance to the saying

(xxi. 23) that he should not see death; and this again led to

the report that his death, which at last took place at Ephesus,

was only a slumber, his breath still moving the earth on his

grave (Augustine). In harmony, however, with a true idea of

his character, though historically uncertain, and first vouched

for by Jerome on Gal. vi. 10,^ is the statement that, in the

weakness of old age, he used merely to say in the Christian

assemblies, Filioli, diligite alterutrum. For lov& was the most

potent element of his nature, which had been sustained by the

truest, deepest, and most affectionate communion in heart and

life with Christ. In this communion John, nurtured in the

heart of Jesus, discloses, as no other evangelist, the Lord's

innermost life, in a contemplative but yet practical manner,

with a profound idealizing mysticism, though far removed

from all mere fiction and visionary enthusiasm ; like a bright

mirror, faithfully reflecting the most delicate features of the

full glory of the Incarnate One (i. 14; 1 John i. 1); tender

and humble, yet without sentimentalism, and with the full

and resolute earnestness of apostolical energy. In the centre

of the church life of Asia he shone with the splendour of a

spiritual high-priesthood, the representative of all true Chris-

tian Gnosis, and personally a very TrapOevto^ (" virgo mente et

corpore," Augustine) in all moral purity. From the starting-

point of an apostle of the Jews, on which he stands in contrast

^ Earlier attested (Clemens, Quis div. salv. 42) is the equally characteristic

legend (Clement calls it fiZSot ou f^Z^ov, aXXa Sura. Xoyoy) of a young man, for-

merly converted by the apostle's labours, who lapsed and became a leader of

robbers, by whose band John, after his return from Patmos, voluntarily allowed

himself to be taken prisoner in order to bring their captain back to Christ,

which he succeeded in doing by the mere power of his presence. The robber

chief, as Clement says, was baptized a second time by his tears of penitence.

Comp. Herder's legend "der gerettete Jiingling" in his Werlce z. schon. Lit.

vi- p. 31, ed. 1827.



INTRODUCTION. 5

(Gal. ii. 9) witli the apostle of the Gentiles, he rose to the

purest universalism, such as we meet with only in Paul, but

with a clear, calm elevation above strife and conflict; as the

last of the apostles, going beyond not only Judaism, but even

Paul himself, and interpreting most completely out ot his own
lengthened, pure, and rich experience, the life and the light

made manifest in Christ. He it is who connects Christianity

in its fullest development with the person of Christ,—a legacy

to the church for all time, of peace, union, and ever advancing

moral perfection ; among the apostles the true Gnostic, in

opposition to all false Gnosticism of the age ; the prophet

among the evangelists, although not the seer of the Apocalypse.

" The personality of John," says Thiersch {die Kirclu im
ayostol. Zeitalt. p. 273), "left far deeper traces of itself in the

church than that of any other of Christ's disciples. Paul

laboured more than they all, but John stamped his image

most profoundly upon her
;

" the former in the mighty stniggle

lor the victory, which overcomcth the world ; the latter in the

sublime and, for the whole future of the gospel, decisive cele-

bration of the victory which has overcome it.

SEC. II.—GENUINENESS OF THE GOSPEL.

"With regard to the external testimonies, we remark the

following :

—

1. Chap. xxi. could only serve as a testimony, if it pro-

ceeded altogether from another hand, or if the obviously

spurious conclusion should be made to include ver. 24. See,

however, on chap. xxi.—2 Pet. i. 14 also, and the Gospel of

Mark, cannot be adduced as testimonies ; since the former

passage cannot be shown to refer to John xxi. 18 f., while

the second Gospel was certainly written much earlier than the

fourth.

2. In the apostolical Fathers^ we meet with no express

• It is true that Barnabas, 4, quotes, with the formula s'lcut scriptum est (which

is confirmed, against Credner, by the Greek text of the Codex Sinaiticns), a pas-

sage from Matthew (xx. 16, xxii. 14; not 2 Esdr. viii. 3, as Volkmar maintains).

To find, however, in this alone canonical confirmation of the fozirth Gospel

(Tischendorf) is too rash a conclusion, since the close joint relation of the foui-,

as composing one fourfold Gospel, cannot be proved so early as the apostolical
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quotation from, or sure trace of any use of, the Gospel. Bar-

nabas o, 6, 12 (comp. John iii. 14), and other echoes of John

in this confused anti-Judaizing epistle, to which too great

importance is attached by Keim, as well as Herm. Past.

Simil. 9, 12 (comp. John x. 7, 9, xiv. 6), Ignat. ad Philad.

(comp. John iii. 8) 9 (comp. John x. 9), ad Trail. 8 (comp.

John vi. 51), ad Magncs. 8 (comp. John x. 30, xii. 49,

xiv. 11), ad Rom. 7 (John vi. 32 K, vii. 38 f.), are so

adequately explained by tradition, and the common types

of view and terminology of the apostolical age, that it is

very unsafe to attribute them to some definite written source.

Nor does what is said in Ignat. ad Pom. 7, and ad Trail.

8, of Christ's flesh and blood, furnish any valid exception

to this view, since the origin of the mystical conception

of the adp^ of Christ is not necessarily due to its dis-

semination through this Gospel, although it does not occur

in the Synoptics (in opposition to Eothe, Anfdnge d. Chr.

Kirch, p. 715 ff. ; Huther, in Illgen's Zeitschr. 1841, iv. p. 1 ff.;

Ebrard, Evang. Joh. p. 102 ; Kritik d. evang. Gesch. ed. 2, p.

840 ff.; Tischend. Ewald Jahrh. V. p. 188, etc.). Hence

the question as to the genuineness of the several epistles

of Ignatius, and their texts, may here be altogether left out

of consideration. Just as little from the testimony of Irenaeus

ad Florin, (ap. Eus. v. 20) to Polycarp, that in all the latter

said of Christ he spoke avfi^cova ral^ <ypa(f)at'i, may we infer

any use of our Gospel on Polycarp's part, considering the

generality of this expression, which, moreover, merely sets

forth Irenaeus' opinion, and does not necessarily mean New
Testament writings. When, again, Irenaeus {Hivr. v. 36.

1 f.) quotes an interpretation given by the " preshyteri apos-

tolorum discijmli" of the saying in John xiv. 2 ("In my
Father's house," etc.), it must remain doubtful whether these

^ircshyteri knew that saying from our Gospel or from apos-

Fatliers ; nor do even Justin's citations exhibit any such coriras evangelicum.

Besides, that very remarkable u; yiypa'srrai makes it probable that the passage

ill Matthew may have erroneously appeared to the writer of the epistle as taken

from the Old Testament.—Again, it is incorrect to say (with Volkmar) that the

citation in Barnabas 5 of Ps. xxii. 21 tells against our Gospel, since that citation

has no bearing on the spear-thrust spoken of in xix. 34, but simply refers to

death on the cross as such, in contrast with death by the sword.
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tolical tradition, since Irenaens quotes tlieir opinion simply

with the general words : kuI Sta rovro elprjKevai rbv icvpiov.

3. Of indirect but decided importance, on the other hand,

—assuming, that is, what in spite of the doubts still raised

by Scholten must be regarded as certain, that the Gospel

and First Epistle of John are from one author,—is the use

which, according to Euseb. iii. 39, Papias^ made of the First

Epistle, That in the fragment of Papias no mention is made of

our Gos'pel, should not be still continually urged (Baur, Zeller,

Hilgenf., Volkmar, Scholten) as a proof, either that he did not

know it, or at least did not acknowledge its authority (see

below, No. 8). Decisive stress may also be laid on Polycarp,

ad Phil. 7 (TTa? fyap o? av jjurj o/jidXo'yfj ^Irjaovv Xpcarov ev crapKb

eXrfKvOevai avr[-)(pLaT6<i ecTTi), as a quotation from 1 John
iv. 3 ; Polycarp's chapter containing it being unquestionably

genuine, and free from the interpolations occurring elsewhere

in the Epistle. It is true that it may be said, " What can such

general sentences, which may have circulated anonymously,

prove?" (Baur, Kanon. Evangel, p. 350); but it may be an-

swered that that characteristic type of this fundamental article

of the Christian system, which in the above form is quite

peculiar to the First Epistle of John, points to the evangelist

in the case of no one more naturally than of Polycarp, who
was for so many years his disciple (comp. Ewald, Johann.

Schriften, II. p. 395). It is nothing less than an unhistorical

inversion of the relations between them, when some (Bret-

schneider, and again Volkmar) represent John's Epistle as de-

pendent on Polycarp's, while Scholten tries to make out a

difference in the application and sense of the respective pas-

sages.

4. It is true that Justin Martyr, in his citations from the

CLTrofMvrjfxoveu/jiara rdv arroaTokwv (" a KaXeiTac euajyeXia"

' A discijjle of the Presbyter John, rrom the fragments of Papias in Eusebius,

it is abundantly clear that he mentions two different disciples of the Lord called

John,—John the Apostle, and John the Presbyter, who was not one ot the twelve,

but simply a disciple, like Aristion. The attempt to make the Presbyter, in the

quotation from Papias, no other than the Apostle, leads only to useless con-

troversy. See especially Overbeck in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschr. 1867, p. 35 fl. ;

Steitz in the Stud. u. Krit. 1868, p. 63 ff., in opposition to Zahn in the Stud.

u. Krit. 1866, pp. 649 ff.
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Apol I. Q6), wliicli also served as church lessons/ has net

used our canonical Gospels exclusively (the older view, and still

substantially held by Bindemann in the Stud. u. Krit. 1842,

p. 355 ff., and Semisch, d. apost. DenJcw. Jiistins, 1848 ; also

by Luthardt, Tischendorf, and Eiggenbach) ; but neither has he

used merely an " uncanonical " Gospel (Schwegler), or cliiefiy

such a one (Credner, Volkmar, Hilgenfeld), as was "a special

recension of that Gospel to the Hebrews which assumed so

many forms " (Credner, Gesch. d. Kanon, p. 9). For he used

not only our canonical Gospels, but also in addition other

evangelic writings noiu lost, which— rightly or wrongly

—

he must have looked upon as proceeding from the apostles,

or from disciples of theirs (comp. Trypli. 103: kv fyap Tot9

d7rofjivr)fiovev/u,a(Ttu, a ^tjjjh vtto rwv aTroaroXcov aurov

ica\ TOiv eKeivoL<i TrapaKoXovdrjcrdvTcov crvvTeTd-^Oai)
;

and hence his variations from our canonical Gospels hardly

agree more than once or twice with the Clementines. His

Apologies certainly belong (see Apol. i 46) to somewhere

about the middle of the second century.' His citations, even

when they can be referred to our canonical Gospels, are gene-

rally free, so that it is often doubtful where he got them. (See

Credner, Beitr. 1.^.1^1 ff.; Frank, in the Wilrteml. Stud. XVIIL
p. 61 ff. ; Hilgenf, Krit. Untersuch. ub. die Evang. Justins,

etc., 1850 ; Volkmar ueber Justin) From Matthew and Luke

only five are verbally exact. He has also borrowed from

John,^ and indeed so evidently, that those who would deny

^ For the course of the discussions upon Justin's quotations, and the literature

of the subject, see Volkmar, Ueh. Justin d. M. u. s. Verh. z. wis. Evangelien,

1853 ; Hilgenfeld, Evangelien, 1855 ; Volkmar, Urspr. d. Evang. 18fi6, p. 92 ff.

See also in particular, Luthardt, Justin d. M. u. d. Joh. Evang. , in the Erlanger

Zeltschr. f. Protest, u. K. 1856, xxxi. parts 4-6, xxxii. parts 1 and 2 ; Ewald,

Jahrh. VL 59 fl. ; Riggenbach, Zeugn. f. d. Ev. Joh. p. 139 ff.

^ The controversy as to the date of the first Apology (Semisch, a.d. 138-139
;

Volkmar, about 147 ; Keim, 155-160) need not here be discussed, since in any

case our Gospel is in the same position as the Synoptics, so far as Justin's use

and estimate of it are concerned.

* He has made most use of Matthew, and then of the Pauline Luke, but also of

Mark. That he has taken very little comparatively from John, seems to be due to

the same reason as his silence in respect of Paul, which is not tantamount to an

exclusion of the apostle of the Gentiles ; for he is rich in Pauline ideas, and there

can be no mistake as to his knowledge of Paul's epistles (Semisch, p. 123 ff.).

It is probably to be explained by prudential consideration for the antagonism of
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this are in consistency obliged, with Volhmar, to represent John

as making use of Justin, which is an absurdity. See Keim,

Gesch. J. J. -p. 137 ff. It is true that some have found in too

many passages references to this Gospel, or quotations from

it (see against this, Zeller, Theol. Jahrh. 1845, p. 600 ff.)

;

still we may assume it as certain, that as, in general, Justin's

whole style of thought and expression implies the existence of

John's writings (comp. Ewald, Jahrh. V. p. 186 f.), so, in the

same way, must the mass of tJiose passages in particular be esti-

mated, which, in spite of all variations arising from his Alex-

andrine recasting of the dogma, correspond with Johns doctrine

of the Logos} For Justin was conscious that his doctrine, espe-

cially that of the Logos, which was the central point in his

Christology, had an apostolic basis/ just as the ancient church in

the Jewish Christians to Paul's (and John's) anti-Judaism. In the obvious pos-

sibility of this circumstance, it is too rash to conclude that this Gospel had not

yet won the high authority which it could not have failed to have, had it realbj

been a work of the apostle ("Weisse, d. Evangelienfr. p. 129); or even, that "had

Justin known the fourth Gospel, he would have made, not only repeated and

ready, but even preferential use of it. To assume, therefore, the use of only one

passage from it on Justin's part, is really to concede the point" (Volkmar,

ub. Justin, p. 50 f. ; Zeller, p. 650). The Clementine Homilies (see hereafter

under 5) furnish an analogous phenomenon, in that they certainly knew and

used our Gospel, while yet borrowing very little from it. The synoptic evangelic

literature was the older and more widely diffused ; it had already become

familiar to the most diverse Christian circles (comp. Luke i. 1), when

John's Gospel, which was so very dissimilar and peculiar, and if not esoteric

(Weizsacker), certainly antichiliastic (Keim), made its appearance. How con-

ceivable that the latter, though the work of an apostle, should only very gra-

dually have obtained general recognition and equal authority with the Synoptics

among the Jewish Christians ? how conceivable, therefore, also, that a man like

Justin, though no Judaizer, should have hesitated to quote from it in the

same degree as he did from the Synoptics, and the other writings connected

with the Synoptic cycle of narratives ? The assumption that he had no occasion

to refer frequently and expressly to John (Luthardt, op. clt. p. 398) is inadmis-

sible. He might often enough, where he has other quotations, have quoted

quite as appropriately from John.

' See Duncker, d. Logoskhre Jusflns d. M., Gottingen 1848, and Luthardt as

above, xxxii. pp. 69 ff., 75 ff. ; Weizsacker in the Jahrb.J. D. Theol. 1862, p.

703 ff. ; Tischendorf, wann wurden uns. Ev. verf. p. 31 ff., ed. 4 ;
Weizsacker, d.

Theol. d. M. Just., in the Jahrb. f. D. Theol. 1867, p. 78 ff. Great weight is due

to Justin's doctrine of the incarnation of the Logos (Apol. i. 32, 66 ; c. Trijph.

100), which is foreign to the system of Philo, etc., and is specially Johannean.

^ Hence his frequent reference to the avoy,\iYii/.o\/ivfA.a.Ta, ruv ocroffToXcoy.

On one occasion led to do so casually, because he is speaking directly oi

Peter, he refers definitely to the a.'Troft.mf^o^itvi/.a.Ta toZ UtrpoiJ {c. Tryph. 106:
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general, either expressly or as a matter of course, traced the

origin of its doctrine of the Logos to John. It is therefore

unhistorical, in the special case of Justin, merely to point to

an acquaintance with Philo, and to the Logos-speculations

and Gnostic ideas of the age generally (against Zeller, Baur,

Hilgenf, Scholten, and many others), or to satisfy oneself

possibly with the assumption that Paul furnished him with

the premisses for his doctrine (Grimm in the Stud. u. Krit.

1851, p. 687 ff.), or even to make the fourth evangelist a

pupil of Justin (Volkmar). It seems, moreover, certain that

Apol. i. 61, KoX <yap XpiaTo<; elirev dv fir) ava<yevvT]dr)Te,

ov fir) el(Te\6r)Te el<i rrjv /Sacrt'Ketav twv ovpavwv. "On
8e KoX ahvvaTov et? Ta9 fii)rpa<; tcjv reKovaodv rov^ aira^

jevvco/iivov^ ifijBrjvai, (pavepov iracrLV iart, is derived from

John iii. 3—5. See especially Semisch, p. 189 ff. ; Luthardt,

I.e. XXXII. p. 93 ff.; Ptiggenb. p. 166 ff. It is true, some

have assigned this quotation, through the medium of Matt.

xviii. 3, to the Gospel to the Hebrews, or some other un-

canonical evangelic writing (Credner, Schwegler, Baur, Zeller,

Hilgenfeld, Volkmar, Scholten), or have treated it as a more

original form of the mere oral tradition (see Baur, against

Luthardt, in the Thcol. Jahrh. 1857, p. 232). But in the face

of Justin's free manner of quoting, to which we must attribute

the avajevv. instead of yew. dvwOev,—avoidev being taken,

according to the common ancient view, in the sense of denuo

(comp. also Clem. Eecogn. vi. 9),—this is most arbitrary, especi-

fitritivefiaxivcci avrov TJirpov iva. tZv arroar'oXoiv xat yiypatp^cti \v toI; a <re[/,irifiO)iiv-

ftaffi)/ avTou, X.T.X.). Here Credner (Beitr. I. p. 132 ; Gesch. d. Kanon, p. 17)

quite correctly referred ethroZ to nirpov (Liicke conjectures that awrau is spurious,

or that ruv a-jfiiTToXcai is to be inserted, so that auToZ would refer to Jesus),

but he understood these y.-rofjLi. to be the apocryphal Gospel of Peter,—the more

gi'oundlessly, that the substance of Justin's quotation is from Mark iii. 17 ;

Justin understood b}' aTefivti. rod Tlirpnv the Oospel of Mark. So also Luthardt,

op. cit. xxxi. p. 316 fl. ; Weiss, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1861, p. 677 ; Riggenb. and

others ; comp. Volkmar, Urspr. d. Evang. p. 154. According to Tertullian, c.

Marc. iv. 5, "Marcus quod edidit evangelium, Petri adfirmatur, cujus interpres

Marcus." Comp. Irenaeus also, iii. 10. 6, iii. 1. 1. According to this, compared

with what Papias says of Mark, Justin might have expressed himself exactly as

he has done. With respect to the controversy on the subject, see Hilgenfeld,

Krit. Unters. p. 23 ff., and Luthardt, I.e. ; comp. on Mark, Introduction.

Kotice also how unfavourable the passage seems to the notion that Justin's

Memorials are a compilation (Ewald and others).
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ally when Justin himself gives prominence to the impossibility

of a second natural birth. Moreover, in the second half of the

quotation (ou jjut] eiaeXO. eh r. j3acriX. rwv ovp.), some re-

miniscence of Matt, xviii. 3 might easily occur
;
just as, in fact,

several very ancient witnesses (among the Codices, n'") read

in John I.e. ^aaCKeiav rcov ovpavwv, the Pseudo-Clemens

{Homil. xi. 26), by quoting the second half exactly in this way,

and in the first half adding after avw^evv. the words vZari ^covrt

et? ovofxa 7raTpo<;, viov, ayiov irvevfiaro^, exhibits a free combina-

tion of Matt, xxviii. 1 9 and xviii. 3. Other passages of Justin,

which some have regarded as allusions to or quotations from

John, may just as fitly be derived from evangelic tradition

to be found elsewhere, and from Christian views generally

;

and this must even be conceded of such passages as c. Tryph.

88 (John i. 20 ff.), de res. 9 (John v. 27), Apol. I. 6 (John iv.

24), A'pol. 1. 22 and c. Tryph. 69 (John ix. 1), c. Tryph. 17
(John i. 4). However, it is most natural, when once we have

been obliged to assume in Justin's case the knowledge and

use of our Gospel, to attribute to it other expressions also

which exhibit Johannean peculiarities, and not to stop at Ai^ol.

I. 6 1 merely (against Frank). On the other hand, the remark-

able resemblance of the quotation from Zech. xii. 1 in John xix.

37 and Apol. I. 52, leaves it doubtful whether Justin derived

it from John's Gospel (Semisch, Luthardt, Tisch., Eiggenb.), or

from one of the variations of the LXX. already existing at

that time (Grimm, I.e. p. 692 f.), or again, as is most pro-

bable, from the original Hebrew, as is the case in Eev. i. 7.

It is true that the Epistle to Diognetus, which, though not

composed by Justin, was certainly contemporary with and

probably even prior to him, implies the existence of John's

Gospel in certain passages of the concluding portion, which very

distinctly re-echo John's Logos-doctrine (see especially Zeller,

I.e. p. 618, and Credner, Gesch. d. neut Kanon, p. 58 ff.) ; but

this conclusion (chapp. 11, 12) is a later appendix, probably

belonging to the third century at the earliest. Other refer-

ences to our Gospel in the Epistle are uncertain.

5. To the testimonies of the second century, within the

church, the Clavis of Melito of Sardis certainly does not

belong (in Pitra, Spicileg. Soksmense, Paris 1852), since thii-
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pretended /c\e/?, wherein the passages John xv, 5, vi. 54, xii. 24,

are quoted as contained "in Evangclio" is a much later compila-

tion (see Steitz, Stud. u. Krit. 1857, p. 584 ff.), but they include

the Epistle of the Churches at Vienne and Lijons (Eus. v. 1),

where John xvi. 2 is quoted as a saying of the Lord's, and the

Spirit is designated the Paraclete : Tatian, Justin's disciple,

ad Grace. 13, where John i. 5 is cited as ro elprjfiivov ; chap.

19, where we have indications of an acquaintance with John's

prologue (comp. chap. 5) ; and chap. 4, irvevfia 6 6e6<i, compared

with John iv. 24 ; also the Eiatessaron of this Tatian,^ which

is based on the canon of the four Gospels, certainly including

that of John : Athenagoras, Leg. pro Christ. 1 0, which is based

• According to Theodoret {Haeret. fab. i. 20), who from his account must

have known it accurately, and who removed it from his diocese as dangerous, it

was nothing else than a brief summary by way of extract of our four Gospels,

in which the genealogies, and all that referred to Christ as a descendant

of the seed of David, were left out. This account must (see also Semisch,

Tatiani Diatess., Vratisl. 1856) prevail against modern views of an opposite

kind ; it agrees also with what is said by Euseb. iv. 29, who, however, did not

himself exactly know the peculiar way in which Tatian had combined the four.

The statement of Epiphanius, Haer. xlvi. 1, " Many called it Ka.ff 'Efipaiovs," is,

on the other hand, simply an historical remark, which decides nothing as to the

fact itself. According to the Jacobite bishop of the thirteenth century, Dionysius

Bar-Salibi (in Assemanni Bibl. Orient, i. p. 57 f., ii. p. 159), the Diatessaron

of Tatian, who therefore must have laid chief stress on John, began with the

words. In the beginning was the Word; he also reports that Ephraem Syrus

wrote a commentary on the Diatessaron. Credner {Beitr. I. p. 446 fif. ; Gesch. d.

neut. Kanon, p. 19 ff. ), whom Scholten follows, combats these statements by
showing that the Syrians had confounded Tatian and Ammonius and their

writings with one another. But Bar-Salibl certainly keeps them strictly apart.

Further, the orthodox Ephraem could write a commentary on Tatian's Diates-

saron the more fitly, if it was a grouping together of the canonical Gospels.

Lastly, the statement that it began with John i. 1 agrees thoroughly with Theo-

doret's account of the rejection of the genealogies and the descent from David,

whereas the work of Ammonius cannot have begun with John i. 1, since,

according to Eusebius (see Wetstein, Proleg. p. 68), its basis was the Gospel of

Matthew, by the side of which Ammonius placed the parallel sections of the

other evangelists in the form of a synopsis. The testimony of Bar-Salibi above

quoted ought not to have been surrendered by Liicke, De Wette, and various

others, on the ground of Credner's opposition. What Credner quotes in his

Gesch. d. neut. Kanon, p. 20, from Ebed-Jesu (in Maii Script, vet. nova collect,

s. p. 191), rests merely on a confusion of Tatian with Ammonius on the part

of the Syrians ; which confusion, however, is not to be charged iipon Dionysius

Bar-Salibi. Further, there is the less ground for excluding the fourth Gospel

from the Diatessaron, seeing that Tatian has made use of it in his Oraiio ad
Graecos.
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upon a knowledge of John's prologue and of xvii. 21-23 :

ApoUinaris, Bishop of Hierapolis, in a Fragment in the Paschal

Chronicle, ed. Dindorf, p. 14 (o ttjv ariiav ifkevpav iKK€VT7]6el<i

6 eKyea'i e/c t?}? irXevpd'i avrov tcl hvo irdXiv Kaddpcna vocop /cat

atfjia' Xoyov k. Trvevfia, comp. John xix. 34), where Baur, of

course, takes refuge in a tradition older than our Gospel

;

also in another Fragment in the same work {pdev d(TVfij)wvw<i

re vofio) Tj vorjai'^ avrcov Kol crTaaid^eiv BoKel kut avrov<i ra

evajyeXta), where, if we rightly interpret it,^ John's Gospel

is meant to be included among the evayyeXia: Polycrates of

Ephesus, in Euseb. v, 24, where, with a reference to John

xiii. 23 f., xxi. 20, he designates the Apostle John as o cTrt to

(TTrjdo<i rov Kvpiov dvaireGoav. The Clementine Homilies (ed.

Dressel, Gotting. 1853) contain in xix. 22 an undeniable

quotation from John ix. 2, 3;^ as also, in iii. 52, a citation

1 The correct explanation is the usual one, adopted by Wieseler, Ebrard,

Weitzel, Schneider, Luthardt, Bleek, Weizsacker, Riggenbach, and many others,

also by Hilgenfeld, Volkmar, Scholten: "and the Gospels, according to them

(in conserjuence of their asserting that Jesus, according to Matthew, died

on the 15th Nisan), appear to he at variance" (namely, with one another).

This ground of refutation rests on the assumption (which, however, is really

erroneous) that there could be no disagreement among the Gospels as to the day

when Jesus died, while there would be such a disagreement if it were correct

that, according to Matthew, Jesus died on the 15th Nisan, Now it is true that

Matthew really has this statement ; only ApoUinaris does not admit it, but

assumes that both the Synoptics and John record the 14th Nisan as the day of

Christ's death, so that on this point harmony reigns among the Gospels, as

in fact, generally, the real disagreement among them had not come to be con-

sciously observed. Comp. Clem. Al. in the (Jhron. Pasch. : Taur-n run ri/jupuv

rri aKpifiiia . . . x.a] ra. ilayyiXta avvMia. According to Schwegler {Montanism,

p. 194 f.), Baur, Zeller, the sense must be :
" According to their view, the Gospels

are in conflict with the Law." This, however, is incorrect, because, after having

given prominence to the irreconcilability with the Law, a new point is introduced

with (rra,(naZ,iiv, bearing on the necessary harmony oj the Gospels. Moreover,

there is no need whatever, in the case of trra.inu.X,ii)i, of some such addition as l»

lauToli or the like, since to, siayyiXia represents a collective totality supposed

to be well known. Comp. Xen. Cyrop. viii. 8. 2, Wi) fiivroi Kvpo; InXivTnirsv,

ihfv; fih avrov oi raT'iis iirra(riaZ,o)i. Often SO in Greek ; comp. also Hilgenfeld,

Paschastreit, p. 258.

2 See Uhlhorn in the Gott. gel. Anz. 1853, p. 1810 ; Volkmar, em neu

entdeckt. Zeugn. uher d. Joh. Evang., in the theol. Jahrh. 1854, p. 446 ff. In

spite of this clear testimony, however, Volkmar places the date of John's

Gospel and ot the Homilies so near each other (150-160 a.d.), that the former

must have been used by the author of the Homilies directly after its origination

"as an interesting but unapostolic Novum" {Urspr. d. Evang. p. 63). This
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occurs from John x. 9, 27 (see, against Zeller and Hilgenf.,

especially Uhlhorn, d. Homil. u. Eccogn. des Clem. p. 223);

and after these undoubted quotations, there is no longer any

reason to question a reference also in xi. 26 (compare above,

under 4) to John iii. 3. On the other hand, no great stress

must be laid on the citations in the Recognitions, since this

work is to be placed (in opposition to Hilgenfeld, Merx,

Volkmar) somewhat later, though still in the second century,

and now only exists in the obviously free Latin translation

of Rufinus {Eecogn. vi, 9, comp. John iii. 3-5 ; Becogn. ii. 48,

comp. John v. 23 ; Eecogn. v, 12, comp. John viii. 34). The

first Father who quotes our Gospel ly name is Theophilus,

ad Aiitolyc. ii. 31 (ii. 22): "Odev BtSdaKovat 'rjfia<; at dyiai

ypaffial koI 'Trdvre'; ol irvevfiaTo^opot, i^ o)v ^Iwuvvq^ \e7ef

ev dpxv V^ ° X0709, /c.T.X. Besides this, according to Jerome

{Ejx 151, ad Aglas.), he composed a work comparing the four

Gospels together, which, like Tatian's Diatessaron, implies the

recognition of John by the church. Of importance also here

is the testimony of Irenaeus, Haer. iii. 1 {eireLra 'Iwdvv't]<i 6

[xaOriTr}^ tov Kvplov, 6 kol iirl rb arrjOo'i ainov dvaireaciiv, Kol

avTO<i i^eScoKe to evayyeXiov, iv '.E^ecrw t?}? 'AaLa<i Siarpc/Scov),

comp. iii. 11. 1, 7, 8, 9, v. 10. 3, and especially ap. Eus. v. 8
;

partly because in his youth Polycarp was his teacher, and

partly because he was an opponent of Gnosticism, which,

however, could easily find, and did actually find, nutriment

in this very Gospel. Hence the assumption is all the

more natural, that the Gospel so emphatically acknowledged

and frequently quoted by Irenaeus had Polycarp's comnmni-

cations in its favour, either directly, in that Polycarp made
Irenaeus acquainted with John's Gospel, or at any rate

indirectly, in that he found confirmed by that Gospel what

had been delivered to him by Polycarp as coming from the

apostle's own mouth respecting the words and works of Jesus,

use manifestly implies dissemination and admitted apostolic authority such

as JIatthew and Luke, and a Gospel of Peter, possibly used by him, must have

possessed in the opinion of the author. Comp. Luthardt as above, XXXL p.

368 ff. Tliis also tells against Baur, who, in the Theol. Jahrh. 1857, p. 240,

strangely enough thinks to weaken this testimony as a " casual and external
"

Tise of the Gospel ; while Scholten {die dltesien Zeug. p. 60 fl.), in a precariousi

and artificial fashion, raises doubts as to the use itself.
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and which had remained vividly impressed in his recollection

(Bpist ad Florin, in Eus. v. 2 0).—Finally, here belong, because

we may take it for granted they are not later than the second

century, the Canon of Muratori,^ and the Canon of the

Syrian church in the Peschito, and in the Fragments of the

Curetonian text. The Itala also, if its origin really falls

within the second century (Lachmann, iV. T. Fraef. p. x. f.),

may be quoted among the testimonies of this century.

6. Among the heretics of the second century, besides the

Tatian already referred to, we must name Marcion as a wit-

ness for our Gospel. He rejected, according to TertuUian (c.

Marc. iv. 3), Matthew and John, and, according to the same

writer, de came Christi 3, John,—a fact which implies their

apostolic authority, and that Marcion knew them to be

apostolic,^ although Hilgenfeld, Volkmar, and Scholten, follow-

ing Zeller and Schwegler, assume the contrary. But he re-

jected the non-Pauline Gospels, not on critical grounds, but as

a one-sided adherent of Paul, and, as such, in TertuUian's

judgment (" vicletur "), chose Luke's Gospel, in order to shape

it anew for the purpose of restoring the pure gospel of Christ,

and in such a way, in fact, that he now " evangelio scilicet suo

nullum adscribit auctorem," TertuU. c. Marc. iv. 2, by which

he deprived Luke of his canonical position (" Lucam vide-

tur clcgissc, quern caederet"). To question TertuUian's credi-

bility in the above passages (Zeller, Baur, Volkmar), though

he too frequently judged with the hostility of a partisan those

whom he opposed, is yet without sufficient warrant, since he

states particularly (c. Marc. iv. 3) how Marcion came to reject

the other canonical Gospels ; that is, namely, that he strove,

on the ground of the Epistle to the Galatians (chap, ii.), to

subvert the position of those Gospels—" quae propria et sub

apostolorum nomine eduntur vel etiam apostolicorum, ut scilicet

fidem, quam illis adimit, suo conferat." Comp. Weizsacker, p.

^ Credner erroneously maintains in the Theol. Jalirb. 1857, p. 297, and Gesch.

d. neut. Kanon, p. 158 f., that the Canon Murat. distinguishes John the Evan-

gelist as a simple discipulus Christi from the Apostle. See, on the other hand,

Ewald, Jahrb. IX. p. 96 ; "Weiss in the Stud. u. Krit. 1863, p. 597.

* Which certainly can be least of all doubted in the case of John's Gosxiel, of

which Asia was the native country. The rejection of John as one of the twelve

apostles is easily enough explained by Marcion 's anti-Judaizing temper.
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230 fif. (who, however, misunderstands videtur in the above

passage), and Eiggenb. p, 130 ff. Marcion, therefore, must in

consistency have renounced the gain to Gnosticism with which

John could have furnished him. The opposite course would

have been inconsistent with his Paulinism. Again, that Ter-

tuUian understood, by the " Gospels peculiarly and specially

apostolical," those of Matthew and John (against Zeller, who,

with Volkmar, understands the apocryphal Gospels of the

Jewish Christians), is clear from c. Marc. iv. 2 :
" Nobis fidem ex

apostolis Johannes et Matthaeus insinuant, ex apostolicis Lucas

et Marcus." Further, the Valentinians used our Gospel fully

and in many ways, in support of their fine-spun fancies (Iren.

Haer. iii. 11. 7) ; indeed, Heracleon, who is not to be rejuve-

nated into a contemporary of Origen,^ wrote a commentary on

it (see the Fragments from Origen in Grabe, Spicil. Pair. ii. p.

8 5 ff.) ; and Ptolemaeus (in Epiphan. JIaer. xxxiii. 3 ff.) cites

John i. 3 as an apostolical sentence, and according to Irenaeus,

i. 8. 5, expressly described John's prologue as proceeding

from the apostle ; and Theodotus also (according to the

extracts from his writings appended to the works of Clem.

Alex.) often quotes the Gospel of John. Whether Valentinus

himself used it, is a question on which also, apart from other

less evident proofs, we are not without very distinct testimony

since the publication of the Philosophumena Origenis, which

were probably composed by Hippolytus ; for in the Philos. vi.

35, among the proof-texts used by Valentinus, John x. 8 is

cited : so that the subterfuge, " Tlie author likes to transfer the

doctrines of the disciple to the Master " (Zeller, Hilgenfeld,

Volkmar, comp. Scholten), can be of no avail here, where we
have an instance to the contrary lying clearly before us (see

Jacobi in the Deutsch. Zeitschrift, 1851, No. 28 f., 1853, No.

24 f. ; Ewald, Ja^rS. V. p. 200 f.). When, therefore, Ter-

tuUian says, Praescr. Haer. 3 8, " Valentinus integro instru-

mento uti videtur" we may find this videtur in respect of

John's Gospel simply confirmed by the Philosoiohumena^ (see

* Origen himself (in Joann. ii. c. 8) alleges that Heracleon was esteemed a

trusty disciple (yvupifj-es) of Valentinus.

^ When Baur and Zeller, on the other hand, laj' stress on the fact that among

the texts adduced by the Valentinians in proof of their doctrine of the Aeons,
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further, Bleek, Beitr. I. p. 214 ff. ; Schneider, p. 27 ff'.

;

Luthardt, I.e. p. 100 ff. ; Tisch. I.e. p. 45 ff. ; Eiggenbach, p.

118 ff.).—That, again, even Basilides, who is not, however, to

be looked upon as a disciple of the Apostle Matthias (Hofstede

de Groot), used our Gospel,—a point which Baur even, with

unsatisfactory opposition on the part of Hilgenfeld, Volkmar,

and others, concedes,—and that he has employed as proof-

texts in particular John i. 9, ii. 4, is likewise proved by

the Phil. Orig. vii. 22, 27, with which many of the author's

errors in other things are quite unconnected.—The Gospel also

was in use among the Naassenes {Philos. Or. v. 6 ff.) and

Peratae (v. 12 ff.), who belong to the close of the second

century.—It is true that Montanism had not its original root

in the Gospel of John, but in the doctrine of the Parousia

;

still, in its entire relation to the church and its doctrine (see

especially Eitschl, Althatlwl. Kirche, p. 477 ff.), and particu-

larly in its ideas of prophecy, its asceticism, and its escha-

tology, it had no occasion to reject our Gospel, though some

have erroneously found some evidence to this effect in Iren-

aeus,^ though at the same time dejjcndence on this Gospel

cannot in its case be proved. There was a rejection of the

none occur from John, and hence conclude that the Valentinian system which

Irenaeus there describes does not imply the existence of our Gospel at that

time, it is still adverse to their view that Irenaeus immediately, i. 8. 5, adduces

quotations from John out of Ptolemaeus, and in iii. 11. 7 testifies to the most

ample use of our Gospel (" plenissime ufentes") on the part of the Valen-

tinians. So, also, the fact that Irenaeus, i. 20. 2, cites among the proof-texts

of the Marcosians none from John, cannot serve to prove that the "Valentinian

system originally stood in no connection with the fourth Gospel." Zeller, 1845,

p. 635. Assuredly the whole theosophy of Valentinus was intertwined with,

and grew upon, the ground and soil of John's distinctive theology. " Valentinus

. . . non ad materiam scripturas (as Marcion), sed materiain ad scriptural ex-

cogitavit, et tamen plus abstulit et plus adjecit, auferens proprietates singulorum

quoque verborum et adjiciens dispositiones non comparentium rerum." Tertul-

lian, de praescr. haer. 38. The Valentinian Gnosis, with its Aeons, Syzygies,

and so on, stands related to John's prologue as a product of art and fancy to

what is simple and creative. Attempts to weaken the testimonies of the

Philosoph. Orig. as to a use of John's Gospel on the part of Valentinus and
Basilides, have been very unsuccessfully made : Zeller, in the Theol. Jahrb.

1853, p. 144 if.; Volkmar, ibidem, 1854, p. 125 f.; Baur, ih. p. 269 f
.

; Hilgenf.

in his Zeitsclirift, 1862, p. 452 ff.; Schclten, d. alt. Zeug. p. 67 ff.; and Volk-

mar, Urspr. uns. Evang. p. 70 ff.

^ This is in answer to Bretschneider, Prohab. p. 210 ff. The passage in Iren-

aeus, iii. 2. 9, reads thus: "Alii vero, nt donum Spiritus frustrentur, quod in

B
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Gospel on the part of the Alogi, consequently on that of the

opponents of Montanism (Epiph. Haer. li. 3 f.), in the interests,

indeed, of dogmatic Antimontanism, though they also adduced

harmonistic reasons ; but by this very rejection they furnish

an indirect testimony to the recognition in their day of our

Gospel as an apostolic work, both in the church and among
the Montanists. They ascribed it to Cerinthus, who was yet

a contemporary of John,—a proof how ancient they thought

it, in spite of their rejection of it.

7. Celsus, whom we must certainly not assign, with Volk-

mar, to so late a date as the third century, has been cited as a

witness of the second century standing outside the church,

—

all the more important, indeed, because her enemy,—and, from

the Fragments of his work as cited in Origen, we may certainly

infer that he was to some extent acquainted with the evangelic

tradition and the evangelic writings, for he even alludes to the

designation of the Logos and other peculiar points which are

found in John, especially c. Cels. ii. 36, comp. John xx. 27;
c. Cels. i. 67, comp. John ii. 18. He assures us that he drew

his objections chiefly from the writings of the Christians (c.

Cels. ii. 74). Now it is highly probable that the Gospel of

John was also among them, since he (c. Cels. ii. 13) expressly

novissimis temporibus secundum placitum patris effusum est in humanum genus,

illani speciem non admittunt, quae est secundum Joliannis evaugelium, in qua
Paracletum se missurum Dominus promisit ; sed simul et evangelium et pro-

pheticum repellunt Spiritum, infelices vere, qui pseudoprophetae quidem esse

volimt, prophetiae vero gratiam ab ecclesia repellunt." He is here speaking of

the opponents of Montanism, who for a polemical purpose did not acknowledge

the characteristic Johannean nature of this Gospel, recognisable by the promise

of the Paraclete ; by which course Irenaeus thinks they reject equally both the

Gospel (of John) and the prophetical Spirit also (who, in fact, was to be sent

precisely as the Paraclete),—" truly unhappy men, who indeed ascribe it (the

Gospel) to a false prophet, while they are repelling the grace of prophecy from
the church."—The passage is not to be regarded, with Neander, as a Montanist
interpolation; nor must we admit in the last words the conjecture " pseudo-
prophetas" (so Merkel, Aufkliirung d. Streitigk. der Aloger, p. 13 ; also Gieseler,

Kirchengesch. I. i. p. 200, and Tischendorf), or pfseudoijrophetae esse nolunt (so

Liicke), or pseudoprophetas esse nolunt (so Ritschl). Eather is pseudoprophetae
to be taken as genitive : that "it is the loork of a false prophet." Accordingly
the "pseudoprophetae esse volunt" answers to the preceding "evangelium . . .

repellunt," while the "prophetiae vero gratiam " answers to the " propheticum
repellunt Spiritum." Hence also we must decline Volkmar's conjecture, that

in Greek ^iu^m; TfopfiTai stood instead of •>f/iu'^/>Tpo(priTiici.
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distinguislies the writings of the disciples of Jesus from othcT

works treating of Him, which he proposes to pass over.—

A

weighty testimony from the oldest apocryphcd literature might

be furnished by the Acta Pilati, which are quoted even by

Justin and Tertullian (see Tischendorf, Evang. apocr. Prolcgg.

p. liv. ff.), if their original form were satisfactorily determined,

which, however, cannot be successfully done. Just as little do

other apocryphal Gospels furnish anything which we may lay

hold of as certain. The labour expended by Tischendorf

therefore leads to no results.

8. By the end of the second century, and from the

beginning of the third, tradition in the church testifies so

clearly and uniformly in favour of the Gospel, that there is

no need of additional vouchers (Clem. AL, TertulL, Hippolyt

Orig., Dionys. AL, etc.). Euseb. iii. 25 places it among thft

Homologumena.

From this examination of witnesses, it is clear ^ that our

Gospel was not merely in use in the church, and recognised by

her as apostolical, from about 170 A.D. (Hilgenfeld, a.d. 150),

and composed somewhere about 150 a.d. (Hilgenfeld, 120—

140), but that the continuity of the attestations to it, and

their growing extent in connection with the literature of the

church, are as evident as we ever can and do require for the

external confirmation of any New Testament writing. The

continuity in particular goes back, by means of Irenaeus

through Polycarp, and by means of Papias, so far as he

testifies to the use of John's first Epistle, even if not di-

rectly (Iren., Hieron.), yet indirectly (Euseb., Dionys.),—that

is, through the Preslyter John,—to the Apostle himself. That

• Comp. the acknowleilgment of Keim, Gesch. J. i. p. 137 :
" It is used in the

extant literature as early as the Synoptics." In opposition both to the usual

determination of the date, which fixes on the last quarter of the first century,

and to the criticism of Baur, Hilgenfeld, and Volkmar, Keim (pp. 146, 155)

assigns the origin of the Gospel to Trajan's time, between A.D. 100 and 117. The

difficulty here is, that, according to Keim, the Epistle of Barnabas necessarily

implies the use of our Gospel in its time. This epistle, however, he places in

Hadrian's day, about 120 a.d. In this case, the interval during which the

Gospel had to become known and recognised is much too narrow ; and besides, the

date he assigns to Barnabas is by no means so certain as Keim is disposed to infer

from chap. 4 and 16. Hilgenfeld places it imder Nerva ; Ewald and Weizsacker

even in that of Vespasian. The question is, in any case, still uncertain.
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the Fragment of Ta-pias in Euseb. iii. 39 does not mention

John's Gospel, cannot be of any consequence, since it does

not quote any written sources at all from which the author

drew his accounts, but rather describes his procedure as that

of an inquirer after sayings of the apostles and other of the

Lord's disciples (such as Aristion and John the Presbyter),

and expressly enunciates the principle : ov 'yap ra e'« t&v

^L^Xicou roaovTov fxe axpeXetp vTrekafx^avov, oaov to, irapa

^coatj'i ^covrj'i xal ixevovar}<i. Papias here throws together the

then existing evangelic writings {twv ^t^Xiwv), of which there

was a multitude (Luke i. 1), all without distinction, not

probably some merely apocryphal ones (Tischendorf ; Ptiggen-

bach, p. 115) ; and as he included among them the Gospel of

Matthew and that of Mark, both of which he specially men-

tions subsequently, so he also may have intended to include

the Gospel of John among tmv ^ijSXiwv, since he manifestly

does not indicate that he has any conception of canonical

Gospels as such (comp. Credner, Bcitr. L p. 25), and has no

occasion to note the distinction. When, further on, Eusebius

quotes two statements of Papias on the Gospels of Matthew

and Mark, this does not indicate that our Gospel did not exist

in his day (Baur), or was at any rate not recognised by him

(Hilgen., Credner, and Volkmar); but these two statements

are simply made prominent, because they contain something

specially noteworthy as to the origin ^ of those Gospels, just as

Eusebius refers to it as specially worthy of remark that Papias

makes use of proofs from two epistolary writings^ (1 John

^ Wlien, in this statement, Papias intimates in regard to Mark : aiVs yap

Hxivfi ToZ xupiou ovri za.friKoXiiv^nriv aurZ, we may obsei've here a contrast to

other evangelists who had heard the Lord and followed Him ; which was not

the case with Mark, whose credibility depended rather on Peter. Such otlier

evangelists were Matthew and John.

" Why Eusebius makes this prominent, we cannot tell, since we do not

know on what occasions Papias used these epistolary testimonies. We can hardly

connect this prominent reference with the question of the genuineness of the

epistles, to which the subsequent mention of the Gospel to the Hebrews would

not at all be appropriate. Probably Eusebius mentions the reference to the two

epistles only as an exceptional procedure on the part of Papias, who elsewhere

dispenses with the citation of written testimonies. Comp. the passage previously

adduced from the Fragment.—Scholten {d. dltest. Zeugn. p. 17) very arbitarUy,

and without any reason, doubts whether Papias held the epistle to be a work of

the apostle.
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and 1 Peter), and has a narrative which occurs in the Gospel

to the Hebrews.^ Further, in opposition to the weighty testi-

mony of Justin Martyr, it is incorrectly urged that, if he had

known of John as evangelist, he would not have referred to

him as the author of the Apocalypse with the bare words (c.

Tryph. 81), avrip Ti<i, c5 ovofia ^Ia)dvvr]<i, et? tmv airoaToXoov rov

Xpiarov. Justin had, in fact, no occasion at all, in the con-

text of this passage, to describe John as evangelist, and all

the less that to himself it was self-evident that in eh roov

aTTocrroXcov were included the authors of the diro/xvrjfiovev/xara

Twv dnroaToXcov.

A historical argument specially adduced by some against

our Gospel is derived from the history of the Easter Con-

troversy. See, on the one side, Bretschneider, Proh. 109 f
.

;

Schwegler, Montanism, p. 191 f
,

; Baur, p. 343 ff., and in the

Theol. Jahrl. 1844, p. 638 ff., 1847, p. 89 ff., 1848, p. 264 ff.

On the opposite side, Weitzel, d. christl. Fassafeier der drei ersten

Jahrl., Pforzheim 1848, and in the Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1848,

p. 8 6 ;—in answer to which, again, Hilgenfeld, in the Tluol.

Jahrl. 1849, p. 209 ff., and in his Galaterlricf, p. 78 f. ; Baur,

d. Christcnth. d. drei ersten Jahrl. p. 141 ff. ; Scholten, d.

Evang. nach Joh. hrit. hist. Untcrsuch. p. 385 ff., and d. dltcst.

Zeugnisse, p. 139 ff. See further, for the genuineness of John :

Ewald, Jahrl. V. p. 203 ff. ; Schneider, p. 43 ff. ; Bleek, Beitr.

p. 156 ff., and Einl. p. 187 ff. ; Steitz, in the Stud. u. Krit.

1856, p. 721 ff., 1857, p. 741 ff., 1859,p. 717 ff., and in the

Jahrl. f. Deutsche Theologie, 1861, p. 102 ff. ;—against whom,
Baur, in the Theol. Jahrl. 1857, p. 242 ff., and in Hilgenfeld's

Zcitschr. 1858, p. 298 ; Hilgenf. TJicol. Jahrl. 1857, p. 523 ff.,

' Besides, it is not to be overlooked that Papias may someivhere else in his

book have mentioned the fourth Gospel, which he does not name in the Frag-

ment in Eusebius. "We do not know, since the book is lost. See also Steitz,

in the Stud. u. Krit. 1868, p. 493. It is true, a Latin Codex of the ninth

century, in the Vatican, expressly testifies to such a mention (see Aberle in

the Tub. Quartalschr. 1864, p. 1 ff. ; Tisch. as above, p. 118 f
.

; Zahn, in the

Stud. u. Krit. 1867, p. 539 ff.); but less importance is to be attached to it, since

the testimony is connected with the statement that Papias put together what

was dictated by the apostle,—a late and worthless legend (occurring also in

Corder. Caten. Prooem.), which might easily enough have originated from

Irenaeus' speaking of Papias as 'Iwacvou axtiv(rr>is. See, moreover, Hilgenf. in

his Zeitschr. 1865, p. 75 ff.; Overbeck, ibidem, 1867, p. 63 ff.
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and in his Zeiischr. 1858, p. 151 ff, 1862, p. 285 ff., 1867,

p. 1 8 7 ff. On the whole course of the investigations, Hilgenf.,

d. Paschastreit d. alt. Kirdie, 1860, p. 29 ff.; Kanon ii. Krit. d.

iV. T. 1863, p. 220 ff. Comp. also the apologetic discussion

"by Eiggenbach, d. Zenr/nisse f. d. Ev. Joh. p. 50 ff; The

reasons derived from the Easter controversy against the

genuineness of the Gospel are obviated, not by forcing the

fourth Gospel into agreement with the Synoptics in their state-

ments as to the day on which Jesus died (see on xviii. 28),

which is not possible, but by a correct apprehension of the point

of view from which the Catholic Quartodecimani in Asia Minor,

who appealed for their observance of their festival on the

1 4th Nisan to apostolic custom, and especially to the example

of John (Polycarp in Eusebius v. 24; and Polycrates, ibidem),

regarded the observance of this particular day of the month.

The opponents of the Gospel, it is true, say. If the custom of

those in Asia Minor to celebrate the Lord's last supper on the

14th Nisan, contemporaneously with the Jewish passover,mainly

originated with and proceeded from the Apostle John, then this

apostle could not have written the fourth Gospel, because that

custom agrees exactly with the Synoptic account of the last

supper and the day of Jesus' death, while the fourth Gospel

states the exact opposite,—namely, that Jesus kept His last

supper, and therefore no true passover, on the 13th Nisan, and

was crucified on the 14th Nisan. But the men of Asia Minor

celebrated the 14th Nisan,—and that, too, by terminating the

fast kept upon this day in remembrance of Christ's passion, down
to the hour of His death, and by a joyous celebration of the

Lord's supper immediately after, in gratitude for the accom-

plishment of His work of redemption,—not because Jesus ate

the 2^<^ssover on that day, but because He died on that day,

and by His death became the reed and true Paschal Lamb of

whom the Mosaic paschal lamb was the ti/j^e (1 Cor. v. 7; John

xix. 36); comp. also Ptitschl, Altkath. Kirche,'p. 269. Accord-

ingly, they might justly maintain (see Polycrates in Euseb. I.e.)

that their festival on the 14th Nisan was Kara to evwyylXiov

(for any disagreement in the Gospels in reference to the day of

Jesus' death was not yet perceived, and the passover meal of

Jesus in the Synoptics was looked upon as an anticipation).
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and icara rov Kavova rrj<i iriarew^,—this latter, namely, be-

cause Jesus, by the observance of the passover on another day,

would not have appeared as the antitype of the slaughtered

paschal lamb. Also iracra cfyla <ypa^ri might be rightly

quoted in proof by Polycrates, since in no part of the Old

Testament does any other day occur as that on which the

paschal lamb was slaughtered, except the 14th Nisan, and

Jesus was in fact the true Paschal Lamb. It is self-evi-

dent that John's example, which the Catholics of Asia Minor

urged in favour of their " Quartodecima," perfectly agrees with

the account of the fourth Gospel, and that the Kara to evay-

ryiXiov of Polycrates, though by it no single Gospel, but the

written evangelic history collectively, is meant, does not ex-

clude, but includes John's Gospel, since its existence and

recognition at that time is perfectly clear from other proofs.

True, there was also a party of Quartodecimans in Asia

Minor ^ who formed their judgments from a Judaistic (Ebi-

onite) stand-point, whose celebration of the 14th Nisan did

not rest on the assumption that Jesus, as the true Paschal

Lamb, died on this day, but on the legal injunction that the

passover was to be eaten on this day, and on the assumption

that Jesus Himself ate it on the very same day, and did not

suffer till the 15th Nisan (comp. Steitz, 1856, p. 776 ff.).

These^ men stirred up the so-called Laodicean controversy, and

' Characteristically referred to thus by Apollinaris in the Chron. Pasch. p.

14 : 'ivioi raiiiuv o't S/' ayvoiay (ptXofSixoZiri -Trip) Toureov, ffvyyvaffTov •^'payf^a -n-jrovSoTis'

ayvoia yap oil xarnyopia.}/ avaSi^irai, uXXa oitap^ri; vpiitr2s7Tai. Comp. Hippolyt.

ibid. p. 13 : ipaJ (/.iv auv, on <piXovux!as to 'ipyov, x.t.x. With the mild description

of these people in Apollinaris agrees also Philos. Orig. viii. 18, where they are

simply distinguished as 'inpol rtv.s, and indeed as (piXovuxoi rhv (puinv and I^imtoci

Triv yvuffiv, while it is said of them that in other points they agree with the

doctrine of the apostles. Against Baur and Hilgenfeld, by whom the distinc-

tion between Catholic and Judaic Quartodecimani is alleged to be pure fancy,

see Steitz, 1856, p. 782 fF., 1857, p. 764 ; also in Herzog's Encyclop. xi.

pj. 156 fif; Even the 'ivim of Apollinaris and the 'inpoi nvis of Hippolytus should

have precluded them from thinking of the Asiatic church. On the other hand,

Hilgenfeld, in his Paschastreit, pp. 256, 282, 404, is evasive.

* Whose observance is not to be regarded as a mere Jewish simultaneous

celebration of the passover, which John assented to, as a custom which he found

in existence in Ephesus (Bleek, De Wette, following Lticke). See, on the other

hand, Hilgenfeld, Kanon u. Krit. d. N. T. p. 224 ff. The difference rests on a

fundamental opposition. Comp. Ritschl, Altkath. Kirche, pp. 123 f., 269 f.
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had as opponents, first Melito of Sardis and Apollinaris of

Hierapolis, and afterwards Irenaeus, Hippolytus, Clement, and

others (Eus. iv, 26, 3). They were attacked partly by their

own weapon— the laio— according to which Christ could

not have been put to death, that is, slain as the true Paschal

Lamb, on the first day of the feast
;
partly by an appeal to

the Gospels, in respect of which it was assumed that they

agree in reporting the 14th Nisan as the day of Jesus' death

(Apollinaris, in the Chron. Pasch. p. 14: aavfjL(f)ct)va)<; re vofitp

ri v6r](n<i avrSiv koL araaid^eiv 8oKel kut avTov<; to, evajyeXia.

See above, under 5, the note on this passage). Moreover, it

was urged by some who appealed to Matthew (Apollinaris,

I.e., BtTjyovvrai, Mardalou ovtco Xiyeiv), that according to the

words of Jesus, ovketc (pdyo/xai to Trda-^a (comp. Luke xxii.

16), He did not eat of the legal passover, but died as the

perfect Paschal Lamb on this day, and indeed before the

time of eating the meal appointed by the law. See Hippoly-

tus, in the Chron. Pasch. p, 13 : 6 irdXat irpoeLitwv, ore ovk6ti

<j)d<yofJiai TO irda'^a, elKOTOif to fiev Beiirvov iSecvvrja-ev irpo rov

'Trda'^a, TO Be Trdaj(a ovk ecpayev, aXX' eiraOev, ovhe fyap Kaipo<;

rjv rrj<; ^pdiaeoi'^ avrov (i.e. " because the legal 'period for eating

the passover had not even come"—it only came several hours after

the death of Jesus); and just before: 7re7r\dvr]Tai, firj fyipcoaKcov,

on (p Kaipcp eTTua-^ev 6 Xptaro^, ovk €(f)a<ye to kuto, vofxav

'7rd(j')(a, ovTO<; 'yap r)v to irdcr'^a to irpoKeKrjpvyfxevov Kal to

Te\ecovfx,€vov ttj dopierfiivrj rjfiepa (on the 14th Nisan). That,

however, Justin Martyr himself regarded the first day of the

feast as the day on which Jesus died (so Baur and Hilgenfeld),

is an erroneous assumption. For when he says (c, Tryph.

Ill, p. 338), KoX oTt iv rjfiepa tov 7rd<r^a avvekd^eTe avTov

Kol o/xoiwi iv TO) TrdcTya iaTaupcoaaTe, yeypaTTTai, he plainly

means by iv rjixepa tov Trao-^j^a, and by iv tu> irda'^a, the day

on which the paschal lamb was eaten— the 1 4th Nisan

;

since he shows immediately before that Christ was the true

Paschal Lamb, and immediately after continues : cu? Se Tov<i

iv AlyvTTTU) eau)ae to alfxa tov nrdaya, ovt(o<; kuI toi»?

7ria-T€vaavTa<i pvaeTai, iic OavdTov to al/xa tov XpiaTov.

Comp. chap. 40, p. 259. He might therefore have regarded

Christ not as dying on the 15th Nisan, but simply on the
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14tli, as this is expressed in the second fragment of Apol-

linaris,^ without our needing to understand " eV rjiJiepa rfj rov

irdcrxa" of the 15th Nisan.^ Thus it is also said in the

Chron, Pasch. p. 12 : eV avrfj Se ttj rov irdcr'x^a rj^epa, tjtoi

rrj lB' tov TrpcoTOV fir)vb<;, 7rapdaKevrj(; ovarj^ iaTavpwaav rov

Kvpiov 01 ^lovSahi, Kol Tore to irdG'ya e^a'^ov. Comp. p. 415 :

eV r^ikpa Se TrapacrKevfj aTavpwdrivaL rov Kvpiov SiSdaKOvacu

ra deoTTveva-ra \6<yta, iv rfj rov •7rda')(^a koprfj. On this

fourteenth day the passover was celebrated according to the

practice prevailing in Asia Minor, because on that day the

true Paschal Lamb, Christ, was slain. Thus had Philip, John,

Polycarp, and other fieydXa <7T0t;^eta, whom Polycrates men-

tions, already acted, and so John's example in this particular

agrees with his own Gospel.

If some have also argued (see Hilgenfeld, Baur, Volkmar)

against the early existence of our Gospel, from the antiquity

and fixedness of the tradition which represented the ministry

of Jesus as lasting for one year only (see Homil. Clem. xvii.

19), it is, on the other hand, certain that this tradition occurs

in many writers who recognised the Gospel as the genuine

work of John (Clem. Al., Orig., Ptolemaeus ; and see generally

Semisch, DenJciv. Justin's, p. 199 f) ; whence it is clear that it

does not imply the non-existence of the Gospel, but seemed

just as reconcilable with John as with the Synoptics. It may
have originated from the Synoptic history (see on Luke iv. 19)

;

but the counter statement of John, even if it actually existed,

did not disturb it. It is the same also with the antiquity and

' To the same effect is p. 14 : fi /S' ro aXnffivov roZ xv^'iou <ra,(rpi^a,, « Surla, h

(/.iyaXrt, o avr) tou afi-iou Tai; iiou, o %nSli;, o %riirii! rov iff-^iipov, kki o KpiSi); xpirhs

^uvriov xai vixpHiv, xai o TapoiSohls i'S X^^P"^^ a/iapruXuv, Vva ffTocvpu6^, o ui^aSii;

it) xipdruiv fiovoxipuTOS, xa.) o <r»v ay/av TXtupav ixxivrnSus . • • *«' o TOt,(pii; £v

flfi'ipa rn Tou iraff^"^! i'^'fliivroi <tu //.vrifJ^tcTi rou Xi6i>v.

2 Recently Steitz also (in Herzog's Encyklop. xi. 1859, p. 151), who formerly

agreed with Baur, has admitted that Justin, agreeing with the other Fathers of

the second and third centuries, did not in the above passage, c. Tr. p. 338,

mean the 15th, but the 14th Nisan. Comp. Lev. xxiii. 5, 6 ; Num. xxviii. 16 f.

;

Ezek. xlv. 21. The 15th Nisan is called postridie paschatis. Num. xxxiii. 3,

Josh. V. 11. Hilgenfeld's objection {d. Pasclmstr. d. alien Kirche, p. 206), that

the arrest mentioned by Justin as taking place likewise on the rifiipa. roZ -xatrx,"-

does not suit the 14th Nisan, is altogether futile. Justin correctly includes

the arrest in the day of crucifixion, as, c. Tryph. 99, the agony in Gethsemane

is already put by him T r ri/ilpK, t.np 'if^ixxi aroivfoutlu.,.
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fixedness of the tradition of the 14th Nisan as the day of

Jesus' death, which nevertheless does not imply non-acquaint-

ance with the synoptic Gospels.— If, further, the reasons

which are alleged for a Johannean origin of the Apocali/pse

are likewise urged, especially by the Tiibingen critics, as

evidence against a similar origin for the Gospel, yet, on the

other hand, an opposite procedure is equally justifiable

;

and, apart from the utter futility of those reasons in other

respects, the testimonies for the Apocalypse, which was

excluded even fvom the Peschito, do not attain to any such

general recognition as those for this Gospel. The attribu-

tion by the unanimous judgment of the church (alleged to

be erroneous) of the latter work to the apostle, would, if it

only originated in the first half of the second century, be the

result of a few decenniums, brought about as by a stroke of

magic ; and would be, historically, the more enigmatical and

incomprehensible, in proportion as the contents and character

of our book are the more peculiar, compared with the other

Gospels, and the more divergent from the Apocalypse, which

existed long before our Gospel, and was reputed to be apostolic.

For in this book it is not a spiritualized apocalypse that is

exhibited,^ but simply an independent Gospel, set forth in pro-

found spiritual perfection, is to be recognised, whose linguistic

and other characteristics, and whose doctrinal contents, spirit,

and aim, are, on the whole, so specifically difierent from those

of the Apocalypse, in spite of various Christological points of

connection, that it can only have come from a totally different

author (against Hengsten., Godet, Eiggenb., and others). The

Gnostic tendency of the time, in which some have sought for

the solution of that incomprehensible enigma, does not solve

it, since the strong reaction in the church against Gnosticism

would certainly rather have condemned a Gospel furnishing the

Gnostics with so much apparent support, and with materials

so liable to be misused, than have left to opponents so rich a

mine, to be worked out for their designs, if its apostolic origin

had not been known and acknowledged as an established lact.

^ Against Baur, Schwegler, Kostlin, Hilgenf., and others. How some have

represented even the Synoptics as dependent on the Apocalypse, see especially in

Volkmar, zur Apok. u. Ursp. uns. Eoanj. p. 158 f. Nothing can be more futile.
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SEC. III.—GENUINENESS CONTINUED.

As an internal testimony to its apostolic origin, we have,

above all, the whole grand ideal peculiarity of the book,

wherein the irvev/xarcKov evayyeXiov (Clem. Al.) is delineated

with so much character and spirit, with such simplicity, vivid-

ness, depth, and truth, that a later fabricator or composer

—

who, moreover, could have occupied no other standing-point

than that of his own time—becomes an impossibility, when

we compare with it any production of Christian authorship of

the second century. The Gospel of John, especially through

the unity and completeness of its Christological idea, is no

artificial antithesis (Keim, Geseli. J. p. 129), but the ifKripwaLs

of the previous evangelic literature, to which the Pauline

Christology appears as the historical middle term. But such

a creation, which constitutes such a TrX'^pcoaa, without any

imitation of the older Gospels, is not the work of some later

forger, but of an immediate eye-witness and recipient.^ In it

there beats the heart of Christ,—as the book itself has been

justly named (Ernesti). But, say some (Liitzel, Baur and his

* In order to make the unique peculiarities of the Gospel agree with a non-

apostolic author, neither the Epistle to the Hebrews nor the Apostle Panl

ought to be brought into comparison. Both of them belong to the apostolic

age, and the latter was called in an extraordinary manner by Christ, as a true

apostle, and furnished with a revelation. To suppose that the author of this

Gospel also received a revelation in a similar way, and yet to make him compose

his Gospel no earlier than the second century, is unhistorical ; and to attribute to

any one deemed worthy of such a revelation the design of passing oft his work

as John's, is unpsychological, and morally opposed to the spirit of truth which

pervades and underlies it. The originating creative energy of the Spirit had no

longer, in the second century, its season ordained by God, as is clearly shown

by the entire literature ot that later period, not excepting even the most dis-

tinguished (such as the Epistle to Diognetus). And the assumption of the

apostolic guise would have been, in the case of that creative energy, as un-

worthy as unnecessary. The pseudonymous post-apostolic literature of the

early church may be sufficiently accounted for by the custom—excusable, con-

sidering the defective conception at that time of literary property—of assum-

ing the name of any one according to whose ideas one intended to write (see

Kbstlin in the Theol. Jahrb. 1851, p. 149 ff.) ; but the deliberate purpose on

which this custom was founded, woidd, in the case especially of a book so

sublime, and in an intellectual point of view, so thoroughly independent as our

Gospel, have been utterly incongruous—a paradox of the Holy Ghost.
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scliool), it is precisely this tender, fervent, harmonious, spiritual

cliaracter of the Gospel, which is as little in keeping with those

traits of the Apostle John himself exhibited in the other Gospels

(Mark iii. 17; Luke ix. 49, 54; Mark ix. 38, x. 35), as

the testimony borne to his anti-Pauline Judaism (Gal. ii.) is

to the ideal universalism which pervades his Gospel (see

especially iv. 24, x. 16, xii. 20). Yet the Judaizing partisan-

ship which is said to be chargeable on John, is first simply

imported into Gal. ii., and cannot without utter arbitrariness be

inferred from the conflicts with Judaism in Paul's subsequent

epistles. And as to the destination of an apostle of the Jews,

a position which John certainly, in common with Peter and

James, still adopted at the time of the Apostolical Council,

might it not afterwards (though even Keim discovers in this

assumption a mockery of history and psychology) expand

gradually into that universalism which appears in the Gospel ?

Might not, in particular, the fuller insight into Paul's work

which John attained (Gal. ii.), and the bond of fellowship

which he formed with that apostle (Gal. ii.), as well as his

entrance subsequently into the sphere of Paul's labours in

Asia Minor, have contributed powerfully to that expansion

and transformation which went beyond that of Paul himself;

for the perfecting of which, down to the time when our GospeP

was composed, so long a period of church history and of per-

sonal experience had been vouchsafed? Moreover, like Paul,

he still retained his Israelitish theocratic consciousness as an

inalienable inheritance (iv. 22 ; his use of the Old Test). With

regard to the traits of character indicated in the Synoptics, is

' The well-known words of Polycrates, to triraXov wnpofnixu;, ought not to

have been used as a proof that, in his later ministry in Asia, John was still

the representative of Judaism, for they describe high-priestly dignity (see

sec. 1) in a Christian, spiritual sense. Again, the words which John is said to

have uttered, according to Irenaeus, iii. 3, when he encountered Cerinthus at

the bath : ^vyuf^iv fih xai ro ^aXavi7oy trv/^wiffti i'vSov ovros KnpivSou, roZ 7»s aXfihiag

ix^po", are alleged to be inappropriate to our evangelist. Why so ? The

very designation of Cerinthus as tSs uXnhlcc; ix^poZ in the legend points to

the evangelist, with whom aXnlua. was one of the great fundamental conceptions,

whereas the author of the Apocalypse never once uses the word. The allegation

that the latter, again, in Rev. xxi. 14, compared with ii. 4, testifies to the anti-

Pauline sentiments of the Twelve, and hence of the Apostle John also, is simply

foisted into the passage by a criticism on the look-out for it.



INTRCDUCTION. 29

not the holy fervour of spirit which everywhere pervades his

Gospel, and still marks his First Epistle, to be conceived as

the glorified transfiguration of his former fiery zeal ? And as

to this transfiguration itself,^ who may define the limits in the

sphere of what is morally possible to man, beyond which, in

a life and labours so long continued, the development of the

new birth could not extend under influences so mighty as the

apostles experienced by means of the Spirit's training in the

school of the holiest calling ? What purification and growth

did not Peter, for example, experience between the time of his

smiting with the sword and denial on the one hand, and his

martyrdom on the other ? Both his labours and his Epistle

bear witness on this point. Similarly must we judge of the

objection, that the higher, nay, philosophical (or rather Chris-

tian speculative) Hellenistic culture of the evangelist, espe-

cially his doctrine of the Logos, cannot be made to suit

(Bretschneider, Baur, and others) the Galilean fisherman John
(comp. also Acts iv. 13), for whom the fathomless hardihood

of modern criticism has substituted some highly cultured

Gentile Christian (so even Schenkel), who, wishing to lead

heathen readers (xix. 35, xx. 31) to Christian faith, exhibited

the remarkable phenomenon " of historical evangelic author-

ship turning away from the existing Christian communities,

for whom there were already Gospels enough in existence, to

appeal to the educated conscience of the heathen world" (Hil-

genfeld, d. Evangelien, p. 349). Even the fact that John was,

according to xviii. 15, an acquaintance of the high priest,

is said to be unsuited to the circumstances of the Galilean

fisherman (see Scholten, p. 379),—a statement wholly without

adequate ground.

It is true the author does not give his name, just as the

other historical works of the K T. do not designate their

authors. But he shows himself to have been an eye-

witness in the plainest possible way, both at i. 14 (comp. 1

John i. 1, iv. 14) and at xix. 35 (comp. xxi, 24) ; while the

' Keim (p. 160) says, inappositely, of Mark and Luke : "Since they clearly

imply the death of the apostles (of all ?), they have not even allowed a possibility

of further developments." Neither Mark nor Luke undertook to write in their

Gospels any history at all of the apostles, but of Jesus.
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vividness and directness of so many descriptions and individual

details, in which no other Gospel equals ours, as well as its

necessarily conscious variation from the synoptic representa-

tion as a whole and in particular points of great importance,

can only confirm the truth of that personal testimony, which is

not to he set aside either by interpreting iOeaadfjieOa, i. 14, of

the Christian consciousness in general, or by the pretext that

eKelvo'i in xix. 35 distinguishes the evangelist from such as

were eye-witnesses (Kostlin, Hilgenfeld, Keim, and several

others). See the exegetical remarks on those passages. And
as a proof that the eye-witness was, in fact, no other than

John, the significant concealment of the name John is rightly

urged against Bretschneider, Baur, and others. Though allowed

to be one of the most intimate friends of Jesus, and though

the Gospel describes so many of his peculiar and delicate

traits of character, this disciple is never referred to by name,

but only in a certain masked, sometimes very delicate and

thoughtful way, so that the nameless author betrays himself

at once as the individual who modestly suppresses his name in

i. 35 ff. The true feeling of the church, too, has always per-

ceived this ; while it was reserved only for a criticism which

handles delicate points so roughly,^ to lend to the circumstance

this explanation :
" The author speaks of his identity with the

apostle, as one, simply, to whom the point was of no con-

sequence : his Gospel was meant to be Johannean, without

bearing the apostle's name on its front ; at least the author

had no intention of once mentioning the name in order to

make it his own, but the reader was merely to be led to make
this combination, so as to place the Apostle John's name in the

closest and most direct connection with a Gospel written in his

spirit" (Baur, p. 379). In fact, a fraud so deliberately planned,

and, in spite of its attempting no imitation of the Apocalypse,

so unexampled in its success, a striving after apparent self-

renunciation so crafty, that the lofty, true, transparent, and

' See, Lesides the Tiibingen critics and Scliolten, also "VVeisse, d. Evangelienfr.

p. 61, according to whom, if John could have designated himself the disciple

beloved by Christ, there would be in this an offensive and impudent seli-exalta-

tion : comp. also Keim, Gesch. J. i. p. 157 f. See for the opposite and correct

view, Ewald, Johann. &chrij. i. p. iS> 2.
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holy spirit of which the whole bears the impress, would stand in

the most marked contradiction to it ! Moreover, the instances

of other non-apostolic works which were intended to go forth as

apostolic, and therefore do not at all conceal the lofty names of

their pretended authors, would be opposed to it. On the other

hand, the universal recognition which this nameless author as

the Apostle John obtained in the church is the more striking,

since a later production of tliis kind, which had been antici-

pated by so well-known a work of a totally different character,

passing for Johannean,— that is, the Apocalypse,— in con-

trast to the latter recognised as apostolic, while not once

mentioning the name of that disciple, would be an historical

phenomenon hardly conceivable. At least it is far more

intelligible that the Apocalypse, bearing John's name on its

very face, and solemnly repeating it to the end more than

once, should, in an uncritical age, make good its claim to

be an apostolic work, though not permanently (comp. Ewald,

Jahrb. v. p. 182 f. ; Diisterd. on the Aioocalypse, Introduc-

tion). Further, the circumstance that in our Gospel John

the Baptist is always mentioned simply as 'Ia)dvvrj<i, never

as /SaTTTicrr?^?, is not so weighty (in opposition to Credner,

Bleek, Ebrard) as to prove that the writer was the apostle, who,

as its author, would have had no occasion to point out the other

John distinctly by that appellation, for the name 6 ^aimarrj'i

was by no means designed to mark any such distinction.

But we may probably be of opinion that a writer who had

simply to appropriate the evangelic materials in the Gospels

already existing, and develope them further in a peculiar way,

would hardly have failed to employ the surname of the Baptist

so commonly and formally used in the Gospels. It is, how-

ever, possible that our apostle, having been a personal disciple

of the Baptist, and having a lively reeollection of his former

close relation to him, mentions him by his bare name, as he

had been wont to do when he was his disciple, and not with

the designation o /3a7rTto-Tt?9, which had come down to him
through the medium of history.

In the extended discourses of Jesus, in the chronological

arrangement of the historical materials, in the prominence

given to the Lord's ministry oiit of Galilee, in the significant
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and peculiar narratives omitted by the Synoptics (among which

the most noteworthy is that of the raising of Lazarus), in the

important variations from the Syno-ptics in parallel narratives

(the chief of which are in the history of the last supper, and

in the date of the day when Jesus died), in the noticeable

omissions of evangelic matter (the most remarkable being the

silence as to the institution of the supper, and the agony in

Gethsemane) which our Gospel exhibits, we recognise just so

many indications of an independence, which renders the general

recognition of its apostolic authorship in the church only expli-

cable on the ground of the indubitable certainty of that fact.

It was this certainty, and the high general reputation of the

beloved disciple, which far outweighed all variations from the

form and contents of the older Gospels, nay, even subordinated

the credit and independence of the Synoptics (for instance, in

the history ot the last supper, which even in them was placed

on the 13th Nisan). All these points of difference have there-

fore been wrongly urged against the apostolic authorship ; they

make the external attestation all the stronger, far too strong

to be traceable to the aims and fictions of a writer of the

second century (comp. Bleek, Beitr. p. 6 6 ff. ; Bruckner on De
Wette, p. xxviii. f). "With regard especially to the discourses

and conversations of Jesus (which, according to Baur's school,

are wanting in appropriateness of exposition and naturalness

of circumstances, and are connected with unhistorical facts,

and intended to from an explication of the Logos-Idea), they

certainly imply ^ a free reproduction and combination on the

part of an intelligent writer, who draws out what is histori-

cally given beyond its first concrete and immediate form, by

further developing and explaining it. Often the originality

is certainly not that of purely objective liistory, but savours

of Johis spirit (compare the First Epistle of John), which

was most closely related with that of Jesus. This Johannean

method was such that, in its undoubted right to reproduce

^ It cannot be shown that he records the experiences of the later apostolic age,

and makes Jesus speak accordingly (see Weizsacker, p. 285 f.). The passages

adduced in proof (xvii. 20, xx. 29, xiv. 22, xvii. 9, xvii. 3, iii. 13, vi. 57,

62 f., iv. 36-38) are fully explained exegetically without the assumption of any

such urrifot "rpeHrat,
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and to clothe in a new dress, which it exercised many
decenniums after, it could not carry the mingling of the

objective and subjective, unavoidable as it was to the author's

idiosyncrasy, so far as to merge what constituted its original

essence in the mere view of the individual. Thus the Xoyo^,

especially in the distinct form which it assumes in the pro-

logue, does not reappear in the discourses^ of Jesus, however

frequently the X0709 of God or of Christ, as the verbum vocale

(not cssentiale ^), occurs in them. All the less, therefore, in

these discourses can the form be externally separated from the

matter to such an extent as to treat the one as the subjective,

the other as the objective (Eeuss in the Strassh. Dcnkschr.

p. 3 7 ffi),—a view which is inconceivable, especially when we
consider the intellectual Johannean unity of mould, unless the

substance of the matter is to be assigned to the sphere of the

subjective along with the form. The Jesus of John, indeed,

appears in His discourses as in general more sublime, more

solemn, frequently more hard to understand, nay, more enig-

matical, more mysterious, and, upon the whole, more ideal, than

the Jesus of the Synoptics, especially as the latter is seen in

His pithy proverbs and parables. Still, we must bear in mind
that the manifestation of Jesus as the divine human life was

intrinsically too rich, grand, and manifold, not to be repre-

sented variously, according to the varying individualities by

^ Although the essential conception of the Logos, as regards its substance, is

everywhere with John a prominent feature in the consciousness of Jesus, and is

re-echoed throughout the Gospel. (Comp. iii. 11, 13, 31, vi. 33 fl'., vi. 62,

vii. 29, viii. 12, 23, 58, xvi. 28, xvii. 5, 24, and other places.) To deny that

John exhibits Jesus as having this superhuman self-consciousness, is exegetically

baseless, and would imply that (in his prologue) the evangelist had, from the

public life of the Lord, and from His words and works, formed an abstract idea

as to His nature, which was not sustained, but ratlier refuted, by his own repre-

sentation of the history,—a thing inconceivable. This, in general, against

Weizsacker in d. Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theologie, 1857, p. 154 fl., 1862, p. 634 ff.
;

AVeiss, Lehrbegr. p. 244. See my comments on the particular passages (also

against Beyschlag).—The idea of the Logos, moreover, is related to that of the

?»!}, not as something accidental, but in such a way that the Logos is conceived

as the original and personally conscious substratum of the latter. Thus was it

given to the author by the history itself, and by his profoundly vivid realization

of that history through communion with Him in whom the ^^ij? dwells. The
Logos is the same fundamental conception (only in a more definite speculative

form) as the vios toZ hav.

2 Comp. Weizsiick. Evangel. Gesch. p. 257.

C
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which its rays were caught, and according to the more or less

ideal points of view from which those rays were reflected,

—

variously, amid all that resemblance of essential character,

and peculiar fundamental type, in which it allowed itself to

be recognised by manifold receptivities, and under dissimilar

circumstances. It was on the soul of this very apostle that

the image of that wonderful life, with which his inspired

recollections were connected, was, without a single discordant

feature, most perfectly delineated, and in all the deep fulness of

its nature : it lives in him ; and his own thinking and feeling,

with its profound contemplativeness, is so thoroughly inter-

twined with and transfigured by this life and the ideal it

contains, that each individual recollection and representation

becomes the more easily blended by him into harmony with

the whole. His very language must needs ever retain that

inalienable stamp which he once involuntarily received from

the heart and living word of Christ, and appropriated and

preserved in all its depth and transparency in the profoundly

spiritual laboratory of his own long regenerate life. (Comp.

Ewald, Jahrb. III. p. 163, X. p. 90 f., and his Jb/icm. Scliriften,

I. p. 32 if. ; also Bruckner on De Wette, p. 25 ff.) Some have

assigned to the Gospel the honour rather of a well-devised

work of art, than of a truly earnest and real history (Keim,

Gcsch. J. I. p. 123). It is both, in the inseparable unity and

truth of the art of the Holy Ghost.—If, again, some have

urged that the author of the fourth Gospel appears as one

standing a'part from any personal participation in the history

he was writing, and from Judaism (compare the frequent ol

'lovhalot, V. 16, vii. 1, 19, 25, viii. 17, x. 34, etc.^), still we
should bear in mind, that if John wrote his Gospel at a later

time, and among a community moulded by Hellenistic culture,

after the liberation of his Christian nature from the Judaism

by which it had long been penetrated, and when he had long

been familiar with the purest spiritual Christianity and its

universalism, as well as raised through the medium of specula-

> See Fischer in the Tilh. Zeitschr. 1840, II. p. 96 ff. ; Baur, Neut. Theol. p.

390 1. ; Scholten and others. On the other side, Bleek, p. 246 fl. ; Luthardt,

I. p. 143 ft. Compare notes on i. 19, viii. 17; also EwaM, Johann. Schri/ten,

I. p. 10 f.
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tion to a higher standpoint in his view of the Gospel history,

he certainly did stand much further apart than the earlier

evangelists, not indeed from his history strictly speaking, but

from its former surroundings and from Judaism. This, how-

ever, does not warrant the substitution in his place of a non-

Jewish author, who out of elements but slightly historical

and correlative myths wove a semblance of history. On the

contrary, many peculiar traits marked by the greatest vivid-

ness and originality, revealing a personal participation in the

history (see i. 35 ff., v. 10 ff., vii. 1 ff. ; chap, ix; 11, 12,

xiii. 22 ff., xviii 15 ff., xix. 4 ff , xxi.), rise up in proof, to

bridge over the gulf between the remoteness of the author

and the proximity of a former eye-witness, in whose view the

history throughout is not developed from the doctrme, but the

doctrine from the history.^ Hence, also, he it is who, while

he rose much higher above Judaism than Paul, yet, like

Matthew in his Gospel, though with more individuality and

independence, took pains to exhibit the connection between

the events of the Gospel history and Old Testament prophecy.

In this way, as well as by the explanations of Jewish facts,

views, appellations, and so on, which are interspersed, he

shows himself to belong to the ancient people of God, as

far as his spiritual renewal was, and necessarily must haxq

been, compatible with this connection, (Comp. Weizsacker,

Evang. Gescli. p. 263.) Lastly, the historical contradictions

with the Synoptics are either only apparent (for instance, a

ministration on several occasions at Jerusalem is implied,

Matt, xxiii. 37, Luke xiii. 34), or such as cannot fairly lead

to the conclusion of a non-apostolic authorship, since we do

not possess Matthew in its original form, and therefore are

not prevented by the counterweight of equally apostolic evi-

dence from assigning to John a preponderating authority,

which especially must be done in regard to such very striking

variations as the date of the day on which Jesus died, and the

' Compare Weizsiicker in the Jahrb. f. D. Th. 1859, p. 690 ff. See the oppo-

eite view in Keim, p. 127. Scholten comes even to the melancholy conclusion :

"The contents of the fourth Gospel cannot be of use as historical authority in

any single point." The author threw into the form of an historical drama
vhat was subjective truth to himself, unconcerned as to its historical accuracy.
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account of the last supper. Besides, if what was erroneous

and unhistorical might, after the lapse of so long a time,

have affected even the memory of an apostle, yet matters of

this sort, wherever found in particular passages of our Gospel,

are rather chargeable on commentators than on the author,

especially in the exceptions taken to the names of such

places as Bethany, i. 28, and Sychar, iv. 5. On the whole,

the work is a phenomenon so sublime and unique among

productions of the Christian spirit,^ that if it were the creation

of an unknown author of the second century, it would be

beyond the range of all that is historically conceivable. In

its contents and tone, as well as in its style, which is unlike

that of the earlier Gospels, it is so entirely without any

internal connection with the development and literary con-

ditions of that age, that had the church, instead of ivitnessivg

to its apostolic origin, raised a douU on that point, historical

criticism would see assigned to it the inevitable task of prov-

ing and vindicating such an origin from the book itself. In

this case, to violate the authority of the church for the sake

of the Gospel, would necessarily have a more happily and per-

manently successful result than could follow from opposing

the Gospel. After having stood the critical tests originated

by Bretschneider and Baur, this Gospel continues to shine

with its own calm inner superiority and undisturbed trans-

parency, issuing forth victorious from never-ceasing conflicts

;

the last star, as it were, of evangelic history and teaching,

yet beaming with the purest and highest light, which could

never have arisen amid the scorching heat of Gnosticism, or

have emerged from the fermentation of some catholicizing

* Gfrorer, of coiirse, makes it a product of dotage and fancy. Origen, on the

other hand, calls it ruv ilayyiXiuv n.'jrot.f^ri*, and says of it, «u tov voZv oidu;

^uvarai XafiiTv fih avocrKriiv ix) ra irTn^cs 'infov, and, rjiX/xauTav oi ysnirPai Ss? tov

i<rcfii»c\> ciXXov 'l&)a»v»v, uffTi a'lovu to» 'lioavvriv ^iip(^67iviit.t ovra, 'Inimuv a.'Zo ^\Y,irciv.

Hence, also, we can understand the constant recurrence, so as to make them

regulate the presentation of the history, both of the ideas lying at the basis

of Clirist's whole work, and of the fundamental views which John, beyond

any other evangelist, had derived from the history itself, in which he had

borne a part on the breast of Jesus. Thus, with him, the grand simple

theme of his book is through all its variations in harmonious and necessary

concord, a lively monotone of the one spirit, not a "leaden" one. (Keim,

<?e6c/i. /. p. 117.)
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process, but wliicli rose rather on tlie horizon of the apostolic

age, from the spirit of the disciple most intimate with his

Lord, and which is destined never again to set,^—the guide

to a true catholicity, differing wholly from the ecclesiastical

development of the second century,^ and still remaining as

the unattained goal of the future.

Nor can the attempt be successful to treat only a certain

nucleus of our Gospel as genuinely apostolical, and to assign

the rest to disciples of John or other later hands. The
reasons for this procedure are inadequate, while it is itself so

destitute of all historical evidence and warrant, and runs so

entirely into caprice and diversity of subjective judgment,

and hence also presents such a variety of results in the several

attempts which have been made, that it would be in any
case critically more becoming to leave still unsolved the

difficulties in the matter and connection of particular passages,

rather than to get rid of them by striking them out accord-

ing to an arbitrary standard. This remark applies not merely

to some of the older attempts of this kind by Eckermann,

Vogel, Ammon (Progr. quo docetur, Johannem evang. auctorem

ab editore huj. libri fuisse diversum, 1811), and Paulus, but

also to Eettig's opinion (Uphemer. exeg. I. p. 83 ff.) :
" Com-

positum esse et digestum a seriori Christiano, Johannis

auditore forsitan gnosticae dedito philosophiae, qui, quum in

ecclesiae Ephesinae scriniis ecclesiasticis vel alio loco private

plura Jesu vitae capita per Johannem descripta reperisset,

vel a Johanne ipso accepisset, iis compositis et ordinatis suam
de Xoyw philosophiam praefixit;"—and even to the more
thorough attempts made by Weisse (both in his Evang. Gcsch.

I. p. 96 ff., 11. p. 184 ff., 486 ff., 520 ff.; as also in his

Evangdien^rage, 1856, p. Ill ff.) and Alex. Schweizer {d. Ev.

Joh. nach s. innern Werthe hritisch untersucht, 1841). Accord-

ing to Weisse (compare, however, his partial retractation in

^ If the apostle, in composing his work, employed an amannensis, which is

not improbable, judging from similar cases in the New Testament Epp. (see

especially Ewald, Jahrh. X. p. 87 ft.), though it is not proved by xix. 35, still

the writer must be regarded only as simply drawing up what the apostle dictated,

— a conclusion arising out of the peculiar character, tenderness, and profundity
of the book, and its entire resemblance to the First Epistle of John.

* Comp. Holtzm. Judenth. u. Christenth. 1867, p. 713.
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his PMos. Dogmat. 1855, I. p. 153), John, for the purpose of

setting forth his own idea of Christ and doctrinal system in

discourses of Jesus, selected such discourses, adding those of the

Baptist and the prologue. After his death, one of his adherents

and disciples (xix. 35), by farther adding what he had learnt

from the apostle's own mouth, and from the evangelic tradition,

but without any knowledge of the Synoptics, worked up these

" Johannean Studies " into a Gospel history, the plan of which

was, of course, very imperfect ; so that the apostle's communi-

cations consequently form only the groundwork of the Gospel,

though among them must be reckoned all the strictly didactic

and contemplative portions, in determining which the First

Epistle of John serves as a test. According to Schweizer

(comp. also Schenkel, previously in the Stud. u. Krit. 1840,

p. 753 £f., who resolves the apostolical portion into two sets

of discourses), such sections are to be excluded from the

apostle's original work, as are " quite disconnected and abrupt,

interwoven with no discourses, are altogether without any im-

portant word of Jesus, permeated by an essentially different

estimate and idea of miracle, without vividness of narration,

and moreover are divergent in style, and agree, besides, in

recounting Galilean incidents." These excluded sections,

along with which especially fall to the ground the turning of

the water into wine at Cana, the healing of the nobleman's

son, the miraculous feeding (ii. 1 ff., iv. 44 ff., vi. 1 ff.), are

said to have originated with the author of chap, xxi., who also,

according to Scholten, is said to have added a cycle of inter-

polated remarks, such as ii. 21 £, vii. 39, xii. 33, xviii. 32.

All such attempts at critical dismemberment, especially in the

case of a work so thoroughly of one mould, must undoubtedly

fail. Even Weizsacker's view {Untcrsuch. ub. d. evang. Gescli.

1864, p. 298 ff.), that our Gospel w^as derived from the

apostle's own communications, though not composed by his

own hands, but by those of his trusted disciples in Ephesus,

is based on insufficient grounds, which are set aside by an

unprejudiced exegesis (see also Ewald, Jahrh. XII. p. 212 ff.).

This hypothesis is all the more doubtful, if the Gospel (with

the exception of chap, xxi.) be allowed to have been composed

^^hile the apostle was still living ; it is not supported by the
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testimony of Clem. Alex, and the Canon of Muratori/ and in

fact antiq^uity furnishes no evidence in its favour.

Literature:

—

(1.) Against the Genuineness: "Evsmson, Disson-

ance of the lour Evangelists, Ipswich 1792. (Vogel),

d. Evangelist Joh. u. s. Ausleger vor d. jiingsten Gericht, I. Lpz.

1801, II. 1804. Horst, in Henke's Mus. L 1, pp. 20 ff., 47 fi.,

1 803. Cludius, Uransichten des Christenth., Altona 1 808, p. 40 ff.

Ballenstedt, Philo u. Joh., Gott. 1812. The most important

among the older works : Bretschneider, Prohahilia de evangelii

et epistolarum Joh. apost. indole et origine, Lpz. 1820, who
makes the Gospel originate in the first half of the second

century, in the interest of Christ's divinity. Later oppo-

nents: Eettig, Ephem. exeg. I, p. 62 £f. Strauss, Leben Jesu,

despite a half retractation in the third edition (1838), the

more decidedly against in the fourth (1840). "Weisse, Evang.

Gesch. 1838, and d. Evangelienfrage, 1856. Liitzelberger, die

hirchliche Tradition ub. d. Apostel Joh. 1840. B. Bauer, X?'^^.

d. evang. Gesch. d. Joh. 1840, and KritiJc d. Evangelien, 1. 1850.

Schwegler, Montanism, 1841, and nachapost. Zeitalter, 1846.

Baur,^ Krit. Untersuchungenuh. d. kanonischen Evang., Tiib. 1847,

* Clement of Alexandria, in Eusel). vi. 14, says John composed the spiritual

Gospel "rpoTpaTivra •j'TTo reHv yvuplfttuv Tvtu/^ccri hoipapv^i'/'ra. How different

is this statement from the above view ! Just as much at variance with it is the

similar testimony of Muratori's Fragment, which lays special stress upon the

composition by the apostle himself, and indeed supports it by 1 John i. 1-4.

Moreover, see on xviii. 15, xix. 35, xxi. 23 f.

^ According to Baur's school, the Gospel, the existence of which is only con-

ceivable at the time of tlie church's transition into Catholicism, originated about

the middle of the second century (according to Volkmar, only towards 150-160
;

according to Hilgenfeld, as soon as 120-140, contemporaneously with the second

Jewish war, or soon after). The author, who, it is said, appropriated to himself

the authority of the Apostle John, the author of the Apocalypse, transfigured in

a higher unity into the Christian Gnosis the interests of Jewish and Pauline

Christianity, while going beyond both, so that the historical materials taken from

the Synoptics, and wrought up according to the ideas of the prologiie, form merely

the basis ol the dogmatic portions, and are the reflex of the idea. To bring the

new form of the Christian consciousness to a genuine apostolic expression, the

author, whose Gospel stands upon the boundary line of Gnosticism, and '

' now and
then goes beyond the limits," made an ingenious and artistic use of the relative

points ol connection with the Apocalypse, in order to spiritualize the Apocalypse

into a Gospel. The relation of the Gospel to the parties of the time (whose

exciting questions it touches), especially to Gnosticism, Montanism, Ebionism,

the Easter controversy, is indeed very variously defined by Baur's school, yet

always in such a way that the historical character of the contents is given up.

In exchange for this loss, the consolation is ofi'ered us, that " the Christianity

thus fashioned into a perfect theory was simply a development of that which.
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p. 79 ff. (previously in the Theol. Jahrh. 1844). Zeller, in the

Theol. Jahrh. 1845, p. 579 ff., and 1847, p. 136 ff, Baur, ibidem,

1848, p. 264 K, 1854, p. 196 ff'., 1857, p. 209 ff.; and in his

Christenth. d. drci ersten Jahrh. -p. 131 ft'.; also in his contro-

versial work, An Herrn Br. Karl Hase, Tiib. 1855 ; and in his

treatise, "die Tubinger Schule," 1859. Hilgenfeld, d. Evang.

u. die, Briefe Joh. nach ihrem Lehrlegr. dargcstclU, Halle 1849,

and in the Theol. Jahrh. 1849, p. 209 ff. : also in his works,

die Evangelicn nach ihrer Entstehung u. s. w., Lpz. 1854, p.

227 ff. ; and in his controversial treatise, das Urchristenth. in

d. Eavptivendcfunhten seines Enhoichelungsgangcs, Jena 1855
;

also in the Theol. Jahrh. 1857, p. 498 ff., and in the Zeitschr. f.

wissenschaft Theol. 1859, p. 281 ff., 383 ff.; similarly in the

Xanon u. Krit. d. N. T. 1863, p. 218 ff., and in his Zeitschr.

1863, 1 and 2, 1867, p. 180 ff. Kostlin, in the Theol. Jahrh.

1851, p. 183 ff. Tobler, die Evangelicnfraqe, Zurich 1858

(anonymously), and in the Zeitschr./. loiss. Theol. 1860, p. 169 ff.

Schenkel ^ in his Charakterhild Jesii, chap. 2. Volkmar, most

recently in his work against Tischendorf, " d. Ursprung uns.

Evangel." 1866. Scholten, d. dltest. Zeug. hetr. d. Schriften d. N. T.,

translated from the Dutch by Manchot, 1867 (compare his Evang.

according to John, translated by Lang). Keim, Geschichte Jesu,

1867, I. p. 103 ff. (2.) For the Genuineness, and especially

against Bretschneider (comp. the latter's later confession in his

Bogmat. ed. 3, I. p. 268 :
" The design which my Prohahilia had

—namely, to raise a fresh and further investigation into the

authenticity of John's writings—has been attained, and the

doubts raised may perhaps be now regarded as removed ")
: Stein,

Authentia ev. Joh. contra Bretschn. diibia vindicat., Brandenb.

according to its most primitive and credible representation, the religious con-

sciousness of Jesus contained in creative iulness,"—Hilgenfeld {d. Evangelien,

p. 349), who even makes John's theology stand in the same relation to the

religious consciousness of Jesus, "as, according to the promise in John xvi. 12,

the work of the Paraclete, as the Spirit leading the church into all truth, was

to stand to the teachings of its Founder." The most extravagant judgment

is that of Volkmar : the Evangelist " starts from the Gospel of the dualistic

anti-J udaical Gnosis of Marcion, and overcomes it by the help of Justui's

doctrine of the Logos with its Monism."— Tobler, though attributing the first

Epistle to the apostle, makes the author of our Gospel to be Apollos, whom
he also regards as the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, and of First and

Second John. See against this error, which makes the Gospel to have been

intended for the Corinthians, Hilgenf. in the Zeitschr. 1. wiss. Theol. 1859,

p. 411 ff. Moreover, what Tobler has subsequently advanced in the Zeitschr. J.

wiss. Theol. 1860, p. 169 ff., cannot support his hypothesis.

^ According to this modern notion of Schenkel, our Gospel originated about

110-120 A.D., under the influence of the Christian doctrine of wisdom prevail-
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1822. Calmberg, Diss, cle antiquiss. patrum pro ev. Joli. autlientia

fcstim., Hamb, 1822. Hemsen, die Authent. der Schriften des

Eo. Joh., Sclileswig 1823. Usteri, Comment. crit.,m qua ev. Joh.

genuinum esse ex comparatis quatuor evangelior. narrationih. de

coena ultima et passione J. Ch. ostenditur, Turici 1823. Crome,

Prohabilia haud prohabilia., or Widerlegung der von Dr. Bret-

schneider gegen die Aechfheit des Dv. u. d. Briefe Joh. erhohenen

Zujeifel, Lpz. 1824. Eettberg, an Joh. in exhihenda Jesn natura

rcliquis canonicis seriptis vere repugnet, Gott. 1826. Hauff, die

Authent. u. der hohe Werth des Ev. /o/i., Niirnberg 1831.—Against

Weisse: Frommann, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1840, p. 853 ff
.

, Hil-

genfeld, in the Zeitschr. f. iviss. Theol. 1859, p. 397 £f.—Against

Schweizer : Luthardt, i. p. 6 ff'.—Against Baur and his school

:

Merz, in the Wurtemh. Stud. 1844, ii. Ebrard, d. Ev. Joh. u. die

neueste Hypothese ub. s. Entstehung, Zurich 1845 ; and in his Kritih

d. evang. Gesch. ed. 2, 1850, p. 874 ff. Hauff, in the Stud. it.

Krit. 1 846, p. 550 ff. Bleek, Beitrdge z. Ev. Krit. 1 846, p. 92 ff.,

u. Ei7il. p. 177 ff. Weitzel, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1848, p. 806 ff'.,

1849, p. 578; also De Wette, Einl., whose final judgment, how-
ever (§ 110 g.), only declares against the view which would
deny to the apostle any share in the composition of the Gospel.

See, besides, Niermeyer, Vei^handeling over de echtheid d. Jo"

hanneischen Schriften, s' Gravenhage 1852. Mayer (Catholic),

Acchtheit d. Ev. nach Joh., Schaffh. 1854. Schneider, Acchth.

des Joh. Ev. nach den dusseren Zeugen, Berl. 1854. Kahnis,

Dogmat. I. p. 416 ff. Eitschl, Altkath. K. p. 48. Tischendorf,

ivann wurden uns. Ev. verfasst? 1865; 4th enlarged edition,

1866. Eiggenbach, d. Zeug. f. d. Ev. Joh. neu tenters. 1866.

Dr. Pressense, Jes. Christus, son Temps, etc., 1866. Oosterzee, d.

ing in Asia Minor. The author, he says, certainly did not write a work of fiction

or fancy, but separated a cycle of evangelic traditions from their historical frame-

work, and torced them up into the region of eternal thought, etc. Thus, Jesus

was such, as the author depicts Him, not always in reality, but in truth.

At this result Keim also substantially arrives : he attributes the Gospel to a

Jewish Christian of liberal opinions and friendly to the Gentiles, probably one of

the Diaspora in Asia Minor about the beginning of the second century, who pub-

lished it under the name of the Apostle John. He wrote with the just convic-

tion that the apostles and John would have so written, had they been living in

his time, and did not aim at establishing an external history, but at exhibiting

the spirit which sits enthroned in every history of the life of Jesus. According

to Scholten, the Gospel was written about 150 a.d., by a philosophically en-

lightened Gentile Christian, assuming the guise of an ideal apostle, setting

aside what was untrue in the various tendencies of the day (Gnosticis.m, An-
tinomianism, Montanism, Quartodecimanism), but recognising the correlated

truths, and expressing them in appropriate forms, though it was recognised ft3

apostolic only towards the close ol the second century.
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Johanncs-evang.,vier Vortrdge, 1867 [Eng. traus.] ; also Hofstede
de Groot (against also the previously mentioned work of

Scholten), Basilides ah erster Zeuge fiir Alter und Audorit.
neutest. Schr., German edition, 1868. Jonker, het evang. v.

Joh. 1867. Compare generally, besides the Commentaries,
Ewald, JahrK III. p. 146 £f., V: p. 178 ff., X. p. 83 ff., XII.

p. 212 ff. Grimm, in the Hall. EncyU. ii. 22, p. 5 ff.

SEC. IV. DESIGN OF THE GOSPEL.

John himself, xx. 31, tells us very distinctly the purpose of

the Gospel which he wrote for the Christians of his own day.

It was nothing else than to impart the conviction that Jesus

was the Messiah, by describing the history of His appearance

and of His work ; and through faith in this, to communicate

the Messianic life which was revealed in Jesus when on earth.

While it has this general purpose in common with the other

Gospels, it has as its special and definite task to exhibit in

Jesus the Messiah, as in the highest sense the Son of God, that is,

the Incarnate Divine Logos ; and hence John places the section

on the Logos at the very beginning as his distinctive pro-

gramme, therewith furnishing the key for the understanding

of the whole. In the existing name and conception of the

Logos, he recognises a perfectly befitting expression for his

own sublime view of Christ, the humanly manifested divine

source of life ; and accordingly, he has delineated the human
manifestation and the historical life of the divine in Christ

with creative spirit and vividness, in order that the eternal

and highest power of life, which had thus entered bodily into

the world, might be appropriated by faith. Even the Gospel

of Matthew (and of Luke) grasps the idea of the Son of God
metaphysically, and explains it by the divine generation. John,

however, apprehends and explains it by raising it into the

premundane and eternal relation of the Son to the Father, who
sent the Son; just as Paul also earnestly teaches this pre-

existence, though he does not conceive of it under the form of

the Logos, and therefore has nothing about a beginning of

divine Sonship by a divine generation in time. John there-

fore occupies a far higher standing-point than Matthew ; but,

like the other evangelists, he developes his proof historically,
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not sacrificing liistoric reality and tradition to idealism (against

Baur and his school), but now selecting from the materials

furnished by the extant tradition and already presented in

the older evangelic writings, now leaving these, and carefully

selecting solely from the rich stores of his own memory and

experience. In this way, it is quite obvious how important

the discourses of Jesus, especially upon His divine Messianic

dignity in opposition to the unbelief of the Jews, were as

elements of John's plan ; and further, how necessary it was

that the testhnonies of the Baptist, the prophetical predictions,

and the select miraculous proofs,—the latter forming at the

same time the bases of the more important discourses,—should

co-operate towards his purpose. The general similarity of his

aim with that of the current Galilean tradition on the one

side, and on the other hand its special distinctiveness, which

is due to his own more sublime and spiritual intuition and

his purpose to delineate Jesus as the Incarnate Logos, the

possessor and imparter of divine and eternal life, as well as

his independence in both these respects, as a most intimate

eye and ear witness, of all the previous labours of others,

and his original peculiar arrangement and reproduction of the

doctrines of Jesus as from a centre, determining every detail

and binding them into one,—this, and the primary destina-

tion of the work for readers who must have been acquainted

with Graeco-Judaic speculations, gave the book the charac-

teristic form which it possesses. The intellectual unity, which

thus runs through it, is the reflection of the author's peculiar

'view of the whole, which was not formed a p^iori, but as the

result of experience (i, 14; comp. Hauff, in the Stud. u. Krit.

1846, p. 574 ff.), the fruit of a long life in Christ, and of a

fulness and depth of recollection such as he only, among the

living, could possess. Written after the destruction of Jeru-

salem, and by that disciple who had long advanced beyond

Jewish Christianity, and in the centre of Asiatic culture was

still labouring amidst the highest esteem, as probably the

only aged apostle remaining, this Gospel could not have an

eye to Palestinian readers,^ as had been formerly the case with

^ Hence the interpretations and explanations •which presuppose the readers

to he noil-Palestinian, i. 38, 41 f., iv. 25, v. 2, al.
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Matthew's Collection of Logia, and the Gospel which originated

from it. It was very naturally destined, first of all, for those

Christian circles among which the apostle lived and laboured,

consequently for readers belonging to churches originally

founded by Paul, and who had grown up out of Jewish and

Gentile Christian elements, and had been carried on by John

himself to that higher unity for which Paul could work only

amidst continual conflict with yet unconquered Judaism. The

Gospel of John, therefore, is not a Pauline one, but one more

transfigured and spiritual, plainly rising more sublimely above

Judaism than Paul, more tender and thoughtful than his, and

also more original, but agreeing as to its main ideas with the

doctrine dialectically wrought out by Paul, though exhibiting

these ideas at a calmer height above the strife of opposing

principles, and in harmony with the full perfection of funda-

mental Christian doctrine ; and thus communicating for all

time the essence, light, and life of the eminently catholic ten-

dency and destination of Christianity. It represents the true

and pure Christian Gnosis, though by this w^e are not to sup-

pose its design was a polemical one against the heretical Gnostics,

as even Irenaeus in his day (iii. 11. 1) indicates the errors of

Cerinthus and of the Nicolaitans as those controverted by John,

to which Epiphanius {Hacr. li. 12, Ixix. 23) and Jerome {cU

vir, illiistr.) added also those of the Ehionitcs, while even

modern writers have thought that it controverted more or less

directly and definitely the Gnostic doctrine, especially of

Cerinthus (Erasmus, Melanchthon, Grotius, Michaelis, Storr,

Hug, Kleucker, Schneckenburger, Ebrard, Hengstenberg, and

several others). It is decisive against the assumption of any

such polemical purpose, that, in general, John nowhere in

his Gospel allows any direct reference to the perverted ten-

dencies of his day to appear ; while to search for indirect and

hidden allusions of the kind, as if they were intentional, would

be as arbitrary as it would be repugnant to the decided

character of the apostolic standpoint which he took up when

in conscious opposition to heresies. In his First Epistle the

apostle controverts the vagaries of Gnosticism, and it is im-

probable that these came in his way only after he had already

written his Gospel (as Ewald, Ja/wJ. III. p. 157, assumes);
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but the task of meeting this opposition, to which the apostle

set himself in his Epistle, cannot have been the task of his

Gospel, which in its whole character keeps far dbote such con-

troversies. At any rate, we see from his Epistle how John

would have carried on a controversy, had he wished to do so

in his Gospel. The development of Gnosticism, as it was in

itself a movement which could not have failed to appear, lay

brooding then, and for some time previously, in the whole

atmosphere of that age and place ; it appears in John pure,

and in sententious simplicity and clearness, but ran off, in the

heresies of the partly contemporaneous and partly later formed

Gnosticism, into all its varied aberrations, amid which it seemed

even to derive support by what it drew from John. That it

has been possible to explain many passages as opposed to the

Gnostics, as little justifies the assumption of a set purpose of

this kind, as the interpretation favourable, to Gnosticism,

which is possible in other passages, would justify the in-

ference of an irenical purpose (Liicke) in respect of this

heresy, since any exj^ress and precise indication of such ten-

dencies does not appear. Similarly must we judge the as-

sumption of a polemical purpose against the Bocctae (Semler,

Bertholdt, Eckermann; Niemeyer, de Docetis, Hal. 1823;
Schneckenburger, Schott, Ebrard), for which some have adduced

i. 14, xix. 34, XX. 20, 27 ; or an opposition to Ebionism and

Judaism (Jerome, Grotius ; Lange, die Judenchristcn, Ehionitcn

und Nikolaiten d. apost. Zeit, Lpz. 1828; Ebrard, and many
others) ; or to the plots of the Jews who had been restored

after the destruction of Jerusalem (Aberle in the Tuh.

Quartalschr. 1864, p. 1 ff.). At the same time, it seems

quite arbitrary, nay, injurious to John's historical fidelity and

truth, to set down his omissions of evangelic circumstances

to the account of a polemical purpose ; as, for example,

Schneckenburger, Beitr. p. 60 ff, who regards the omission of

the agony as based on an anti-Gnostic, and the silence as to

the transfiguration on the mount on an anti-Docetic interest.

A controversial reference to the disciples of John (Grotius,

Schlichting, Wolzogen ; Overbeck, ilher d. Ev. Joh. 1784;
Michael., Storr, Llitzelberger, and others, even Ewald) is not

supported by such passages as i. 6-8. 15. 19-41, iii. 22 ff..
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V. 33-36, X. 40 f., since the unique suUimity of Jesus, even

when contrasted with John who was sent by God, must have

been vindicated by the apostle in the necessary course of his

history and of his work ; but in these passages no such special

purpose can be proved, and we must assume that, with any

such tendency, expressions like that in Matt. xi. 11 would

not have been overlooked. Besides, those disciples of John

who rejected Christ {Recogn. Clem. i. 54, 60), and the Zcibacans

or Mendeans (Gieseler, Kirchengesch. I. 1, p. 76, Eng. trans,

vol. I. p. 58), who became known in the seventeenth century,

were of later origin, while those who appear in Acts xviii.

25, xix. 1 ff., were simply not yet accurately acquainted

with Christ, and therefore as regards them we should have

to think only of a tendency to gain these over (Herder, vom

Sohne Gottes, p. 24 ; also De Wette) ; but we cannot assume

even this, considering the utter want of any more precise

reference to them in our Gospel.

Moreover, in general, as to the development of heresy, so

far as it was conspicuous in that age, and especially in Asia

(comp. the Epistles to the Galatians and Colossians), we must

assume as an internal necessity that John, in opposition to its

errors, especially those of a Gnostic and Judaizing charactei

(according to Hengstenberg, to the inundation of Gentile errors

into the church), must have been conscious that his Gospel

ought to set forth the original truth, unobscured by those errors.

"We must theretore admit generally, that the influence of the

existing forms of opposition to the truth, for which he had

to testify, practically contributed to determine the shape of his

treatise, but only to the extent that, while abiding solely by

his thesis, he provided therein, by its very simplicity, the

weightiest counterpoise against errors (comp. Eeuss, Denhschr. p.

2 7), without stooping to combat them, or even undertaking the

defence of the Gospel against them (Seyffarth, Specialcharak-

tcrist. p. 39 f.; Schott, Isag. § 40; De Wette, Hengstenberg,

and many others), his task being elevated far above the then

existing conflicts of opinion.^ This must be maintained, lest

^ Even Baur, p. 373, acknowledges that " John's Gospel stands amid all the op-

positions of the age, without an}r\vhere exhibiting the definite colour of a temporary

or local opposition." But this is really only conceivable it the Gospel belongs to
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on the one hand we degrade the Gospel, in the face of its

whole character, into a controversial treatise, or on the other

hand withdraw it, as a product of mere speculation, from its

necessary and concrete relations to the historical develojpment

of the church of that age.

Seeing that our Gospel serves in manifold ways not only

to confirm, hut moreover, on a large scale (as especially by

relating the extra-Galilean journeys, acts, discourses) as well

as in particulars, to complete the synoptic accounts, nay, even

sometimes (as in determining the day of the crucifixion) in

important places to correct them, it has been assumed very

often, from Jerome (comp. already Euseb. iii. 24) downwards,

and with various modifications even at the present day (Ebrard,

Ewald, Weizsiicker, Godet, and many others), that this relation

to the Synoptics was the designed object of the worh So re-

garded, however, this view cannot be supported ; for there is

not the slightest hint in the Gospel itself of any such purpose

;

and further, there would thus be attributed to it an historico-

critical character totally at variance with its real nature and

its design, as expressly stated, xx. 30, 31, and which even as a

collateral purpose would be quite foreign to the high spiritual

tone, sublime unity, and unbroken compactness of the book.

Moreover, in the repetition of synoptical passages which John

gives, there are not always any material additions or correc-

tions leading us to suppose a confirmatory design, in view

of the non-repetition of a great many other and more

important synoptical narrations. Again, where John diverges

from parallel synoptical accounts, in the absence of contra-

dictory references (in iii. 24 only does there occur a passing

note of time of this kind), his independence of the Galilean

tradition fully suffices to explain the divergence. Finally, in

very much that John has not borrowed from the synoptical

history, and against the truth of which no well-founded doubt

can be urged, to suppose in such passages any intentional

the apostolic age, and its author stands upon an apostolic elevation ; it is incon-

ceivable if it originated in the second century, when those oppositions were

developing, and had already developed into open and deep-seated divisions, and

Avhere the conditions necessary for the production of such a Formula Concordiae

were utterly wanting in the bosom of the time.
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though silent purpose on his part to correct, would be equiva-

lent to his rejection of the statements. In short, had the

design in question exercised any determining iniluence upon

the apostle in the planning and composition of his work, he

would have accomplished his task in a very strange, thoroughly

imperfect, and illogical manner. We may, on the contrary, take

it for granted that he was well acquainted with the Galilean

tradition,^ and that the written accounts drawn from the cycle

of that tradition, numbers of which were already in circula-

tion, and which were especially represented in our Synoptics,

were likewise sufficiently known to him ; for he presupposes

as known the historical existence of this tradition in all its

essential parts.^ But it is just his perfect independence of

this tradition and its records—keeping in view his aim to bring

fully out the higher Messianic proof, and the abundant material

from which his own recollection could so fully draw—which

enables us to understand the partial coincidence, and still greater

divergence, between him and the Synoptics, and his entire re-

lation to them generally, which is not determined by any special

design on his part ; so that the confirmation, correction, and en-

largement of their narratives often appear as a result of which

he is conscious, but never as the object which he had sought to

accomplish in his treatise. As to any design, so understood, of

correcting the Synoptics, the silence of John upon many portions

of the cycle of synoptic narrative is undoubtedly very signifi-

cant, in so far as the historical truth of these in their traditional

form would have been of special value for the apostle's purpose.

This holds true particularly of the account of the temptation,

the transfiguration, and the ascension as actual occurrences, as

well as of the cure of demoniacs as such. As criticism, however,

^ According to Ewald, John only compared and made use of what is assumed

by Ewald to be the "oldest Gospel," "the collection of discourses," and "the

original Mark. " But a limitation to these three books, considering the number

already existing (Luke i. 1), is in itself improbable, and is all the less demon-

strable, that the first and third treatises named by Ewald have themselves only

a very problematical existence.

* See Weizsacker in the Jahrh. fur Deutsche Theol. 1859, p. 691 ff. He goes,

however, too lar, when {Evang. Gesch. p. 270) he calls the fourth Gospel,

without enlargement from other sources, "a misty picture without reality."

Taken all in all, it contains even more concrete history than the Gospels whose

range is limited to Galilp^-
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is here pledged to special caution, so the opposite conclusion

—

viz, that facts which would have been of great importance even

for the synoptical Messianic proof, but^which are recorded only

in John, cannot be regarded as originally historical in the form

in which he gives them—is everywhere inadmissible, especially

where he speaks as an eye-witness, in which capacity he must

be ranked above Matthew: for Matthew did indeed compose

the collection of discourses which is worked up into the Gospel

that bears his name, but not the Gospel itself as it lies before

us in its gradually settled canonical form. If, while taking all

into account, the complete, unbiassed independence of John in

relation to the Synoptics, above whom he stands distinguished

by his exact determination of the succession of time, must be

preserved intact; we must at the same time bear in mind

that, as the last evangelist and apostle, he had to satisfy the

higher needs of Christian knowledge, called forth by the

development of the church in this later stage, and thus had

boldly to go beyond the range of the whole previous Gospel

literature.^ This higher need had reference to that deeper and

uniform insight into the peculiar eternal essence of Christianity

and its Founder, which John, as no other of his contemporaries,

by his richly stored experience was fitted and called to impart.

He had thus, indeed, as a matter of fact, supplemented and

partly corrected the earlier evangelists, though not to such

an extent as to warrant the supposition that this was his

deliberate object. For, by giving to the entire written history

its fullest completion, he took rank far above all who had worked

before him ; not doctrinally making an advance from Trto-ri?

to <yvo)(n<i (Liicke), but, in common with the Synoptics, pur-

suing the same goal of irian'; (xx. 31), yet bringing the sub-

ject-matter of this common faith to a higher, more uniform,

and universal stage of the original 7i^wo-t? of its essence than

was possible in the earlier Gospel histories, composed under

diverse relations, which had now passed away, and with

difterent and (measured by the standard of John's fellowsliip

with Jesus) very inferior resources.

John prosecutes his design, which is to prove that Jesus is

the Messiah in the sense of the incarnate Logos, by first of

^ Comp. Keim, Gesch. Jesu, p. 106 f.

D
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all stating this leading idea in the prologue, and then ex-

hibiting in well-selected^ historical facts its historical realiza-

tion in Jesus. This idea, which belongs to the very highest

Christological view of the world, guided his choice and treat-

ment of facts, and brought out more clearly the opposition

—

which the author had constantly in view—with unbelieving

and hostile Judaism ; but so far from detracting from the

historical character of the Gospel, it appears rather only to be

derived from the actual experience of the history, and is in

turn confirmed thereby. To defend the Gospel against the

suspicion of its being a free compilation from synoptical

materials, used merely to subserve some main idea, is, on the

one hand, as unnecessary for him who recognises it as of

necessity apostolic, and as a phenomenon conceivable only

upon this supposition; as it is, on the other hand, impossible,

as experience shows, to do so successfully, considering the total

difference of presuppositions, in the face of the man who can

place it in the second century, and ascribe to so late a period

so great a creative power of Christian thought.

SEC. V. SOURCES, TIME AND PLACE OF WRITING.

The main source is John himself (1 John i. 1 £), his own

inalienable recollection, his experience, his life of fellowship

with Christ, continued, increased, and preserved in its fresh-

ness by the Spirit of truth, together with the constant impulse

to preach and otherwise orally communicate that sublime view

of the nature and life of Jesus, which determined the essential

' In connection with this, the selection made of the miracles of Jesus is spe-

cially noteworthy. Only one of each kind is chosen, viz. one of transformation,

ii. 1 if. ; one fever cure, iv. 47 ff. ; one cure of lameness, v. 1 fi. ; one feeding, vi.

4 0. ; one walking on the sea, vi. 16 fl. ; one opening the eyes of the blind, ix.

1 if. ; one raising from the dead, xi. 1 ff. The number seven is hardly accidental,

nor yet the exclusion ot any instance of the casting out of demons. That a

paragraph containing an account of an instance of casting out has fallen out

after chap. v. (Ewald), finds no support in the connection of chap. v. and vi.

or elsewhere, and has left no trace appreciable by criticism in e\ddence of its

existence ; while that completed number seven, to which an eighth miracle

would thus be added, is against it. This number seven is evidently based

upon 3 + 3 + 1,—viz. three miracles of nature, three of healing, and one of

raising the dead. An eighth miracle was only added in the appendix, chap,

xxi., after the book was finished.
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contents of his work, as a whole and in details. Accordingly,

the credibility of the work asserts itself as being relatively the

highest of all, so that it ought to have the deciding voice in

case of discrepancies in all essential portions, where the author

speaks as an eye and ear witness. This also applies to the

discourses of Jesus, in so far as their truthfulness is to be

recognised, not indeed to all their details and form,—for they

were freely reproduced and resuscitated by his after recol-

lection, and under the influence of a definite and determining

point of view, after the Lord's thoughts and expressions had

by a lengthened process of elaboration been blended with his

own, which thus underwent a transfiguration,—but as to the

subject-matter and its characteristic clothing and thoughtful

changes and variations, in all their simplicity and dignity.

Their truthfulness is, I say, all the more to be recognised,

the more inwardly and vividly the apostle in particular stood

in harmony with his Lord's mind and heart. So familiar

was he with the character and nature of Christ's discourses,

and so imbued with His spirit, that even the reflections of

his own which he intertwines, as well as his Epistle, nay,

even the discourses of the Baptist, bear one and the same

stamp ; a fact, however, which only places the essential ori-

ginality of the Johannean discourses so much the more above

suspicion.^

In those portions in which we have no vouchers for per-

sonal testimony, the omission is sufficiently supplied, by the

author's connection with Christ and his fellow-apostles (as

well as with Mary), and by the investigations which we may
assume he made, because of his profound interest in the sub-

ject ; and by the living, harmonious, and comprehensive view

of Christ's life and work with which he was inspired, and

* Ewald, Jalirh. III. p. 163 f. : "As, under the Old Covenant, it is just the

earliest prophets who are the strictest and purest interpreters of Him who, though

never visible in bodily form, yet moves, lives, and speaks in them as if He were
;

so at the very close of the New Testament a similar phenomenon reappears, when
the Logos comes on the scene in bright and clear manifestation. The Spirit of

the historical Christ was concentrated in His former familiar disciple in the

most compact strength and transparent clearness, and now streams forth from

him over this later world, which had never yet so understood Him. Tlie mouth
of John is for this world the mouth of the glorified Christ, and the full historical

TCbuscitation of that Logos who will not reappear till the end ot all things."
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wliicli of itself must have led to the exclusion of any strange

and interpolated features.

The supposition that in his own behoof he made use of

notes taken hj himself (so Bertholdt, Wegscheider, Schott,

and others), does not, indeed, contradict the requirements of

a living apostolic call, but must be subordinated so as to be

compatible with the unity of spirit and mould of the whole

work ; a unity which is the gradually ripened and perfected

fruit of a long life of recollection, blending all particulars in

one true and bright collective picture, under the guidance of

the Divine Spirit as promised by Christ Himself (xiv. 26).

The synoptical tradition was known to John, and his Gospel

presupposes it. He was also certainly acquainted with the

evangelic writings which embodied it—those at least that were

already widely spread and held in esteem; but all this was not

his source properly so called : his book itself is proof enough

that, in writing it, he was independent of this, and stood cibove

all the then existing written and traditional authorities. He
has preserved this independence even in the face of Matthew's

collection of discourses and Mark's Gospel, both of which

doubtless he had read, and which may have suggested to him,

unintentionally and unsought for on his part, many expressions

in his own independent narrative, but which can in no way
interfere with its apostolic originality. Comp. Ewald, Gesch.

Christi, p. 1 2 7 ff. We cannot determine whether he likewise

knew the somewhat more recent Gospel of Luke (Keim and

others) ; for the points of contact between the two are con-

ceivable upon the supposition of their writing independently

side by side, especially as Luke had a rich range of sources,

which are to us for the most part unknown. That John like-

wise knew the Gospel of tlie Hehreivs is not made probable by

the saying which he records concerning "the birth from above."

The combination, on that account, of this saying with the cor-

responding quotation made by Justin and the Clementines

(see above, sec. ii.) rests upon the very precarious premiss that

both of these cite from the Gospel of the Hebrews.

As to the question whence John derived his represen-

tation of the divine element in Christ as the Logos, see on

chap, l 1.
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As to the PLACE where the Gospel, which was certainly

written in Greek, not in Aramaic (against Salmasius, Bolten,

and partly Bertholdt), was composed, the earliest tradition

(already in Iren. iii. 1, Clement of Alex., Origen, Eusebius, etc.)

distinctly names E^phesus; and the original document" is said to

have been preserved there to a late period, and to have been

the object of believing veneration (Chron. Pasch. p. xi. 411,

ed. Dind.). By this decision as to the place we must abide,

because the Gospel itself bears upon its very face proofs of

its author's remoteness from Palestine, and from the circle of

Jewish life, along with references to cultured Greek readers

;

and because the life of the apostle himself, as attested by the

history of the church, speaks decidedly for Ephesus. The

tradition that he wrote at Fatmos (Pseudo-Hippolytus, Theo-

phylact, and many others, also Hug) is a later one, and owes

its origin to the statement that the Apocalpyse was written

on that island. With this, the tradition which tries to recon-

cile both, by supposing that John dictated his Gospel in

Patmos and published it at Ephesus (Pseudo - Athanasius,

Dorotheus), loses all its value.—The assumption that a long

time elapsed before it gained any wide circulation, and that it

remained within the circle of the apostle's friends in Ephesus,

at whose request, according to a very ancient tradition (Canon

Muratori, Clement of Alexandria, in Euseb. vi. 14), he is

said to have written it, is not indeed sanctioned by the

silence of Papias concerning it (Credner), but receives con-

firmation by the fact that the appendix, chap, xxi., is found

in all the oldest testimonies,—leading us to conclude that

its publication in more distant circles, and dissemination

through multiplication of copies, did not take place till after

this addition.

As to the TIME of its composition, the earliest testimonies

(Irenaeus, Clement of Alex., Origen) go to prove that John

wrote subsequently to the Synoptics, and (Irenaeus) not till

after the deaths of Peter and Paul. A later and more precise

determination of the time (Epiphanius, Haer. li. 12),^ in the

Aio liffTtfov avayxa^ti to Syiov Wivfiia rot 'ladvvnv TapaiTsu/ntvov euayytXitratr^cci

ei' (vkdliiiav xai TX'^inoppoiTvvnVf ivi t. ynpaXim a.lroZ hXix'ia, ftnec 'ir'/i Iviv^xovra

TVS iccuTou ^ur,s, fiira T»)v ccl/Ttv «^o Trii UxTfieu l^dvoSov T'/jv fsr) KXawS/ai/ ys»»«
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advanced old age of the apostle, is connected with the desire

to ascribe to the Gospel an anti-heretical design, and therefore

loses its critical weight. The following points may perhaps

be regarded as certain, resulting as they do trom a compari-

son of this tradition with historical circumstances and with

the Gospel itself. As John certainly did not settle in Ephesus

until after St. Paul's removal from his Asiatic sphere of labour,

nor indeed, doubtless, until after the destruction of Jerusalem,

where until then John resided ; as, further, the distance from

Palestinian circumstances, so evident in the Gospel, implies

an already prolonged residence away from Palestine ; as the

elaborate view of the Logos is a post-Pauline phase of the

'apprehension and exposition of Christ's higher nature, and

suggests a longer familiarity with philosophical influences ; as

the entire character and nature of the book, its clearness and

depth, its calmness and completeness, most probably indicate

the matured culture and clarifying influence of riper years,

without, however, in the least degree suggesting to us the

Aveakness of old age,—we must put the composition not lefore

the destruction of Jerusalem (Lampe, Wegscheider), but a con-

siderable time after; for if that catastrophe had been still

fresh in the recollection of the writer, in the depths ot its first

impression, it could hardly, on psychological grounds, have

escaped express mention in the book. No such express

reference to it occurs ; but if, notwithstanding, Jerusalem

and its environs are to be regarded, and that rightly, as in

ruins, and in the distant background of the apostle's view,

the Tjv in xi. 18, xviii. 1, xix. 41, reads more naturally

than if accounted for from the mere context of historical

narration, while on the other hand the eo-rt in v. 2 may
retain its full appropriateness. If a year is to be definitely

f/Uftv Kmiceips;, xa) fara ixava 'irri vov oiarpi-ipai aiirov ccTo rns 'Aff'ia;

avayxa^sTcti IxS'iffSat re i iiayyikiiiv. Tlicse last words are not comipt,

noi' is aTo rns 'A(rla; to be joined with avayxcc^irxi as if it meant ab Asiae

episcopis (Liicke) ; but we must render them, "and many years afterwards,

after he had lived far from Asia, he was obliged," etc.,—thus taking the words

in their necessary sense, "many years after his extra-Asiatic sojourn," many
years after his return from Patmos. The genitive, roZ iiarpl-^cci avTot

a-re t. 'Arias, denotes that the time spent is the point of departure frora

which the 'ixava 'im begin to run. See Kiihner, II. pp. 164, 514. Comp.
Bernhardy, p. 138.
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named, a.d. 80^ may be suggested as neither too far back nor

too far on.^

Note.—As to PLAN, the Gospel divides itself into the follow-

ing sections:—After the prologue, i. 1-18, which at once sets

before the reader the lofty point of view of the most sacred

history, the revelation of the glory of the only-begotten Son of

the Father (which constitutes the theme of the Gospel, i. 1 4)

begins, first through John the Baptist, and its self-revelation

onwards to the first miracle, and as yet without any opposition

of unbelief, down to ii. 11. Tlien (2) this self-revelation passes

on to publicity, and progresses in action and teaching amid the

antithesis of belief and unbelief, onwards to another and greater

miracle, ii. 12-iv. 54. Further, (3) new miracles of the Lord's
.

in Judea and Galilee, with the discourses occasioned thereby,

heighten that antithesis, so that there arises among the Jews a

desire to persecute and even to kill Him, while among His
disciples many fall away, v.-vi. 71. After this, (4) unbelief

shows itself even among the brothers of Jesus ; the self-revela-

tion of the Only-begotten of the Father advances in words and
deeds to the greatest miracle of all, that of the raising of the

dead, by which, however, while many believe upon Him, the

hostility of unbelief is urged on to the decisive determination

to put Him to death, vii.-ix. 5 7. There ensues, (5) in and upon
the carrying out of this determination, the highest self-revela-

tion of Christ's divine glory, which finally gains its completed
victory in the resurrection, xii.-xx. Chap. xxi. is an appendix.

Many other attempts have been made to exhibit the plan of the

^ There therefore lies between the Apocalypse and the Gospel a space of from

ten to twelve years. Considering the maturity of mind which the apostle, who
was already aged in the year 70, must have attained, this space was too short to

effect such a change of view and of language as we must suppose if the apoca-

lyi^tist was also the evangelist. This also against Tholuck, p. 11.

^ It is evident from the distinctive and internal characteristics of the Gospel,

and especially from the form of its ideas, that it was written after the downfall

of the Jewish state and the labours of St. Paul ; but we cannot go so far as to

find reflected in it the beginning of the second century (i.e. a time only 20 or 30

years later), nor to argue therefrom the non-apostolic origin of the Gospel (and of

the Epistle). The interval is too short, and our knowledge of church movements,

especially of Gnosticism, is not direct and precise enough, so far as they may be

said to belong, at least in their stages ot impulse and development, to the begin-

ning only of the new century, and not to the two or three preceding decades of

years. This tells, at the same time, against Keim, Gesch. J. I. p. 147 ff. How
can it be said, on any reliable grounds, that "the Gospel discloses the state

of the church just about the year 100, but not the state of the church about

the year 80 "
?
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"book; on which see Luthardt, I. p. 255 jEf., who (comp. also his

treatise, De composit. ev. Joh., Norimb. 1852 ; before this Kostlin,

in the Theol. Jahrh. 1851, p. 194 ff., and afterwards Keim, Gesch.

J". I. p. 115 f .) endeavours on his part to carry out a threp.fold

division of the whole and of the several parts ; and in Godet,

Comment. I. p. 111. The arrangement which approaches most
nearly to the above is that of Ewald, Jalirh. III. p. 168, comp.

VIII. 109, and Johann. Schr. I. p. 18ff. In every method of

- division, the opposition of the world's ever-increasing unbelief

/ and hatred to the revelation of the divine glory in Christ, and
to faith in Him, must ever be held fast, as the thread which
runs systematically through the whole. Comp. Godet,^ as

before.

^ "Who (p. 121) gives what he calls the "photographie de Vhistoire" as follows

:

" La foi nait, i.-iv. ; I'incredulite domine, v.-xii. ; la foi attaint sa pertection

rnlative, xiii.-xvii. ; I'incredulite se consomme, xviii., xix. ; la foi triomphe,

XX. (xxi.)." Such special abstract designations of place give too varied play to

tlie subjectivities, still more so the subdivision of the several main parts, as by

Ewald especially, and Keim, with diflerent degrees of skill ; but the latter con-

siders that his threefold division and subdivision of the two halves (i.-xii.,

xiii.-xx.) "has its root in the absolute ground o/ the dlciiie mijstery of the

number three,"—a lusus ingeiiii.
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EvayyiXcov Kara ''Icodvvrjv,

B. N. have merely kutu ^Icodw. Others : to Kara 'Icodvv.

(dyiov) evayy. Others : e/c rou k. ^Icoduu. Others : evayy. iic

rou Kara ^Iwdvv. See on Matthew.

C H A P T E E I.

Ver. 4. Z^un -^v] D. N. Codd. in Origen and Augustine, It.

(Germ. Foss. excepted), Sahidic, Syr.^^"^ Clem. Valentt. in Ir.

Hilary, Ambrose, Vigil. : l^urt Igtih. So Lachm. and Tisch.

Generalization in connection with the words: 6 yiy. Iv ahrw, l^uii

^1/, and perhaps in comparison with 1 John v. 11.— Ver. 16. xa/
ix] B. C* D. L. X. N. 33. Copt. Aeth. Arm. Ver. Verc. Corb. Or.

and many Fathers and Schol. : on I-k. So Griesb., Lachm., Tisch.;

07/ is to be preferred on account of the preponderating evidence
in its favour, and because ver. 1 6 was very early (Heracl. and
Origen) regarded as a continuation of the Baptist's discourse,

and the directly continuous jca/ naturally suggested itself, and
was inserted instead of the less simple or/.— Ver. 18. v'log] B.

C.*L. N. 33. Copt. Syr. Aeth. and many Fathers : Qtog. Dogmatic
gloss in imitation of ver. 1, whereby not only v'log, but the
article before ij^ovoy. (which Tisch. deletes), was also (in the Codd.
named) suppressed. The omission of n'log (Origen, OpiJ. IV. 102

;

Ambrose, ep. 10) is not sufficiently supported, and might easily

have been occasioned by ver. 14.— Ver. 19. After a'^ricTuXav, B.

C* Min. Chrys. and Verss. have rrphg ahrov. So Lachm., an
addition which other Codd. and Verss. insert after Asuirag.—
Ver. 20. ovx it/x^i lyu] A. B. C* L. X. a. k. 33. Verss. and
Fathers have : lyu om iJimi. So Lachm., Tisch. Rightly, on account
of the preponderating evidence. Comp. iii. 28, where ohn £/>/

Jyw is attested by decisive evidence.— Ver. 22. The o 5 v after

ilirov (Lachm. Tisch. read s/Vav) is deleted by Lachm., following

B. C. Syr.*^",—testimonies which are aU the less adequate, con-
sidering how easily the ovv, which is not in itself necessary,

might have been overlooked after the final syllable of sIttov}—
' Matthaei, ed. min. ad x. 39, well saj's :

" In nullo libro scribae ita vexarunt

particulas xa/', Vi, ouv, xai.tv . . , q^uam in hoc evaii^clio. Modo temere iiicul-
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Ver. 24. The article before cczisraXiL. is wanting in A* B.C.*

L. N.* Origen (once), Nonn. Perhaps a mere omission on the

part of the transcriber, if amor, rieav were taken together ; but

perhaps intentional, for some (Origen and Nonn.) have here

supposed a second deputation. The omission is therefore

doubly suspicious, though Tisch. also now omits the art.— Ver.

25. Instead of the repeated o'jn, we must, with Lachra., Tisch.,

following A. B. C. L. X. S. Min. Origen, read ohh'i.— Ver. 26. 5s

after iMBSog must, with Tisch., on weighty testimony (B. C. L. N.

etc.), be deleted, having been added as a connecting particle.

— Ver. 27. Against the words auroj senv (for which Gr. Min.

Chrys. read oyros zsrtv) and 05 'ifi'Trpoodiv /lou yiyovsv the testi-

monies are so ancient, important, and unanimous, that they

must be rejected together. Lachm. has bracketed them, Tisch.

deletes them, airo's ssnv is an unnecessary aid to the con-

struction, and OS s>T^. ^ou yeyovsv (though defended by Ewald) is

a completion borrowed from vv. 15, 30.— Ver. 28. B'/j^av/a.]

Elz.: Br,dal3apa (adopted of late by Hengstenberg), against con-

clusive testimony, but following Syr.*^'^ and Origen (Ojjp. II. 130),

who himself avows that c^idh h 'zasi roTg avnypdipoig is found

BriSavlcc, yet upon geographical grounds decides in favour of

BnScclSapa,—a consideration by which criticism cannot be bound.

See the exegetical notes. — Ver. 29. After jSXi-mi Elz. has 6

'iwav;., against the best testimonies. Beginning of a church

lesson.— Ver. 32. ug] Elz.: wffs/, against the oldest and most
numerous Codd. See Matt. iii. 16; Luke iii. 22.— Ver. 37.

vixoug. avToZ] Tisch., following B. K., puts aurou after fiaSn'^. ; C*
L. X. T.'' have it after dvo. The Verss. also have this variation

of position, which must, however, be regarded as the removal of

the auTou, made more or less mechanically, in imitation of ver.

35._ Ver. 40. rasrs] B. C* L. T.^ Min. Syr. utr. Origen, Tisch.

:

l-^icSi. Correctly; the words which immediately follow and

ver. 47 (comp. xi. 34) make it much more likely that the tran-

scriber would write 'ihri for o-^ish, than vice versa. After upoc.

Elz. has ds, against which are the weightiest witnesses, and which

has been interpolated as a connecting link.— Ver. 43. 'iwi/a]

Lachm. : 'ludvov, after B. ; the same variation in xxi. 15-17. We
must, with Tisch., after B.* L. N. 33, read 'ludwov. Comp. Non-
nus : vVog 'lud\imo. The Textus Pieceptus has arisen from Matt.

xvi. 17. -^ Ver. 44. After fi9'iXrissv Elz. has 'iriooug, which the

best authorities place after avrCJ. Beginning of a church lesson.

— Ver. 52. dTapTi] wanting in B. L. X. Copt. Aeth. Arm. Vulg.

carunt, modo pernnitarunt, modo omiserunt, modo transposnerunt. Accedunt

interpretcs, qui cum deraum locum aliquem tractant, illas particulas in principio

modo addunt, modo omittunt.

"
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It. and some Fathers, also in Origen. Deleted by Lachm. Tiscli.

Omitted, because it seemed inappropriate to the following

words, which were taken to refer to actual angelic appear-

ances.

Yer. 1. 'Ev apxv] John makes the beginning of his Gospel

parallel with that of Genesis;^ but he rises above the historical

conception of n''^^^'?.?, which (Gen. i. 1) includes the beginning

of time itself, to the absolute conception of anteriority/ to time:

I

the creation is something subsequent, ver. 3. Prov. viii. 23, eV

^PXV "^P^
''"^^

'''V^ 'y^l^ TToirjaat, is parallel ; likewise, irpo rou

Tov Koa-fiov elvai, John xvii. 5 ; Trpo KaTa^d\7]<i Koafiov, Eph.

i. 4. Comp. Nezach Israel, f, 48, 1 : Mcssias erat inin ''32D

{ante Tolm). The same idea we find already in the book of

Enoch, xlviii. 3 f., 6 f., Ixii. 7,—a book which (against Hilgen-

feld and others) dates back into the second century B.C. (Dilm.,

Ewald, and others). The notion, in itself negative, of ante-

riority to time {a')(povo<; 7]v, aKi'^r^ro'i, ev apprjTW Xoyo^ ^PXV>

Nonnus), is in a popular way affirmatively designated by the

ev dpxy as "primeval;" the more exact dogmatic definition

of the apxv as " eternitif (Theodor. Mopsuest., Euthym. Zig.

;

comp. Theophylact) li~a correct development of John's mean-

ing, but not strictly what he himself says. Comp. 1 John i. 1

;

Eev. iii, 14. The Valcntinian notion, that ap^v was a divine

Hypostasis distinct from the Father and the X0709 (Iren. Haer.

i. 8. 5), and the Patristic view, that it was the divine cro^ta

(Origen) or the everlasting Father (Cyril. Al.), rest upon specu-

lations altogether unjustified by correct exegesis.^

—

^v'] u-as

jjresent, existed. John writes historically, looking hach from the

later time of the incarnation of the X0709 (ver. 14). But he

does not say, "In the beginning the X0709 came into existence"

for he does not conceive the generation (comp. fiovo>y6v>]<i)

according to the Arian view of creation, but according to that

of Paul, Col. i. 15,— 6 \0709] the Word; for the reference

' See Hoelemann, de evangelii Joh. introitu introitus Geneseos augustiore effigie,

Leipsic 1855, p. 26 ff.

2 Quite opposed to correct exegesis, althongli in a totally different direction,

is the rendering of the Socinians (see Catech. liacov. p. 135, ed, Oeder), that it

ifXT signifies in initio evangelii.
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to the liis-tory of the creation leaves room for no other meaning

(therefore not Reason). John assumes that his readers under-

stand the term, and, notwithstanding its great importance,

regards every additional explanation of it as superfluous.

Hence those interpretations fall of themselves to the ground,

which are unhistorical, and imply anything of a quid 'pro quo,

such as (1) that o X0709 is the same as o \e<y6fievo<;, " the

promised one" (Valla, Beza, Ernesti, Tittm., etc.)
; (2) that it

stands for Xiycov, " the speaker" (Storr, Eckerm., Justi, and

others). Not less incorrect (3) is Hofmann's interpretation

{Schriftbeweis, I. 1, p. 109 f.) : "0 X6709 is the word of God, the

Gospel, the personal subject of which however, namely Christ,

is here meant :" against which view it is decisive, first, that

neither in Eev. xix. 13, nor elsewhere in the N. T., is Christ

called o X0709 merely as the subject-matter of the word;

secondly, that in John, X0709, without some additional defi-

nition, never once occurs as the designation of the Gospel^

though it is often so used by Mark (ii. 2, iv. 14, al), Luke

(i. 2 ; Acts xi. 19, al), and Paul (Gal. vi. 6 ; 1 Thess. i. 6)

;

thirdly, that in the context, neither here (see especially ver.

14) nor in 1 John i. 1 (see especially o icopaKafiev . . . /cat al

X^^P^'* W^v iylrrjXdcfiijaav) does it seem allowable to depart in

6 X0709 from the immediate designation of the personal sub-

ject/ while this immediate designation, i.e. of the creative

Word, is in our passage, from the obvious parallelism with the

history of the creation, as clear and definite as it was appro-

priate it should be at the very commencement of the work.

These reasons also tell substantially against the turn which

Luthardt has given to Hofmann's explanation: "0 X0709 is the

word of God, which in Christ, Heb. i. 1, has gone forth into the

world, and the theme of ivhich was Sis own person." See, on

the other hand, Baur in the Theol. Jahrh. 1854, p. 206 ff.

;

Lechler, apost. u. nachapost. Zeit. p. 215; Gess, v. d. Person

Chr. p. 116; l\.^\m\Q, Dogmat. I. p. 466. The investigation

of the Logos idea can only lead to a true result when pursued

by the path of history. But here, above all, history points us

' See, with reference to 1 John i. 1 (in opposition to Beyschlag's impersonal

interpretation), besides Dlisterdieck and Hixther, Johansson, de aeterna Chrhti

2'raeexist. sec. ev. Joli., Lundae 1866, p. 29 f.
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to the 0. T./ and most directly to Gen. i., where the act of

creation is effected by God speaking. The reality contained

in this representation, anthropomorphic as to its form, of the

revelation of Himself made in creation by God, who is in His

own nature hidden, became the root of the Logos idea. The

Word as creative, and embodying generally the divine will, is

'personified in Hebrew poetry (Ps. xxxiii. 6, cvii. 20, cxlvii.

15 ; Isa. Iv. 10, 11) ; and consequent upon this concrete and

independent representation, divine attributes are predicated of

it (Ps. xxxiv. 4; Isa. xl. 8; Ps. cxix. 105), so far as it was

at the same time the continuous revelation of God in law and

prophecy. A way was thus paved for the hypostatizing of'

the X070? as a further step in the knowledge of the relations

in the divine essence ; but this advance took place gradually,

and only after the captivity, so that probably the oriental

doctrine of emanations, and subsequently the Pythagorean-

platonic philosophy, were not without influence upon what

was already given in germ in Gen. i. Another /orm of the con-

ception, however, appears,—not the original one of the Word,

but one which was connected with the advanced development of

ethical and teleological reflection and the needs of the Theodicy,

—that of wisdom (i^^?"^), of which the creative word was an

expression, and which in the book of Job (xxviii. 12 ff.) and

Proverbs (viii., ix.), in Ecclus. i. 1—10, xxiv. 8, and Baruch

iii. 37-iv. 4, is still set forth and depicted under the form

of a personification, yet to such a degree that the portrayal

more closely approaches that of the Hypostasis, and all the

more closely the less it is able to preserve the elevation and

boldness characteristic of the ancient poetry. The actual

transition of the a-otpia into the Hypostasis occurs in the book

of Wisdom, vii. 7-xi., where wisdom (manifestly under the in-

fluence of the idea of the Platonic soul of the world, perhaps

also of the Stoic conception of an all-pervading world-spirit)

appears as a being of light proceeding essentially from God,

—the true image of God, co-occupant of the divine throne,

—a real and independent principle revealing God in the

world (especially in Israel), and mediating between it and

Him, after it has, as His organ, created the world, in asso-

^ See Kohricht in the Stud. u. Krit. 1868, p. 290 ff.
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elation wltli a spirit among whose many predicates fiovoyevi^^

also is named, vii. 22. The divine Xoya also appears again

in the book of Wisdom, ix, 1, comp. ver. 2, but only in the

0. T. sense of a poetically personified declaration of God's

'will, either in blessing (xvi. 12, comp. Ps. cvii. 20) or in

punishing (xviii, 15). See especially Grimm, in locc; Bruch,

'WeisJieitslehre d. Hebr. p. 347 ff'. Comp. also Ecclus. xliii. 46.

While, then, in the Apocrypha the Logos representation retires

before the development of the idea of wisdom,^ it makes itseK

the more distinctly prominent in the Chaldee Paraphrasts,

especially Onkelos : see Gfrorer, Gescli. d. Urchristcnth. I. 1, p.

301 ff.; Winer, De Onkel. p. 44 f
.

; Anger, De OnkeL II.

1846. The Targums, the peculiarities of which rest on older

traditions, exhibit the Word of God, ^^^''P or Kl'^^'^., as the

divinely revealing Hypostasis, identical with the •"'^''r'^' which

was to be revealed in the Messiah. Comp. Schoettg. Hor. II.

p. 5; Bertholdt, Christol. p. 121. Thus there runs through

the whole of Judaism, and represented under various forms

(comp. especially the ^y^] 'n^P^ in the 0. T. from Gen. xvi.,

Ex, xxiii. downwards, frequently named, especially in Hosea,

Zechariah, and Malachi, as the representative of the self-reveal-

ing God), the idea that God never reveals Himself directly,

but mediately, that is, does not reveal His hidden invisible

essence, but only a manifestation of Himself (comp. especially

Ex. xxxiii. 12-23) ; and this idea, modified however by Greek

and particularly Platonic and Stoic speculation, became a main

feature in the Judaeo-Alexandrine philosophy, as this is set forth

in Philo, one of the older contemporaries of Jesus. See espe-

cially Gfrorer, I. 243 ff.; Dahne, JUdisch-AUx. Eeligionsphil.

1. 114 ff. ; Grossmann, Quaestion. Philon., Lpz. 1829 ; Scheffer,

Quaest. Phil. Marh. 1829, 1831 ; Keferstein, Philo's Zchre von

dem gottl. Mittehvesen, Lpz. 1846 ; Eitter, Gcsch. d. Philos. IV.

* Comp. vii. 25, where it is said of wisdom, a-rifpota t^s tou jrnvToxparofiiis So|»y

tlxtxpir/is. Movoyivis sliould iiot have been rendered single (Bauerm., Liicke,

Bruch, after the early writers), which it neither is nor is required to be by the

merely formal contrast to roXvfiipis. This idea single, as answering to the fol-

lowing proXufiip'ss, would have been expressed by /iovojutpis (Luc. Valumn. 6). Even

Grimm {exeget. Handh. p. 152) has now rightly abandoned this interpretation.

- Wisdom as appearing in Christ is mentioned in N. T. also, in Luke xi. 49,

comp. Matt. xi. 19.
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418 ff. ; Zeller, FJiilos. d. GriecJien, III. 2; Lutterb. ncut

Lchrlcgr. I. 418 ff.; MuUer in Herzogs Encyld. XL 484;

Ewald, apost. Zcit. 257 ; Delitzsch in d. Luther. Zeitschr.

1863, ii. 219; Eielim, Heir. Brief, p. 249; ^e\m, Gesch. J.

I. 212. Comp. also Langen, d. Judenth. z. Zeit Christi, 1867
;

Ptcihricht as formerly quoted. According to the intellectual
|

development, so rich in its results, which Philo gave to the
\

received Jewish doctrine of Wisdom, the Logos is the com-

prehension or sum-total of aU the divine energies, so far as

these are either hidden in the Godhead itself, or have come

forth and been disseminated in the world (X0709 a7repfj,arLK6<;).j

As immanent in God, containing within itself the archetypal

world, which is conceived as the real world - ideal (vor]To<i

KoafMo^), it is, while not yet outwardly existing, like the im-

manent reason in men, the X070? iv8cd6eTo<;; but when in

creating the world it has issued forth from God, it answers

to the X0709 7r/9o</)o/3t/to9, just as among men the word

when spoken is the manifestation of thought. Now the \6yo<i i

irpoj>opiK6<i is the comprehension or sum-total of God's active

relations to the world ; so that creation, providence, the com-

munication of all physical and moral power and gifts, of all

life, light, and wisdom from God, are its work, not being essen-

tially different in its attributes and workings from aocjila and

the Divine Spirit itself. Hence it is the image of the God-

head, the eldest and first-begotten {m-pea^vraTO^, irpwrc'yovo^)

Son of God, the possessor of the entire divine fulness, the

Mediator between God and the world, the \d709 ro/^ey?, hrjixt-

ovpyo'i, ap'-^iepGV'i, lickTr]<i, irpea^evW]^, the dp^dj'y€\o<;, the

Eevrepo'i Oeo';, the substratum of all Theophanies, also the

Messiah, though ideally apprehended only as a Theophany,

not as a concrete humanized personality/; for an incarnation of

the Logos is foreign to Philo's system (see Ewald, p. 284 ff.;

Dorner, Entioickelungsgesch. I. 50), There is no doubt that

Philo has often designated and described the Logos as a

Person, although, where he views it rather as immanent in

God, he applies himself more to describe a power, and to pre-

sent it as an attribute. There is, however, no real ground

for inferring, with some (Keferst., Zeller), from this variation

in his representation, that Philo's opinion wavered between
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personality and impersonality; rather, as regf.rds tlie ques-

tion of subsistence in its bearing upon Philo's Logos (see

especially Dorner, Entwickelungsgesch. I. 21 ; Niedner, de sub-

sistcntia tm deiw Xoyo) apucl Philon. tributa, in the Zeitscli. f.

histor. Thcol. 1849, p. 337 ff. ; and Holemann, de evang. Joh.

introitu, etc., p. 39 ff.), must we attribute to him no separation

between the subsistence of God and the Logos, as if there

came forth a Person distinct from God, whenever the Logos is

described as a Person ; but, " ea duo, in quibus cernitur rov

ovTo^ Koi ^(bvTo^ 6eov essentia s. deltas plenum esse per suam

ipsius essentiam et implere cuncta hac sua essentia, primo

diserte uni suhstantiae trihuuntur, deinde distrihuuntur, sed

tantum inter essentiam et hujus actionem, quemadmodum
nomina tov Oeov et rov \6yov hujus ipsius dei" (Niedner).

Accordingly, Philo's conception of the Logos resolves itself

into the sum-total and full exercise of the divine energies ; so

that God, so far as He reveals Himself, is called Logos, while

the Logos, so far as he reveals God, is called God. That John

owed his doctrine of the Logos—in which he represents the

divine Messianic being as pre-existent, and entering into

humanity in a human form

—

soldi/ to the Alexandrine philo-

sophy, is an assertion utterly arbitrary, especially considering

the difference between Philo's doctrine and that of John, not

only in general (comp. also Godet, L 233), but also in respect

to the subsistence of the Logos in particular.^ The form which

John gave to his doctrine is understood much more natu-

rally and historically thus, without by any means excluding

the influence of the Alexandrine Gnosis upon the apostle

;

—that while the ancient popular wisdom of the Word of

God, which (as we have above shown) carries us back to

Gen. i. 1, is acknowledged to be that through which the

idea of the Logos, as manifested in human form in Christ,

was immediately suggested to him, and to which he appended

and unfolded his own peculiar development of this idea with

all clearness and spiritual depth, according to the measure

of those personal testimonies of his Lord which his memory

* It tells also against it, that in John the name xiyo; is undoubtedly derived

from the divine speaking (
Word) ; in Philo, on the other hand, from the divine

thinking {Beason). See Hoelemann as before, p. 43 fl.
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vividly retained, he at the same time allowed the widespread

Alexandrine speculations, so similar in their origin and theme,

to have due influence upon him, and used^ them in an inde-

pendent manner to assist his exposition of the nature and

working of the divine in Christ, fully conscious of their

points of difference (among which must be reckoned the cos-

mological dualism of Philo, which excluded any real incarna-

tion, and made God to have created the world out of the vXtj).

Whether he adopted these speculations for the first time while

dwelling in Asia Minor, need not be determined, although it

is in itself very conceivable that the longer he lived in Asia,

the more deeply did he penetrate into the Alexandrine theo-

logoumenon which prevailed there, without any intermediate

agency on the part of ApoUos being required for that end

(Tobler). The doctrine is not, however, on account of this

connection with speculations beyond the pale of Christendom,

by any means to be traced back to a mere fancy of the day. /^
The main truth in it (the idea of the Son of God and His ,

incarnation) had, long before he gave it its peculiar form, been /

.

in John's mind the sole foundation of his faith, and the highest

object of his knowledge ; and this was no less the case with

Paul and all the other apostles, though they did not formally

adopt the Logos doctrine, because their idiosyncrasies and the

conditions of their after development were different. That^
main truth in it is to be referred simply to Christ Himself^

whose communications to His disciples, and direct influence

upon them (i. 14), as well as His further revelations and

leadings by means of the Spirit of truth, furnished them with

the material which was afterwards made use of in their various

• Comp. Delitzsch, I.e., and Psychol, p. 178 [E. T. pp. 210, 211] ; Bej^schlag,

Christol. d. N. T. p. 156 ; Keim, Gesch. J. I. p. 112 ff. If some attempt to

deny the influence of the Judaeo-Alexandrine Gnosis on the Logos doctrine of

John (Hoelemann, Weiss, J. Kostlin, Hengstenberg), they at the same time

sever, though in the interests of apostolic dignity, its historical credibility from

its connection with the circumstances of the time, as well as the necessary pre-

sumption of its intelligibility on the part of the readers of the Gospel. But it

is exactly the noble simplicity and clearness of the Prologue which shows with

what truly apostolic certainty John had experienced the influence of the specu-

lations of his day, and was master of them, modifying, correcting, and utilizing

them according to his own ideas. This is also in answer to Luthardt, p. 200,

and Eohricht, I.e.

B
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modes of representation. This procedure is specially apparent

also in John, whose doctrine of the divine and pre-existent

nature of Christ, far removed from the influences of later

Gnosticism, breaks away in essential points from the Alex-

andrine type of doctrine, and moulds itself in a different

shape, especially rejecting, in the most decided manner, all

dualistic and docetic elements, and in general treating the

V- form once chosen with the independence of an apostle. That

\ / idea of a revelation by God of His own essence, which took

its rise from Gen. 1, which lived and grew under various

forms and names among the Hebrews and later Jews, but was

moulded in a peculiar fashion by the Alexandrine philosophy,

was adopted by John for the purpose of setting forth the

abstract divinity of the Son,—thus bringing to light the reality

which lies at the foundation of the Logos idea. Hence,

according to John,^ by o X0709, which is throughout viewed

by him (as is clear from the entire Prologue down to ver. 18)'"^

under the conception of a personal^ subsistence, we must under-

stand nothing else than the sdf-rcvclation of the divine essence, I
before all time immanent in God (cohip. Paul, Col. i. 15 ff),

hut for the accomplishment of the act of creation proceeding

hypostatically from Him, and ever after operating even in the

spiritual ivorld as a creating, quickening, and illuminating

personal principle, equal to God Himself in nature and glory

(comp. Paul, Phil. ii. 6) ; vjhich divine self-revelation appeared

' In the Apocalypse also, chap. xix. 13, Christ is called the x'oyo:, but (not

so in the Gospel) e Xoyo; rov haZ. The writer of the Apocalypse speaks of the

whole Person of the God-man in a different way from the evangelist,—in fact,

as in His state of exaltation. (See Diisterdieck, z. AiJoh. Einl. p. 75 ff.) But

the passage is important against all interpretations which depart from the meta-

physical view of the Logos above referred to. Comp. Gess, v. d. Person Chr.

p. 115 ff.

- Comp. Worner, d. Verhdltn. d. Geistes zum Sohne Gottes, 1862, p. 21; also

Baur, neufest. Theol. 352 ; Godet, I.e.

* That is, the subsistence as a conscious intelligent Ego, endued with voli-

tion. Against the denial of this personal transcendency in John (De Wette,

Beyschlag, and others), see in particular Kostlin, Lehrbegr. 90 ; Brlickn. 7 f.
;

Liebner, Christol. 155 f. ; "Weiss, Lehrbegr. 242 f. When Corner {Gesch. d.

prot. Theol. 875 ff.) claims for the Son, indeed, a special divine mode of existence

as His eternal characteristic, but at the same time denies Him any direct partici-

pation in the absohite divine personalit5% his limitation is exegetically opposed

to the view of John and of the Apostle Paul.
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hodily in the man Jesus, and accomplisJied the worJc of the

redemptmi of the world. John fashions and determines his

Gospel from beginning to end with this highest christological

idea in his eye ; this it is which constitutes the distinctive

character of its doctrine. Comp. Weizsacker^ ub. d. cvcmg.

Gesch. pp. 241 ff., 297; also his Abh. iiher d. Joh. Logoslehre, in

d. Jahrl. f D. Tli. 1862, pp. 619 ff., 701 f. The Synoptics

contain the fragm^ents and materials, the organic combination

and ideal formation of which into one complete whole is the

pre-eminent excellence of this last and highest Gospel. Paul

has the Logos, only not in name.— The second and third r]v

is the copula ; but Kal o Xoyo^^ as the repetition of the great

subject, has a solemnity about it.— tt/do? rov Oeov] not

simply equivalent to •napa ra> 6ew, xvii. 5, but expressing, as

"^in 1 John i. 2, the existence of the Logos in God in respect of

intercourse (Bernhardy, p. 265). So also in all other passages

where it appears to mean simply with, Mark vi. 3, ix. 19;
Matt. xiii. 56, xxvi. 55 ; 1 Cor. xvi. 6, 7 ; Gal. i. 18, iv. 18

;

and in the texts cited in Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 202.-^ Upon
the thing itself, comp. concerning Wisdom, Prov. viii. 30,

Wisd. ix. 4. The moral essence of this essential fellowship

is love (xvii. 24; Col. i. 13), with which, at the same time,

any merely modalistic conception is excluded.— Ka\ 6eo<;

rjv 6 X0709] and the Logos was God. This 6e6<i can only be

the predicate, not the subject (as Rohricht takes it), which

would contradict the preceding Tjv vpbii rov Oeov, because the

conception of the \o7o? would be only a periphrasis for God.

The predicate is placed before the subject emphatically (comp.

iv. 24), because the progress of the thought, "He was ivith

God, and (not at all a Person of an inferior nature, but) pos-

sessed of a divine nature" makes this latter—the new element

to be introduced— the naturally and logically emphasized

member of the new clause, on account of its relation to 7r/5o<;

^ The expressions, in tlie language of the common people, in many districts

are quite analogous : "he was with me," "he stays with you" (bei niich, bei

dich), and the like. Comp. for the Greek, Kriiger, § 68. 39. 4. — As against

all impersonal conceptions of the Logos, observe it is never said !» tu dZ.

Eohricht (p. 312), however, arrives at the meaning Iw rf e=.&i, and by unwar-

rantably comparing the very different usage of tree's, takes exception to cur

explanation of -xfcs tsv hai.
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TOP 6e6v} The omission of the article was necessary, because

6 6eG<i after the preceding Trpo? tov 6e6v would have assigned

to the Logos identity of Person (as, in fact, Beyschlag, p. 162,

construes 6e6^ without the art.). But so long as the question

of God's self-mediation objectively remains out of considera-

tion, o 6e6<i would have been out of place here, where Trpo?

\Tov Oecv had laid down the distinction of Person; whereas

"^eo? ivitliout the article makes the unity of essence and nature

to follow the distinction of Person.^ As, therefore, by 6e6<i

without the article, John neither desires to indicate, on the

one hand, identity of Person with the Father; nor yet, on

the other, any lower nature than that which God Himself

possesses : so his doctrine of the Logos is definitely dis-

tinguished from that of Philo, which predicates 6e6<i with-

out the article of the Logos in the sense of subordination

in nature, nay, as he himself says, ev Kara-^pi^ja-ei (I. 655, ed.

Mang.) ; see Hoelemann, L 1, p. 34. Moreover, the name
6 BevTcpo'i 6e6^, which Philo gives to the Logos, must, accord-

ing to IL 625 (Euseb. pracj). ev. vii. 13), expressly designate

an intermediate nature between God and man, after whose

imasre God created man. This subordinationism, according

to which the Logos is indeed /xeOopio'i Tt<; 6eov <^vai<i, but rov

\ fj^ev ekdrroiv, avdpwTrov Se KpetTToov (1. 683), is not that of the

N. T., which rather assumes (comp. Phil, ii, 6, Col. i. 15, 16)

the eternal unity of being of the Father and the Son, and

places the subordination of the latter in His dependence on

the Father, as it does the subordination of the Spirit in His

dependence on the Father and the Son. 0eo9, therefore, is

not to be explained by help of Philo, nor is it to be con-

verted into a general qualitative idea—

"

divine" " God-like"

(B. Crusius),—which deprives the expression of the precision

which, especially considering the strict monotheism of the N. T.

(in John, see in particular xvii. 3), it must possess, owing

^ There is something majestic in the way in which the description of the

Logos, in the three brief but great propositions of ver. 1, is unfolded with in-

creasing fulness.

^ "The last clause, the Word loas God, is against Arius ; the other, (he Woi-d

was with God, against Sabellius."

—

Luther. See also Tliomasius, Chr. Pera.

u. Werk, I. 83 S.



CHAP. I. 2, 3. 69

to the conception of the personal Logos as a divine being.

Comp. Schmid, Uhl. Theol. II. 370. On Sam. Crell's con-

jecture {Artcmonii initium ev. Joh. ex antiquitate eccl. restitut.

1726) that Oeov is a mere anti-trinitarian invention, see

Bengel, Appar. crit p. 2 1 4 ff.

Ver. 2 again emphatically combines the first and second

clauses of ver. 1, in order to connect with them the work of

creation, which w^as wrought by the \6<yo<;} In this way,

however, the subject also of the third clause of ver. 1 is

included in and expressed by o5to9. On this ovro'i—to

which, then, rrrdvra standing at the beginning of ver. 3 signi-

ficantly corresponds—lies the emphasis in the continuation

of the discourse. In ver. 2 is given the necessary premiss

to ver. 3 ; for if it was this same Logos, and no other than He,

who Himself was God, who lived in the beginning in fellow-

ship with God, and consequently when creation began, the

whole creation, nothing excepted, must have come into existence

through Him. < Thus it is assumed, as a self-evident middle

term, that Go(y created the world not immediately, but, accord-

ing to Gen. i., through the medium of the Word.

Ver. 3. Tldvra] "grande verbum, quo mundus, i.e. uni-

versitas rerum factarum denotatur, ver. 10," Bengel. Comp.

Gen. i. ; C.oL i. 1 6 ; Heb. i. 2. Quite opposed to the context

is the view of the Socinians :
" the moral creation is meant."

Comp. rather Philo, de Cheruh. I. 162, where the X0709 appears

as the opjavov Bi ov (comp. 1 Cor. viii. 6) KareaKevdadT] (6

Koo-fio^). The further speculations of Philo concerning the

relation of the X0709 to the creation, which however are not

to be imputed to John, see in Hoelemann, I.e. p. 36 ff. John

might have written ra •rrdvra (with the article), as in 1 Cor.

viii. 6 and CoL i. 16, but he was not obliged to do so.

Comp. Col. i. 1 7, John iii. 3 5. For his thought is " all

"

(unlimited), whereas ra Trdvra would express "the whole of

what actually exists." — kuI '^a>pl<; avrov, /c.t.X..] an em-

phatic 'parallelismus antithetieus, often occurring in the classics

(Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 228 ; Maetzner, ad Antiph. p.

157), in the IST. T. throughout, and especially in John (ver.

20y^x. 28; 1 John ii. 4, 27, al). We are not to suppose

^^ \J
^ Who accordingly now worked as yJyos vpoiptifixot.
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that by this negative reference John meant to exclude (so

Liicke, Olshausen, De Wette, Frommann, Maier, Baeumlein)

the doctrine of a v\r} having an extra -temporal existence

(Philo, I.e.), because iyivero and <ye<yovev describe that which

exists only since the creation, as having come into existence,

and therefore v\r] would not be included in the conception.

I

John neither held nor desired to oppose the idea of the v\r]

;

I the antithesis has no polemical design—not even of an anti-

gnostic kind—to point out that the Logos is raised above the

series of Aeons (Tholuck); for though the world of spirits is

certainly included in the iravra and the ovhe ev, it is not

^ specially designated (comp. Col. i, 1 6). How the Valentinians

had already referred it to the Aeons, see in Iren. Hacr. i. 8.

5; Hilgenfeld, ^. Ev. u. d. Briefe Joh. p. 32 ff.— ouSe ei/]

ne unum giiidem, i.e. prorsus nihil, more strongly emphatic

than ovhev. Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 5 ; see Stallbaum, acl Plat.

Sympos. p. 214 D; Klihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 6. 2. As to

the thing itself, comp. Philo, II. p. 225 : 8t' ov cviiira^ o

KQ(T\iQ^ iZriiiLovp'^elTo. — o r^eyovev] Perfect: what has come

into Icing, and noio is. Comp. efCTiarai, Col. i. 16. This

belongs to the emphatic fulness of the statement (Bornemann,

Schol. in Lite. p. xxxvii.), and connects itself with what pre-

cedes. The very ancient connection of it with what follows

(C. D. L. Verss., Clem. Al., Origen, and other Greeks, Hera-

cleon, Ptolemaeus, Philos. Orig. v. 8, Latin Fathers, also Augus-

tine, AVetst., Lachm., Weisse), by putting the comma after

either 767. or avrat (so already the Valentinians),^ is to be

rejected, although it would harmonize with John's manner of

carrying forward the members of his sentences, whereby " ex

proximo membro sumitur gradus sequentis" (Erasmus) ; but

in other respects it would only be Johannean if the comma

' " Wliatever originated in Him (self) is life." Tlie latter is said to te the

Zoe, wliich with the Logos formed one Syzygy. Hilgenfeld regards this view

as correct, in connection with the assumption of the later Gnostic origin of the

Gospel. But the construction is false as regards the words, because neither

IffTi nor ly'ivtro stands in the passage ; and false also as regards the tlwught,

because, according to vv. 1-3, a principle of life cannot have first originated

in the Logos, but must have existed from the very beginning. Even Bunsen

{Hi/pol. II. 291, 357) erroneously preferred the punctuation of the Alexandrines

and Gnostics.
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were placed after 767. (so also Laclim.). The ground of

rejection lies not in tlie ambiguity of ^corj, which cannot

surprise us in John, but in this, that the perfect jiyovev, as

implying continuance, would have logically required eVrt in-

stead of ^v after ^<oi] ; to ^v not fyijovev but iyeuero would

have been appropriate, so that the sense would have been

:

" what came into existence had in Him its ground or source

of life."

Ver. 4. An advance to the nature of the Logos ^ as life, and

thereby as light.— iv avrw ^corj ^i/] in Him was life, He
was 7r777^ ^w^9 (Philo). Life was that which existed in Him,

of which He was full. This must be taken in the most com-

prehensive sense, nothing that is life being excluded, physical,

moral, eternal life (so already Chrysostom),—all life was con- ^
tained in the Logos, as in its principle and source. No limi-

tation of the conception, especially as ^wrj is without the

article (comp. v. 26), has any warrant from the context
;

hence it is not to be understood either merely of i^hysical life,

so far as it may be the sustaining power (B. Crusius, comp.

Chrysostom, Euthymius Zigabenus, Calvin), or of spiritual

and eternal life,—of the Johannean ^w-q aloovio<; (Origen, Mal-

donatus, Lampe, Kuinoel, Kostlin, Hengstenberg, Weiss), where

Hengstenbero; drasjs in the negative notion that the creature

was excluded from life until Christ was manifested in the

flesh, and that down to the time of His incarnation He had

only been virtually life and light.— fcal rj ^corj, k.t.X.'] and

the life, of which the Logos was the possessor, was the light of

men. The exposition then passes over from the universal to

the relation of the Logos to mankind ; for, being Himself the

universal source of life to the world made by Him, He was

as such unable to remain inactive, least of all with respect

to men, but shows Himself as operating upon them con-

formably to their rational and moral nature, especially as the

light, according to the necessary connection of life and light

' The Logos must necessarily be taken as in vv. 1-3, but not from ver. 4

onwards in Hofmann's sense, as no longer a person but a thing, viz. the Gospel,

as Rohricht (p. 315) maintains, as if the verbum vocale were now a designation

of Christ, who is the bearer of it. No such change of meaning is indicated in

the text, and it only brings confusion into the clear advance of the thought.
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in opposition to death and darkness. (Comp. viii. 12; Ps.

xxxvi. 10; Eph. v. 14; Luke i. 78, 79.) The light is truth

'pure, and divine, theoretical and moral (both comhined by an

inner necessity, and not simply the former, as Weiss main-

tains), the reception and appropriation of which enlightens the

man (fw? j>o)r6<;, xii. 36), whose non-appropriation and non-

acceptance into the consciousness determines the condition of

darkness. The Life was the Light of men, because in its

working upon them it was the necessary determining -power

of their illumination. Comp. such expressions as those in

xi. 25, xiv. 6, xvii. 3. Nothing as yet is said of the working

of the Logos after His incarnation (xiv. 6), but (observe the

rjv) that the divine truth in that primeval time came to man
from the Logos as the source of life; life in Him was for

mankind the actively communicating principle of the divine

uXi]6eia, in the possession of which they lived in that fair morn-

ing of creation, before through sin darkness had broken in upon

them. This reference to the time when man, created after

God's image, remained in a state of innocency, is necessarily

required by the rjv, which, like the preceding rjv, must refer to

the creation-period indicated in ver. 3. But we are thus at

the same time debarred from understanding, as here belonging

to the enlightening action of the Logos, God's revelations to

the Hebrews and later Jews (comp. Isa. ii. 5), by the pro-

]jhets, etc. (Ewald), or even from thinking of the elements of

moral and religious truth to be found in heathendom (X0709

utrepfiaTLKO';). In that fresh, untroubled primeval age, when
the Logos as the source of life was the Light of men, the

antithesis of light and darkness did not yet exist ; this tragic

antithesis, however, as John's readers knew, originated with

the fall, and had continued ever after. There follows, there-

fore, after a fond recalling of that fair bygone time (ver. 4),

the painful and mournful declaration of the later and still en-

during relation (ver. 5), where the light still shines indeed, but

in darkness,—a darkness which had not received it. If that

reference, however, which is to be kept closely in view, of rjv

to the time of the world's creation, and also this representation

of the onward movement of our narrative, be correct, it cannot

also be explained of the continuous (ver. 17) creative activity
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of the Logos, through which a consciousness and recognition of

the highest truth have been developed among men (De Wette)

;

and just as little may we find in to ^w9 t. dv9p. what belongs

to the Logos in His essence only, in which case the reading

ecrri would (against Bruckner) be more appropriate; comp.

(ficoTL^ei, ver. 9. As in iv avru) ^wr/ rjv, so also by rjv to (pm r.

avOp. must be expressed what the Logos was in His historical

activity, and not merely what He was virtually (Hengstenberg).

Comp. Godet, who, however, without any hint from the text,

or any historical appropriateness whatever, finds in "life and

light" a reminiscence of the trees of life and of knowledge in

Paradise.

Ver, 5. Eelation of the light to the darkness.— koL to

^W9] and the light shineth;^ not "and thus, as the light, the

Logos shineth" (Liicke). The discourse steadily progresses

link by link, so that the preceding predicate becomes the sub-

ject.

—

(paivec] Present, i.e. uninterruptedly /rom the beginning

until noiu ; it embraces, therefore, the illuminating activity

of the X070? dcrapKOf^ and evaapKa. As it is arbitrary to

supply the idea of "still present" (Weiss), so also is its limita-

tion to the revelations by the prophets of the 0. T., which

would make ^aivet, merely the descriptive praesens historicum

(DeWette). For the assumption of this, however, in connection

with pure preterites there is no warrant ; comp. rather (poirl^ec,

ver. 9. According to Ewald, Jahrh. V. 194 (see his Johann.

Schr. L 121), (/>atV6i represents as present the time in which

the Light, which since the creation had enlightened men only

from afar, had now suddenly come down into the world, which

without it is darkness, and was shining in the midst of this

darkness. An antithetic relation is thus assumed (" only from

afar,—hut now suddenly in the midst") which has no support

1 (paivti, lucet, not interchangeable witli (painTai, which means apparet. See

on Phil. ii. 15. Godet's criticism of the distinction is erroneous.

2 Godet thinks that the law written in the heart, the light of conscience, is

meant (Rom. ii. 14), which the Logos makes use of ; and this His relation to

all mankind is essential and permanent. But this would be utterly inadequate

to the fulness of meaning expressed by fug, especially in its antithesis to a-xorla.

The (fus shines as divine light be/ore Christ (by revelation and prophecy), and

after Him. It is supernatural, heavenly. Comp. 1 John ii. 8. There is no

mention here of the kiyot irviffiXTixos.
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in tlie present tense alone, without some more distinct intima-

tion in the text. The stress, moreover, is not on ^alvet,, but

the (tragic) emphasis is laid on the iv ry aKorla, which with

this object precedes it. It is the continuation of the discourse,

ver, 7 ff., which first leads specially to the action of the Incar-

nate One (this also against Hengstenb.).— The (TKo-ria is the

negation and opposite of the ^w?, the condition and order

of things in which man does not possess the divine oKriOeia,

but has become the prey of folly, falsehood, and sin, as a god-

less ruling power, with all its misery. Here the abstract term
" darkness," as the element in which the light shines, denotes

not the individual subject of darkness (Eph. v. 8), but, as the

context requires, that same totality which had been pre-

\J
viously described by rwv avdpcoTrwv, consequently manJdnd in

general, in so far as in and for themselves they have since

the fall been destitute of divine truth, and have become cor-

rupt in understanding and will. Melancthon well says, " genus

humanum oppressum peccato vocat tenebras." Frommann
is altogether mistaken in holding that a-Koria differs in the

two clauses, and means (1) humanity so far as it yet lay

heyond the influence of the light, and (2) humanity so far as

it was opjjosed thereto. But Hilgenfeld is likewise in error,

when, out of a different circle of ideas, he imports the notion

that "light and darkness are primeval opposites, which did

not first originate with the fall;" see on viii. 44.— ov Kare-

\aj3ev] cpprchcnded it not, tooTc not possession of it; it was not

appropriated by the darkness, so that thereby the latter might

have become light, but remained aloof and alien to it, Comp.

Phil. iii. 12, 13, 1 Cor. ix. 24, and especially Eom. ix. 30;
also expressions like KaraXafi^. ao(j>[av, Ecclus. xv. 1, 7. The

explanation aijprelicnded, i.e. eyvco, ver. 10 (Eph. iii. 18; Acts

X. 34, iv. 13; Plato, Fhacdr. p. 250 D ; Phil. p. 16 D ; Polyb.

viii. 4. 6), is on one side arbitrarily narrowing, on another

anticipatory, since it foists in the individual sidrjects of the

GKOTia, which is conceived of as a realm. It is erroneous

to interpret, as Origen, Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euthymius

Zigabenus, Bos., Schulthess, Hoelemann, p. 60, also Lange:
" The darkness did not hem it in, oppress it ; it was invincible

before it." Linguistically this is allowable (see Schweighaiiser,
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Lex. Herod. II. p. 18), but it nowhere so occurs in tlie N". T.,

and is here opposed to the parallels, w. 10, 11.— Observe )'

that OX) Kareka^ev, which presupposes no Gnostic absolutism,

but freedom of moral self-determination (comp. vv. 11, 12),

reflects the phenomenon as a whole, and indeed as it presented

itself to John in history and experience; hence the aorist.

Comp. iii. 19.

Ver. 6. In the painful antithesis of ver. 5 which pervades

the entire Gospel, was included not merely the pre-human

relation of the Logos to mankind, but His relation thereto

afier His incarnation likewise (see on ^atvei). This latter is

now more mimitely unfolded as far as ver. 11, and indeed in

such a way that John, to strengthen the antithesis, adduces

first the testimony of the Baiotist (vv. 6-8) to the Light, on the

ground of which he then designates the Logos as the trite

Light (ver. 9) ; and finally, thus prefaced, makes the antithesis

(vv. 10, 11) follow with all the more tragic effect. The
mention of Johns testimony here in the Prologue is not there-

fore a mere confirmation of the reality of the appearance of

the Logos (Bruckner), which the statements of vv. 9, 10 did

not require ; still less is it a pressing forwards of the thought

to the beginning of the Gospel history (De Wette), nor even

the representation of the idea of the first intervention in the

antithesis between light and darkness (Baur), nor " an illus-

trious exception" (Ewald) to the preceding rj cKOTla, /c.t.X,
;

but introducing a new paragraph, and therefore beginning

without a particle, it forms a historical 'preparation, answering \

to what was actually the fact, for that non-recognition and
rejection (vv. 10, 11) which, in spite of that testimony of the

Baptist, the light shining in the darkness had experienced.

Ver. 1 5 stands to ver. 7 in the relation of a particular definite

statement to the general testimony of which it is a part.—
e'yevero] not there ivas {rjv,m.. 1), but denoting the appearing,

the historical manifestation. See on Mark i. 4 ; Luke i. 5
;

Phil. ii. 7. Hence not with Chrys. : I'^kvero airea-rakfxe-

VQii avTi rov aTreardXr} ; which Hengstenberg repeats.

—

Observe in what follows the noble simplicity of the narrative

:

we need not look out for any antithetical reference {iyevero—
avOpcairo^— uTrear. ir. 6eov) to ver. 1 (B. Crusius, Luthardt,
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and older expositors). Witli aTrearaXfj,. tt. 6eov, comp, iil

28; Mai. iii. 1, 23. Description of the true ^jrophet ; comp.

also Luke iii. 2, 3.

Ver. 7. JEt9 fiaprvptav] to hear ivitness ; {or John testified

what had been prophetically made hiown to him by divine

revelation respecting the Light which had come in human
form. Comp. ver. 33.— cva iravre^, /c.t.X.] Purpose of the

IxapTvprjcrrj, final end of the rj\6ev.— Trto-reuo".] i.e. in the

light; comp. vv. 8, 9, xii. 36.— Zt avTov] by means of

John, so far as he by his witness-bearing vms the medium of

2')roducing faith :
" and thus John is a servant and guide to the

Light, which is Christ " (Luther) ; not by means of the light

(Grotius, Lampe, Semler), for here it is not faith in God

(1 Pet. i. 21) that is spoken of.

Ver. 8. Tjv \& emphatic, and is therefore placed in the front

:

he was not the Light, but he was to hear witness of the Light

;

and hence, in the second clause, fiaprvp'^o-rj emphatically

takes the lead. The object of making this antithesis pro-

minent is not controversy, nor has it the slightest reference

to the disciples of John (see the Introduction), but to point

out^ the true position of the Baptist in face of the historical

fact, that when he first appeared, men took him for the Messiah

Himself (comp. ver. 2 ; Luke iii. 1 5), so that his witness

shall appear in its proper historical aspect. Comp. Cyril.—
aXX' iva, /c.T.A,.] From what precedes, we must understand

y\6ev before tva ; a rapid hastening away to the main thought

(comp. ix. 3, xiii. 18, xv. 25 ; 1 John ii. 19; Fritzsche, ad

Matt. 840 f; Winer, p. 297 [E. T. p. 398]); not imperative

(De Wette), nor dependent upon rjv (Llicke, Lange, Godet)

:

not the latter, because elvai, 'Iva (instead of et? ro), even if it

were linguistically possible, is here untenable on account of

the emphasis placed upon the riv; while to take riv in the sense

of aderat, as again understood before "va (Godet), would be

more forced and arbitrary than to supply rjXOev from ver. 7.

Ver. 9. For the correct apprehension of this verse, we must

^ Not: to bring more fully to light the greatness of Christ, through the

subordination to Him of the greatest men and prophets, as Hengstenb. asserts.

In this case John ought to have been described according to his own greatness

and rank, and not simply as in ver. 6.
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observe, (1) that ^v has the main emphasis, and therefore is

placed at the beginning : (2) that to ^w? to aXrjO. cannot

be the predicate, but must be the subject, because in ver. 8

another was the subject; consequently without a toOto, or

some such word, there are no grounds for supposing a subject

not expressed : (3) that ipx^l^' ^^^ '^^v KocrfMov (with Origen,

Syr., Copt., Euseb., Chrys., Cyril., Epiph., Nonnus, Theophyl.,

Euth. Zig., It., Vulg., Augustine, Erasmus, Luther, Beza,

Calvin, Aret., and most of the early expositors^) can only be

connected with -rravra avOpwirov, not with rjv ; because when
John was bearing witness the Logos was already in the world

(ver. 26), not simply then came into the world, or was about to

come, or had to come. We should thus be obliged arbitrarily

to restrict ip'x^. et9 t. k6<t^. to His entrance upon His puhlic

ministry/, as Grotius abeady did (from whom Calovius differs),

and because the order of the words does not suggest the con-

necting of ^v with ipx^/J'- ; rather would the prominence given

to ^]v, and its wide separation from ip^ofj'., be without any

reason. Hence the connection by the early church of ipx^M--

with TT. dv6p. is by no means to be regarded, with Hilgenfeld,

as obsolete, but is to be retained,—to be explained, however,

thus :
" TJie true Light ivas existing, which lighteth every man

that Cometh into the world." This, together with the followinsf

ev Tu> Koa-jxcp rjv onwards to iyevero, serves, by preparing the

way, to strengthen the portentous and melancholy antithesis,

Kal 6 Koafi. avTov ov/c eyvco. The usual objection that ip^o/J'.

eh T. K., when referred to irdvra av6p., is a superfluous by-

clause, is inept. There is such a thing as a solemn redun- ',

dance, and that we have here, an epic fulness of words. Hence
we must reject (1) the usual interpretation by the older

writers (before Grotius), with whom even Kaeuffer sides

:

" He (or even that, namely to (^w?) loas the true Light tvhich

lighteth all men who come into this world" (Luther), against

which we have already remarked under (1) and (2) above

;

again, (2) the construction which connects epxofi. with ^ai?

as an accompanying definition (so probably Theod. Mopsu.

;

some in Augustine, de pecc. mer. et rem. i. 25 ; Castalio,-

• So of late Paulus also, and Klee, Kaeuffer in the Saclis. Stud. 1844, p.

116, Hoelemann, and Godet.
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Vatablus, Grotius ; Schott, Opusc. I. p. 14; Maier) : "He ^ras

the true Light, which was at that time to come into the world f'^

also, (3) the connecting of rjv with ip'x^ofjievov, so as to inter-

pret it either in a purely historical sense (Bleek, Kostlin, B.

Crusius, Lange, Hengstenberg :

" He came" with reference to

Mai. iii. 1 ; and so already Bengel) ; or relatively, as De Wette,

Llicke :
" when John had appeared to bear witness of Him,

even then came the true Light into the world," comp. Hauff in

the Stud. u. Krit. 1846, p. 575 ; or as future, of Him who
was soon to appear : venturum erat (Einck, Tholuck), according

to Luthardt (comp. Baeuml.) :
" it had been determined of God

that He should come ;" or more exactly, of an unfulfilled state

of things, still present at that present time :
" It was coming"

(Hilgenfeld, Zc/irSe^r. p. 51^); and according to Ewald, who
attaches it to vv. 4, 5 :

" It was at that time always coming

into the ivorld, so that every human being, if he had so wished,

might have let himself be guided by Him ;" comp. Keirn

:

" He was continually coming into the world." As to details,

we have further to remark : rjv] aderat, as in vii. 3 9 and

often ; its more minute definition follows in ver. 10: eV tw

KocTixw rjv. The Light was already there (in Jesus) when John

bore witness of Him, ver. 26. The reference of vv. 9-13 to

the working of the Logos before His incarnation (Tholuck,

Olshausen, Baur, also Lange, Leben J. III. p. 1 8 6 ff.) entirely

breaks down before vv. 11-13, as well as before the com-

parison of the Baptist with the Logos, which presupposes the

personal manifestation of the latter (comp. also ver. 15); and

therefore Baur erroneously denies that there is any distinction

made in the Prologue between the working of the Logos lefore

Christ and in Christ. Comp, Bleek in the Stud u. Krit. 1833,

' The interpretation of Schoettgen, Semler, Morns, Eosenmliller, as if instead

of Ipx'/^- we had rixhv, is quite erroneous. Luther's explanation down to 1527

was better :
" through His advent into this world."

^ That is, during the time before His baptism ; the man Jesus (according

to the Valentinian Gnosis) did not become the organ of the Logos imtil His

baptism, and accordingly through that rite the Logos first came into the world.

The birth of Jesus was only introductory to that coming. Bruckner, while re-

jecting this importation of Gnosticism, agrees in other respects vnth Hilgenfeld.

— Philippi {der Eingang d. Joh. Eo. p. 89) : "He was to come, according to the

promises of the . jT./' and ver. 10: "These promises had now received their

fulfilment."
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p. 414 ff.— TO d\t]dLv6v] Because it was neither Jolin nor

any other, but the true, genuine, archetypal Light, which cor-

responds to the idea

—

the idea of the light realized} Comp.

iv. 23, 37, vi. 32, vii. 28, xv. 1. See, generally, Schott,

Opuse. I. p. 7 ff. ; Frommann, Lehrhcgr. p. 1 3 ff. ; Kluge in

the Jahrl.f. D. TJi. 1866, p. 333 ff.; also Hoelemann, I.e., p.

63, who, however, supposes an antithesis, which is without

any support from the connection, to the cosmic light (Gen. i.).

— o ^(OTt^et Trdvra dv6p.]^ a characteristic of the true

light ; it illumines every one. This remains true, even though,

as a matter of fact, the illumination is not received by many
(see on Eom. ii. 4), so that every one does not really become

what he cotdd become, a child of light, ^W9 eV Kvpuo, Eph. v. 8.

The relation, as a matter of experience, resolves itself into this :

"quisquis illuminatur, ab hac luce illuminatur," Bengel ; comp.

Luthardt. It is not this, however, that is expressed, but the

essential relation as it exists on the part of the Logos.^ Bengel

well says: "numerus singularis magnam hie vim habet."

Comp. Col. i. 15; Eom. iii. 4.— ip'x^ofievov et? t. KoafMovJ

every man coming into the world; rightly without the article

;

comp. 2 John 7. The addition of the predicative clause gives

emphatic prominence to the conception of Trdvra. There is no

need to compare it with the Eabbinic o?\V^ Kin (see Lightfoot

and Schoettgen). Comp. xvi. 21, and see on xviii. 37. ^
Ver. 10. What here follows is linked on to the preceding

by iv T(p Kocrp,w •^v, following upon et9 t. Koafi. This is a

fuller definition of the emphatic 771^ of ver. 9 : "It was in the

ivorld," viz. in the person of Jesus, when John was bearing-

witness. There is no mention here of its continual presence

in humanity (B. Crusius, Lange), nor of the " lumiere innee"

(Godet) of every man ; see on ver. 5. The repetition of Koa/Mo^

three times, where, on the last occasion, the word has the

' In the classics, see Plato, Pol. i. p. 347 D (t« Stn iXtiftvis), vi. p. 499 C
;

Xen. Anab. i. 9. 17 ; Oec. x. 3 ; Dem. 113. 27, 1248. 22 ; Theocrit. 16

(Anthol.) ; Pindar, 01. ii. 201 ; Polyb. i. 6. 6, et al. Eiick., Ahendm. p. 266,

erroneously says, "the word seldom occurs in the classics." It is especially

common in Plato, and among later writers in Polybius.

- Luther :
" Of what avail is it that the clear sun shines and lightens, if I

shut my eyes and will not see his light, or creep away from it beneath the

earth?" Comp. also Delitzsch, Psychol, p. 348 [E. T. p.' 410].
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narrower sense of the world of manJcind, gives prominmce to

the mournful antithesis ; Buttm. neut Gr. p. 341 [E. T. p.

398].

—

rjv] not pluperfect ("It had been already always in

the world, but was not recognised by it"), as Herder, Tholuck,

Olshausen, and Klee maintain, but like rjv in ver. 9.— Kal

6 k6(t/j,o<; St' avTov iyev.] Further preparation, by way of

climax, for the antithesis with reference to ver. 3. If the

Light was in the world, and the world was made by it, the

latter could and ought all the more to have recognised the

former : it co2ild, because it needed only not to close the inner

eye against the Light, and to follow the impulse of its original

necessary moral affinity with the creative Light; it 02ight,

because the Light, shining within the world, and having even

given existence to the world, could demand that recognition,

the non - bestowal of which was ingratitude, originating in

culpable delusion and moral obduracy. Comp. Eom. i. 19 ff.

We need not attach to the Kai, which is simply conjunctive,

either the signification altJioicgh (Kuinoel, Schott), nor the

force of the relative {lohicJi was made by it, Bleek).— avrov]

the Logos, which is identified with the Light, which is being

spoken of as its possessor, according to vv. 4 ff. ; avrov was

still neuter, but the antithesis passes over into the masculine,

because the object which was not recognised was this very

personal manifestation of the Logos.—With regard to the last

Kai, observe :
" cum vi pronuntiandum est, ut saepe in senten-

tiis oppositionem continentibus, ubi frustra fuere qui Kairou

requirerent," Stallbaum, ad Plat. Apol. p. 29 B. Comxp. Har-

tung, Partikell. p. 147. Very often in John.

Ver. 11. More particular statement of the contrast. Observe

the gradual ascent to still greater definiteness : -^v, ver. 9; iv t&j

Koa-fio) r]v, ver. 10; eh ra Ihia rj\6e,\eT:. 11.— et? ra'ihid\ to

His own possession, is, with Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Calvin,

Bengel, Lampe, and many expositors, also Liicke, Tholuck,

Bleek, Olshausen, De Wette, B. Crusius, Maier, Frommann,

Kostlin, Hilgenfeld, Luthardt, Ewald, Hengstenberg, Godet,

and most interpreters, to be explained of the Jewish "people as

specially belonging to the Messiah (Ecclus. xxiv. 7 ff ), as they

are called in Ex. xix. 5, Deut. vii. 6, Ps. cxxxv. 4, Isa. xxxi.

9, JehovaKs possession ; from Israel salvation was to spread
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over all the world (iv. 22 ; Matt. viii. 12 ; Eom. i. 16). This

interpretation is required by the onward progress of the dis-

course,, which by the use of 97X^5 excludes any reference to

the world (Corn, a Lapide, Kuinoel, Schott. Eeuss, Keim),

as was proposed along with this by Chrysostom, Ammonius,

Theophylact, Euth. Zig., and conjoined with it by Augustine

and many others. "He was in the world;" and now follows

His historical advent, " He came to His ovm possession." There-

fore the sympathy of God's people, who were His oivn people,

should have led them to reach out the hand to Him.— 01

I Si 01] the Jews. irapiXa^ov] they received Him not, i.e. not

as Him to whom they peculiarly belonged. Comp. Matt. i.

20, xxiv. 40, 41; Herod, i. 154, vii. 106; Plato, Soph. p.

218 B. Observe that the special guilt of Israel appears still

greater (ov nrapeXa^ov, they despised Him) than the general

guilt of mankind {ovk eyvw). Comp. the ovk rjOekrjaare of

Matt, xxiii. 37; Eom. x. 21. In the negative form of ex-

pression (vv. 10, 11) we trace a deeply elegiac and mournful

strain.

Ver. 12. The mass of the Jews rejected Him, but still not

all of them. Hence, in this fuller description of the relation

of the manifested Logos to the world, the refreshing light is

now (it is otherwise in ver. 5) joyfully recognised and placed

over against the shadow.— e\a^ov\ He came, ^hej received

Him, did not reject Him. Comp. v. 43 ; Soph. Phil. 667,

Ihoiv re Kal Xa^cbv ^IXov.—The nominative oaot is emphatic,

and continues independent of the construction that follows.

See on Matt. vii. 24, x. 14, xiii. 12, xxiii. 16 ; Acts vii. 40.

— i^ovalav] neither dignity, uot: ac?2;artte^e (Erasmus, Beza,

Elacius, Eosenmliller, Semler, Kuinoel, Schott), nor even pos-

sihility (De Wette, Tholuck), nor capability (Hengstenberg,

Briiclcner), fully comes up to the force of the word,^ but He
gave them full poiver (comp. v, 27, xvii. 2). The rejection of

the Logos when He came in person, excluded from the attain-

ment of that sacred condition of fitness—received through

Him—for entering into the relationship of children of God

,

they only who received Him in faith obtained through Him
this warrant, this title (iirirpoirri vofiov, Plato, Bejln. p. 415 B).

' Comp. Godet : "il les a mis en position."

F
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It is, however, an arrangement in the gracious decree of God ;

neither a claim of right on man's part, nor any internal ability

(Liicke, who compares 1 John v. 20; also Lange),—a meaning

which is not in the word itself, nor even in the connection,

since the commencement of that filial relationship, which is

the consummation of that highest theocratic i^ovaia, is con-

ceived as a being horn, ver. 13, and therefore as passive (against

B. Crusius).— reKva deov] Christ alone is the Son of God,

manifested as such from His hirth, the fiovoyevrj<;. Believers,

from their knowledge of God in Christ (xvii. 3), lecome chil-

dren of God, by being lorn of God (comp. iii. 3 ; 1 John iii.

,9), i.e. through the moral transformation and renewal of their

entire spiritual nature by the Holy Ghost; so that now the

divine element of life rules in them, excludes all that is

ungodly, and permanently determines the development of this

moral fellowship of nature with God, onwards to its future

glorious consummation (1 John iii, 2 ; John xvii. 24). See also

1 John iii. 9 and 1 Pet. i. 23, It is thus that John represents

the idea of filial relationship to God, for which he ahcays uses

reKva from the point of view of a spiritual genesis ;^ while Paul

apprehends it from the legal side (as adoption, Eom. viii. 15
;

Gal, iv, 5), regarding the spiritual renewal connected therewith

(regeneration), the Kat,v6r7]<i ^cot}? (Rom. vi. 4), as a new creation

(2 Cor. V. 17; Gal. vi. 15), a moral resurrection (Rom, vi.),

and the like; while the Synoptics (comp. also Rom. viii. 23)

make the vloOecrla appear as first commencing with .the king-

dom of the Messiah (see on Matt, v, 9, 45 ; Luke vi. 35), as

conditioned, however, by the moral character. There is no

' Hilgenfeld, indeed, will have it Ihat those spoken of are already regarded

as originally rixva hoZ (comp. iii. 6, viii. 44, xi. 52), and attempts to escape

the dilemma into which ytvia-^ui brings him, by help of the interpretation :

"the power by which the man who is born of God realizes this, and actually

becomes'Vfhat he is in himself according to his nature !
" Thus we should have

here the Gnostic semen arcanum electorum et spiritualinm. See Hilgenfeld,

Evangelien, p. 233. The reproach of tautology which he also brings against the

ordinary explanation (in his Zeitschr. 1863, p. 110) is quite futile. The great

conception of the riKMO. hov, which appears here for the first time, was in John's

eye important enough to be accompanied by a more detailed elucidation.

Generally, against the anthropological dualism discovered in John by Hilgen-

feld (also by Scholten), see Weiss, Lehrhegr. p. 128 ff. ; also Weizsacker in tlifc

Jahrb. f. D. Th. 1862, p. 680 f. ; and even Baur, ncntest. Theol. p 359 fl.
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difference as to tlie thing itself, only in tlie manner of appre-

hending its various sides and stages.— to 49 TrLa-revovaiv,

K.T.X] quijppe qui crcdunt, is conceived as assigning the reason;

for it is as believers that they have fulfilled the subjective

condition of arriving at sonship, not only negatively, since

they are no longer under the wrath of God and the condem-

nation of the law (iii. 36, 16, 17, v. 45), but also positively,

inasmuch as they now possess, a capacity and susceptibility

for the operation of the Spirit (vii. 38, 39). John does not

say TTtcTTeutrao-fi^, but iriaTevovatv, for the faith, the entrance

of which brought about the eka^ov, is thenceforth their endur-

ing habitus.— et9 ro ovofxa avroii] not essentially different

from et? amov, but characterizing it more fully ; for the entire

subject-matter of faith lies in the name of the person on whom
we believe ; the uttered name contains the whole confession of

faith. Comp. ii. 23, iii. 18, 1 John iii. 23, v. 13. The name

itself, moreover, is no other than that of the historically mani-

fested Lo2;os

—

Jesus Christ, as is self-evident to the conscious-

ness of the reader. Comp. ver. 17; 1 John v. 1, ii. 22.

Ver. 13. Oi] refers to reKva 6eov (the masculine in the

M'ell-known construetio Kara avveaiv, 2 John 1, Philem. 10

Gal. iv. 19; comp. Eurip. Supyl. 12, Androm. 571), not to

Tot9 TTLarevovaiv, because the latter, according to ver. 12, are

said to become God's children, so that ij6vv7]dT]<7av would not

be appropriate. The conception "children of God" is more

precisely defined as denoting those who came into existence not

after the manner of natural human generation, but who were

begotten of God. The negative statement exhibits them as

those in whose coming into existence human generation (and

consequently also Abrahamic descent) has no part whatever.

This latter brings about no divine sonship, iii. 6.— ovk e|

alficLTwv] not of blood, the blood being regarded as the seat

and basis of the physical life (comp. on Acts xv. 20), which is

transmitted by generation.-*- Comp. Acts xvii. 26 ; Hom. 11.

vi. 211, XX. 241 ; Soph. Aj. 1284, ^/. 1114; Plato, Soph. p.

268 D; Liv. xxxviii. 28. Kypke and Loesner on the passage,

Interpp. ad Virg. Aen. vi. 836 ; Horace, Gd. ii. 20. 6 ; Tib. i.

' ill Tcu a-'Tiji/u.aTos vXhy rov ccluaTOi 'i^ovTos, Eustath. acl IIoill. II. vi. 211.

Comp. Delitzsch, Psychol, p. 246 [E. T. p. 290, and note].
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6. 66. The plural is not to be explained of the commingling

of the two sexes (" ex sanguinibus enim homines nascuntur

maris et feminae," Augustine ; comp. Ewald), because what

follows {avhp6<i and the corresponding eV 6eov) points simply

to generation on the man's side ; nor even of the multiplicity

of the children of God (B. Crusius), to which there is no refer-

ence in what follows
;

quite as little does it refer to the

continuos 'propagationum orcUnes from Adam, and afterwards

from Abraham downwards (Hoelemann, p. VO), which mnst

necessarily have been more distinctly indicated. Eather is the

plural nsed in a sense not really different from the singular,

and founded only on this, that the material blood is repre-

sented as the sum-total of all its parts (Kiihner, II. p. 28).

Comp. Eur. Ion. 705, aXkcov rpa^et? d(f) aifidrcov ; Soph. Aiit.

121, and many places in the Tragedians where aifiara is used

in the sense of murder (Aesch. Eum. 163, 248 ; Eur. El. 137;

Or. 1547, al); Monk, ad Eur. Ale. 512 ; Blomf. Gloss. Choeph.

60. Comp. Ecclus. xxii. 22, xxxi. 21 ; 2 Mace. xiv. 18; also

Plato, Legg. x, p. 8 8 7 D, en ev yaXa^i, rpe^o/xevoi.—The nega-

tion of human origination is so important to John (comp. iii. 6),

that he adds two further parallel definitions of it by ovhk—ovhe

(which he arranges co-ordinately) ; nor even—nor even, where

aapKo^ designates the flesh as the substratum of the generative

impulse, not " the ivoman" (Augustine, Theophylact, Eupertus,

Zeger, Schott, Olshausen),—an interpretation which is most

inappropriately supported by a reference to Gen. ii. 22, Eph.

V. 28, 29, Jude 7, while it is excluded by the context {dvBp6<?,

I

and indeed by what follows). The man's generative will is

meant, and this is more exactly, i.e. personally, defined by e'/c

6e\. dvBp6<i, to which the contrasted e'/c 6eov is correlative ; and

hence dv^p must not be generalized and taken as equivalent

to avOpcoirc; (Liicke), which never occurs— even in the

Homeric Trarr/p dvhpSiV re Oedv re only apparently—but have

least of all, because the act of generation is the very thing

spoken of. The following are merely arbitrary glosses upon the

points which are here only rhetorically accumulated to produce

an ever increasing distinctness of description ; e.g. Baumgartoi

Crusius :
" There is an advance here from the most sensual

to the most noble" (nature, inclination, will—in spite of the
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twice repeated ^'eXjJ/.iaTo? !) ; Lange {L. J. III. p. 5 q^8) :
" There

is an onward progress from natural generation to that which

is caused by the will, and then to that consummated in

theocratic faith ;" Hoelemann :
" cr«/ofj n^eant of both sexes,

stands midway between the universalis humani generis pro-

pagatio (aL/jLaTo) and the proprius singularis propagationis

auctor {avrjp)." Even Delitzsch refines upon the words,

finding in deXrj/Jb. o-apKot the tinlioly side of generation, though

John has only in view the antithesis between the human and

the divine viewed in and by themselves.— e'/c 6eov iyevvijO.]

tocre begotten of God, containing the real relation of sonship to

God, and thus explaining the former reKva 6eov, in so far as

these were begotten by no human being, but by God, who
through the Holy Spirit has restored their moral being and

life, ill 5. Hence etc 6eov iyevv. is not tautological. 'Ek

indicates the issuing forth from God as cause, where the rela-

tion of immediateness (in the first and last points) and of

mediateness (in the second and third) lies in the very thing,

and is self-evident without being distinctively indicated in the

simple representation of John.

Ver. 14. Kal] and; not assigning a reason for the sonship

just mentioned (Chrys., Theophyl., Jansen, Grotius, Lampe, and

several others) ; nor even= ovv (Bleek), nor in the sense of

namely (Frommann), nor yea (Godet), but simply carrying

forward the discourse, like every Kal in the Prologue ; and not

therefore pointing back to ver. 4 (Maldonatus) or to ver. 9

(De Wette), nor joining on to ver. 11 (Liicke : "The Logos

came not only to His own possession, but appeared visibly; " so,

substantially, also Baur and Hilgenfeld), which would be a

merely apparent advance in the exposition, because the visible

manifestation is already intimated by (paivet, in ver. 5 and in

vv. 9-13, No ; after having in vv. 4-13 spoken of the Logos

as the light, of the melancholy opposition of the darkness of

unbelief to that true light which had been attested by the

Baptist as divine, and of the exceedingly blessed effects which

He exercised on believers through the bestowal of the gift of

sonship, the evangelist, on arrivin^^t this last point, which

expresses his own deepest and most blessed experience, can no

longer hesitate formally and solemnly again to proclaim the
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great event hy vjJiicJi the visible manifestation of the Logos

—

previously so frequently presupposed and referred to—had,

with all its saving power, been brought about ; and this by

an outpouring of speech, which, prompted by the holiest

recollections, soars involuntarily upwards until it reaches the

highest height, to set forth and celebrate the How of that

manifestation of the Logos which was attended with such

blessed results (vv. 12, 13), and which he had himself ex-

perienced. The transition, therefore, is from what is said in

vv. 12, 13 of the efficacy of the manifested Logos, to the

nature and manner of that manifestation itself, i.e. consequently

to the incarnation, as a result of which He, as Jesus Christ,

exhibited the glory of the Only-begotten, and imparted the

fulness of grace and truth,—that incarnation which histori-

cally determined what is recorded of Him in vv. 12, 13.

Accordingly Kal is not definitive, "under such circumstances,

with such consequences" (Briickner, who inappropriately com-

pares Heb. iii. 19, where koX connects the answer with the

question as in continuous narration), but it carries the discourse

omvards, leading up to the highest summit, which even from

ver. 5 showed itself as in the distance. We must interpret

it : and—to advance now to the most momentous fact in the

work of redemption, namely, how He who had come and

wrought so much blessing was manifested and was able to

accomplish such a work

—

the Word was made flesh, etc.—
o \6yo<;] John does not simply say kuI arap^ iyeveTO, but he

names the great subject as he had done in ver. 1, to complete

the solemnity of the weighty statement, which he now felt

himself constrained still to subjoin and to carry onwards, as

if in joyful triumph, to the close of the Prologue.— crap^

iyivero] The word adp^ is carefully chosen, not indeed iu

any sort of opposition to the divine idea of humanity, which

in this place is very remote,^ but as opposed to the purely

divine, and hence also to the jpurely immaterial nature'^ of the

> Against BeyscIJaa; in the Stud. u. Krit. 1860, p. 459.

^ Hence also a- a pi is selected for the purpose of expressing the full antithesis,

and not trufix, because there might be a ffZ/ua without a-dpl (1 Cor. xv. 40, 44);

and besides, the expression o xiym (rZfta lyUiTo would not necessarily includu

the possession of a human soul. John might also have written Hylfutvoi iyU
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Logos (Clem, ad Cor. II. 9, wv fiev ro 'rrponov 7rvevjJ.a iyevero

o-dp^; comp. Halm, Thcol. d. N. T. I. 197), whose transition,

however, into this other form of existence necessarily pre-

supposes that He is conceived of as a personalitij, not as a

princijyle (Beyschlag, Christol. p. 169); as is, besides, required

by the whole Prologue. The actual incarnation of a principle

would be for John an unrealizable notion. Just as decidedly

is 6 X0709 crapf iyevero opposed to the representation that the

Logos always became more and more completely adp^ (Bey-

schlag) during the whole unfolding of His eartlihj life. The

o \6709 aap^ iyevero is a definite act in the consummation of

His history. He became flesh, i.e. a corporeal material being,

visible and tangible (1 John i. 2), which He was not before,^

and by which it is self-evident that the human mode_of exist-

ence in which He appeared, which we have in the person of

Jesus, and which was known to the reader, is intended. ^Ev

crapKL i\rj\v6ev (1 John iv. 2 ; 2 John 7 ; comp. 1 Tim. iii.

16) is, in fact, the same thing, though expressed from the

point of view of that modcdity of His coming which is con-

ditioned by the aap^ iyevero. As, however, iyevero points

out that He became what He was not before, the incarnation

cannot be a mere accident of His substantial being (against

Baur), but is the assumption of another real existence, whereby

out of the purely divine Logos-Person, whose specific nature

at the same time remained unaltered, and in order to accom-

plish the work of redemption (chap. vi. ; Eom. viii. 3 ; Heb.

ii. 14, 15), a really corporeal personality, i.e. the God-man

Jesus Christ (ver. 17), came into existence. Comp. on the

point, 1 John iv. 2 ; Phil. ii. 7 ; 1 Tim. iil 16 ; Heb. ii. 14,

v. 7. Since adp^ necessarily carries with it the idea only of

the y^ryxv (see Schulz, Abendm. p. 94 ff. ; Weiss, Lehrbegr. p.

256), it might seem as if John held the ApoUinarian notion,

irETo (v. 27, viii. 40), but <ra^| presented tlie antithesis of both forms of exist-

ence most sharply and strikingly, and yet at the same time unquestionably

designates the human personality (xvii. 2). According to Baur, indeed, it is

sail to be impossible to understand by the incarnation any proper assumption of

humanity.
' Comp. the well-known "Sum quod eram, nee eram quod sum, nunc d'lcor

titrumque." In Jesus Christ we have the absolute synthesis ot the divine and

the human.
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that in Christ there was no human roD?, but that the \6yoi

took its place.^ But it is not really so (see, on the other side,

Mau, Progr. de Christolog. N. T., Kiel 1843, p. 13 £f.), because

the human "^v^i^ does not exist by itself, but in necessary

connection with the irvev/xa (Beck, hihl. Sedenl. § 13; Hahn,

Theol. d. K T. I. \ 154), and because the K T. (comp. viii.

40) knows Jesus only as perfect man.^ In fact, John in par-

ticular expressly speaks of the '>\rv')(rj (xii. 27) and 7rvev/xa

of Christ (xi. 33, xiii. 21, xix. 30), which he does not identify

with the Logos, but designates as the substratum of the

human self-consciousness (xi. 38).^ The transcendental cha-

racter, however, of this self-consciousness, as necessarily given

in the incarnation of the Logos, Weizsacker has not succeeded,

as is plain from his interpretation of the passages referred to,

in explaining away by anything Jesus Himself says in this

Gospel, The conception of weakness and susceptibility of

suffering (see on Acts ii. 17), which Luther, Melancthon,

Calvin, Olshausen, Tholuck, Hengstenberg, Philippi, and others

' Of late, Zeller in particular (in the Theol. Jahrb. 1842, I. 74) has limited

the Johannean doctrine of the human element in the person of Jesus simply

to His corporeity, excluding any special human anima rationalis. Comp. also

Kostlin, p. 148 if., and Baur, neutest. Theol. p. 362. That ira.pl was the merely

formal non-personal clothing of the Logos-subject (Pfleiderer, in Hilgenfeld's

Zeitschr. 1866, p. 260), does not correspond with the conception of avSpuvo;,

under which Christ represents Himself (viii. 40). This is also in answer to

Scholten, who in like manner comes to the conclusion that, in John's view, Jesus

was man as to His body only, but the Logos as to His spirit.

^ So John in particular. See Hilgenfeld, Lehrbegr. p. 234 £F., who, however,

explains the irap^ iyivira from the Valentinian system, and attributes to the

evangelist the notion of a corporeity, real indeed, but not fettered by the

limitation of a material body, appealing to vi. 16 ff., vii. 10, 15, viii. 59, ii. 19 ff.

Baur's view is similar, though he does not go so far. Baur, p. 367.

* Rightly has the chuixh lield firmly to the perfection (perfectio) of the divine

and human natures in Christ in the Athanasian sense. No change and no

delect of nature on the one side or the other can be justified on exegetical

grounds, and especially no such doctrine as that of Gess, that by the incarnation

the Logos became a human soul or a human spirit (comp. also Hahn, Theol. d.

N. T. I. 198 f.). Tlds modification, which some apply to the xivuiri;, is un-

scriptural, and is particularly opposed to John's testimony throughout his Gospel

and First Epistle. How little does Gess succeed in reconciling his view with

John V. 26, for example,—a passage Avhich is always an obstacle in his way!
Further, according to Worner, Verhdltn. d. Gelstes zum Sohne Gott. p. 27, tlia

Logos became a soul. Against Hahn, see Dorner in the Jahrb. f, D. Tlitol.

1856, p. 393 ff.
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find in crdp^, is quite remote from this verse (comp. 1 John

iv. 2), where the point in question is simply the change in

the divine mode of existence, while the adp^ is that which "^

bears the Bo^a ; and so also is an}'- anti-Docetic reference, such

as Frommann and others, and even De Wette and Lechler,

imagine.— The supernatural generation of Jesus is neither

presupposed nor included (as even Godet maintains), nor ex-

cluded,^ in John's representation o \6709 aap^ iyevero, for

the expression contains nothing as to the manjier of the

incarnation; it is an addition to the primitive apostolical

Christology, of which we have no certain trace either in the

oldest Gospel (Mark), or in the only one which is fully apostolic

(John), or even anywhere in Paul : see on Matt, i, 1 8 ; comp.

John V. 27, Eom. i. 3, 4.

—

Ka\ €(rKi]vcoaev iv '^fiiv] and

tahernadcd, i.e. took up His abode, among us: iaKi^vcoaev here

is chosen merely to draw our attention to the manifestation of

the incarnate Logos, whose holy crKTjvwfia (2 Pet. i. 13) was in

fact His human substance,^ as the fulfilment of the promise of

God's dwelling with His people (Ex. xxv. 8,Xxix. 45; Lev.

jy/ y^xvi. 11; Joel iii. %i; Ezek. xxxvii. 27; Hagg. ii. 8: comp.

Ecclus. xxiv. 8; Eev. xxi. 3), and therefore as the Shekinah

which formerly revealed itself in the tabernacle and in the

temple (see on Eom. ix. 4); an assumption which the context

justifies by the words: iOeaa: t. So^av avrov. The Targums,

in like manner, represent the Word (siJD'o) as the r^TTC^, and

the Messiah as the manifestation of this.— ev rjfjblv] refers

to the oaoL e\a/3ov avrov, vv. 12, 13, to whom John belongs,

not simply to the Twelve (Tholuck), nor to the Christian con-

sciousness (Hilgenfeld), nor to mankind generally ; comp. ver.

16. The believers whom Jesus found are the fclloivship who,

as the holy people, surrounded the incarnate Word, and by

' For assuredly the same Subject, which in His divine essence was pre-existent

as the eternal Logos, may as a temporal human manifestation covie into existence

and begin to be, so that in and by itself the manner of this origination, natural

or supei'natural, makes no difference in the conceivableness of the fact (against

Baur in the Tkeol. Jahrb. 1854, p. 222).

^ In this He tabernacled among us not merely as a divine principle (Bey-

schiag), but as vrat ro trXrifufjLa, t'-zis horriTos (Col. ii. 9), i.e. exactly what He
was as the personal Logos. Thus His body was the temple of God (ii. 19),

the true special dwelling of God's gracious presence.
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whom His glory was beheld (comp. 1 John i. 1).— Ka\ eOe-

aad fie 6 a, ac.tA.] We must not (as most expositors, even

Liicke, Frommann, Maier, De Wette) take this clause as far

as Trarpo? to be a lively insertion, interrupting the narrative

;

for the having beheld the So^a is the essential element in the

progress of the discourse. It is an independent part in the con-

nection ; so that TrXijpr]^ ^(ap. k. aX., which is usually joined

grammatically with o \6^o<i, is to be referred to avrov in an

irregular coriibination of cases, determined by the logical

subject (B. Crusius, Briickner, Weiss, comp. Grotius), by which

the nominative instead of the dependent case (Augustine read

TrXijpov;) sets forth the statement more emphatically without

any governing word. See especially Bernhardy, p. 6 8 ; Heind.

ad Plat. Theaet. 89, Soph. 7; Winer, p. 524 [E. T. p. 705].

— rrjv So^av avrov] the Majesty (1133) of the Logos, i.e. of

necessity the divine glory (in the 0. T. symbolically revealing

itself as the brilliant light which surrounded the manifestation

of Deity, Ex. xxiv. 17, xl. 34 ff.; Acts vii. 2), so far as the Logos

from His nature (see what follows) essentially participated

therein, and possessed it in His pre-human state and onwards.^

It presented itself to the recognition of believers as a reality, in

the entire manifestation, work, and history of Him who became

man ; so that they (not unbelievers) beheld it^ {intuclantur),

because its rays shone forth, so as to be recognised by them,

through the veil of the manhood, and thus it revealed itself

visibly to them (1 John i. 1; comp. chap. ii. 11). The idea of

an inner contemplation is opposed to the context (against Baur).

The to^a Tov \6yov, which before the incarnation could be

represented to the prophet's eye alone (xii. 41), but which

otherwise was, in its essence, incapable of being beheld by man,

became by means of the incarnation an object of external obser-

vation by those who were eye-witnesses (Luke i. 2 ; 1 John iv.

14) of His actual self-manifestation. We must, however, bear

in mind that the manifestation of this divine glory of the Logos

in His human state is conceived of relatively, though revealing

1 Comp. Gess, Person Chr. p. 123.

- All limitations to individual points, as e.g. to the miracles, or even specially

to the history of the transfiguration (Luke ix. 32 ; Wetstein, Tittmann;, aie

arbitrary.
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beyond doubt the divine nature of the Logos, and nothing

else than that, yet as limited and conditioned on the one hand

by the imperfection of human intuition and knowledge, and

on the other by the state of humiliation (Phil ii. 6 ff.) which

was entered upon with the o-ap^ iyevero. For the Bo^a abso-

lutely, which as such is also the adequate f^opcpr) 6eov, was

possessed by Him who became man—the Logos, who entered

upon life in its human form—only in His pre-existent state

(xvii. 5), and was resumed only after His exaltation (xii. 41,

xvii. 5,^^ii. 24); while during His earthly life His So^a as

the manifestation of the caa elvat deai was not the simply

divine, but that of the God-man} See on Phil. ii. 8, note, and

chap. xvii. 5. No distinction is hereby made between God's

ho^a and the Bo^a of the God-man (as objected by Weiss)

;

the difference is simply in the degrees of manifestation and

appearance. Still Weiss is quite right in refusing, as against

Ivostlin and Eeuss, to say that there is in John no idea what-

'^•ver of humiliation (comp. xii. 32, 34, xvii, 5).— ho^avl

more animated without he. Comp. Horn. Od. a, 2 2 f ; Dem.
de. cor. 143 (p. 275, Eeisk.) : irokeixov ek r. 'Attlktjv elad-

7et9 . . . "Kokeixov 'A/xcpiKTvovLKov. See Kriiger, S 59, 1. 3, 4.— fa? fiovojevov'i^ as of an, only-hegotten, i.e. as belongs to

such an one,^ corresponds to the nature of one who is [xovo-

J6pr}^ irapa irarpo'^ ; Chrysostom : o'lav eTrpeyre koI et«09 e^eiv

fjtovojev^] Kol jvijaiov vlov ovra, k.t.X. The idea of reality

(Euthymius Zigabenus : ovTca) lies as little in w? as in the

erroneously so-called 3 veritatis (against Olshausen, Klee, and

earlier writers) ; there is rather the supposition of a compari-

son, which approaches the meaning of quippe (Ellendt, Lex.

Soph. IL p. 1002); see Kiihner, § 330. 5.— iMovor^evrj^'] of

Christ, and regarded, indeed, in His divine nature, is Johan-

nean, expressing the apostle's own idea of Christ's unique

^ Which indeed, even after His exaltation, is and ever continues to be that of

the God-man, though without limitation and perfect.—According to "Weiss

(Lehrbegr. p. 261), the S^^a of the Logos cannot be that of the originally divine

essence itself, but one vouchsafed to Christ for the purpose of His works. This,

however, is contrary to the express meaning of the word here, where by the T»i»

Sa|. etl/Tou, X.T.X., we can only understand His proper glory brought with Him
by the Logos into His incarnate life. As to xvii. 22, see on that passage.

* Therefore /tovoy. is idthout the article. The expression is qualitative.
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relationsliip as the Son of God, i. 18, iii. 16, 18, 1 John iv.

9, though it is put into the mouth of Christ Himself in iii.

16, 18. Comp. the Pauline irpcororoKo^, Col. i. 15, Heh. i. 6,

which as to the thing certainly corresponds with the Johan-

nean /xovo'yevr]<;, hut presents the idea in the relation of time

to the creation, and in Eom. viii 2 9 to Christendom. Movoj,^
designates the Logos as the only Son (Luke vii. 12, viii. 42,

ix. 38; Heb. xi. 17; Tob. viii. 17; Herod, vii. 221; Plato,

Zcgg. IIL p. 691 D; Aesch. Ag. 898; Hes. epy. 378), besides

whom the Father has none, who moreover did not become

such by any moral generation, as in the case of the reKva

6eov, vv. 12, 13, nor by adoption, but by the metaphysical

relation of existence arising out of the divine essence, whereby

He was iv apxv ^i^^ God, being Himself divine in nature and

person, vv. 1, 2. He did not first hecome this by His incar-

nation, but He is this before all time as the Logos, and He
manifests Himself as the fjiovoy. hy means of the incarnation,

so that consequently the /xovoy. v/o? is not identical (Beyschlag,

^ p. 1 5 1 ff.) with the historical person Jesus Christ, but presents

Himself in that person to believers ; and therefore we are not

to think of any interchange of the predicates of the Logos and

the Son, "who may be also conceived of retrospectively"

(Weizsacker, 1862, p. 699). In other respects the designation

/ corresponds to human relations, and is anthropomorphic, as is

^ vm deov itself,—a circumstance which, however, necessarily

limited its applicability as an expression of the metaphysical

relation, in apprehending which we must also leave out of

view the conception of lirth as such, so far as it implies the

idea of the maternal function. Origen well remarks : to he

ct)? fiovo'y. Trapa irarp. voelv vTio/SdWei, eic ttj^ ovcrLa<i tou

Trarpo'i etvai rov vlov . . . el yap Kat aWa Trapa iraTpo'i e%€t

T?)y vTrap^Lv, fiaraico^ r) tov fxovoyevov'i eKeiTO ^covrj.— ira-

rp 6^] without the article (Winer, p. 116 [E. Tr. p. 151]).

Uapa irarp. must be joined to ixovoy., to which it adds the

definite idea of having gone forth, i.e. of having come from the

Father (vi 46, vii. 29, xvi. 27). Correlative with this is ver.

18, d biv eh T. KoXirov rov irarpo'i, where the only-begotten

Son who came forth from the Father is viewed as having again

returned to the Father. The conception of having leen be-
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gotten, consequently of derivation from the essence, would be

expressed by the simple genitive (Trar/jo?) or by the dative, or

by e/c or airo, but lies in the word /Movo'yevov'i itself; since this

expresses the very generation, and therefore the e'/c t?}? ovaia'i

Tov irarpo^ ehai (Origen). Its connection with Bo^av (Eras-

mus, Grotius, Hofmann, Schriftheiv. I. 120, Weiss ; already

Theophyl. ?) is in itself grammatically admissible (Plut. Agis,

2; 'Pla.to, 'Phaedr. p. 232 A; Acts xxvi. 12), but is not favoured

here either by the position of the words or by the connection,

from which the idea of the origin of the ho^a lay far remote,

the object being to designate the nature of the ho^a ; more-

over, the anarthrous fiovoy. requires a more precise definition,

which is exactly what it has in Trapa Trarpo?.— 7r\rjpr]<i

^dp K. aXrjO.'] To be referred to the subject, though that

(avrov) stands in the genitive. See above. It explains hoiv the

Logos, having become incarnate, manifested Himself to those

who beheld His glory. Grace and trutJi^ are the two efficaciously

saving and inseparable factors of His whole manifestation

and ministry, not constituting His So^a (Luthardt),—a notion

opposed to ii. 11 and xvii.,—but displaying it and making it

known to those who beheld that glory. Through God's grace to

sinful man He became man ; and by His whole work on earth

up to the time of His return to His Father, He has been the

instrument of obtaining for believers the blessing of becoming

the children of God. Tinith, again, was what He revealed in

the whole of His work, especially by His preaching, the theme

of which was furnished by His intuition of God (ver. 18), and

which therefore must necessarily reveal in an adequate manner
God's nature and counsel, and be the opposite of aKoria and

i/reOSo?. Comp. Matt. xi. 27. The aXrjdeia corresponds

formally to the nature of the Logos as light (</)co?) ; the

XdpL<i, which bestows everlasting life (iii. 15), to His nature

as life {t,o)r)), vv. 4, 5. That the
x'^P'''^

'^- dXrjdeia with which

He was filled are divine grace and truth, of which He was the

* Where, according to Hilgetifeld, the author must have had in view the

female Aeons of the two first Sj-zygies of the Valentinian system. John m\-
doubtedly has the word x^P'' only in the Prologue, hut Matthew and Mark also

do not use it ; while Luke does not employ it in the sense of saving Christian

grace, in which sense it first occurs in the Acts and in Paul,
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possessor and bearer, so that in Ilim they attained their com-

plete manifestation (comp, xiv. 6), is self-evident from what

has preceded, but is not specially iAdicated, as would neces-

sarily have been done by the use of the article, which would

have expressed the grace and truth (simply) Kar i^oxv^-

Ver. 16 f. is decisive against the construction of 7rXr]p?]<i with

what follows (Erasmus, Paulus). Whether John, moreover,

used the words irX'ijp. ')(apno<i k. oKrjO. with any reference to

Ex. xxxiv. 6 (Hengstenberg) is very doubtful, for noK in that

passage has a different meaning (truthfulness, fidelity). John

is speaking independently, from his own full experience and

authority as a witness. Through a profound living experience,

he had come to feel, and here declares his conviction, that all

salvation depends on the incarnation of the Logos.

Ver. 15. It is to this great fact of salvation to which the

Baptist bears testimony, and his testimony was confirmed by

the gracious experience of us all (ver. 16).— fxaprvpeZ] Eepre-

sentation of it as present, as if the testimony were still sound-

ing forth.— KiKpa<ye\ " clamat Joh. cum fiducia et gaudio, uti

magnum praeconem decet," Bengel. He crieth, comp. vii, 28,

37, xii. 44; Eom. ix. 27. The Perfect in the usual classical

sense as a present ((Sowv . . . koI KeKpaycio';, Dem. 271, 11;

Soph. Aj. 1136 ; Arist. Plut. 722, Vesp. 415). Not so else-

where in the N. T. Observe, too, the solemn circumstantial

manner in which the testimony is introduced :
" John hears

ivitness of Him, and cries while he says."— ovto? r}v\ rjvi?, used,

because John is conceived as speaking at the jpresent time, and

therefore as pointing back to a testimony historically past:

^
" This was He whom I meant at the time when I said." With

v'' elireiv Tcva, " to speak of any one," comp. x. 36 ; Xen. Cyr. vii.

3. 5 ; Plato, Crat. p. 432 C ; Hom. //. ^. 479. See on viii. 27.

— o oTTia-u) fjiov ip'^ofj.. efiirpoaOiv piov r^kfyovev^ " He who

cometh after me is come hefore me ;"-^m how far is stated in

the clause on Trpwro? fjiov rjv, which assigns the reason. The

meaning of the sentence and the point of the expression de-

pend upon this,—namely, that Christ in His human mani-

festation appeared after John, but yet, as the pre-mundane

Logos, preceded him, because He existed before John. On
f^LveaOat with an adverb^ especially of place, in the sense of
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coming as in vi. 25, see Kriiger on Xen, Anab. i, 2. 7

;

Kiihner, II. p. 39 ; Nagelsbach, note on Iliad, ed. 3, p. 295. j^^^""

Comp. Xen. Cyrop. vii. 1. 22, ijivero oinaOev rwv apfiajia^wv) ^ >u^
Andb. vil 1. 10; i. 8. 24. Both are adverbs oi ijlace; so ^
that, however, the time is represented as local, not the rank

(ivTifi6T€p6<; /j,ov iari, Chrysostom ; so most critics, even Liicke,

Thohick, Olsliausen, Maier, De Wette),^ which would involve

a di'^ersity in the manner of construing the two particles (the

first being taken as relating to time), and the sentence then

becomes trivial, and loses its enigmatical character, since, in-

deed, the one who appears later need not possess on that

account any lower dignity. Origen long ago rightly under-

stood both clauses as relating to time, though tlie second is

not therefore to be rendered " He was before me " (Luther and

many, also Bruckner, Baeumlein), since jjy is not the word ;^

nor yet :
" He came into heing before me," which would not be

referable "to the 0. T. advent of Christ" (Lange), but, in

harmony with the idea of fiovoyev^<i, to His having come forth

from God prior to all time. It is decisive against both, that

ore TrpcoTO'i fiov rjv would be tautological,—an argument which

is not to be set aside by any fanciful rendering of Trpwro? (see

below). Nonnus well remarks : tt/owto? e/cieto ^e^rjKev, orrrlcr-

Tep6<; ocTTL^ iKavei. Comp. Godet and Hengstenberg ; also in

his Christol. III. 1, p. 675, " my successor is my predecessor,"

where, however, his assumption of a reference to Mai. iii. 1 is

without any hint to that effect in the words. According to

Luthardt (comp Hofmann, JVcissag. u. Erf. II. 256), what is

meant to be said is :
" He who at first walked behind me, as if

he were my disci'ple, has taken precedence of me, i.e. He has ^
become my masterr But the enigma of the sentence lies just

in this, that o oTricray /jlov ipx^H'- expresses something still

future, as this also answers to the formal ep'^ecrOat used of the

Messiah's advent. Hofmann's view, therefore, is more correct,

Schriftlew. II. 1, p. 10 ff.,—namely, that the meaning of the

' This rendering is not ungrammatical (in opposition to Hengstenberg), if it

onlj' be maintained that, even while adopting it, the local meaning of 'iit-vfoaSiv is

not changed. (Comp. Gen. xlviii. 20 ; Baruch ii. 5.)

^ So, too, in Matt. xix. 8 and John yj 27, yUifSai does not mean esse, but

fieri (against Baeumlein) ; so also in passages such as Luke i. 5, 2 Pet. ii. 1.
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Baptist is, " while Jesus is coming after him, He is already

before him" But even thus e/^Trp. fiov 767. amounts to a

figurative designation of rank, which is not appropriate to the

clause OTL Trpwroq fiov rjv, which assigns the reason, and mani-

festly refers to time.— otl TrpSiro'i >xov rjv] is a direct portion

of the Baptist's testimony which has just been adduced (against

Hengstenberg), as ver. 30 shows, presenting the key to the

preceding Oxymoron : for hefore me He was in existenee. The

reference to rank (Chrysostom, Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Grotius,

and most comm., also B. Crusius and Hofmann), according to

which we should construe, " He was more than /," is at once

overthrown by rjv, instead of which we ought to have eo-TtV.

Comp. Matt. iii. 11. Only a rendering which refers to time

(i.e. only the pre-existence of the Logos) solves the apparent

opposition between subject and predicate in the preceding

declaration. — Trpwro? in the sense of irporepa, answering to

the representation, "first in compariso7i loith me." ^ See Herm.

ad Viger. p. 718; Dorvill. ad ChaHt. p. 478; Bernhardy,

Eratosth. 42, p. 122. We must not, with Winer and Baur,

force in the idea of absolute priority.'* Comp. xv. 18 ; and

Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 74 [E. T. p. 84]. This also against

Ewald
(^'
far earlier"), Hengstenberg, Bruckner, Godet (" the

principle of my existence "). To refuse to the Baptist all idea

of the pre-existence of the Messiah, and to represent his state-

ment merely as one put into his mouth by the evangelist

(Strauss, Weisse, B. Bauer, De Wette, Scholten, and many
others), is the more baseless, the more pointed and peculiar is

the testimony ; the greater the weight the evangelist attaches

to it, the less it can be questioned that deep-seeing men were

able, by means of such O. T. passages as Mai. iii. 1, Isa. vi.

1 ff., Dan. vii. 13 ff., to attain to that idea, which has even

Eabbinical testimony in its support (Bertholdt, Christol. p. 131),

and the more resolutely the pioneer of the Messiah, under the

influence of divine revelation, took his stand as the last of the

prophets, the Elias who had come.

' Comp. the genitive relation in rpuriTox^s "rirn; xr'eriu;. Col. 1. 15.

^ Philippi, d. Eingang d. Joh. Ev. p. 179 :
" He is the unconditioned flrrt {i.e.

the eternal), in relation to me." The comparison of A and fl in the Revelation is

inapplicable here, because we have not the absolute o rfu-os, but vfUTct ft.au.



CHAP. I. IS. 97

Ver. 16. Not the language of the Baptist (Heracleon,

Origen, Eupertus, Erasmus, Luther, Melancthon, Lange), against

which rjixet^ TrdvTe'i is decisive, but that of the evangelist con-

tinued.— ore (see critical notes) introduces the personal and

superdbounding gracious experience of lelievers, with a retro-

spective reference indeed to the TrXijp. '^dpiTo<; k. oXtjO., ver. 14,

and in the form of a confirmation of John's testimony in ver.

15 : this testimony is justified by what was imparted to us all

out of the fulness of Him who was borne witness to.— e/c rov

7r\r]p(o/j,. avrov] out of that whereof He was full, ver. 14;

TTkrjpwfxa in a passive sense; see on Col. i. 19. The phrase

and idea were here so naturally furnished by the immediate

context, that it is quite far-fetched to find their source in

Gnosticism, especially in that of the Valentinians (Schwegler,

Hilgenfeld).— r]p,el<i\ we on our part, giving prominence to

the personal experience of the believers (which had remained

unknown to unbelievers), vv. 10, 11.— Tra^re?] None went

empty away. Inexhaustiblcness of the irkrjpoifia.— e'Xa/3o/u.e^']

absolute: we have received.— KaX\ and indeed. See Winer,

p. 407 [E. T. p. 546]; Hartung, Fartikell. I. 145.— %apn^
dvrl ^a/)iTo<?] grace for grace, is not to be explained (with

Chrysostom, Cyril, Severus, Nonnus, Theophylact, Erasmus,

Beza, Aretins, Calovius, Jansen, Wolf, Lampe, and many
others, even Paulus), N. T. instead of 0. T. grace (Euthyn ius

Zigabenus : rr]v kuivtjv BiadyJKTjv dvrl r^? TraXata?), or instead

of the original grace lost in Adam (see especially Calovius), siiice

in ver, 17 6 i/o/io? and r/ %a/3t? are opposed to each other, and

since in the N. T. generally ;^a/3t9 is the distinctive essence

of Christian salvation (comp. especially Eom. vi. 14, 15) ; bi t,

as Beza suggested, and with most modern expositors,^ " so that

ever and anon fresh grace appears in place of that already/

received." " Proximam quamque gratiam satis quidem magnam
gratia subsequens cumulo et plenitudine sua quasi obruit,"

Bengel. So superabundant was the Xafx^dveiv ! This render-

ing is sufficiently justified linguistically by Theogn. Sent. 344,

* Among whom, however, Godet regards the phrase with avr/ as a play upon
words, referring to the 0. T. law of retaliation, according to which "chaque
grdee Uait la recompense dhin m4rite acquis." But such an allusion would be

inappropriate, since %«/»'; in avTi x°^ptTo; is not something human, but divine.

G
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avT dvLwv avLa<;; Pliilo, de poster. Caini, I. p. 254; Chrys. d&

sac. vi. 13,—as it is generally by the primary meaning of avrl

(grace interchanging with grace) ; and it corresponds, agreeably

to the context, with the idea of the TrXrjpajiia, from which it is

derived, and is supported further by the increasingly blessed

condition of those individually experiencing it (justification,

peace with God, consolation, joy, illumination, love, hope, and

so on: see on Eom. v. 1 ff. ; Gal. v. 22 ; Eph, v. 9). John

might have written X"'P^^
^'^'^

X'^P'''^'' ^^ X"/^^'^
^'^^ %«P^^ (Phil.

ii. 27), but his conception of it was different. Still, any

special reference to the fulness of the special p^aptcr/aara, 1

Cor. xii.-xiv. (Ewald), lies remote from the context here (ver.

1 7) ; though at the same time they, as in general no evXafyla

irvevixaTLKi] (Eph. i. 3), wherewith God in Christ has blessed

believers, are not excluded.

Ver. 17. Antithetical confirmation of X'^P''^
"'^''"^ p^aptro?;

" for how high above what was formerly given by Moses, does

that stand which came through Jesus Christ !" Comp. Ptom.

iv. 15, x. 4 ; Gal. iii. 1 ff., al. The former is the law,

viewed by Paul as the antithesis of grace (Eom. vi. 14, vii. 3
;

Gal. iv. 4, and many other passages), in so far as it only lays

us under obligation, condemns us, and in fact arouses and

intensifies the need of grace, but does not bestow peace, which

latter gift has been realized for us through Christ. The anti-

thesis without fiev—hi has rhetorical force (iv. 22, vi. 63);

Buttm. N. T. Gk. p. 344 [E. T. p. 364].— 77 xa/^^?] in the

definite and formal sense of redemption, saving grace, i.e. the

grace of the Father in the Son. Hence also Kal 17 akrjOeia

is added with a pragmatical reference to ver. 1 4 ; this, like all

Christ's gifts of grace, was regarded as included in the universal

X'^P''^
"i'^^ %a/otTo? of ver. 16, Moreover, the dXrjdeta was not

given in the law, in so far as its substance, which was not

indeed untrue, but an outflow of the divine will for salvation

(Eom. vii. 10 sqq. ; Acts vii. 38), was yet related only as type

and preparation to the absolute revelation of truth in Christ

;

and hence through its very fulfilment (Matt. v. 17) it had

come to be done away (Eom. x. 4 ; Col. ii. 14 ; Heb. x. 1 ff.,

vii 18). Comp. Gal. iii. 24. Grace was still wanting to the

law, and with it truth also in the fidl meaning of the word.
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See also 2 Cor. iii. 13 ff.— e<ye.vero\ The non-repetition of

ihoOr] is not to point out the independent work of the Logos

(Clemens, Paedag. i. 7), to which hia would be opposed, or of

God (Origen), whose work the law also was; but the change

of thought, though not recognised by Llicke, lies in this, that
|

each clause sets forth the historical phenomenon as it actually \/^

occurred. In the case of the law, this took place in the his-

torical form of being given, whereas grace and truth oi-igi-

nated, came into being, not absolutely, but in relation to man-

kind, for whom they had not before existed as a matter of

experience, but which now, in the manifestation and work of

Christ, unfolded their historical origin. Comp. 1 Cor. i. 30.

—Observe how appropriately, in harmony with the creative

skilful plan of the Prologue, after the incarnation of the

Logos, and the revelation of His glory which was therewith

connected, have been already set forth with glowing animation,

there is now announced for the first time the great historical

Name, Jesus Christ, which designates the incarnate Logos

as the complete concrete embodiment of His manifestation.

Comp. 1 John i. 1-3. Only now is the Prologue so fully

developed, that Jesus Christ, the historical person of the X070?

€vaapKo<i (who therefore is all the less to be understood

throughout, with Hofmann and Luthardt, under the title X6709),

comes before the eye of the reader, who now, however, knows

how to gather up in this name the full glory of the God-man.

Ver. 18 furnishes an explanation of what had just been said,

that 17 aXtjOeia Bia 'I. X. iyeveTo ;^ for that there was required

direct knowledge of God, the result of experience, which

His only-begotten Son alone possessed.— ovSet?] no man,

not even Moses. " Besides is no doctor, master, or preacher,

than the only Teacher, Christ, who is in the Godhead in-

wardly," Luther; comp. Matt. xi. 27.— icopaKe] has seen,

beheld (comp. iii. 11), of the intuition of God's essence (Ex.

xxxiii. 20), to the exclusion of visions, theophanies, and the

like. Comp. 1 John iv. 12; also Ptom. i. 2 ; Col. i. 15;
1 Tim. i. 17. Agreeably to the context, the reference is to

^ Not including any explanation of « x'^P'i also (Luthardt), because luiiaxi and

•Irysjo-oETo answer only to the conception of the truth in which the vision of God
is interpreted.
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tbe direct vision of God's essential glory, wliich no man could

have (Ex. l.c), but which Christ possessed in His pre-human

condition as \0709 (comp. vi. 46), and possesses again ever

since His exaltation.— o Siv eh rov koXtt. tov 770x^69]

As i^rj^Tjo: refers to the state on earth of the Only-begotten, wp

consequently, taken as an imperfect, cannot refer to the pre-

human state (against Luthardt, Gess, pp. 123, 236, and others)

;

yet it cannot coincide with e|';7^. in respect of time (Beyschlag),

because the elvat et? rov ko\. t. it. was not true of Christ

during His earthly life (comp. especially i. 52).^ The right

explanation therefore is, that John, when he wrote o wv et? r.

K. T. TT., expressed himself from his own present standing-point,

and conceived of Christ as in His state of exaltation, as having

returned to the bosom of the Father, and therefore into the

state of the elvat tt/jo? tov 6e6v. So Hofmann, Scliriftlew. I.

120, II. 23 ; Weiss, Lchrhegr. 239. Thus also must we ex-

plain the statement of direction towards, et? tov koXtt., which

would be otherwise without any explanation (Mark ii. 1, xiii.

16 ; Luke xi. 7); so that we recognise in et? as the prominent

element the idea of having arrived at (EUendt, Lex. Sojjh.

I. p. 537 ; Jacobs, ad Anthol. XIII. p. 71 ; Buttm. K T. Gr.

p. 286 [E. T. p. 333]), not the notion of leaning upon (Godet,

after "Winer, Liicke, Tholuck, Maier, Gess, and most others),

nor of moving towards, which is warranted neither by the

simple cov (in favour of which such analogies as in aurem

dormire are inappropriate) nor by et?, instead of which Trpo?

(Horn. II. vi. 467) or eVt with the accusative ought rather to

be expected.^ This forced interpretation of ei? would never

have been attempted, had not wv been construed as a timeless

^ Hence we must not say, with Briickner, comp, Tboluck and Hengstenberg,

that a relation of the i/.o^oyi^is is portrayed which was neither Interrupted nor

modified by the incarnation. The communion of the Incarnate One with God
remained, He in God, and God in Him, but not in the same manner metaphysi-

cally as before His incarnation and after His exaltation. He while on earth was

still in heaven (iii. 13), yet not de facto, but de jure, because heaven was His

home. His ancestral seat.

^ Philippi's objections (Glaubensl. IV. 1, p. 409 f.) to my rendering are quite

baseless. For an explanation of the <Jv n's tov xoX-t. which occurs to every un-

prejudiced expositor as coming directly from the words themselves cannot be
" arbitrary." And it is not contrary to the connection, as "both Godet and Bey-

schlag hold, because what the words, as usually interpreted, say, is already con>
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Present, expressing an inherent relation, and in tliis sense

applied (Liicke, Tholuck, De Wette, Lange, Bruckner, Heng-

stenberg, Philippi, and most expositors) also to the earthly

condition of the Son; comp. Beyschlag, pp. 100, 150. So

far as the thing itself is concerned, the eivai eh top koXtt.

does not differ from the ehat tt/jo? top 6e6v of ver. 1 ; only

it expresses the fullest fellowship with God, not before the

incarnation, but after the exaltation, and at the same time

exhibits the relation of love under a sensuous form {koXttov)
;

not derived, however, from the custom (xiii. 23) of reclining

at table (thus usually, but not appropriately in respect of

fellowship with God), but rather from the analogy of a father's 7
embrace (Luke xvi. 22). In its ijragmatic bearing, o Siv is the

historical seal of the i^ijyrjaaro ; but we must not explain it,

with Hilgenfeld, from the Gnostic idea of the TrX-^pcofia.—
iKeivo^l strongly emphatic, and pointing heavenwards.^—
i^rjy^a-arp] namely, the substance of His intuition of God

;

comp. viii. 38. The word is the usual one for denoting the
]

exposition, interpretation of divine things, and intuitions. Plato, I

Pol. iv. p. 427 C; Schneid. Theag. p. 131 ; Xen. Cgr. viii.

3. 11; Soph. M. 417; comp. the e^rj'yrjTai in Athens: /

Eahnken, ad Tim. p. 109 ff.; Hermann, gottesd. Alterth. § 1, ,

12. It does not occur elsewhere in John, and hence a special \

reference in its selection here is all the more to be presumed,
/

the more strikingly appropriate it is to the context (against

Liicke, Maier, Godet), Comp. LXX. Lev. xiv. 57.

]\^ofe.—The Prologue, which we must not \vith Eeuss restrict

to vv. 1-5, is not " A History of the Logos^' describing Him

tained in the i fiovoyiv^s u'ds, whereupon i Zv, k.t.x. sets forth the exaltation of the

Only-begotten—just as in i ftovey. vioi were given the ground and source of the

ilnywaro—as the infallible confirmation hereof. This also against Gess, p. 124.

My interpretation is quite as compatible with earnest dealing in regard to the

deity of Christ (Hengstenberg) as the usual one, while both are open to abuse.

Besides, we have nothing at all to do here with the earnestness referred to, but

simply with the correctness or incorrectness of the interpretation. Further, I

have not through fear of spiritualism (as Beyschlag imagines) deviated from the

usual meaning, which would quite agree with iii. 13.

' As with Homer (see Nitzsch, p. 37, note 1), so in the N. T. John pre-

eminently requires not merely to be read, but to be spolcen. His work is the

epic among tlie Gospels.
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down to ver. 13 as He was lefore His incarnation, and from
ver. 14ff. as incarnate (Olshausen). Against this it is decisive

that vv. 6-1 3 already refer to the period of His human exist-

ence, and that, in particular, the sonship of believers, vv. 1 2,

13, cannot be understood in any other than a specifically

Christian sense. For this reason, too, we must not adopt the

division of Ewald : (1) The pre-muudane history of the Logos,

w. 1-3
; (2) The history of His first purely spiritual working

up to the time of His incarnation, vv. 4-13; (3) The history

of His human manifestation and ministry, vv. 14-18. John
is intent rather on securing, in grand and condensed outline,

a profound comprehensive view of the nature and luorh of the

Logos ; which latter, the work, was in respect of the world
creative, in respect of mankind illuminative (the Light). As
this working of the Logos was historical, the deserijjtion must
necessarily also bear an historical character ; not in such a way,
however, that a formal history was to be given, first of the

\6yog asap-Aog (which could not have been given), and then of the

Xoyog haap^og (which forms the substance of the Gospel itself),

but in such a way thatlthe whole forms a historical picture, in

which we see, in the world which came into existence by the

creative power of the Logos, His light shining before, after, and
by means of His incarnation, ^his at the same time tells

against Hilgenfeld, p. 60 ff., according to whom, in the Pro-

logue, "the Gnosis of the absolute religion, from its immediate
foundation to its highest perfection, runs through the series of

its historical interventions." According to Kostlin, p. 102 ff.,

there is a brief triple description of all Christianity from the

beginning onwards to the present; and this, too, (1) from the

standing -point of God and His relation to the world, vv. 1-8;
then (2) from the relations of the Logos to mankind, vv.

9-13 ; and lastly, (3) in the individual, vv. 14-18, by which the

end returns to the beginning, ver. 1. But a triple beginning
(which Kaeuffer too assumes in the Sachs. Stud. 1844, p. 103 ft.)

is neither formally hinted at nor really made : for, in ver. 9, 6

X0705 is not the subject to ^v, and this nv must, agreeably to the

context, refer to the time of the Baptist, while Kostlin's con-

struction and explanation of r^v— ip^6f/.ivov is quite untenable; and
because in the last part, from ver. 14 onwards, the antithesis

between receiving and not receiving, so essential in the first two
parts, does not at all recur again. The simple explanation, in

harmony with the text, is as follows : The Prologue consists of

three parts,—namely, (1) John gives a description (a) of the

primeval existence of the Logos, w. 1, 2, and (b) of His
creative work, ver. 3 (with the addition of the first part of ver.



CHAP. I. 19, 20. 103

4, wliicli is tlie transition to what follows). Kext, (2) he repre-

sents Him in whom was life as the Light of mankind, ver. 4 ff.,

and this indeed {a) as He once had been, when still without

the antithesis of darkness, ver. 4, and (h) as He was in this

antithesis, ver. 5. This shining in the darkness is continuous

(hence (pahn, ver. 5), and the tragic opposition occasioned there-

Ijy now unfolds itself before our eyes onwards to ver. 13, in the

following manner :
" Though John came forward and testified

of the Light, not being himself the Light, but a witness of the

Light (vv. 6-8),—though He, the true Light, was already exist-

ing (ver. 9),—though He was in the world, and the world was
made by Llim, still men acknowledged Him not ; though He
came to His oivn, His own received Him not (vv. 10, 11);

whereas those who did receive Him obtained from Him power

to become the spiritual sons of God (vv. 12, 13)." Lastly,

(3) this blessedness of believers, due to the Logos who had his-

torically come, now constrains the apostle to make still more
prominent the mode and fashion in which He was manifested

in history (His incarnation), and had revealed His glory, vv.

1 4-1 8. Thus the Prologue certainly does not (against Baur) lift

the historical out of its own proper soil, and transfer it to the

sphere of metaphysics, but rather unveils its metaphysical side,

which was essentially contained in and connected with it, as

existing prior to its manifestation, and in the light of this its

metaphysical connection sums it up according to its essence and
antithesis, its actual development and the proof of its historical

truth being furnished by the subsequent detailed narrative in the

Gospel. We may distinguish the three parts thus: (1) The jpre-

mundane existence and creative work of the Logos, w. l-4a
; (2)

His work as the Light of men, and the opposition to this, vv/ 4-1 3

;

(3) The revelation of His glory which took place through the in-

carnation, vv. 14-18. Or, in the briefest way: the Logos (1)

as the creator ; (2) as the source of light; (3) as the manifes-

tation of the God-man. This third part shows us the Incarnate

One again, ver. 18, where as acapy.og He was in the beginning

—

6 wv lie 7. koXt. 70U 'TtaTfog ; and the cycle is complete.

Vv. 19, 20. The historical narrative, properly so called,

now begins, and quite in the style of the primitive Gospels

(comp. Mark i. ; Acts x. 36, 37, xiii. 23-25), with the testi-

mony of the Baptist.— /cat] awe?, now first of all to narrate

the testimony already mentioned in ver. 15; for this, and not

another borne before the baptism, is meant ; see note foil,

ver. 28.— avr7f\ "The following is the testimony of John,
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which he bore when," etc.^ Instead of ort, the evangelist

puts ore, because the idea of time was with him the predomi-

nant one. Comp. Pflugk, ad Hec. 107; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II.

p. 393. Had he written otl, his thought would have been

:

" Herein did his testimony consist, that the Jews sent to him,

and he confessed," etc.— ol 'lovhaloi] means, even in such

passages as this, where it is no merely indifferent designation

of the people (as in ii. 6, 13, iii. 1, iv. 22, v. 1, xviii. 33 ff.,

and often), nothing else than the, Jews; yet John, writing

Avhen he had long severed himself from Judaism, makes the

locly of the Jews, as the old religious community from which

the Christian Church had already completely separated itself,

thus constantly appear in a hostile sense in face of the Lord

and His work, as the ancient theocratic people in corporate

opposition to the new community of God (which had entered

into their promised inheritance) and to its Head. How little

may be deduced from this as ground of argument against the

age and genuineness of the Gospel, see my Introd. § 3. For

the rest, in individual passages, the context must always show

ivho, considered more minutely as matter of history, the persons

in question were by whom ol ^lovBaloL are represented, as in this

place, where it was plainly the Sanhedrim^ who represented

the people of the old religion. Comp. v. 15, ix. 22, xviii. 12,

31, etc.— Kal Aev'i'Ta^] priests, consequently, with their

siibordinates, who had, however, a position as teachers, and

aspired to priestly authority (see Ewald and Hengstenberg).

The mention of these together is a trait illustrative of John's

'precision of statement, differing from the manner of the Synop-

tics, but for that very reason, so far from raising doubts as to

the genuineness, attesting rather the independence and origi-

nality of John (against Weisse), who no longer uses the phrase

so often repeated in the Synoptics, " the scribes and elders^

because it had to him already become strange and out of date.

— (TV Ti9 et] for John hajjtized (ver. 25), and this baptism

had reference to Messiah's kingdom (Ezek. xxxvi. 25, 26,

' Following Origen and Cyril, Patilus and B. Crusius suppose that on begins

a. new sentence, of which xai ufioXoymri, etc., is to be taken as the apodosis—con-

trary to the simplicity of John's style.

* Comp. 'A)(^uioi in Homer, which often means W\q proceres of the Greeks.
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xxxiii. 23 ; Zecli. xiii. 1). He had, generally, made a great

sensation as a prophet, and had even given rise to the opinion

that he was the Messiah (Luke iii. 1 5 ; comp. Acts xiii. 2 5) ;

hence the question of the supreme spiritual court was justified,

Deut. xviii. 21, 22, Matt. xxi. 23. The question itself is not

at all framed in a captious spirit. We must not, with Chry-

sostom and most others, regard it as prompted by any malicious

motive, but must explain it by the authoritative position of

the supreme court. Nevertheless it implies the assumption

that John regarded himself as the Messiah ; and hence his

answer in ver. 20, hence also the emphatic precedence given

to the <Tv; comp. viii. 25. Luthardt too hastily concludes

from the form of the question, that the main thing with them

was the ijerson, not the call and purpose of God. But they

would have inferred the call and purpose of God from the

person, as the question which they ask in ver. 2 5 shows.—
i^ 'lepoa.^ belongs to aireareCkav.— Kal (0/^0X07.] still de-

pendent on the ore.— o)/jboX. kuI ovk r)pvri<T.'\ emphatic pro-

minence given to his straightforward confession ; 0)9 u\,r]6r]<;

Kal <xrepp6<i, Euthymius Zigabenus ; comp. Eur. El. 1057:

^7}fxi Koi OVK airapvovfjiai, ; Soph. Ant. 443; Dem. de Chcrs.

108. 73 : Xi^co 7r/309 vfid<; koI ovk dvoKpii^lrofiai,. See Bremi

in loc; Valcken. Schol. ad Act. xiii. 11.— Kal w/xoX.] The

first K. cDju,o\. was absolute (Add. ad Esth. i. 15, and in the

classics) ; this second has for subject the following sentence

{on recitative). Moreover, " vehementer auditorem commovet
ejusdem redintegratio verbi," ad Herenn. iv. 28. There is,

however, no side glance here at the disciples of John (comp.

the Introd.). To the evangelist, who had himself been the

pupil of the Baptist, the testimony of the latter was weighty

enough in itself to lead him to give it emphatic prominence.

— According to the right order of the words (see crit. notes),

670) OVK elfxl 6 X., the emphasis lies upon 67(0 ; I on my part,

which implies that he knew another who was the Messiah.

Ver. 21. In consequence of this denial, the next point was
to inquire whether he was the Elias who, according to Mai.

iv. 5, was expected (back from heaven) as the immediate fore-

runner of the Messiah.— ri ovv] not, quid ergo es (Beza

et al.), but as rt? does not again occur (vers. 19, 22) : what
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then is the case, if thou art not the Messiah ? what is the real

state of the matter ?— Art thou Elias ? So put, the question

assumes it as certain that John must give himself out to be

Elias, after he had denied that he was the Messiah.— ovk

el/xi] He could give this answer, notwithstanding what is

said in Lvike i. 17, Matt. xi. 14, xvii. 10 (against Hilgenfeld),

since he could only suppose his interrogators were thinking of

the literal, not of the antitypical Elijah, Bengel well says :

" omnia a se amolitur, ut Christum confiteatur et ad Christum

redigat quaerentes." He was conscious, nevertheless, according

to ver. 23, in what sense he was Elias ; but taking the question

as literally meant, there was no occasion for him to go beyond

that meaning, and to ascribe to himself in a special manner

the character of an antitypical Elias, which would have been

neither prudent nor profitable. The ovk elfiL is too definite an

answer to the definite question, to be taken as a denial in

general of every externally defined position (Briickner) ; he

would have had to answer evasively.— o 'Kpo^r]rr]<; el <tv ;]

The absence of any connecting link in the narrative shows the

rapid, hasty manner of the interrogation, o 7rpo(j)ijrr](; is

marked out by the article as the well-knoion promised prophet,

and considering the previous question 'HXla<; el av, can only

be a nameless one, and therefore not Jeremias, according to

IMatt. xvi. 14 (Grotius, Kuinoel, Olshausen, Klee, Lange), but

the one intended in Deat. xviii. 15, the reference of whom to

the Messiah Himself (Acts iii. 22, vii. 37 ; John i. 46, vi. 14)

was at least not universal (comp. vii. 40), and was not adopted

by the interrogators here. Judging from the descending climax

of the points of these questions, they must rather have thought

of some one inferior to Elias, or, in general, of an individual

undefined, owing to the fluctuation of view regarding Him
who was expected as " the prophet." ^ Nonnus well expresses

the namelessness and yet eminence of this 6 7rpo^i]T7)<;: firj av

fioi, ov Kokeovcrij derjyopo^ earal 7rpo(J37]Tr]'i, 0776X09 eacroixevoiv ;

^ Luthardt thinks of the prophet in the second portion of Isaiah. Comp.

Hofmann, Weissag u. Erf. II. p. 69. It would agree with this, that John

immediately gives an answer taken from Isa. xl. But if his interrogators had

had in mind Isa. xl. ff., they would probably have designated him whom they

meant more characteristically, viz. as the servant of Jehovah.
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Observe how the rigid denials become shortened at last to the

bare ov. Here also we have a no on the Baptist's lips, because

in his view Jesus was the prophet of Deut. xviii

Yv. 22, 23. Now comes the question which cannot be met

by a bare negative ; Xva as in ix. 36.— The positive answer to

this is from Isa. xl. 3 according to the LXX., with the varia-

tion evdvvare instead of eToi/iatrare, in unison with the second

half of the words in the LXX. For the rest, see on Matt. iii. 3.

The designation of himself, the herald of the coming Messiah

calling men to repentance, as a voice, was given in the words

of the prophet, and the accompanying ^o(bvTo<; iv rfj epij/xq)

excludes the idea which Baur entertains, that John here

intended to divest himself, as it were, of every jpersonal charac-

teristic. According to HOgenfeld, Evang. p. 236, the evan-

gelist has put the passage of Scripture applied to the Baptist

by the Synoptics (who, however, have not this account at all)

" at last into the Baptist's own mouth."

Ver. 24 ff. The inquiry, which proceeds still further, finds

a pragmatic issue in pharisaic style (for the Sanhedrim had

chosen their deputies from this learned, orthodox, and crafty

party). From their strict scholastic standing-point, they could

allow (ovv) so thoroughly reformatory an innovation as that of

baptism (see on Matt. iii. 5), considering its connection with

]\Iessiah's kingdom, only to the definite personalities of the

Messiah, Elias, or the promised prophet, and not to a man
with so vague a call as that which the Baptist from Isa. xl. 3

ascribed to himself,—a passage which the Pharisees had not

thought of explaining in a Messianic sense, and were not accus-

tomed so to apply it in their schools. Hence the parenthetical

remark just here inserted :
" And they that were sent belonged

to the Pharisees"—a statement, therefore, which ^omisfonoards,

and does not serve as a supplementary explanation of the

hostile spirit of the question (Euthymius Zigabenus, Llicke,

and most others).— The reply corresponds to what the Baptist

had said of himself in ver. 23, that he was appointed to 'prepare

the way for the Messiah. Eis baptism, consequently, was not

the baptism of the Spirit, which was reserved for the Messiah

(ver. 33), but a hajjtism of water, yet without the elcmentum

coeleste ; there was already standing, however, in their midst the
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far greater One, to whom this preparatory baptism pointed.

The first clause of the verse, eVw ^airr. ev vBari, implies, there-

fore, that by his baptism he does not lay claim to anything

that belongs to the Messiah (the baptism of the Spirit) ; and this

portion refers to the el cv ovk el 6 Xpiar6<i of ver. 25. The
second clause, however, fiiaa, etc., implies that this prelimi-

nary baptism of his had now the justification, owing to his

relation to the Messiah, of a divinely ordained necessity (ver.

23) ; since the Messiah, unknown indeed to them, already

stood in their midst, and consequently what they allowed to

Elias, or the prophet, dare not be left unperformed on his

part; and this part of his answer refers to the ovSe 'HX.('a<?

ovBe 6 irpo^rjTr}^ in ver. 25. Thus the question rt ovv

/SaTTTi^et? is answered by a twofold reason. There is much
that is inappropriate in the remarks of expositors, who have

not sufficiently attended to the connection : e.g., De "Wette

overlooks the appropriateness of the answer to the Eliaa

question ; Tholuck contents himself with an appeal to the

" laconic-comma style " of the Baptist ; and Briickner thinks

that " John wished to give no definite answer, but yet to in-

dicate his relation to the Messiah, and the fact of his pointing

to Him;" while Baumlein holds that the antithetical clause, 09

^uTTTLaec ev irvevfi. a<^., which was already intended to be here

inserted, was forgotten, owing to the intervening sentences ; and

finally, Hilgenfeld, after comparing together Matthew and Luke,

deduces the unhistorical character of the narrative. Heracleon

already was even of opinion that John did not answer accord-

ing to the question asked of him, but as he avTo<i e^oiikero.

In answer to him, Origen.— 670)] has the emphasis of an

antithesis to the higher Baptizer {ixeao^ Se, etc.), not to v^eZ?

(Godet). Next to this, the stress lies on Iv vSutl. This is

the element (see on Matt. iii. 11) in which his baptism was

performed. This otherwise superfluous addition has a limiting

force, and hence is important.— ixe(To<i\ without the spurious

he is all the more emphatic ; see on ver. 1 7. The empha-

sizing of the antithesis, however, has brought this fjueaof; to the

front, because it was the manifestation of the Messiah, already

taking place in the very midst of the Jews, which justified John

in baptizing. Had the Messiah been still far off, that baptism
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would have lacked its divine necessity ; He was, however,

standing in their midst, i.e. dva/jL€/jLLyfjLevo<; Tore tc3 \am (Euthy-

mius Zigabenus).— ov u//.€t9 ovk otSare] reveals the reason

why they could question as they had done in ver. 25. The

emphasis is on v/j.6i<j, as always (against Tholuck); here in

contrast with the knowledge which he himself had (see on

ver. 28, note) of the manifested Messiah: you on your part,

you people, have the Messiah among you, and know Him not

(that is, as the Messiah). In ver. 27, after rejecting the

words avr6<; eariv and 09 efitrpoa. fiov jiyovev (see the critical

notes), there remains only oTria-o) [jlov ip'^^ofievo'i (ver. 15),

and that in fact as the subject of yu.ecro? ecrT7;«€i', which subject

then receives the designation of its superiority over the Bap-

tist in the ov iyoo ovk elfu d^to<;, k.t.X. Concerning this desig-

nation, see on Matt. iii. 11. — iyca] I for my part. — a^i,o<i

iva] worthy that I should loose ; Xva introduces the purpose of

the a^iorrj'^. Comp. iKavo<i Xva, Matt. viii. 8, Luke vii. 6.—
avTov\ placed first for emphasis, and corresponding to the e^ft).

On avTov after ov, see Winer, p. 140 [E. T. p. 184]. Tovtov ^
would have been still more emphatic.

Ver. 28. On account of the importance of His public

appearance, a definite statement of its locality is again given.

— A place so exactly described by John himself (xi. 18),

according to its situation, as Bethany on the Mount of Olives,

cannot be meant here ; there must also have been another

Bethany situated in Peraea, probably only a village, of which

nothing further is known from history. Origen, investigat-

ing both the locality and the text, did not find indeed any

Bethany, but a Bethabara instead^ (comp. Judg. vii. 24 ?),

which the legends of his day described as the place of

' To suppose, with Possinus, Spicil. Evang. p. 32 (in the Catena in Marc.

y: 382 1.), that both names have the same signification (Tll^y n''3, donius tran-

situs, ford-house ; n>3S n''3, domus navis, ferry-house),—a view to which even

Lange inclines, L. J. II. 461,—is all the more untenable, seeing that this etymo-

logy is not at all appropriate to the position of Bethany on the Mount of Olives.

Origen himself explains the name Bethabara with an evident intention to allego-

rize : ei»6( KaTccirxtvi^; (N"I2). The derivation of the name Bethany (Lightfoot :

"'3M V3j house of dates ; Simon : n*3y n^3» locus depressionis ; others

:

K''3y n^3, dorrnis miseri) is doubtful.
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baptism; the legend, however, misled him. For Bethany in

Peraea could not have been situated at all in the same latitude

with Jericho, as the tradition represents, but must have lain

much farther north ; for Jesus occupied about three days in

travelling thence to the Judaean Bethany for the raising of

Lazarus (see on xi. 17). Yet Paulus (following Bolten)

understood the place to be Bethany on the Mount of Olives,

and puts a period after iyivero, in spite of the facts that rfj

iiravpiov (comp. ver. 35) must begin the new narration, and that

oTTov rjv 'Icodvi/. ^ain. must clearly refer to ver. 2 5 ff. Baur,

however, makes the name, which according to Schenkel must

be attributed to an error of a non-Jewish author, to have been

invented, in order to represent Jesus (?) as hcginning His public

ministry at a Bethany, seeing that He came out of a Bethany

at its close. Against the objection still taken to this name
even by Weizsacker (a name which a third person was certainly

least of all likely to venture to insert, seeing that Bethany on

the Mount of Olives was so well known), see Ewald,' Jahrb.

XII. p. 214ff. As to the historic truth of the lohole aecount

in vv. 19-28, which, especially by the reality of the situa-

tion, by the idiosyncrasy of the questions and answers, and

their appropriateness in relation to the characters and circum-

stances of the time, as well as by their connection with the

reckoning of the day in the following verses, reveals the recol-

lections and interest of an eye-witness, see Schweizer, p. 1 00 ff.

;

Bleek, Beitr. p. 256.— ottov rjv 'Icodvv. ^airr.'] where John

was employed in baptizing.

Note.—(1.) Seeing that, according to vv. 26, 27 (comp. espe-

cially ov bfisTc oxin o'lbariy which implies his own personal

acquaintance), the Baptist already knows the Messiah, while

according to w. 31-33 he first learned to recognise Him at

His baptism by means of a divine (jri/xe7ov, it certainly follows

that the occurrences related in vv. 19-28 took place after the

laptism of Jesus ; and consequently this baptism could not have
occurred on the same or the following day (Hengstenberg),

nor in the time between vv. 31 and 32 (Ewald). Wieseler,

Ebrard, Luthardt, Godet, and most expositors, as already Liicke,

Tholuck, De Wette, following the older expositors, rightly

regard the events of ver. 1 9 E as suhsequent to the baptism.

It is futile to appeal, as against this (Bruckner), to the " inde-
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finiteiiess" of the words ov liMiTg o-jx. o'/dan, for there is really no

indefiniteness in them ; while to refer them to a merely pre-

liminary knowledge, in opposition to the definite acquaintance

which began at the baptism, is (against Hengstenberg) a mere
subterfuge. That even after the baptism, which had already

taken place, John could say, " Ye know Him not," is sufficiently

conceivable, if we adhere to the purely historical account of the

baptism, as given in vv. 31-34. See on Matt p. lllff. (2.)

Although, according to Matt. iii. 14, John already knows Jesus

as the Messiah when He came to be baptized of him, there is in

this only an apparent discrepancy between the two evangelists

;

see on ver. 31. (3.) Mark i. 7, 8, and Luke iii. 16 ff., are not

at variance with John ; for those passages only speak of the

Messiah as being in Himself near at hand, and do not already

presuppose any personal acquaintance with Jesus as the Mes-
siah. (4.) The testimonies borne by the Baptist, as recorded in

the Synoptics, are, both as to time (before the baptism) and
occasion, very different from that recorded in John i. 19 ff.,

which was given before a deputation from the high court; and
therefore the historic truth of both accounts is to be retained

side by side,^ though in details John (against Weisse, who attri-

butes the narrative in John to another hand; so Baur and
others) must be taken as the standard. (5.) To deny any
reference in ver. 19 ff. to the baptism of Jesus (Baur), is

quite irreconcilable with vv. 31 and 33 ; for the evangelist

could not but take it for granted that the baptism of Jesus

(which indeed Weisse, upon the whole, questions) was a well-

known fact. (6.) Definite as is the reference to the baptism of

Jesus, there is not to be found any allusion whatever in John's

account to the history of the temptation with its forty days,which
can be brought in only before ver. 19, and even then involving

a contradiction with the Synoptics. The total absence of any
mention of this—important as it would have been in connection

with the baptism, and with John's design generally in view of

his idea of the Logos (against B. Crusius)—does not certainly

favour the reality of its historic truth as an actual and outward
event, Comp. Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 154. If the baptism of

' Keim, Gesch. J. I. p. 522, sees in John's account not so much an historical

narrative, as rather (?) a " very significant literary introduction to the Baptist,

who to a certain extent (?) is officially declaring himself. According to Scholten,

the Baptist, during his ministry, did not at all recognise Jesus as Messiah, and

JTatt. iii. 14, 15 is said to be an addition to the text of Mark ;" while the

fourth Gospel does not relate the baptism of Jesus, but only mentions the revela-

tion from heaven then made, because to narrate the former would not be appro-

priate to the Gnosis of the Logos.
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Jesus be placed between the two testimonies of ver. 19 ff. and
ver. 29 ff. (so Hilgenfeld and Bruckner, following Olshausen,

B. Crusius, and others), which would oblige us still to place it

on the day of the first testimony (see Bruckner), though Baum-
lein (in the Stud. u. Krit. 1846, p. 389) would leave this uncer-

tain ; then the history of the temptation is as good as expressly

excluded by John, because it must find its place (Mark i. 12
;

Matt. iv. 1 ; Luke iv, 1) immediately after the baptism. In
opposition to this view, Hengstenberg puts it in the period after

iii. 22, which is only an unavailing makeshift.

Ver. 29, Ty iiravpLov] on the following day, tho, next after

the events narrated in vv. 19-28. Comp. vv. 35, 44 (ii. 1),

vi. 22, xii. 12.— ip'^ofi. Trpo? avr."] coming towards him, not

coming to him, i.e. only so near that he could point to Him
(Baur). He came, however, neither to take leave of the Bap-

tist before His temptation (Kuinoel, against which is ver. 35),

nor to be baptized of him (Ewald, Hengstenberg ; see the

foregoing note) ; but with a purpose not more fully known to

us, which John has not stated, because he was not concerned

about that, but about the testimony of the Baptist. If we were

to take into account the narrative of the temptation,—which,

however, is not the case,—Jesus might be regarded as here

returning from the temptation (see Euthymius Zigabenus,

Liicke, Luthardt, Eiggenbach, Godet).— t'Se o a/j,vo^ roO deov,

/C.T.X.] These words are not addressed to Jesus, but to those

who are around the Baptist, and they are suggested by the

sight of Jesus ; comp. ver, 3 6. As to the use of the singular

rSe, when nevertheless several are addressed, see on Matt. x.

16. The article denotes the appointed Lamb of God, which,

according to the prophetic utterance presupposed as well

known, was expected in the person of the Messiah, This cha-

racteristic form of Messianic expectation is based upon Isa.

liii. 7. Comp. Matt. viii. 1 7 ; Luke xxii. 3 7 ; Acts viii. 3 2

;

1 Pet. ii, 22 ff,; and the apviov in the Apocalypse, On the

force of the article, see ver. 21, o irpo^TJTtj'i
-,
also r/ pi^a rod

'leaaai, Kom. xv. 12 ; o Xiccv 6 e/c t^? ^vXrj^ ^lovSa, Eev. v.

5. The genitive is that of possession, that which belongs to

God, i.e. the lamb appointed as a sacrifice by God Himself.

This interpretation follows from the entire contents of Isa. liii.,

and from the idea of sacrifice which is contained in 6 aXpwv,
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K.T.X. "VTe must not therefore render :
" the Lamb given by-

God" (Hofmann, Lnthardt). But while, according to this

view, the lamb, designated and appointed by God, is meant,

—

the lamb already spoken of in holy prophecies of old, whose

fulfilment in Jesus was already recognised by the Baptist,

—

it is erroneous to assume any reference to the paschal lamb

(Luther, Grotius, Bengel, Lampe, Olshausen, Maier, Eeuss,

Luthardt, Hofmann, Hengstenberg ; comp. Godet). Such an

assumption derives no support from the more precise definition

in o alpatv, k.t.\., and would produce a ixnepov irporepov ; for

the view which regarded Christ as the ;pasclial lamb first arose

ex eventu, because He was crucified upon the same day on which

the paschal lamb was slain (see on xviii. 28 ; 1 Cor. v. 7). He
certainly thus hecame the antitype of the paschal lamb, but,

according to the whole tenor of the passage in Isaiah, He was

not regarded by the Baptist in this special aspect, nor could He
be so conceived of by his hearers. The conception of sacrifice

which, according to the prophecy in Isaiah and the immediate

connection in John, is contained in 6 afivo'i tov Oeov, is that of

the trespass-offering, ^f^, Isa. liii. 1 ;^ 1 John ii. 2, iv. 1 0, i. 7.

It by no means militates against this, that, according to the law,

lambs were not as a rule employed for trespass-offerings (Lev.

xiv. 2, Num. vi. 1 2, relate to exceptional cases only ; and the

daily morning and evening sacrifices, Ex. xxix. 38 ff., Num.
xxviii.,which Wetstein here introduces, were prayer- and thank-

offerings), but for sacrifices of purification (Lev. v. 1—6, xiv. 12
;

Num. vi. 12):^ for in Isaiah the Servant of Jehovah, who makes

atonement for the people by His vicarious sufferings, is repre-

sented as a lamb ; and it is this prophetic view, not the legal

prescription, which is the ruling thought here. Christ was, as

the Baptist here prophetically recognises Him, the antitype of

the 0. T. sacrifices : He must therefore, as such, be represented

in the form of some animal appointed for sacrifice ; and the ap-

propriate figure was given not in the law, but by the prophet, who,

^ As to the distinction between trespass or guilt and sin offerings, nXtSH,

see Ewald, AUerth. p. 76 ft.; and for the various opinions on this distinction,

especially Keil, Arch. I. § 46 ; Oehler in Herzog's Encyhl. X. p. 462 ff. ; Saal-

schiitz, M. JR. p. 321 ff.

' Concevning Dti'Kf Lev. v. 6, see Knobel in loc.

H
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i>'^ ^ , contemplating Him in His gentleness and meekness, represents

u- ^ »/(,^""* Him as a sacrificial lavih, and from this was derived the form

a"*' ^yhich came to be the normal one in the Christian manner of

^ J^ view. The apostolic church consequently could apprehend Him
as the Christian Passover; though legally the passover lamb, as

a trespass-offering, which it certainly was, differed from the ordi-

nary trespass-offerings (Ewald, Altcrth. p. 467 f. ; Hengstenberg

takes a different view, Opfer. d. h. ScJir. p. 24 ff.). This Christian

method of view accordingly had a povjjhdical, and not a legal

foundation. To exclude the idea of sacrifice altogether, and to

find in the expression Lamb of God the representation merely

of a divinely consecrated, innocent, and gentle sufferer (G abler,

Melet.in Joh. i. 29, Jen. 1808-1811, in his Opusc. p. 514ff.;

Paulus, Kuinoel), is opposed to the context both in Isaiah and

in John, as well as to the view of the work of redemption

which pervades the whole of the N, T. Weiss, Lclirlcgr.

p. 159 ft.— 6 atpwv T. dfxapr. r. Kocrfiov] may either sig-

nify, " who takes away the sin of the world," or, " who takes

upon Jiimscif" etc., i.e. in order to bear it. Both renderings

(which Flacius, Melancthon, and most others, even Baumlein,

combine) must, according to Isa. liii., express the idea of

atonement; so that in the first the cancelling of the guilt is

conceived of as a removing, a doing away with sin (an aboli-

tion of it) ; in the second, as a hearing (an expiation) of it.

The latter interpretation is usually preferred (so Llicke, B.

Crusius, De Wette, Hengstenberg, Bruckner, Ewald, Weber,

V. Zorne Gottes, p. 250), because in Isa. liii. the idea is cer-

tainly that of hearing by way of expiation (kcJ'J : LXX. ^epet,

aveve'-^Ke, avolaet,). But since the LXX. never use alpeiv to

express the hearing of sin, but always (pepeiv, etc., while on

the other hand they express the taking away of sin by alpeiv

(1 Sam. XV. 25, xxv. 28 ; Aq. Ps. xxxi. 5, where Symm. has

a^ekrj^ and the LXX. d(f)rjKa^) ; and as the context of 1 John

iii. 5, in like manner, requires us to take ra? a/iaprta? jy/iwy

dprj, there used to denote the act of expiation (comp. ii. 2), as

signifying the taking away of sins ; so o atpatv, etc., here is to

be explained in this sense,—not, indeed, that the Baptist ex-

presses an idea different from Isa. liii., but the expiation there

described as a hearing of sins is represented, according to its
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necessary and immediate result, as the abolition of sins by

virtue of the vicarious sacrificial suffering and death of the

victim, as the dOirrjai^ dp,apTLa<;, Heb, ix. 26. Comp. already

Cyril : iva tov Koafiov Ti]v afxapTiav dveXj] ; Vulgate : qui

iollit ; Goth. : afnimitli. John himself expresses this idea in

1 John i. 7, when referring to the sin-cleansing power of

Christ's blood, which operates also on those who are already

regenerate (see Diisterdieck in loc, p. 9 9 ff.), by KaOapi^ei r}/j.d<;

uTTo Trda-rj'i d/jiapTLa<i. The taking away of sins by the Lamb
presupposes His taking them upon Himself. The interpreta-

tion " to take aivay" in itself correct, is (after Grotius) misused

by Kuinoel :
" removehit peccata hominum, i.e. pravitatem e

terra;"^ and Gabler has misinterpreted the rendering " to hear:"

" qui pravitatem hominum . . . i.e. mala sibi injlicta, patienti

et mansueto animo sustinebit." Both are opposed to the neces-

sary relation of the word to o dfivo<i r. Oeov, as well as to the

real meaning of Isa. liii. ; although even Gabler's explanation

would not in itself be linguistically erroneous, but would have

to be referred back to the signification, to tahe npon oneself, to

take over (iEsch. Pers. 544 ; Soph. Tr. 70 ; Xen. Mem. iv. 4.

14; 1 Mace. xiii. 17; Matt. xi. 29, al),— The Present o

al'poip arises from the fact that the Baptist prophetically views

the act of atonement accomplished by the Lamb of God as

present. This act is evcr-encluring, not in itself, but in its

effects (against Hengstenberg). Luthardt holds that the words

are not to be understood of the future, and that the Baptist

had not Christ's death in view, but only regarded and desig-

nated Him in a general way, as one who was manifested in a

body of weakness, and with liability to suffering, in order to

the salvation of men. But this is far too general for the con-

crete representation of Christ as the Laml of God, and for the

express reference herein made to sin, especially from the lips of

a man belonging to the old theocracy, who was himself the son

of a sacrificing priest, a Nazarite and a prophet.— ttiv djxap-

rlav] the sins of the world conceived of as a collective unity;

^ Comp. Baur, N. T. Theol. p. 396 : "In a general sense, He bears away and
removes sin by His personal manifestation and ministry throughout." This

is connected with the error that we do not find in John the same siguLficance

attached to Christ's death which we find in Paul.



116 THE GOSPEL OF JOKX

" una pestis, quae omnes corripuit," Bengel. Comp. Eom. v. 20.

— Tov Koa-fiov] an extension of the earlier prophetic repre-

sentation of atonement for the people, Isa. liii., to all mankind,

the reconciliation of whom has heen ohjectively accomplished by

the iXa(TT')]pLov of the Lamb of God, but is accomplished suh-

jectively in all who believe (iii. 15, 16). Comp. Eom. v. 18.

Note.—That the Baptist describes Jesus as the Messiah, who
by His sujferings makes expiation for the world's sin, is to be

explained by considering his apocalyptic position, by which his

prophecies, which had immediate reference to the person and

work of Jesus, were conditioned; comp. vv. 31 ff. It was not

that he had obtained a sudden glimpse of light in a natural

manner (Hofmann, Schweizer, Lange), or a growing presenti-

ment (De Wette), or a certitude arrived at by reason and deep

reflection (Ewald) ; but a oxvelation had been made to him
(comp. ver. 33). This was necessary in order to announce the

idea of a suffering Messiah with such decision and distinctness,

even according to its historical realization in Jesus ;—an idea

which, though it had been discovered by a few deep-seeing

minds through prophetic hints or divine enlightenment (Luke

ii. 25, 34, 35), nevertheless undoubtedly encountered in general

expectations of a kind diametrically opposite (xii. 34 ; Luke
xxiv. 26),—and in order likewise to give to that idea the impress

of world-embracing universality, although the way was already

prepared for this by the promise made to Abraham. The
more foreign the idea of a suffering Messiah was to the people

in general, the more disinclined the disciples of Jesus showed
themselves to accept such a view (Matt. xvi. 21 ; Luke xxiv. 25)

;

the more certain tha,t its dissemination was effected by the

development of the history, while even thus remaining a con-

stant exavhaXov to the Jews, the more necessary and justifiable

does it appear to suppose a special divine revelation, with which
the expression borrowed from Isa. liii. may very well be con-

sistent. And the more certain it is that the Baptist really

was the subject of divine revelations as the forerunner of the

Messiah (comp. Matt. iii. 14), all the more unhistorical is the

assumption that the evangelist divests the idea of the Messiah
of its historical form (Keim) by putting Ids own knowledge
into the Baptist's mouth (Strauss^ Weisse, Baur, Hilgenfeld,

Scholten ; comp. De Wette's doubt, but against this latter,

Bruckner). This view receives no support from the subsequent

vacillation of the Baptist (Matt. xi. 3), because the revelation

which he had received, as well as that made to him at the

baptism (ver. 32), would not exclude a subsequent and tempo-
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rai^" falling into error, and because this was not caused by any
sufferings which Jesus underwent, but by his own sufferings in

face of the Messianic works of Jesus, whereby the divine light

previously received was dimmed through human weakness and
impatience. It is only by surrendering the true interpretation

(see it a'lpuv above) that Luthardt avoids such a supposition as

this. The notion of a spiritualizing legend (Schenkel) is of

itself excluded by the genuineness of the Gospel, whose author

had been a disciple of the Baptist. Moreover, Jesus Himself,

according even to the testimony of the Synoptics (Mark ii. 20
;

Matt. xii. 39, etc.), was sufficiently acquainted from the very

first with the certainty of His final sufferings.

Ver. 30 does not refer to vv. 26, 27, where John bears his

witness before the deputies from the Sanhedrim, but to an

earlier testimony borne by him before his disciples and hearers,

and in this definite enigmatic form, to which ver. 15 likewise

refers. So essential is this characteristic form, that of itself it

excludes the reference to vv. 26, 27 (De Wette, Hengstenberg,

Ewald, Godet, and others). The general testimony which John

had previously borne to the coining Messiah, here receives its

definite application to the concrete personality there standing

before him, i.e. to Jesus.— ecrril not rjv again, as in ver. 15,

for Jesus is now ^3?Tsew^.— €70)] possesses the emphasis of a

certain inward feeling of prophetic certitude.— avrjp] as

coming from the Baptist, more reverential and honourable than

avdpQ)7ro<;. Acts xvii. 31; Zech. vi. 12; Dem. 426. 6;
Herod, vii. 210 ; Xen, Hier. vii. 3.

Ver. 31. Kayco] not / also, like all others, but and I,

resuming and carrying forward the iyco of ver. 30. Though
the Baptist had borne witness in a general way concerning

the Messiah, as ver. 30 affirms, Jesus w^as, at the time when
he bare that witness, still unknown to him as in His own
person the historic Messiah. Ver. 34 shows that xal in Kaym
is the simple and; for the thiice repeated Kayco, vv. 31-34,

can only be arbitrarily interpreted in different senses. The
emphasis of the iyco, however (/ on my ^art), consists in his

ignorance of the special individuality, in the face of the divine

revelation which he had received.— ovk fjSetv avrov] that

is, as the Messiah, see ver. 33 ; not "as the manifestation of a

pre-existent personality" (Hilgenfeld) ; stiU not denying, in
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general, every kind of previous acquaintance with Jesus

(Liicke, Godet), which the following iva ^avepooO^ and ou

vfjielf ovK oXhare in ver. 26 forbid. This ovk jj^eiv leaves it

quite uncertain whether the Baptist had any personal acquaint-

ance generally with Jesus (and this is by no means placed

beyond doubt by the legendary prefatory history in Luke 1.

36 ff., Avhich is quite irreconcilable with the text before us).

That Jesus tvas the 3Iessiah became known to the Baptist only

at the baptism itself, by the sign of the descending dove ; and

this sign was innnediately preceded only by the prophetic

presentiment of which Matt. iii. 1 4 is the impress (see on that

passage). Accordingly, we are not to assume any contradiction

between our text and Matt. Lc. (Strauss, Baur, and most others),

nor leave the ovk fjSeiv with its meaning unexplained (Briick-

ner) ; nor, again, are we to interpret it only comparatively as a

denial of clear and certain knowledge (Neander, Maier, Eiggen-

bach, Hengstenberg, Ewald).— aXX' iva (pavepcoOfj, /c.r.X.]

occupying an emphatic position at the beginning of the clause,

and stating the purpose of the Baptist's manifestation as re-

ferring to Messiah, and as still applying notwithstanding the

Kujo) OVK ijZeiv, and being thus quite independent of his own

intention and choice, and purely a matter of divine ordination.

— 'iva <f)avepo)6fj] This special purpose, in the expression

of which, moreover, no reference can be traced to Isa. xl. 5

(against Hengstenberg), does not exclude the more generally

and equally divine ordinance in ver. 23, but is included in it.

Comp. the tradition in Justin, c. Tryph. 8, according to which

the Messiah remained unknown to Himself and others, until

Elias anointed Him and made Him manifest to all (^avepov

7racn,7rou']ar]).— iv tm vBart, ^

a

ttti^o)!'] a humble description

of his own baptism as compared with that of Him who baptizes

with the Spirit, ver. 33; comp. ver. 26. Hence also the iyo),!

on my part. For the rest, we must understand iv r. vh. ^ain. of

John's call to baptize in general, in which was also included the

conception of the baptizing of Jesus, to which ver. 32 refers.^

• For \y Tu vtari, Laclimanii (now also Tischendorf), following B. C. G. L.

P. A. N., cursives, and some of the Fathers, reads !» iilxn; but the article after

ver. 26, comp. ver. 33, would be more easily omitted than inserted. It is

demonstrative, for John as he speaks is standing by the Jordan,
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Ver. 32. Wliat Jobn had said in ver. 31, viz. that though

Jesus was unknown to him as the Messiah, yet his commission

was to make Him known to the people, needed explanation

;

and that as to the luay in which he himself had come to recognise

Him as the Messiah. This was, indeed, a necessary condition

before he could make the ^avepcoat<i to the people. This ex-

planation he now gives in the following testimony (not first

spoken upon another occasion, Ewald) concerning the divine

aT}fxetov, ivhich he heheld. And the evangelist considers this

testimony so weighty, that he does not simply continue the

words of the Baptist, but solemnly and emphatically introduces

the testimony as such : Kal ifiaprvprjaev, k.t.X., words which

are not therefore parenthetical (Bengel, Liicke, and most), but

from an impressive part of the record :
" And a testimony did

John bear, when he said." The following on is simply recita-

tive.— reOeafiat] I have seen; Perfect, like ecopaKU in ver.

34, which see. The phenomenon itself took place at the

baptism, which is assumed as known through the Gospel

tradition, and is referred to in ver. 33 by o Trefiy^a^; fie /3a7r-

Ti^iLv iv vSarc, which implies that the cnj/xeLov was to take

place at the haptism of the person spoken of. This is in

answer to Baur, p. 104 ff., according to whom there is no

room here for the supposition that Jesus was baptized by

John,—an assertion all the more groundless, because if we
insert the baptism of Jesus before ver. 19, there is no place

in the plan of this Gospel for the narration of a fact which is

assumed as universally known.—The sight itself here spoken

of was no mere production of the imagination, but a real

sight; it indicates an actual event divinely brought about,

which was traditionally worked up by the Synoptics into a

visible occurrence more or less objective (most unhesitatingly

A:ij Luke), but which can be the subject of testimony only

by virtue of a Oecopla voT]Tt,K7] (Origen). See on Matt. iii. 17,

note.— (i? '7rept,aT€pdv] i.e. shaped like a dove: uvrLTvirov

ixip,riixa TreXeidho^;, Nonnus. See on Matt. iii. 16. According

to Ewald, " the sudden downward flight of a bird, coming near

to Him at the moment, confirmed the Baptist's presentiment,"

etc. Conjectures of this kind are additions quite alien to the

prophetic mode of view. — Kal efietvev eir avrov] The
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transition here to the finite verb is owing to the importance

of the fact stated. Bernhardy, p. 473 ; Buttniann, JH. T. Gk.

p. 327 [E. T. p. 382]. eV a

u

to v, however, is not synony-

mous with eV avrov (xix. 31); the idea is, "it remained

(' fluttered not away,' Luther) directed towards Him." We
are to suppose the appearance of a dove coming down, and'

poising itself for a considerable time over the head of the

person. See on eVt with the ac3usative (iii. 36; 1 Pet. iv.

14), seemingly on the question "where?" Schaef. ad Long.

p. 427 ; Matthiae, p. 1375 ; Ktihner, ad Xen. Andb. i. 2. 2.

Ver. 33. John's recognition of Jesus as the Messiah (whom
he had not before known as such) rested upon a revelation

previously made to him with this intent ; and this he now
states, solemnly repeating, however, the declaration of his own
ignorance (Kayon ovk fjBeiv avrov). — e/cetyo?] in emphatic

contrast with his own reflection.— elircv] i.e. by express reve-

lation. We cannot tell the precise time or manner of this

prior revelation. By it John was referred to some outwardly

visible arjixelov (tSjy?) of the Spirit, in a general way, without

any definition of its form. He was to see it descending, and

this descent took 'place in the form of a dove, and after that

divine intimation there was no room for doubt. Comp. on

Matt, iii, 17, note.— e</)' ov av tS^;?] that is, when thou

baptizest Him with water. This is not expressly stated in

the divine declaration, but John could not fail so to under-

stand it, because, being sent to baptize, he would naturally

expect the appearance of the promised sign while fulfilling his

mission; comp. ver, 31. He therefore describes the giver of

the revelation as o •jrifiyp-a'i fie, k.t.X., and the evangelist puts

the statement in the conditional form : e^' ov av, k.t.X., i.e.,

according to the connection of the narrative :
" When, in the

f'ldfilmcnt of this your mission, you shall see the Spirit descend-

ing upon one of those whom thou baptizest, this is He" etc.—
€v TTvevfi. a7tft)] by communicating it to those who believe

upon Him. See on Matt. iii. 11. The designation of this

communication as a baptism very naturally arose from its close

relation ta the work of the Baptist's mission (comp. Matt, iii.

11; Mark i. 8; Luke iii. 16; Acts i. 5, xi. 16), because the gift

of the Spirit, according to the prophetic figure (Joel iii. 1 ; Isa.
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xliv. 3), liad been promised -under the form of an outpouring

(comp. Acts ii. 33). The contrast itself distinctly sets before

us the difference between the two baptisms : the one was a

preparation for the Messianic salvation by fierdvoca; the other,

an introduction thereto by the divine principle of life and

salvation, the communication of which presupposes the for-

giveness of sins (see on Mark i. 4).

Ver. 34. A still more distinct and emphatic conclusion of

what John had to adduce from ver. 31 onwards, in explana-

tion of the ovt6<; icrrtv mentioned in ver. 30.— Kajco] and I
on my part, answering triumphantly to the double Korfoa in vv.

31, 33.— eoopaKo] i.e. as the divine declaration in ver. 33

had promised (tS?7?). This having seen is to the speaker, as

he makes the declaration, an accomplished fact. Hence the

Perfect, like TeOea/xac in ver. 32. Nor can the fie/xaprvprjKa

be differently understood unless by some arbitrary rendering

;

it does not mean :
" I shall have home witness" (De Wette,

Tholuck, Maier), as the aorist is used in the classics (see on

vi. 36); or, "/ have home witness, and do so still" (Grotius,

Liicke), or " testis sum /actus" (Bengel, comp. Bernhardy, p.

378 ff.); but, / have home luitness, that is, since I saw that

sight; so that, accordingly, John, immediately ajtcr the haptism

of Jesus, uttered the testimony which he here refers to as an

accomplished fact, and by referring to which he ratifies and

confirms what he now has testified (ver. 30). Comp. also

Winer, p. 256 [E. T. p. 341].— on ovto^, k.t.X.] the sub-

ject-matter of the fiejxapT.— o vto? rov 6eov] the Messiah,

whose divine Sonship, however, had already been apprehended

by the Baptist in the metaphysical sense (against Beyschiag, p.

67), agreeably to the testimony borne to His pre-existence in

vv. 30, 15: oTTt €eov ^6vo<; ovto<;, aei^woLo tokyio^, Nonnus.

The heavenly voice in Matt, iii. 1 7, in the synoptic account of

the baptism, corresponds to this testimony. All the less on

this account are the statements of the Baptist concerning

Jesus to be regarded as unhistorical, and only as an echo of

the position assigned to the former in the Prologue (Weiz-

sacker). The position of the Baptist in the Prologue is the

result of the history itself. That the meaning attaching to

vm T. OeoO in the fourth Gospel generally is quite different
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from that which it has in the Synoptics (Baur), is a view

which the passages Matt. xi. 27, xxviii. 19, should have pre-

vented from being entertained.

]\[ote.—On vv. 32-34 we may observe in general: (1.) The
"kCyog and the i:nZixa. aytav are not to be regarded as identical

in John's view (against Banr, libl. Theol. d. N. T. II. 268; J. E.

Chr. Schmidt, in d. Bibl. f. Krit. u. Exeg. I. 3, p. 361 ff.; Eich-

horn, Einl. II. 158 ff. ; Winzer, Progr., Lps. 1819), against wliich

the "kdyo; aap^ iyhiro in ver. 14 is itself conclusive, in view of

which the -rrvsu^a in our passage appears as an hypostasis dis-

tinct from the "kdyog, an hypostasis of which the cap^ lyhiro could

not have been predicated. The Xoyog was the substratum of the

divine side in Christ, which having become incarnate, entered

upon a human development, in which the divine-human subject

needed the power and incitement of the tveD/xk. (2.) He was of

necessity under this influence of the Spirit from the very outset

of the development of His divine-human consciousness (comp,

Luke ii. 40, 52, and the visit when twelve years old to the

temple), and long before the moment of His baptism, so that the

rrn'^ij.a was the awakening and mediating principle of the con-

sciousness which Jesus possessed of His oneness with God;

see on x. 36. Accordingly, we are not to suppose that the Holy

Ghost was given to Him now for the first time, and was added

consciously to His divine-human life as a new and third ele-

ment ; the text speaks not of a receiving, but of a manifestation

of the Spirit, as seen by John, which in tliis form visibly came

down and remained over Him, in order to point Him out to

the Baptist as the Messiah who, according to 0. T. prophecy

(Isa. xi. 2, xlii. 1), was to possess the fulness of the Spirit,

The purpose of this divine eniMiTov was not, therefore (as Matthew

and Mark indeed represent it), to imjmrt the Spirit to Jesus

(which is not implied even in iii. 34), but simply for the sake

of the Baptist, to divinely indicate to him who was to make
Him known in Israel, that individuality who, as the incarnate

Logos, must long before then have possessed the powers of the

Spirit in all their fulness (comp. iii. 34). The irviZixa in the

symbolic form of a dove hovered over Jesus, remained over Him
for a while, and then again vanished (comp. Schleiermacher,

L. J. p. 150). This the Baptist saw ; and he now knows, through

a previously received revelation made to him for the purpose

wlw it is that he has to make known as the Messiah who bap-

tizes M'ith the Spirit. To find in this passage a special stimulus

imparted through the Spirit to Jesus Himself, and perceived

by the Baptist, tending to the development or opening up of
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His divine - human consciousness and life (Liicke, Neander,

Tholuck, Osiander, Ebrard, De Wette, Eiggenbach, and others

;

comp. Lange, and Beyschlag, p. 103), or the equipment of the

Logos for a coming forth out of a state of iiivnianence (From-
mann), or the communication of official power (Gess, Pers. Chr.

p. 374 ; comp. Worner, Verhdltn. d. Geistes, p. 44), as the prin-

ciple of which the Spirit was now given in order to render the

cap^ fit to become the instrument of His self-manifestation

(Luthardt, after Kahnis, voin heiligen Geiste, p. 44 ; comp. also

iiohwoxm, Schrifthew. I. 191, II. 1, 166; Godet ; and Weisse,

Lehrbcgr. p. 2G8, who connects with ver. 52),—as in a similar

way B. Crusius already explained the communication of the

Spirit as if the Tvi^aa (in distinction from the Xo'705) were
now received by Jesus, as that which was to he further com-
municated to mankind ; — these and all such theories find no
justification from our Gospel at least, which simply records a

manifestation made to the Baptist, not a communication to

Jesus; and to it must be accorded decisive weight when broueht
face to face with those other diverging accounts. Thus, at

the same time, this whole manifestation must not be regarded as

an empty, objectless play of the imagination (Liicke) : it was
an objective and real ari/Mm divinely presented to the Baptist's

spiritual vision, the design of which (Jm favipuSy] Tw'lapar,X,\eT.

31, that is, through the Baptist's testimony) was sufficiently

important as the yt'^^/c/xa of the Messiah (Justin, c. Tryph. 88),

and the result of which (ver. 34) corresponded to its design

;

whereas, upon the supposition that we have here a record of

the receiving of the Spirit, there is imported into the expo-
sition something quite foreign to the text. If this suppo-
sition be surrendered, then the opinion loses all support
that the descent of the Spirit upon Jesus at His baptism
is a mythical inference of Ebionitism (Strauss), as well as the
assertion that here too our Gospel stands upon the boundary
line of Gnosticism (Baur) ; while the boldness of view which
goes still further, and (in the face of the fBuTrri^uv h <ffviviMa7i

ay/w) takes the miZiJ.a to be, not the Holy Spirit, but the Logos
(in spite of i. 1 4), which as a heavenly Aeon was for the first

time united at the baptism with Jesus the earthly man (so

Hilgenfeld, following the Valentinian Gnosis), does not even
retain its claim to be considered a later historical analogy. There
remains, however, in any case, the great fact of which the Bap-
tist witnesses—" the true hirth-hour of Christendom " (Ewald) :

for, on the one hand, the divinely sent forerunner of the Messiah
now received the divinely revealed certainty as to ichom his

work as Elias pointed ; and, on the other hand, by the divinely
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assured testimony wliicli he now bore to Jesus before the people,

the Messianic consciousness of Jesus Himself received not only

the consecration of a heavenly ratification, but the warrant of

the Father's will, that now the hour was come for the holy apxv
of His ministry in word and work. It was not that now for the

first time the Messiah's resolve was formed ; rather was it the

entrance (comp. Acts xiii. 23) upon His great work, the com-
mencement of its realization, which was the great event in the

world's history that marked this hour, when the fulness of time

was come for the accomplishment of the counsel of God.

Vv. 35, 36. ndXiv eto-TT^/cei] pointing back to ver. 29.

— Bvo] One was Andrew, ver. 41. The other? Certainly

John himself,^ partly on account of that peculiarity of his

which leads him to refrain from naming himself, and partly on

account of the special vividness of the details in the' following

account, which had remained indelibly impressed upon his

memory ever since this first and decisive meeting with his

Lord,— e/i/3X,ei|ra9] denoting ^aje(i attention. Comp. ver. 43
;

Mark x. 2 1, 2 7, xiv. 6 7; Luke xx. 1 7, xxii. 61. The profoundest

interest led him to fix his gaze upon Him.— I'Se o aixvo<i r.

6eov\ These few words were quite sufficient to direct the un-

divided attention of both to Him who was passing that way

;

for, beyond a doubt (against De Wette, Ewald,—because the

fact that nothing is now added to the 6 a/iz^o? r. Oeov gives the

words quite a retrospective character), they had been witnesses

the day before of what is recorded in vv. 29-34. The as-

sumption of a further conversation not here recorded (Kuinoel,

Llicke, and most) is unnecessary, overlooks the emphasis of

the one short yet weighty word on which hangs their recol-

lection of all that occurred the day before, and moreover is

not required by ver. 37. — We need not even ask why Jesus,

who was now walking along {'jrepiiraT.) in the same place^

* Already Chrysostom (according to Corderius, Cat.; Theodore of Mopsuestia)

mentions the same view, but along with it the other : on IxiTvos ohx' '•'*'» '.Turrinu*

r,)i, which he seems to approve of. — But if John is here already (and see on

ver. 42) indicated, though not by name, and afterwards (ver. 46) Bartholomew

under the name Nathanael ; if, again, ver. 42 implies that James is brought to

Jesus by his brother John, and that he therefore has his place after John ; then

we certainly cannot say, with Steitz (in the Stud. u. Krlt. 1868, p. 497) : "The

order in which Papias, in Euseb. iii. 39, quotes the six apostles, Andrew, Peter,

Philip, Thomas, James, John, exactly corresponds with that in which these

names occur in succession in the fourth Gospel."
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had not been with John, because the text says nothing about

it. Answers have been devised; e.^. Bengel: "Jesus had suffi-

ciently humbled Himself by once joining Himself with John;"

Lampe :
" He wished to avoid the suspicion of any private

understanding with the Baptist." Equally without warrant

in the text, B. Crusius and Luthardt :
" Jesus had already

separated Himself from the Baptist to begin His own proper

ministry, while the Baptist desired indirectly to command his

disciples to join themselves with Jesus;" as Hengstenberg also

supposes, judging from the result, and because he at the same

time regards the two as representatives of all John's disciples.

Yv. 37-40. And the two disciples heard {observed) him

speak. For he had not addressed the words I'Se o afivb<i r.

6eov directly to them, but in general (comp. ver. 29) to those

round about him.— '^KoXovdrjaav] not the following of dis-

cipleship, nor in a " sens profondement symbolique " (Godet),

but simply :
" they went after Him ". {pirlaTepoi rjkOov oSirat

Xpio-Tov vetaao/xevoio, Nonnus), in order to know Him more

intimately {irelpav Xa^elv avrov, Euthymius Zigabenus).

Nevertheless Bengel rightly says : primae origines ecclesiae

Christianae.— aTpa<^ei<i] for He heard the footsteps of those

following Him.— ri ^'qrelre] vjhat do you desire? He antici-

pates them by engaging in conversation with them, not exactly

because they were shy and timid (Euthymius Zigabenus).

But no doubt the significant deaad/xevo^;, k,t.\. (intuitus), was

accompanied by a glance into their hearts, ii. 25.— TroOyttez/ei?]

correlative to the •jrepcTrarovvTi, ver. 36 ; therefore :
" where

dost thou sojourn?" Polyb. xxx. 4. 10; Strabo, iii, p. 147.

They regarded Him as a travelling Eabbi, who was lodging

in the neighbourhood at the house of some friend.— ep')(^eade

K. oy^eade (see the critical notes) ; a friendly invitation to

accompany Him at once.^ They had sought only to know
where the place was, so that they might afterwards seek Him
out, and converse with Him undisturbed. We have not here

the Eabbinical form of calling attention, HNil N2 (Buxt. Lex.

Talm. p. 248 ; Lightfoot, p. 968), nor an imitation of Eev.

' There is nothing to indicate whether the place where He was lodging was
near or at a distance, although Ewald would inter the latter from the reading
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vi. 1 (Weisse), nor yet an allusion to Ps. Ixvi. 5, 9, and a gentle

reference on the part of Jesus to His Godhead (Hengstenberg),

for which there was no occasion, and which He could not

expect to be understood. — rjXdov, /c.t.X.] shows the simplicity

of the narrative.— ijuivei] instance of insertion of the direct

address, common in dependent clauses. Kiihner, II. 594
;

"Winer, p. 251 [E. T. p. 335].— rr^v rjfiep. e'/c.] i.e. the

remaining part of that day, not at once from that day onwards

(Credner, against whom is Ebrard).— ZeKarrj] that is, at the

beginning of their stay with Him. "We have no reason to

suppose in John, as Eettig does in the Stud. u. Krit. 1830,

p. 106, as also Tholuck, Ebrard, Ewald, the Eoman mode of

counting the hours (from midnight to midnight, therefore ten

o'clock in the morning) instead of the Jcivisli, which is fol-

lowed elsewhere in the N. T. and by Josephus (even Vit. 54),

i.e. four o'clock in the afternoon ; because there is time enougli

from 4 P.M. till late in the evening to justify the popular ex-

pression rrjv rjfiep. e/c. ; because, moreover, in xi. 9 it is plainly

the Jewish method which is followed ; and because even in iv.

6 the same method best suits the context, and is not excluded

in iv. 52, while in xix. 14 it is with a harmonistic view that

the Eoman method of reckoning is resorted to. The Eomans
themselves, moreover, frequently measured the day after the

Babylonian computation of the hours, according to the twelve

hours from sunrise to sunset ; and the tenth hour especially is

often named, as in our text, as the hour of return from walk-

ing, and mention of it occurs as a late hour in the day, when
e.g. the soldiers were allowed to rest (Liv. ix. 37), or when
they went to table (Martial, vii. 1), etc. See "Wetstein.—
The great significance of this hour for John (it was the first of

his Christian life) had indelibly impressed it on his grateful

recollection, and hence the express mention of it here. This

consideration forbids our giving, with Hilgenfeld and Lichten-

stein, to the statement of time an onward reference to the

incident next mentioned, the finding by Andrew of his brother

Simon, Bruckner, too, imports something that is foreign into

this statement of time, when he says that it indicates, in close

connection with ver. 41 ff., how rapidly faith developed itself

in these disciples.
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Vv. 41-43. Still on the same day (not on the following, as,

after the early expositors, De Wette, Baur, Luthardt, Ewald,

and most others suppose ; see, on the contrary, the irravpLov

which again appears, but not till ver. 44), Andrew first meets

his brother Simon, — tt/dwto?] We must understand the

matter thus : Both disciples go out from the lodging-place (at

the same time, or perhaps Andrew first), still in the first fresh

glow of joy at having found the Messias,^ in order that each

of them may seek his own brother (we must assume that both

brothers were known to be in the neighbourhood), in order to

inform him of the new joy, and to bring him to Christ. Andrew
is the first (tt/dcoto?, not tt/owtoi/, an inelegant change adopted by
Lachmann, after A. B. M. X. N**) who finds his brother. John,

however, does not say that he also sought his brother James,

found him, and brought him to Jesus; and this is in keeping

with the delicate reserve which prevents him from naming
either himself or those belonging to him (even the name of

James does not occur in the Gospel). Still this may be clearly

seen from the tt/owto?, and is confirmed by the narrative of the

Synoptics, in so far that both James and John are represented

as being called at the same time by Jesus (Mark i. 19 and

parallels). Bengel, Tholuck, De Wette, Hengstenberg, WTongly

say that Andrew and John had loth sought out Simon. The
rov lSlov is against this ; as it neither here nor elsewhere

(comp. V. 18) occurs as a mere possessive (against Liicke,

Maier, De Wette, and others), but in opposition to that which
is foreign. Any antithetic relation to the spiritual brother-

hood in which John as well as Andrew stood to Simon
(Hengstenberg), is quite remote from the passage. — evprjKa-

^lev'\ placed emphatically at the beginning of the clause, and
presupposing the feeling of anxious desire excited by the Bap-
tist. The plural is used because Andrew had in mind the

other disciple also. — i/j,^\6^lra<;, /c.t.X.] This fixed look (ver.

3 6) on the countenance of Simon pierces his inner soul.

* John's use here and in iv. 25 of -to v Mso-ir/av (rf^D) is accounted for by ther^
depicting of the scene exactly as it occurred ; whereas in i. 20, 25, when he ]

simply Avrites historically, he uses the ordinary translation XpiffTig. The ^
genre picture is specially minute ; so here. According to Baur, JV. T. Theol.

p. 393, the author has given an antiquarian notice, as it were, of this Hebrew'

name, which occurs nowhere else in the N. T.
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Jesus, as tlie Searcher of hearts (ii. 25 ; Weiss, Zehrhcgr.

p. 263), sees in him one who should hereafter be called to be

the rock of the church, and calls him by the name which he

was henceforth to bear as His disciple (not first in Matt. xvi.

18, as Luthardt thinks). A rock is the emblem of firmness

as early as Homer (Od. xvii. 463) ; comp. Ezek. iii. 9. There

is no contradiction here with Matt, xvi, 1 8 (it is otherwise with

Mark iii. 16), as if John had transferred the giving of the

name to this place (Hilgenfeld, comp. Baur and Scholten), for

in Matt. xvi. 1 8 the earlier giving of the name is really pre-

suyposed, confirmed, and applied. See on Matt.

—

<tv el ^ i/jbcov,

K.r.X.'] This belongs to the circumstantiality of the solemn

ceremony of the name-giving ; it is first said who he is, and
what in future he should be called. Comp. Gen. xxxii. 28,

XXXV. 10, xvii. 0. Sv el ^l/xcov is not, as Ewald thinks, a

question ; and there is no ground whatever for supposing that

Jesus immediately/ recognised him (Cyril, Chrysostom, Augus-

tine, Aretius, Maldonatus, Cornelius a Lapide, Bengel, Luthardt,

and many, comp. Strauss), for Andrew introduced his brother

to Jesus. Grotius and Paulus ^ give arbitrary explanations of

the reading 'Jcom, but see the critical notes. For the rest, we
must not say, with Hilgenfeld, " Peter here attains the pre-

eminence of the first called disciple ;" but Peter is first given

this pre-eminence in the synoptical accounts (Matt. iv. 18
and parallels) ; the personal recollection of John, however,

must take precedence of these. See especially the note fol-

lowing ver. 52.

Vv. 44, 45. T^ eVau/j.] i.e. after the last-mentioned day,

ver. 39, which is the same with the t^ eiravp. of ver. 35,

consequently the fourth day from i. 19.— r)de\7]<7ev, /c.r.X.]

He was just desiring to go forth, and findeth, etc. ; therefore still

at the lodging-place, ver. 40, for i^eXdelv refers to the stay

there (fiivei,,veT. 40).— evpiffKet] as if accidentally, but see

xvii. 5 ff.— The statement, instead of being hypotactic in form

* The fantastic play upon the words in Lange's L. J. II. 469, is of this sort.

He renders :
*' Now thou art the son of the timid dove of the rock ; in future

shalt thou be called the sheltering rock of the dove (the church)." According

to the true reading of the passage, the name of Peter's father contained iu

Baptava which occurs in Matthew, must be regarded as an abbreviation for John,

end has nothing whatever to do with dove. See on Matt. xvi. 17.



CHAP. I. 46. 129

(" ivlien he loould go out, he findeth "), is parafactic, as often in

Greek from Homer downwards (Nagelsbacli, s. Ilias, p. 65, ed.

3 ; Kuhner, 11. p. 416), and in the K T. ; Buttmann, KT. Gr.

p. 249 [E. T. p. 196]. We must place the scene at the com-

mencement of the journey homeward, ncrt on the road during

the journey (Liicke).— aKoX. fioi] of following as tZz'saj^/cs.

Comp. Matt. iv. 19, 20, ix. 9 ; see also ver. 46, ii. 2. The

invitation to do this (not merely to go with Him) is explained

by ver. 45, as brought about by the communications of Andrew
and Peter, though certainly the heart-piercing look of Jesus

Himself, and the impression produced by His whole bearing,

must be regarded as the causes which mainly led Philip to

come to a decision. John does not record the further conver-

sations which of course ensued upon the ukoX. jxoi; and the

obedience which followed, because his aim was to narrate the

call.— 6K T. TToXew?, /C.T.X.] see on Matt. viii. 14.

Ver. 46. EvplaKcC] when and where in the course of the

journey we are not told,—perhaps at some distance from the

road, so that Philip, observing him, quitted the road, and went

towards him. According to Ewald, " not till after their arrival

in the village of Cana, which nevertheless is named for the first

time inii. 1, and to which Nathanael belonged " (xxi. 2). The

supposition, however, that ]N"atha.nael was on his way to John's

baptism (Godet) is quite groundless. — Na9ava')]\ ?^^^^,

i.e. Tlieodorus (Num. i. 8 ; 1 Chron. ii. 14), is identical with

Bartholomaeus. For, according to this passage, in the midst

of calls to the apostleship, comp. xxi. 2, he appears as one of the

twelve ; while in the lists of the apostles (Matt. x. 3 ; Luke

vi. 14 ; Mark i. 18 ; Acts i. 13), where his name is wanting,

we find Bartholomaeus, and placed, moreover, side by side with

Philip (only in Acts i. 13 with Matthew;^ comp. Constitt. Apol.

* Hilgenfeld regarded him as identical with Mattheio ; but how much opposed

is this view to the history ot Matthew's call ! though the meaning of his name
is not different from that of Matthew's. Very recently, however, Hilgenfeld has

supposed that the name answers to the Matthias who was appointed in the place

of Judas {N. T. extra canon. IV. p. 105). Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 368, con-

siders it very doubtful whether Nathanael belonged to the twelve at all, Chry-

sostom, Augustine, and others, long ago denied that he did, but this is already

assumed in the " duae viae " (Hilgenfeld, N. T. extra canon. IV.). According

to Spaeth, in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschrift, 1868, p. 168 tf., Nathanael is to be taken

I
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vi. 14. 1). This identity is all the more probable, because Bar-

tholomevj is only a patronymic, and must have become tho

ordinary name of the individual, and that in most frequent

use ; and thus it came to pass that his own distinctive name

does not appear in the synoptic narrative.— ov eypa-ylre] of

whom, etc. See on Eom. x. 5.— Ma)vari<i\ Deut. xviii. 15, and

generally in his Messianic references and types. See on ver. 46.

— Tov aTTo Na^aper] for Nazareth, where Jesus had lived with

His parents from infancy upwards, passed for His birth-place.

Philip may have obtained his knowledge from Andrew and

Peter, or even from Jesus Himself, who had no occasion at

this time to state more fully and minutely his relation to

Nazareth ; while the rov viov rov 'Icoarj(}>, which must rest upon

a communication from Jesus, leaves His divine Sonship un-

disturbed. To attribute to Philip knowledge of the facts of

the case with regard to both points (Hengstenberg) is in itself

improbable, and is not in keeping with the simplicity of his

words. But it is a groundless assumption to suppose that

John hicw nothing of the birth at Bethlehem ; for it is Philip's

oion words that he records (against Strauss, De Wette). See

on vii. 41.

Ver. 47. Can anything good come out of Nazareth? A
question of astonishment that the Messiah should come out

of Nazareth. But Nathanael asks thus doubtingly, not be-

cause Nazareth lay in Galilee, vii, 52 (the Fathers, Luther,

Melancthon, Ebrard, and many), nor .because of its smallness,

as too insignificant to be the birth-place of the Messiah

(Liicke, De Wette, Hug, Krabbe, Ewald, Lange, Bruckner,

and others), nor from both reasons together (Hengstenberg)

;

nor, again, because the prophecy did not speak of Nazareth as

the Messiah's birth-place (Godet); but, as the general expres-

sion tI ayaOov proves (it is not the more special o Xpicrro?),

because Nathanael, and probably public opinion likewise,

looked upon the little town as morally degenerate : it must

have been so regarded at least in the narrow circle of the

as a symbolical name, invented by the writer, under which the Apostle John

himself is said to be represented. The author of the Appendix, chap. xxi. 2,

where Nathanael is expressly distinguished from the sons of Zebedee, is said to

have made a mistake.
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surrounding villages (Nathanael belonged to Cana). We have

no historical proof that this was so ; outside the N". T. the

place is not mentioned, not even in Josephus ; nevertheless

Mark vi. 6, and the occurrence recorded Luke iv, 15 ff., well

correspond with Nathanael's judgment as to its disrepute in a

moral point of view. — a^aOov] which yet must above all

be the case if the Messiah were to come therefrom,—He
whose coming must be a signally holy and sublime mani-

festation.— €pxov K. iBe] "optimum remedium contra ojpi-

niones praeconceptas" Bengel.

Ver, 48. JJepl avrov] therefore to those journeying with

Him, but so that the approaching Nathanael hears it, ver. 49.

— a\?7^o)?] truly an Israelite, not m.erely according to out-

ward descent and appearance, but in the moral nature which

really corresponds to that of an upright Israelite. Comp.

Eom. ix. 6, ii. 29. 'Ev a> B6\o<: ovk eVri tells by tcliat means

lie is so. Thus sincere and honest, thus inwardly true, sJiould

every Israelite be (not simply free from self-righteousness, but

possessing what essentially belongs to truth); and Nathanael

ivas all this. This virtue of guilelessness, as the character-

istic of the true Israelite, is not named as belonging generally

to the ancient ideal of the nation (Liicke, De Wette; this

view arbitrarily passes by the reference to the nation histori-

cally which lay much nearer) ; but in view of the venerable

and honourable testimonies which had been uttered concern-

ing the people of Israel {e.g. Num. xxiii. 10), whose father was

himself already designated CiJ^ ^'^^, LXX. aifkaaTCi} Gen. xxv.

2 7 ; Aq. a7rkov<i^ Symm. dfj,(o/j,o<;.—Jesus here also, as in vv.

43, 44, appears as the searcher oj hearts. y
r Ver. 49. The approaching Nathanael heard the testimony

of Jesus, and does not decline His commendation,—itself a

proof of his guileless honesty; but he asks in amazement

how Jesus knew him.— ovra viro r. (rvKrjv] belongs, as ver.

51 shows, not to ^covrjaac, but to elSov ere. Therefore, before

Philip, vv. 46, 47, met and called {(pcovrjaai, comp. ii. 9, iv.

16, xi. 28, xviii. 33), Nathanael had been under a fig-tree;

* Comp. Plato, Legg. I. p. 642 D : uXnlZ; xa.) oUrt TXarru; tlrh ayuioi.

Soph. 216 C : ol fih TXcKTruc, iXX' ovTu; (piXojoipoi.

'^ Comp. Aristoph. Plul. 1159: oh -yap Hktv vuv 'ifysy, ixx' u-rXut rfitrnv.
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whether the fig-tree of his own house, (Mic. iv. 4 ; Zech. iii.

1 0), whether meditating (possibly upon the Messianic hope of

the people), praying, reading,—which, according to Eabbini-

cal statements (see in Lightfoot, Schoettgen, Wetstein), were

employments performed beneath such trees,—we are not in-

formed. He had just come from the tree to the place where

Philip met him.^— elhov ire] is usually taken as referring to

a glance into the depth of his soul^ but contrary to the simple

meaning of the words, which affirm nothing else than : I saio

thee, not 'd'yvcov ere, or the like. Comp. also Hengstenberg.

The miraculous element in the elhov ere, which made it a

arjfjLetov to Nathanael, and which led to his confession which

follows in ver. 50, must have consisted in the fact that the

fig-tree either was situated out of sight of the place, or so far

off that no one with ordinary powers of sight could have dis-

cerned a person under it. E2S6v ae thus simply interpreted

gives the true solution to Nathanael's question, because there

could not have been this rapport of miraculous far-seeing on

the part of Jesus, had it not just been brought about by the

immediate recognition of the true Israelite when he was at that

distance. This spiritual elective aifinity was the medium of

the supernatural elhov ere. Nonnus well says : o/xfiaai koI

TrpaiTLSeacn top ov irapeovra ZoKevwv. Jesus would not have

seen an ordinary Jew, who, being therefore without tliis

spiritual affinity, was beyond the limits of sight.— utto ttjv

(TVK.I with the article: "under that ivcll-Jcnoivn fig-tree,

beneath which you were," or, if the tree was within the range

of vision, pointing towards it. De Wette also rightly abides

by the simple meaning, / saw thee, but thinks that what

caused the astonishment of Nathanael was the fact that Jesus

saw him ivhen he Relieved himself to he ^mohscrved (though John

regarded this seeing as supernatural). But this does not give

an adequate motive psychologically for the confession of ver.

5 ; and we must further assume, with Ewald, that the words

' The reference of the eTSov <r£ to the same place where Philip called him (so,

after the Greek Fathers, B. Crusius) must be rejected, because neither the -rpo

<rou— ifiwvijirai not the ovra iiro Tnt ffuxn" would thus have their appropriate and

necessary point.

2 Where it is imagined, though without the slightest hint to that effect in the

text, that Jesus had a short time heiove passed by the fig-tree unobserved.
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of Jesus reminded NatTianael of the deep and weighty thoughts

which he was revolving when alone under the fig-tree, and

he thus perceived that the depths of his soul were laid open

before the spiritual eye of Jesus, though this is not indicated

in the text.

Ver. 50. The double designation is uttered in the excite-

ment of joyful certainty. The simple faith in the Messiah,

expressed in ver. 41, is here intensified, not as to its subject-

matter, but in its outward expression. Comp. Luthardt, p.

344. The second designation is the more definite of the

two ; and therefore the first, in the sense in which ISTathanael

used it, is not as yet to be apprehended metaphysically

(against Hengstenberg) in John's sense, but is simply theo-

cratic, presupposing the national view (Ps. ii. 7; John xi. 27)

of the promised and expected theocratic King (comp. Riehm
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1865, p. 63 ff.), and not perhaps imply-

ing the teaching of the Baptist (Olshausen). The early occur-

rence of such confessions therefore conflicts the less with that

later one of Peter's in Matt. xvi. ^, which implies, however, ^V^
a consciousness of the higher import of the words (against

Strauss).

Ver. 51. JTto-Teuefc9is, with Chrysostom and most others

(even Lachmann and Tischendorf, not Godet), to be taken in-

terrogatively; see on xx. 29.^ But the question is not uttered

in a tone of censure, which would only destroy the fresh bloom

of this first meeting (Theophylact :
" he had not yet rightly

believed in Christ's Godhead"); nor is it even the expression

of slight disapproval of a faith which was not yet based upon

adequate grounds (De Wette, comp. Ewald); but, on the con-

trary, it is an expression of surprise, whereby Jesus joyfully

recognises a faith in Nathanael which could hardly have been

expected so soon. And to this faith, so surprisingly ready in

its beginning. He promises something greater {h ikiriha (f>ep-

repov e\Kcov, Nonnus) by way of further confirmation.— tou-

T(av\ Plural of the category: "than this which you now have

^ As to tlie parafactic protasis, which may be read interrogatively or not
according to the character of the discourse, see C. F. Hermann, Progr. 1849,

p. 18 ; Scheibe in Schneidew. Pldlolog. 1850, p. 362 ff. Comp. also Nagels-

bach's note on the Iliad, p. 350, ed. 3.
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met with, and wliicli has hecome the ground of your faith."

— Ka\ Xeyec avraj] specially introduces the further state-

ment of the fMei^d) TovTcov as a most significant ivord.— a/xr]v

afirjv Xeyco vfxlv] The double afirjv does not occur in other

"X parts of the K T., but we find it twenty-five times in John,

and only in the mouth of Jesus,—therefore all the more cer-

tainly original.— vfiiv] to thee and Andrew, John, Peter

(James, see in ver. 42), and Philip.— anrdprt] from now

onwards, for Jesus was about to begin His Messianic work.

See chap. ii. Thus, in this weighty word He furnishes His

disciples with the key for the only correct understanding of

that work. — o-y^eade, /c.t.X.] The "opened heaven" is not

intended to be taken in its literal sense, as if it stood alone,

but is part of the figurative moulding of the sentence in keep-

ing with the following metaphor. Observe here the perfect

participle : heaven stands open ; comp. Acts vii. 5 6. The

ascending and descending angels are, according to Gen. xxviii.

12, a symbolical representation of the iininterru^pted and living

intercourse suhsisting hetiueen the Messiah and God,—an inter-

communion which the disciples would clearly and vividly

recognise, or, according to the symbolic .form of the thought,

would see as a matter of experience throughout the ministry

of Jesus which was to follow.-^ The angels are not therefore

to be regarded as personified divine jpowers (Olshausen, De
Wette, and several), or as personal energies of God's Spirit

(Luthardt and Hofmann), but as always God's messengers,

who brought to the Messiah God's commands, or executed

them on Him (comp. Matt. iv. 11, xxvi. 53; Luke xxii. 43),

and return to God again (ava^aLvovra^), while others with

new commissions came down {Kara^alv), and so on. "We are

not told whether, and if so, to what extent, Nathanael and his

companions now already perceived the symbolic meaning of the

declaration. It certainly is not to be understood as having

reference to the actual appearances of angels in the course of

the Gospel history (Clirysostom, Cyril., Euthymius Zigabenus,

* This expression tells us nothing concerning the origin of Christ's knowledge

of God, -which ver. 18 clearly declares, and which cannot therefore be attributed

to a series of progressive revelations (Weizsacker) ; the expression rather presup*

poses that origin. Comp. also Weiss, Lehrbegr. p. 286 tf.
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and most of the early expositors), against which airdpTt is

conclusive ; nor merely to the worhing of miracles (Storr,

Godet), which is in keeping neither with the expression

itself, nor with the necessary reference to the Messiah's

ministry as a ivJiole, which must be described by airdprt

o-ylreaOe, etc.— ava^alv.] is placed j^?'S^, in remembrance of

Gen. xxviii. 12, without any special purpose, but not inappro-

priately, because when the o-^eaOe takes place, the intercourse

between heaven and earth does not then begin, but is already

going on. We may supply diro tov vlov rov dv6p. after dva-

^alv. from the analogy of what follows. See Klihner, II. p.

603.— Concerning o vlo<; rov dvdp., see on Matt. viii. 20;

Mark ii. 8, note. In John likewise it is the standing Mes-

sianic designation of Jesus as used by Himself; here, where

angelic powers are represented as waiting upon Him who
bears the Messianic authority, it corresponds rather with the

prophetic vision of the Son of man (Dan. vii. 14), and forms

the impressive conclusion of the whole section, confirming and

ratifying the joyous faith and confession of the first disciples,

as the first solemn self-avowal on the part of Jesus in their

presence. It thus retained a deep and indelible hold upon the

recollection of John, and therefore it stands as the utterance

of the clear Messianic consciousness of Jesus unveiled before

us at the outset of His work. It is exactly in John that the

Messiahship of Jesus comes out with the greatest precision,

not as the consequence and result, but as already, from the

beginning onwards, the subject-matter of our Lord's self-con-

sciousness.*

Note.—The synoptical account of the call of the two pairs of

brothers, Matt. iv. 18 ff. and parallels, is utterly ^rrgco?^-c^7a&/e with

that of John as to place, time, and circumstances ; and the usual

explanations resorted to—that what is here recorded was only

a |;?'c/MnzMar?/ call,^ or only a social union with Christ (Luther,

Llicke, Ebrard, Tholuck ; comp. also Ewald and Godet), or only

'' The historic accuracy of this relation, as testified by John, stands with the

apostolic origin of the Gospel, against which even the objections of Holtzniann

in his investigation, which are excellent in a historical point of view {Jahrb. f.

D. Theol. 1867, p. 389), can have no effect.

^ So, most recently, Miircker, Uebere'mstlmm. der Evang. d. Matt. u. Joh.,

Meiniiigen 1868, p. 10 ff. The tov Xiy'ofuvav uirpov, Matt. iv. 18, furnishes no
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the gathering together of the first lelievers (Lutliardt), but not

their call—fall to the ground at once when we see how the

narrative proceeds ; for according to it the [la&riTai, ii. 2, are with

Jesus, and remain with Him. See on Matt, iv. 19, 20. The
harmony of the two accounts consists in this simply, that the

two pairs of brothers are the earliest apostles. To recognise

in John's account not an actual history, but a picture of the

author's own, drawn by himself for the sake of illustrating his

idea (Baur, Hilgenfeld, Schenkel),—that, viz., the knowledge of

the disciples and that of Jesus Himself as to His Messianic

call might appear perfect from the outset,—is only one of the

numerous self-deceptions in criticism which form the premisses

of the unhistorical conclusion that the fourth Gospel is not the

work of the apostle, but of some writer of much later date, who
has moulded the history into the form of his own ideal. On the

contrary, we must here specially observe that the author, if he

wished to antedate the time and place of the call, certainly did

not need, for the carrying out of his idea, to invent a totally

different situation from that which was before his eyes in the

Synoptics. Over and above this, the assumption that, by pre-

viously receiving John's baptism, Jesus renounced any inde-

pendent action (Schenkel), is pure imagination. Weizsacker (p.

404) reduces John's account to this: "The first acquaintance

between Jesus and these followers of His was brought about by
His meeting with the Baptist ; and on that occasion, amid the

excitement which the Baptist created. Messianic hopes, how-

ever transitory, were kindled in this circle of friends." But
this rests upon a treatment of the fourth Gospel, according to

which it can no longer claim the authority of an independent

witness ; instead of this witness, we have merely the poet of a

thoughtful Idyll. And when Keim (I. p. 553) finds here only

the narration of an age that could no longer endure the humble

and human beginnings of Jesus, but would transplant into the

time of His first appearance that glory which, as a matter of

history, first distinguished His departure and His exaltation,

this is all the more daring a speculation, the more closely,

according to Keim, the origin of the Gospel verges upon the

lifetime of the apostle, and must therefore present the most

vivid recollections of His disciples,

proof, as is plain from the parallel in Mark i. 16, which is the source of Mat-

thew's account, but has not those words. They are simply a personal notice

added from the standing-point of the writer, as in Matt, x. 2.
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CHAPTER II

Ver. 10. roTi is wanting in B. L. N * Min. Verss. ; deleted ty
Tisch. But how easily might it, in itself superfluous, have

been passed over before ThX— Ver. 11. The r^v before apx^''

we must delete, with Lachm. and Tisch., following A. B. L. a.

Min., Origen, and other Fathers.—Ver. 12. £,a£/i/av. A. F. G. A.

Min. Copt. Arm. Pers. p. Ver. Nonn. : 'iij^nm. In keeping

with the preceding zars^n and the following d/i^yj.—Ver. 15.

For TO yApiJ.a, B. L. T^ X. 33. Copt. Arm. Ver. Origen : rd -/Ap-

/iara (explanatory).—Ver. 17. hi is wanting in B. L. X. K. Copt.;

bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. Added for connection

sake. For xaTa<pdy€Tcti Elz. has Aot,TS(payt, against all the

Uncials, from the LXX.—^Ver. 22. After 'iKsyi Elz. has ayroTg,

an addition feebly supported.

Ver. 1. Tpirri] is, with Origen, c. Cels. vi. 30, to be reckoned

from the last-named day, i. 44, not from the coming to Cana

(Ewald), which has not yet been alluded to. Thus we have

in all six days from i. 19, not seven (see on i. 41), in which

number Luthardt would find this symbolic meaning :
" It is a

Sabbath, as it were, which Jesus here is keeping."— By t^?

Ta\t,\aia<i the village of Cana (now not Kafar kenna, as

Hengstenberg and Godet still think, but Kana el-Jelil: see

Ptobinson, III. p. 443; Eitter, XVI. 753 ff.), about three hours

N.W. from Nazareth, is distinguished from another Cana ; for in

ver. 11, iv. 46, xxL 2, t^9 TakCKaia<i is also added, and hence it

must be taken as a standing descriptive addition, as if belong-

ing to the name (like our "Freiburg im Breisgau" and the

like), and not here as a mere allusion to the arrival in Galilee

(B. Crusius). The other Cana lay in the tribe of Asher, Josh,

xix. 28 (S.E. from Tyre; comp. Eobinson, III. 657), and

though also to be considered as belonging to Galilee, was yet

so near to Phoenicia, that the designation of our Cana as K.

rrj^ rdXLkaia<i, in distinction from the other, is justified on

geographical grounds. Ewald distinguishes our Cana from the
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Kanath lying east of the river district, but the name (n3|5,

Num. xxxii. 42, 1 Chron. ii. 23 ; and Bertheau on the word;

Kavdd LXX., Kavdda Josephus) does not correspond.— kuI

rjv rj /jiiJTrjp, k.t.\.] Mary was already there when Jesus and

His disciples arrived in Cana, no doubt arranging and helping

(see vv. 3, 5) in the friend's house where the wedding was to

take place. That shortly before the baptism of Jesus she had

come to live at Cana (Ewald), but soon after removed thence

to Capernaum (ii. 12), is without specific intimation both here

and in iv. 46. That Joseph was not there with her, is in

keeping with his entire disappearance (equally unaccountable

as it is) from the Gospel narrative after Luke ii. 41 ff. It

is usually assumed, though without proof (see vi. 42), that he

was already dead.

Ver. 2. Jesus also and His discijjles (those won in chap, i.)

tvere invited, i.e. when, in the meanwhile. He had come to

Cana.-^ To take eKki^dr) as 'pluperfect is objectionable both in

itself (see on xviii. 24), and also because the disciples had

been first won by Jesus on the way. But there is nothing

against the supposition that Jesus had journeyed not to Naza-

reth, but to Cana, on account of the wedding ; for He may have

known (through Nathanael, Godet thinks) that His mother

was there, and because, considering the friendly relations with

the family. He did not need a previous invitation. This is at

the same time in answer to Weisse, II. 203, who finds an in-

vitation inconceivable ; to Lange, who holds that Jesus found

the invitation awaiting Him at Nazareth (?) ; also to Schleier-

macher, w^ho makes the invitation to have preceded even His

baptism. Of the disciples, Nathanael, moreover, was himself

a native of Cana (xxi. 2). But even apart from this, the

friendly invitation of the disciples along with Jesus by no

means implies a previous extended ministry of Jesus in Galilee

(Schenkel), or even such a ministry at all before His baptism

(Schleiermacher).—As to the sing. €KX.i]6r}, see Ktihner, ^ 433,

1 ; Buttmann, iV. T. Gk. 110 [E. T. p. 126 ff.].

Ver. 3. 'Tcrrep'^a: oivov] because a scarcity of wine had

occurred,—on what day of the marriage feast (it usually lasted

* Schenkel tlioughtlessly says, that, "according to our Gospel, Jesus was to

all appearance transported to Cana by a viiracle of almighty power,

"
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seven, Gen. xxix. 27; Judg. xiv. 14; Tob. ix. 12, x. 1) we are

not told.^ The expression varepel ri, something fails or omns

short, belongs to later Greek (Mark x. 21; Isa. li. 14; ISTeh.

ix. 21; Dios. v. 86).— olvov ovk e')(^ov(TL\ they are short of

wine, they, i.e. the family of the bridegroom, who provided the

feast. They might be disgraced by the failure of the wine.

The words, however, are not only an expression of interest,

which was all the more reasonable, as the deficiency was

accelerated by the invitation of her Son and His disciples

;

but they also contain, as Jesus Himself understood (ver. 4),

an indirect appeal for help, as is confirmed by ver. 5, which

was prompted by thoughtful consideration for the credit of

the house providing the feast. Some find herein a call to

work a miracle. But wrongly, because this would imply .

either that Mary had inferred from the conception, birth,
(

etc., of her Son, His power of working miracles, which she
'

now expected Him to display, or that Jesus had already, on

some previous occasion, though in a narrower circle, done

some wonderful works (the former hypothesis in Chrysostom,

Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Baumgarten, Maier, Godet,

Hengstenberg, and many more; the latter in Liicke and

others),—assumptions which are equally incapable of proof

Wrongly too, because the supply of this want of itself so little

suggested the need of a miracle, that the thought of so dis-

proportionate a means occurring to Mary's mind without any

adequate reason, even by the recollection of such traits as are

related in Luke ii. 49 ff. (Bruckner), or by the miracle at His

baptism, or by the call of the disciples, or by the declaration

of i. 52, of which she would be informed at the marriage

(Godet), is quite inexplicable, even supposing that she had

observed more clearly than any others the change which had

taken place in her Son, and had therefore with fuller expecta-

tion looked up to Him as the Messiah (Ewald's view, comp. Tho-

luck). Far rather did she wish to prompt Jesus in a general

* The text does not say that it lasted only one day, as Hengstenberg finds

expressed in ver. 1, where we are simply told that the marriage began on the

third day,—which has nothing to do with its duration. Nor is there any hint

in the text of *^poor circumstances," for it speaks of the master of tlie feast and
of servants. Least of all does the inviting of Jesus' disciples along with Hi)nsel/

imply poverty. This also in answer to Godet.
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way to render help ; and this she would suppose He would do

in the most natural manner (by furnishing wine), which must
have appeared as obvious a way as that of miracle was remote.

But Jesus, in the feeling of His divine call (ver. 4), intended

to render help in a special and miraculous manner; and accord-

ingly, with this design of His own in view, returns the answer

contained in ver. 4. In this way the ohscurity of the words

is removed (which Lampe and De AVette dwell upon), and at

the same time the objection raised from ver. 11 (by Strauss,

B. Bauer, Schweizer, Scholten) against the entire narrative,

upon the assumption that Mary (from the Logos standing-

point of the evangelist, it is supposed !) expected a miracle.

Lastly, it is purely gratuitous to suppose that Mary wished to

give a hint to Jesus and His disciples to go away (Bengel,

Paulus)
;
yet Ebrard (on Olshausen) has brought this view

forward again, explaining afterwards " mine hour" of the time

of His death, when Jesus would have to leave the marriage

(the marriage figuratively representing the period of His

earthly ministry). This is not profundity, but a mere play-

ing with exegesis.

Ver. 4. Jesus understands His mother's wish, but He has

in His mind a method of help altogether different from what

she meant. He therefore repels her interference, in the con-

sciousness of the call which here is given Him to begin His

Messianic ministry of miracles, and holds out the prospect

of rendering help at a later period.

—

ri i/jbol kuI aol ;] a re-

jection of fellowship (Jl?) v''^^, Josh. xxii. 24; Judg. xi. 12, al;

Matt. viii. 29, xxvii. 19; Mark i. 24; Luke viii. 28; also in

the classics ; see Bernhardy, p. 9 8), here with reference to the

help to be rendered, which He Himself, without His mother's

assistance, and independently of her, would accomplish, accord-

ing to His own divinely determined call and will, and in a

miraculous manner. Godet well says :
" Sa devise sera desor-

mais : mon pere et moi." Comp. Dorner, Jesu silndlose Voll-

Jcommenli. p. 11. The appellation <yvvaL added to the ri—aoi

(which Hofmann thinks should be joined to what follows

;

but why ?) does not contain anything unfriendly (" duriter

rcspondet" Melancthon), as is clear already from xix. 21 ; see

also Wetstein. Comp. xx. 15. But His not saying firirep
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followed involuntarily from the consciousness of His higher

wonder-working capacity and will, by virtue of which, as an

ujjbrjrcop, He rejected any interference proceeding from feminine

weakness, even such as was presented here before Him in His

mother. The remark of Euthymius Zigabenus is not happy

(comp, Augustine) :
" He spoke thus as God

;

" while that of

Epiphanius, Beza, Calvin, and many others, is singular :
" His

aim was to oppose that future Mariolatry which He foresaw."

Still, the passage tells against that worship. Schenkel says

erroneously, quoting Mark iii. 21, "He was at variance with

the members of His family."— 17 &pa fiov] can only mean,

the moment when it will le for me to help} So also Hengsten-

berg, in keeping with the context. Jesus, conscious of His

close communion with the Father, sees clearly that this His

first manifestation of Himself as Messiah in the working of

miracles stands, even with reference to the time when it is to

begin, in close connection with the divine appointment ; and

He feels that the moment (17 &pa = Kaipo^, as in xvi. 2 1,

and often in the N. T. and the classics) for this first Messianio

display of power is not yet present when His mother refers to

the want of wine. Hoiu He was conscious of the exact horas

et moras for working, cannot be more precisely determined.

Euthymius Zigabenus is substantially right : 57 tov davfjcarovp-

'yrja-at, ; and Ewald: "the hour of full Messianic sense of power."

Strangely attributing to Mary thoughts of that kind, Baumgarten
Crusius remarks, "the moment of my ;puUic appearance as

Messiah;" and Godet : "I'heure de I'avenement royal." Antici-

pating ver. 11, Liicke, Tholuck, Bruckner, Maier, Baur, Baum-
garten render: "the moment of the revelation ofmy glory!' Comp.
Luthardt :

" This miracle, as the figurative prolepsis of Christ's

subsequent full revelation of Himself before the eyes of men,

^ It is an error to suppose that ti upa. //.ov in John always signifies the hour of
Christ's death. Its reference depends entirely upon the context, as in vii. 30,

viii. 20, -where it means the hour of Christ's seizure ; and xiii. 1, where the more
precise definition is expressly given. Already niiis in Chrysostom, Ebrard, and
many, take it here as meaning the hour of Christ's death. Hilgenfeld under-

stands it of the hour of the glorification of Jesus, the culminating point of which
was certainly the crucifixion ; and that Jesus, according to John, gives expression

to the full consciousness of the Logos, and its superhuman independence of all

human counsel.
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was of significance only for that narrow circle, and was intended

to lead Jesus on from it into public life,"—of which, however,

the text contains no hint either in ver. 5 or elsewhere.

Ver. 5. The words of Jesus last spoken implied that He
intended to help, though not immediately. Hence Mary's

direction to the servants, whose service she supposed Jesus

would require (perhaps to go and fetch wine). Any allusion

to Gen. xli. 55 (Hengstenberg) is remote from the text,

Ebrard finds it implied in the passage, that Jesus, after He
had spoken, ver. 4, rose and turned towards the servants.

Ver. 6. 'E/c6t] Whether in the feast chamber, or possibly

in the vestibule, we are not told.

—

vBplai] water -pitchers

for carrying water, iv, 28; often in the LXX.; Dem. 1155. 6;

Arist. Vesp. 926; Lysistr. 327, 358; Lucian, 2?e??i. oic. 29.

— e|] Not stated as explanatory of the Jewish custom, but as

vividly describing the exact circumstances, yet not with any

symbolic significance (six, Lange thinks, was the number of

poverty and labour). — Kei/ievat] positae, set down, 2^^a'Ccd

there. Comp. xix. 2 9 ; Jer. xxiv. 1 ; Xen. Oec. viii. 1 9 : ')(yTpa<i

. . . evKpivoi^ Kei/jL€va<i.— Kara rov KaOap. rdv 'JouS.] i.e.

for the sake of cleansing (the hands and vessels, Matt. xv. 2

;

Mark vii. 3 ff. ; Luke xi. 39; Lightfoot, p. 974), which the

Jews practised before and after meals. On Kara, in which, as

in 2 Tim. i. 1, "notio secundum facile transit in notionem

propter" (Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 3. 12). Comp. Winer, p.

376 [E. T. p. 602].— ytteT/oi^ra?] In conformity with his

Hellenic tendency, John gives the Attic measure, which, how-

ever, is equal to the Hebrew ria (Josephus, Antt. viii. 2. 9).

The Attic metretes contained 12
'xp^'*

or 144 Korvkat, 1-|-

Eoman amphorae, i.e. about 21 Wlirtemburg measures (see

Wurm, de 'ponderum etc. rationih. 126), and about 33 Berlin

quarts, in weight eighty pounds of water [about 8| gallons]

(Bertheau, Gesch. d. Israel, p. 77). Comp. Bockh, Staatshaush.

I. 127; Hermann, Privatalterth. § 46. 10. Each pitcher con-

tained two or three metretae (which are not, with Ammon, to

be referred to a smaller measure, nor even, witli Ebrard, to that

of an amphora) ; for as a row of six pitchers is named, avd

can, consistently with the context, only be taken in a dis-

tributive sense, not in the signification—which is, besides, lin-
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guistically untenable (see Winer, p. 372 [E. T. pp. 496-7])—of

circiter, according to which all six must have held only about

two or three mdrdae (Paulus, Hug). The great quantity of

water thus turned into wine (252-378 Wlirtemburg measures,

106-160 gallons) seems out of all proportion, and is used by

Strauss and Schweizer to impugn the historic character of the

narrative ; but it is conceivable if we consider the character of

the miracle as one of Messing (compare the miraculous Feed-

ings), and that we are to suppose that what was left over may
have been intended by Jesus as a present for the married pair,

while the possible abuse of it during the feast itself was pre-

vented by the presence of the Giver. We must also bear in

mind that the quantity was suggested to Him by the six

pitchers standing there; and therefore, if the blessed Wonder-

worker had not merely to measure the amount of the 7ieed,

He had occasion all the more not to keep within t.\e exact

quantity which the circumstances demanded, by changing

the contents of only one or two pitchers into wine, and

omitting the rest. The blessing conferred by the Wonder-

worker has also, considering the circumstances, its appropriate-

ness and decorum, in keeping with which He was not to act in

a spirit of calculation, but, on the contrary, to give plentifully,

especially when, as was here the case, this abundance was

suggested by the vessels which were standing there.

Vv. 7, 8. The transformation is accomplished in the time

between ver. 7 and ver. 8.^ — avTol<i] the servants, who
obeyed Him according to the direction of Mary, ver. 5 ; not,

as Langp's imagination suggests, "under the influence of a

miraculously excited feeling pervading the household." —
ye/xLaare] The most natural supposition from this and ver. 6

is that the pitchers had been empty, the water in them having

been used up before the feast began, and were to be filled

afresh for use after meat. Observe, moreover, that Christ

^ The commencement of the transformation might indeed be also placed after

the drawing out, and consequently after ver. 8, so that only that portion of

water which was drawn was converted into wine. But the minute statement of

the number and large size of the vessels in ver. 6, by which it is manifestly

intended to draw attention to the greatness in a quantitative point of view of the

miracle of transformation, presupposes rather that all the water in the pitchers

was converted into wine.
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does not proceed creatively in His miracles, neither here nor

in the feedings. — ew<; avai] This is stated for no other

purpose than to give prominence to the qiiantity of the wine

which Jesus miraculously produced. — avTXrja-are] Alto-

gether general, without specifying any particular pitcher,

—

showing that as all were filled, the water in all was turned

into wine (in answer to Semler and Olshausen). From the

nature of the case, no object is appended, and we therefore can

only understand the general word it. The drawing out was

done by means of a vessel (a tankard, 'jrp6')(oo<i, Horn. Od. xviii.

3 9 7), out of which the master of the feast would fill the cups

upon the table (comp. Nitzsch on Hom. Od. 77. 183).— The

ap')(^iTpiK\Lvof;, table-master (Heliod. vii. 27), in Petron. 27

triclinarcTies, elsewhere also called rpaTre^o'n-oto'i (Athen. iv.

p. 170 D E ; Beck. Char. II. 252), is the chief of the waiters

at table, upon whom devolved the charge of the meats and

drinks, and the entire arrangement of the repast. See Walch,

De arcliitriclino, Jena 1753. Comp. Fritzsche on Ecclus.

XXXV. 1, where he is designated as rjyoufievo<i. He was at

the same time the taster of the meats and drinks, and is not

to be confounded with the avfiTroo-tap^o^, modimperator, arbi-

ter hibendi, who was chosen by the guests themselves from

among their own number (Xen. Anab. vi. 1. 30 ; Herm. Privat-

alterth. § 28, 29 ; Mitscherlich, ad Hor. Od. i. 4. 18).

Vv. 9, 10. The parenthesis, usually made to begin with

K. ovK yBei, must be limited to ol Be BtaKovot— v8o)p, be-

cause not only does the construction run on with Kal ovk rjSet,

but a reason is also assigned for the ^covet rov w/icplov, k.tX.,

which follows ; for had the man known whence the new wine

had come, he would not in surprise have called the bride-

groom, etc.

—

TO vStop olv. 76761/.] not the wine ivhich had

been ivater (Luther), but the water which had become wine (and

now was wine). Observe the force of the perfect. If the to

had been repeated, this water, as that which had been made

wine, would have been distinguished from other water (aquam,

earn dico qiiae, etc.). See Ktihner, ad Xen. Anab. iv. 6. 1. The

TO not being repeated, the vBcop oh. yeyev. expresses one com-

plete conception.— rroOev ia-rtv] whence it comes, i.e. that it

had been drawn out of the water-pitchers. This is evident
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from the following ol ^v/fXT^/core? to vBoop. The table-master,

therefore, cannot have been present at the drawing out of the

water, ver. 8. Concerning the present iariv, see i. 40.— The
insertion of the words ol Be Blclkovoi, k.t.X., serves to give pro-

minence to the reality of the miracle.— yBetaav] i.e. iroOev

iarriv, but they did not know that it was ivine which they

brought. — (f)0)V€i] He called him to him (comp. i. 49), and

said to him. Whether the bridegroom was just outside at the

time (as Nonnus represents), or was reclining at the table, or

is to be supposed as employed in the chamber, does not appear.

— o ap'x^npLKX.'] a superfluous repetition, but suggested by the

parenthesis, as is often the case in Greek.— Tra? avOpcoira,

«.T.X.] spoken under the impression that the bridegroom had

kept the good wine in reserve, and had not allowed it to be

put forth {riOrjaC), but now was regaling them with it. We
may suppose the words to have been spoken Jocularly, in joyous

surprise after tasting the wine. The general custom, however,

to which the table-master refers, is not elsewhere with any
certainty confirmed (the proof in Wetstein is doubtful) ; nor,

indeed, considering the playful way in which it was spoken,

does it need any voucher.— orav fxeOvadwaC] when they

have become intoxicated, so that they can no longer appreciate

the goodness of the wine. The word does not mean anything

else ; not ivhen they have well drunJc (Tholuck, De Wette, and
several, e.g. Beza, Cornelius a Lapide, and others), because

intoxication is the essential though relative conception (see

also Gen. xliii. 34; Hag. i. 6 ; Eev. xvii. 2). The man says

only in joke, as if it were a general experience, what he cer-

tainly may oft«n have observed, and no inference can there-

fore be drawn from his words that the guests at Cana were
already intoxicated ; especially as ''w9 aprt simply means till

now, after they had been drinking so long at the table, in

antithesis with the irpwrov.

Ver. 11. The rrjv before dpxnv being spurious (see critical

notes), we must translate : Tliis, as beginning of His miracles,

did Jesus at Cana. See on iv. 54, and Bernhardy, p. 319
;

Stallbaum, ad Plat. Gorg. p. 510 D. From this it is clear

that it is the first miracle in general, and not merely the first

of those that were wrought in Cana (iv. 46 sqq.), that is



146 THE GOSPEL OF JOHN.

meant (so already rcvh in Clirysostom and Paulus). This

concluding remark of John's simply serves to express, on occa-

sion of the first of them, the teleological nature of the miracles

of Jesus generally.— rr]v Bo^av avrov] not " His excellent

humanity " (Paulus), but His divine Messianic majesty, as in

i. 14. The miracles of Jesus, as He Himself testified, had

for their object not only the So^a of the Father, but also His

oivn, xi. 4 (in opposition to Weizsacker, Jahrb. f. Deutsche

Thcol. 1857, p. 165). The former is really the latter, and the

latter the former. Observe how in John (as well as in the

Synoptics) Jesus begins His Messianic ministry in Galilee,

even in this His first miracle.— Ka\ eiricneva-av, /c.t.X.]

and His disciples became believers in Him. The faith which

they already had (i. 35-52) was only introductory, belonging

to the commencement of their connection with Jesus ; now,

upon the basis of this manifestation of His glory (i, 14), came

the more advanced and fuller decision, a new epoch in their

faith, which, moreover, still continued susceptible of and re-

quiring fresh additions even to the end (xi. 15, xiv. 11).

There is no hint here of any contrast with the unbelief after-

wards manifested by the people (Briickner), nor can this be

inferred from ver. 12 ff. Comp. "Weiss, Lehrbcgriff, p. 102.

J^^ote.—This turning of the water into wine must be regarded

as an actual miracle, for John as an eye-witness (see on i. 41,

42), in the most simple and definite manner (comp. iv. 46),

represents it as such, and as the first manifestation of the

divine glory dwelling in Christ in the direction of miraculous

working (not as portraying beforehand the heavenly marriage

supper, Ptev. xix. 8, Matt. xxvi. 29, as Hofmann, Schriftleiveis,

II. 2, p. 407, and Baumgarten, p. 99, take it). Every exposition

which explains away the miraculous element contradicts the

words and the purpose of St. John, infringes on his credi-

bility and capacity for simple observation, and places even the

character of Jesus in an ambiguous light. The physical incon-

ceivability, which nevertheless is not identical with absolute

impossibility (against Scholten, p. 215), pertains to this work in

common only with every miracle '^ and hence the appeal made

1 It does not become more conceivable by Lange's fiction {L. J. II. p. 479),

which is quite unsupported by the text, viz. that the company were elevated to

B hi "-her tone of feeling, as the disciples were at a later time upon the mount of
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to a supposed accelerated process of nature (Olshausen, comp.

already Augustine and Chrysostom), which must have been at

the same time an artificial process, is only a superfluous crutch

on which the representation is made to lean, inapplicable to the

other miracles, and as arbitrary as it is (in the absence of a vine)

inadequate. Its inconceivahleness in a telic point of view John
himself removes in ver. 1 1 ; and remembering its design as there

stated, the miracle was not an act of luxury (De Wette), but

of abounding human kindness in blessing (see on ver. 6). To
suppose another design, viz. that Jesus wished to show how
opposed He was to the strict asceticism of the Baptist (Flatt,

Olshausen), is pure and arbitrary invention, in opposition to

ver. 11. Further, the fact that the Synoptics have not the nar-

rative really amounts to nothing, because John selected and

wrote independently of the synoptical series of narrations ; and

as they have not the first, so neither have they the last and

greatest miracle. We must, after all, abide by the simple state-

ment that there was a change of substance (ver. 9), effected by
the power of Jesus over the sphere of nature, in conformity with

a higher law of causation. Granting this power, which the

whole range of the Gospel miracles demands, there is no ground

whatever for contenting oneself (against ver. 9) with the as-

sumption of a change of attributes merely in the water, whereby

(after the analogy of mineral waters) it may have received the

colour and taste of wine (Neander). It is levity of an equally

objectionable kind, and a wronging of a writer so serious as John,

to explain what occurred as a weddingjohe, as Paulus (Jesus had

a quantity of wine brought into the house, and had it mixed
with water out of the pitchers and put upon the tables, ver. 4

having been spoken jestingly) and Gfrorer (Mary brought the

wine with her as a wedding present, and during the feast, at

the right moment, she gave her son a sign to bring out and

distribute the gift) have agreed to do. Thus, instead of the

transmutation of the water, we have a frivolous transmutation

of the history.^ Lastly, the mythical explanation contradicts

the trustworthiness and genuineness of the Gospel. According

to it, fact is resolved into legend—a legend derived from the

transfiguration, and that Christ, from the full spring of His highest life-power,

made them drink creatively "in the element of the higher feeling."

1 Ammon also, L. J. I., falls back upon an erroneous idea and representation

on the part of John :
" What took place in the intervening time, when the water-

pitchers were empty, and soon after were filled to the brim, is unknown to us."

The miracle is thus reduced into a natural event behind the scenes. Schenkcl

simply enough removes every miraculous element from the history, as being

legendary adornments.
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analogies of the histories of Moses (Ex. xv. 23 sqq.) and Elisha

(2 Kings ii. 19), as Strauss will have it, or from a misunderstood

parable, as Weisse thinks ; while De Wette—without, however,

adopting the mythical view, but not fully recognising the his-

toric character of the narrative—regards the dispensing of the

wine as an act corresponding with the dispensing of the bread,

and both as answering to the bread and wine in the Lord's

Supper. This he holds to be the most appropriate explanation

;

but it is all the more inept, because there is not the least hint

of it in the narrative, and becaiise the Lord's Supper is not once

mentioned in John, According to Schweizer and Weisse, the

paragraph is to be reckoned among certain interpolations which
have been added to the genuine Johannean nucleus,—an arbi-

trary assertion ; whereas Baur, whose criticism rejects the whole
Gospel, transforms the narrative into an allegory, wherein water

is the symbol of the Baptist, wine of the Messiah's dignity (i.e.

the bridegroom's), and the transformation typifies the transition

from the preparatory stage of the Baptist to the epoch of Mes-
sianic activity and glory (comp. Baumgarten Crusius, p. 82)

;

while Hilgenield {Evang. p. 248) looks upon the turning of the

water into wine as intended as a counterpart to the synoptical

narrative of the temptation, and to illustrate how Jesus was
raised above all narrow asceticism. Thus, too, some of the

Fathers (Cyril, Augustine, and many others) allegorize the

miracle, without, however, surrendering its objective and histo-

rical character as a fact ; whereas Ewald, while renouncing any
investigation into the historic probability of the narrative, re-

gards it as the gilding of the idea of the beneficent power of the

Messianic spirit, whereby even now water ought to become wine.

Luthardt holds, indeed, the objective historical reality, but re-

gards the manifestation of the ho^a to have been in contrast with

that given in the 0. T,,—the gift of God occupying the place of

the command, and the higher life, which Jesus the bridegroom

makes known in this miracle, the place of outward purification.

Similarly Scholten, p. 164. But while the representation of

Christ as bridegroom is quite remote from the narrative, John
gives no support or sanction to the idea that the miracle was
symbolical, either in the remark of ver. 6 {nara r. xaSap. r. 'lou5.)

or in that of ver. 11 (s(pavsp. r. 86^. avrou).— The miracle at

Cana is, finally, the only one to which the Synoptics have no

one that corresponds. Therefore the miracles in John are all

the less to be used in support of the assertion that, in John,

Christ, after the manner of the Gnostics, announces another and

higher God than the God of the 0. T. (Hilgenfeld, Zehrhegr.

281). According to Keim, the marriage in Cana, the first great
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beaming forth of the divine glory, stands in John as " a loving

portrait " of Christ, and designedly in place of the painful

temptation in the wilderness. But this glory beamed forth

still more grandly and more significantly in its bearing upon the

Saviour's whole ministry in the threefold triumph over Satan.

Ver. 12. Mera tovto Kare^rj, ac.t.X.] Direct from Cana?

or from Nazareth (i. 46), whither Mary, Jesus, and the dis-

ciples had returned ? The latter must be assumed as the

correct view, because the brothers of Jesus (His brothers lite-

rally, not His cousins, as Hengstenberg again maintains ; see ^

vii. 3, 5, and on Matt. i. 25, xii. 46, 1 Cor. ix. 5) had not/ /^ *

been with Him at the wedding. It is quite arbitrary to sug-

gest that they were accidentally omitted to be mentioned in

ver. 2 (Baumgarten Crusius, following earlier commentators).

— Kare/Sri] doivn, for Ka(j)apvaovfi (to be written thus,

with Lachmann and Tischendorf, in John likewise) lay on the

shore of the Icike of Tiberias. — avTo<i k. rj ixrjrr^p, k.t.XI] A
common eTravopOcoacf; (correction). See Fritzsche, Conject.

p. 25 ; a(^ Matt. p. 420 ; ad Marc. p. 70 ; Stallbaum, ad Plat.

Crit. p. 5 E. John does not tell us ivhy they went down to

Capernaum^ (Matt. iv. 13 is in a totally different connection).

The settlement of the family at Capernaum is left uncertain by
John ; the fact had but little interest for the Judaistic stand-

ing-point of his history, and is neither recorded here, as Ewald
maintains (the k. (Kel eiieivav ov ttoXX. •^jh. which follows is

against this), nor even presupposed (Wieseler, De Wette,

Tholuck), for the mention of the brothers who were not with

Him at the marriage forbids this. Nor is the settlement

attested either by iv. 3, 43, or by vi. 17, 59. — ov TroXXa?

rj[j.epai\ because the Passover was at hand, ver. 13, which

Jesus (and the disciples, iii. 22) attended; not, therefore, on

account of misconstruction and hostility (Ewald).

Vv. 13-16. KaX] Simply the continuative and, i.e. during

this short stay at Capernaum.— For vv. 14-16, see on Matt.

* Hengstenberg supposes that John mentions this only from a feeling of

personal interest ; that he himself had belonged to Capernaum, and Jesus had
stayed at his fatliei-'s house. An utterly groundless conjecture, made for the sake

of harmonizing (i. 45 ; comp. Luke iv. 38, Mark i. 29), according to which we
should have to regard Bethsaida as a suburb of Capernaum ; see, on the con-

trary. Matt. xi. 21, 23.
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xxi. 12, 13.— Trai/ra?] refer not to the persons, 'but to the

animals named immediately afterwards with the re—/cat, i.e.

not only, hut also (see Bauml. in loc, and Partik 225). Thus

the unseemliness which some have found in the use of the

scourge,—certainly intimated by the connection of iToirjaa<; and

i^e^aXev,—and along with it every typical explanation of the

scourge (Grotius, Godet, and others regard it as the symbol

of God's wrath), disappear.— '£|€;T^ee] uncontracted form,

to be taken as the aor. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 222.— to

Kepfia] coin, especially small coin. Mostly in the plural in

Greek. The singular here is collective.— KaX rot? ra? irepi-

arepa^, k.t.X.] He could not of course drive out the doves

like the other animals, and He therefore says to those who
sold them, apare ravra evrevdev. John is here more minute

than the Synoptics; but we must not regard the words as

indicating^ greater mildness towards the sellers of the doves,

because these were used by the poor (Eupertius, De Wette).

The command /it?) iroLeiTe, k.t.X, addressed to them applied to

all.— Tov 7raTp6<; fxov] Achniranda auctoritas, 'Bengel ; the

full consciousness of the Son manifested itself already (as in

Luke ii. 49) in the temple.— oIk. ifiTroptov'] a house of, a

p)lace of, merchandise. The holy temple house had, in the

Lord's view, become this, while the temple court had been

made a place of buying and marketing (e/x7r6ptov, Thuc. i. 13.

3; Dem. 957, 27; Xen. de red. iii. 3; Herodian. viii. 2. 6;

Ezek. xxvii. 3; Isa. xxiii. 17, not the same as e/xTropla). Pos-

sibly Zech. xiv. 21 was in His thoughts.

Ver. 17. 'Efivrja-drjaav] At the very time of the occur-

rence, and not (as Olshausen asserts) after the resurrection, a

circumstance which has to be stated in ver. 22 (comp. xii.

16).— The text quoted is Ps. Ixix. 10 ; the theocratic sufferer

in this psalm, a psalm written during the exile, is a ty23e of the

Messiah; see xv. 25, xix. 28 ff. Comp. Ptom. xv. 3, xi. 9;

Acts i. 20.— KaTa^dyerai /xe] ivill devour or consume me,

is to be understood of a power which M^ears one out internally,

Ps. cxix. 139, not to be referred to the death of Jesus (Bengel,

Olshausen, Hofmann, Wcissag. u. Erf. p. Ill ; Luthardt, comp.

Briickner), for the disciples could at that time have thought of

anything but His death; comp. ver. 22. In this wrathful zeal,
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which they saw had taken hold of Jesus, they thought they

saw the Messianic fulfilment of that word in the psalm, wherein

the speaker declares his great zeal for God's house, which was

yet to wear him out. The fulfilment relates to the o ^77X09

Tov o'Uov <jov, whereof the Karacpdyerai, indicates only the

violence and permanence ; and there is therefore no ground

for imagining already any gloomy forehodings on the part of

the disci]3les (Lange). For kaOUtv and 'iheiv, used of con-

suming emotions (as in Aristophanes, Vesp. 287), see Jacobs,

ad Anthol. VI. 280; Del. epigr. p. 257. As to the future

(jidyofxai, which belongs to the LXX. and Apocrypha, see

Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 327; like the classical eSo/xat, it never

stands as present (against Tlioluck, Hengstenberg, Godet, and

others).

Ifoie.—If there was but one cleansing of the temple, then
either John or the Synoptics have given an erroneous narrative.

But if it happened tivice^ first at the beginning, and then at

the end of the Messianic ministry of Jesus,—a supposition which
in itself corresponds too well to the significance of the act (in

so far as its repetition was occasioned by the state of disorder

remaining unchanged after so long an interval had elapsed) to

be inconceivable (as has been asserted by some), or even merely
to pass the limits of probability,—it is then, on the one hand,

conceivable that the Synoptics do not contain the first cleans-

ing, because Christ's early labours in Jerusalem do not belong

to the range of events which they generally narrate ; and, on
the other hand, that John passes over the second cleansing,

because he had already recorded the Messianic cthmuov of the

same kind. We are not therefore to suppose that the one
account is true, and the other false, but to assume that the act was
repeated. See on Matt. xxi. 12, 13. So the Fathers and most
subsequent writers; also Schleiermacher, Tholuck, Olshausen,

B. Crusius, Maier, Ebrard, Luthardt, Eiggenbach, Lange, Baum-
garten, Hengstenberg, Godet, etc. Others, on the contrary, admit-
ting only one temple-cleansing, decide in favour, some of the

synoptical account (Strauss, Weisse, Baur, Hilgenfeld, Scholten,

SchenkeP), and some in favour of John's (Llicke, De Wette,

' ""WTiether it took place before or after, once or twice, it takes nothing from

our faith. "

—

Luther.
^ Comp. also Luther : "It seems to me that John here shps over the thi-ee

first yeai's.

"
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Ammon, Krabbe, Briickner, Ewald, Weizsacker, and many
others ; Baumlein hesitatingly). The latter would be the correct

view, because John was an eye-witness ; although we are not to

suppose, as Baur, in keeping with his view of the fourth Gospel,

thinks, that John derived the facts from the Synoptics, but fixed

the time of the transaction independently, in consistency with

the idea of reformatory procedure. See also Hilgenfeld, who
traces here the "idiosyncrasy of John," who, with reference

at least to the knowledge of the disciples and the relations of

Jesus to the Jews, begins where the Synoptics leave off; and thus

his narrative is merely a peculiar development of synoptical

materials. Besides, upon the supposition of two distinct cleans-

iiigs of the temple, any essential difference between the two acts

themselves is not to be discovered. Luthardt, indeed, follow-

ing Hofmann (comp. Lichtenstein, p. 156), thinks that, in the

synopt'cal account, Jesus as prophet protects the place of divine

worshii), but that in John's He as Son exercises His authority

over the house; but the 6 ohog fiov of the Synoptics, as the declara-

tion of God, exactly corresponds with rhv oJzov roZ varpog [io\j in

John as the word of Christ. The distinction, moreover, that

the first cleansing was the announcement of reformation, and
the second that of judgment (Hengstenberg), cannot be made
good, separates what is clearly connected, and attaches too much
importance to collateral minutiae. This remark in answer to

Go let, who regards the first cleansing as " un appel," the second

as " une protestation." The essential element of difference in

1 John's account lies in the very striking declaration of Jesus

about the temple of His body, ver. 19, of which the Synoptics

.\have not a word, and which possesses great prophetic signi-

ficance as uttered at the very outset of His Messianic ministry,

but has no special fitness at the end of it. Jesus accordingly

did not utter it again at the second cleansing, but only at the

first, though upon that second cleansing also, occasion was
given for so doing (Matt. xxi. 23). It is this very declaration,

however, which marks unmistakeably the Messianic character

of the appearance of Jesus in Jerusalem from the very first

(against Weizsacker, Evang. Gesch. p. 260). Chap. vii. 3 is not

the first place which treats of that Messianic appearance.

Vv, 18, 19. The same question as in Matt. xxi. 23, but

how totally different an answer ! It cannot therefore be used

to confirm the supposed identity oi the two events.— dire-

Kpid.'] As in Matt. xi. 25 (which see), and often, denoting

what is said upon occasion of Christ's act, and with reference
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thereto.— rl c-rjfjueiov] If what He had done was to be

recognised as appropriate to Him, it must be based upon a

reaHj prophetic e^ovaca, and consequently upon divine autho-

rization; in proof of this, they desired a special miraculous

sign or act, accrediting Him as a divine messenger, and which

was to be wrought by Him before their eyes, nix, arjfzecov tt}?

avdevTia^, Euthymius Zigabenus; comp. vi. 30.— SeLKvv6i<i]

dost thou hring he/ore us, lettest us see ; comp, Hom. //. v.

244: Kpovuov—SeLKvv<; crrj/xa l3poTOLaiv. Od. 7. 174.— otl\

et? cKelvo, on, ix. 17, xi, 51, xvi. 9; Mark xvi. 14; 2 Cor. i.

18, xi. 10. See Fritzsche ad Matt. p. 248. Consequently

in the sense of quatcnus, see Ast, Lex. Plat. II. 485.

—

TTotet?] The present denotes the act just performed, but which

is still regarded as present.— Ver. 19. \va-are top vaov

TovTov, K.T.X] refers, according to the apostle's explanation

in ver. 21, to the death and resurrection of Jesus, so that he

consequently means His body as the dwelling-place of God,

who was in Christ (x. 38, xiv. 10, 11, 20, xvii. 21, i. 14),

i.e. as the antitype of the temple,^ and, in conformity with this.

His violent death as the pulling down, and His resurrection as

the rebuilding of it. We must therefore, according to John,

suppose that Jesus, with the temple buildings before Him, to

which He points (this temple here), sees in them the sacred

type of His body, and with that directness of expression

characteristic of the old prophets (such as we often see, e.g.,

in Isaiah), straightway substitutes the image for that which

it represented, so that these sharp, vivid strokes, dashed down
without any explanation, contain, as in a pictorial riddle, a

symbolic and prophetic announcement of His resurrection,^ as

• Considering the oft-recurring representation of the indwelling of God in

Christ, it is very far-fetched to derive the temple comparison here from the

Valentinian Christology concerning a higher body of the Messiah appropriate

for union with the Logos (in answer to Hilgeufeld, Lehrbegr. 247). Seeing,

further, that Christ (ver. 16) calls the literal temple "His Father's house,"

how can the Demiurge be conceived of as the God of the Jews ? How can we
reconcile with that expression even "a milder Gnosticism" (Hilgenfeld, in the

Theol. Jahrb. 1857, p. 516)? Simply to admit that "a weak reference to the

highest God was not wanting even in Judaism," is both incoiTCct in itself, and
altogether unsuited to solve the palpable contradiction.

^ It is assumed (with Bengel) still in my 4th edition, that Jesus indicated the

reference to His body " nutu gestuve," but that the Jews did not notice it.
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in Matt. xii. 39, xvi. 4, and in keeping witli wliat we are to

assume throughout, viz. that He never foretold His resurrec-

tion in so many words, but only by figures and in obscure

terms. The thought accordingly, divested of this figurative

envelope, is, according to John, no other than this : hill me, and
vjithin three clays {iv, see Bernhardy, p. 209; Winer, p. 361
[E. T. p. 482]) / will rise again. The imjperative in the

protasis is not permissive merely, which weakens the emotion,

but contains a challenge; it springs from painfully excited

feeling, as He looks with heart-searching gaze upon that im-

placable opposition which was already beginning to show
itself, and which would not be satisfied till it had put Him
to death. Comp. irkT^pooaare, Matt, xxiii. 32. Johns ex-

planation is adopted by the ancients, and among modern
expositors by Kuinoel, Tholuck, Hildebrand (in Hiiffell's

Zeitschr. II. 1), Kling (in d. Stud. u. Krit. 1836, p. 127),

Krabbe, Klee, Olshausen (at least as to their inner meaning,

while the words, he thinks, were a'pparently simply a repelling

paradox), ]\Iaier, Hasert (JJeh. d. Vorhersagungcn Jesu von

seinem Tode, Berlin 1839, p. 81), Hauff in the Stud. u.

Krit. 1849, p. 106 ff.; Briickner (against De Wette), Lauril-

lard, de loeis ev. Joh. in quihus ipse auctor verha J. interpretat.

est, Lugd. B. 1853, p. 1 ff.; Baumgarten, Maier, Baeumlein,

Godet, even Luthardt (though bringing in a double meaning

;

by putting Jesus to death, Israel destroyed itself as the house

of God, wliile the resurrection was the setting up of God's

spiritual house ; comp. Ebrard, Lange, Eiggenbach, Hengsten-

berg) ; similarly Baur, p. 1 3 7 ff., who, however (and with him
Hilgenfeld), traces the expression to synoptic elements much
later in point of time. But John's explanation is abandoned,

since the time of Herder {vom Sohne Gottes) and Henke (Pro-

gramm 1798, in Pott, Sylloge, I. p. 8 ff.), by Eckermann,

Paulus, Liicke, Schweizer, Bleek, B. Crusius, Ammon, Strauss,

Gfrorer, De Wette, Ewald, Weizsacker, Schenkel, Scholten,

This is inadmissible, because thus tbe toZtov would have no reference whatever

to the temple of stone, whereas the entire scene in the temple court shows that

this reference is contained in it. Besides, such a gesture would be inappropriate

while using an enigmatical word, for it would at once give the key to its solution.

The intellectual point would be quite lost.
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and many others, who, with various modifications, explain

the pulling down of the temple of the decay of the old temple

religion, and the setting up in three days of the nnv spiritual

theocracy so soon to be established ; thus the imperative is

taken by some as a challenge (as above) (Herder, Henke,

Ewald), by some again as a concession (Schenkel), and by

some as an hypothesis (Llicke, B. Crusius, De Wette :

" Granted that ye destroy")—according to De Wette, with

allusion perhaps to the late partial pulling down of the

temple by Herod. But (1) before we can assume that John

of all men, who yet elsewhere was so deeply imbued with the

mind of Jesus, wholly misunderstood Him, and that too at the

time when he wrote his Gospel, when, consequently, the old

degenerate religion had been long ago overthrown, and the

new spiritual sanctuary long ago set up,—the most decisive

evidence of such a misunderstanding is requisite. If this be

not forthcoming, we are bound to seek the true interpretation

Df any saying of Jesus from him, and especially m this case,

where he distinctly gives his own explanation in opposition to

the misconception of the Jews, and gives it not only as his

own, but as that of the rest of the discip)les likewise. (2) The

accusation in Matt. xxvi. 61, Mark xiv. 58 (comp. Acts vi.

13) is no argument in favour of the modern interpretation,

for it is based only upon the Jewish misunderstanding of the

saying. (3) The place and occasion alike suggested the

temple as an illustration, but they determined nothing as to

the suhjeet-matter of the comparison ; a arjfxeiov in general was
asked for, not one hcai'ing specially upon the temple. (4) The
setting up of the spiritual temple was an event not at all

dependent upon a prcvio^is \veiv of the old economy ; on the

contrary, a beginning had already been made, the further

development of which was not the effect but the cause (the

fermenting element) of the dissolution of the old theocracy

:

hence the relation of the protasis to the apodosis of the

sentence would be neither logically nor historically correct.

(5) This spiritual building up was so far from being a

momentary act, and was to so great a degree a gradual

development, that neither the conception of a a^qixelov in

general, nor the words ev rpialv '^/xipai^, which belong essen-
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tially to tliis conception, have any corresponding relation

thereto ; the latter expression, even if taken in a proverbial

sense (Hos. vi. 2, not Luke xiii. 32; but see Dissen acl Bern,

de cor. p. 362), could only mean "m a fcvj days" and there-

fore would be quite unsuited to the comparison, and would

even have the appearance of grandiloquence. Moreover, as

the three days joined to the i'^epoi were always the fixed cor-

relative of Christ's resurrection, this ought itself to have ex-

cluded the modern explanation. (6) A new temple would of

necessity have been spoken of as another (comp. Mark xiv.

58), but e<yepoi avrov can only mean the same; and thus the

Jews as well as John rightly understood it, for Jesus did not

say e7e/3w dWov or erepov, or the like.^ (7) It is only a

seeming objection to John's explanation, that according to N.

T. theology Christ did not raise Himself from the dead, but

was raised by the Father; comp. ver. 22; Acts ii. 24, 31 ff.,

iii. 15, iv. 10, V. 30, al; Eom. iv. 24, viii. 11; 1 Cor. vi. 14;

2 Cor. iv. 14; GaL i. 1; Eph. i. 21; Col ii. 12; 1 Thess. i.

10; 1 Pet. i. 21. Any such contradiction to the Christian

mode of view, if real, must have prevented John himself above

every one from referring the words to the resurrection. But

the objection disappears if we simply give due weight to the

figurative nature of the expression, which rests upon that

visible contemplation of the resurrection, according to which

the Subject that arises, whose resurrection is described as the

re-erecting of the destroyed temple, must also be the Subject

that erects the temple,—without affecting the further doctrine,

which, moreover, does not come under consideration, that the

causa, efficiens, i.e. the actual revivifying power, is the Father.

Christ receiving His life again from the Father (x. 1 7) and rising

again. Himself raises up by His very resurrection the destroyed

temple. See, moreover, Briickner, p. 57, and Godet. Comp.

Ignat. Smyrn. 2: aXrjdoyi aviarrjaev eavrov.— For iyelpeiv

as used of erecting buildings, see Ecclus. xlix. 11; 3 Esdras

• Appeal is wrongly made to Matt. x. 39, where ^vxr,v denotes earthly life

merely, and then auTnt life eternal, •^vx'iy as well as air-^v there means nothing

but the soul; and the enigma of the expression lies not in a different sense being

applied to these two words, but in the different meaning as respects duration of

c^'^a/v and avoXiffti.
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V. 44, viii. 81; Ael. V. H. 12, 23; Herodianus, 3, 15. 6;

Jacobs ad Anthol. XII. p. 75

Note.—It cannot perplex us in John's explanation, that the

answer which Jesus gave was rightly understood neither by
the Jews nor by the disciples at the time. It was the manner
of Jesus, as especially appears in John, to throw out seeds of

thought for the future which could not take root at the time.

Comp. Chrysostom : ToXXa roiaZra <p&iyysrai roTg fxh tots axovouffiv

o-j7i CD/Ta driXa, ToTg di /xiTO, tolZto, sso/xsva. Ttvog ds IviXiv touto to/s/";

iiva dsi^6rj vponbug avudiv to, f/^STO, TUvTUy orav h^sXdri xai Trjg vpop-

prjosug TO TiXog o dri %ai ivi r^g rrpofriTuag TaxjTrig ysyovsv. And
that from His very first public appearance He foresaw the
development of the opposition of this seemingly guileless

party, onwards to its goal in the destruction of the temple
of His body, can be regarded as an unhistorical presupposition

of the Logos doctrine only by one who, on the one hand, can
by critical doubts^ get rid of the early references of Jesus to

His death which are contained in the Synoptics (e.g. Matt. x.

38, xii. 39, x. 23), and, on the other hand, does not sufficiently

estimate Christ's higher knowledge, and especially His acquaint-

ance with the heart which John unfolds, by virtue of which He
apprehends the full intent (vi. 64) of this seemingly justifiable

requirement of a sign.

Ver. 20. An intended dcductio ad dbsurdum. TeacrapaK.

K. ef GTeaiv\ length of time named without eV. Bernhardy,

p. 81; Winer, p. 205 [E. T. p. 273]. The great number of

years stands emphatically first.

—

(pKohofirjOr)] i.e. so far as

it was already complete. The proposed enlargement and
renewal of the temple of Zerubbabel was begun in the 18th
year of Herod the Great's reign (autumn of 734-5 ; see

Joseph. Antt. xv. 11. 1), and was first completed, according

to Josephus, Antt. xx. 9. 7, under Herod Agrippa ii., a.d. 64.

How the 46 years named here prove that the passover then

being held was that of the year 782 (a.d. 29), corresponding

with the year of the Baptist's appearance according to Luke
iii. 1 (August 781—2), see on Acts, Introd. § 4. Wieseler,

p. 166, reckoning onwards from Nisan 735, places the end
of the 46th year exactly in Nisan 781;^ comp. also Wieseler

in Herzog's EncyU. XXI. 546.

* Comp. Keim, Geschichtl. Christus, pp. 35, 36, ed. 3.

' Ewald reckons from B.C. 20 to a.d. 28, and, counting only ilxe full into
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Vv. 21, 22. Tov a-Mfiaro'iy Genitive of apposition; see

Winer, p. 494 [E. T. p. 666].— Ver. 22, ovv] represents

tlie recollection as answering to the true meaning of that

declaration.— ifjbvijadrjaav] they became mindful of, ver. 17,

xii. 16. The saying came afresh to their remembrance when
it was explained as a fact by the resurrection

;
previously,

because not understood, it had been forgotten. With rj^epd-q

comp. iyepS), ver. 19. — Kal iTriarevaav, /c.r.X] As the

result of this recollection, thei/ believed the Scripture (felt con-

vinced of the truth of its statements),—observing, that is, the

harmony of its prophecies concerning the resurrection of

Jesus (Ps. xvi. 1 ; Isa. liii. ; cf. Luke xxiv. 2 6 ; Acts xiii. 3 3 ff.

;

1 Cor. XV. 4; Matt. xii. 40) with that saying of Christ's,

—

aoid

the word which Jesus had (then, ver. 19) spoken, which now, as

fulfilled in the resurrection, presented itself to them in its full

prophetic truth. Upon Triarevetv rtvL in St. John, comp.

Weiss, Lehrbegr. p. 20.— Schweizer (whom Scholten follows)

regards vv. 21, 22 as spurious, quite groundlessly. The

statement is the exact outcome of St, John's inmost x^ersonal

experience,

Ver. 23. Ae] introducing a characteristic summary state-

ment (to ver. 25) regarding this stay of Jesus at the feast, in

order next to give prominence to a special scene, the story of

Nicodemus in iii. 1 ff,— ev t, 'lepocr. iv r. irda-'^a iv rf)

eopry] The latter clause is not added as an explanation for

Greek readers (that should have been done at ver. 13), but
" He was at Jerusalem during the passover in the feast (engaged

in celebrating the feast);" thus the first iv is local, the second

refers to time, and the third joins on with rjv, and expresses

vening years, lie gets the 46, thus omitting B.c, 20, the year in which the

rebuikiing began, and A.D. 28, the year of the passover named in our text. —
For the rest, it must be remembered (in opposition to Keim's doubts in his

Gesch. J. I, p. 615) that the statement in the text does not necessarily oblige

us to suppose an o'lKoio/^ilcSai without any interruptions. The building had

been going on now for 46 years,

1 John explains the saying so simply and definitely, that there is no room foi

the double meaning which Luthardt, Hengstcnberg, and others import into it.

With equal simplicity and definiteness does he represent the meaning given as

that of Jesus Himself (against Weizsacker, p, 266). In like manner vii. 38,

xii. 32, xxi. 19. In none of these passages is any distinction drawn between

the sense given and the meaning intended by Jesus Himself.
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the surroundings, that in which a person is engaged (vcrsari

in aliqua re). See, concerning elvav iv here, Bernliardy, p.

210; Ast, Zex. Plat. I. 623.— decopovvT€<;, k.t.X.'] while thci/

Icheld His miracles, etc. On avrov, comp. Lycurg. 28: ravja

i/xov iOewprjaare, and Kiihner, § 528, ad Xen. 31cm. i. 1. 11.

Euthymius Zigabenus rightly says : eKeivoi, <yap aKpL^earepov

eTTiarevop, oaot juci] Sid rd crrj/xeia fxovov, dWd kuI Bid, ttjv SiSacr-

KoXiav avTov eTriarevov. Their faith in His name (as that of

the Messiah) did not yet amount to any decision of their inner

life for Jesus, but was only an opinion, produced by the sight

of His miracles, that He was the Messiah ; comp. viii. 3 0, vi.

26. Luther calls it " milk faith" Comp. Matt. xiii. 20. On
rd a 7} fie I a, comp. iii. 2. None of the miracles of this period

has been recorded; xx. 30, comp. iv. 45. Consequently, not

only the Synoptics, but John also speaks summarily of multi-

tudes of miracles, without relating any of them individually

(against Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 201).

Vv. 24, 25. AvTo<i Se, /c.t.X,.] But He on His part, though

they on their part, on account of His miracles, believed on

Him. — ovK iiriar. eavrov] an intentional antithesis to the

preceding iirlar. elf to ovofia avrov. Observe the emphatic

eavTov : it must not be taken as meaning " He kept back His

doctrine from them" (Chrysostom, Kuinoel, and many), or "His

work" (Ebrard); but He did not trust Himself, i.e. His oivn

person, to them ; He refrained from any closer personal inter-

course with them. Without any such reserve on His part,

rather with confident self-surrender, had He given Himself to

His intimate Galilean friends. Towards the Jews in Jerusalem,

on whom, from His knowledge of the human heart. He could

not bestow this self-devotion, because there were wanting in

them the inward moral conditions necessary thereto. His bear-

ing was more strange and distant. Observe the imperfects

eTTiarevev and eylvaa-Ke. — Bid to avTov '^ivuxjk. ttclvt^

"because He Himself (as in the following avTo<i) knew all men,

universal. Respecting none did His personal knowledge fail Him
with regard to the state of his moral feeling.— koi oti, k.t.X.]

negative expression of the same thought in the popular form

of a still further reason. — iva] not instead of the infinitive

construction (Matt. iii. 14 al.), but the object of the need is
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conceived of in the form of a purpose which the person need-

ing guidance entertains. Comp. xvi. 30; 1 John ii. 27.—
irepl Tov av6p.] does not apply to Jesus Himself ("concern-

ing Him as man," Ewald), but concerning any man with whom
He had at any time to do. See Bernhardy, p. 315; "Winer,

p. 109 [E. T. p. 143]. — avT6i\ of Himself, i.e. avroBi-

SaKTa, Nonnus. See Herm. ad Viger. p. 733; KrugeT, Anah.

ii. 3, 7; comp. Clementine Homil. iii. 13: arreipo) \lrv')(fj<;

o^OaKfia). — Ti'^v ev rw av6p.] the inward, though not out-

wardly indicated capacity, character, disposition, and so on

;

TO KpvTTTov TOV vovt, Origeu. Comp. Nonnus : ocra (f)p6vo^

evSoOev dvrjp el-^ev aKrjpvKTqy KeKoKv/xixeva (pdpe'C cn<y7]<;. To

this supernatural and immediate discernment, as possessed by

Jesus, special prominence is often given by John. Comp.

i. 49, 50, iv. 19, 29, vi. 61, 64, xi. 4, 15, xiii. 11, xvi. 19,

xxi. 17. It is the life expression of His divine essence (Ps

viL 10, cxxxix. 2; Acts xv. 8), like the working of miracles.
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CHAPTER III.

Ver. 2. Instead of aur&i/, the Elzevir lias rhv 'ir,souv, in the face

of decisive testimonies. The beginning of a new section and of

a church lesson.— Ver. 2. The position of duvarai immediately
after yap (Lachm. Tisch.) is supported by preponderating testi-

mony. — Ver. 5. For r, Siou Tisch. reads tojv ovpavuv, upon
ancient but yet inadequate testimony (x* Inst. Hippol. etc.).—
Ver. 13. 6 uv h r. ou^.] wanting in B. L. T^ n. 33. Eus. Naz,

Origen; deleted by Tisch. But these mysterious words may
easily have been regarded as objectionable or superfluous, be-

cause not understood or misunderstood ; and there was nothing

to suggest the addition of them. — Ver. 15. /aj^ dTrdXjjra/,

dA>.'] is deleted by Tisch. after B. L. T^ «. Min. Verss. Fathers.

Eightly so ; it is an addition borrowed from ver. 16. — The
readings Iv avrov (Lachm.), It' auruj and h alrCJ (Tisch.), have
indeed less support than the received iJg aurov, but this latter

forced itself in as the most current form of expression, and sv

a-jTw is, following B. T''. Codd. It, to be preferred.— Ver. 19.

The order aurcijv 'xovripd has preponderating evidence in its

favour.— Ver. 25. The Elzevir has 'lovdaluv instead of 'lou-

daiov, in the face of decisive testimony. The plural evidently

was inserted mechanically.— Ver. 31 f. The second sVdvw
TdiTcov sgTi has against it very weak testimony, viz. D. n. Min.
and some Verss. and Fathers. But the following xai (bracketed

by Lachm., deleted by Tisch.) is omitted not only by the same
testimonies, but also by B. L. Min. Copt. Pers., and must be
regarded as an interpolation, the absence of which originally

led more easily to the omission of sVa^w t. I.— Ver. 34. 6 ds6g

after dlbum is wanting in B. C* L. T^ x. Min. Ver. Brix. Cyr.

;

bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. A supplying of the

subject, which seemed uncertain.

Vv. 1, 2. Prominence is now given to a specially important

narrative, connected by the Si which continues the discourse,

—a narrative belonging to that first sojourn in Jerusalem,

—

viz. the conversation ivith Nicoclcmus, wherein Jesus more fully

L
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explains His person and work. No intimation is given of

any inner connection with what precedes (Liicke :
" now

comes an instance of that higher knowledge possessed by

Jesus ;" De Wette, Lange, Hengstenberg :
" an illustration of

the entire statement in ii. 23-25;" Tholuck : "an instance of

the beginnings of faith just named;" Luthardt: "from the

fcople collectively, to whom Jesus had addressed Himself, a

transition is now made to His dealing with an individual;"

Ewald :
" Nicodemus appears desirous to make an exception to

the general standing aloof of men of weight in Jerusalem").

— avOpw'iro'i] in its most ordinary use, simply equivalent to

Ti9 ; not " un exemplaire de ce type humain que Jesus con-

naissait si bien" (Godet). It is quite independent of ii. 25,

introducing a new narrative.— Nik68t]/jlo<;, a frequent name

as well among the Greeks (Demosth. 549. 23, and later

writers) as among the Jews (p^J^} or lio'^lk'^, see Lightfoot and

Wetstein). We know nothing certain of this man beyond

the statements concerning him in St. John (comp. vii. 50,

xix. 39).^ The Nicodemus of the Talmud was also called

Bunai, must have survived the destruction of Jerusalem, and

was known under this latter name as a disciple of Jesus. See

Delitzsch in the Zeitschr.f. Luther. Tlieol. 1854, p. 643. The

identity of the two is possible, but uncertain. The so-called

Evangdium Nicodemi embraces, though in a doubtful form,

two different treatises, viz. the Acta Pilati and the Descensus

Christi ad inferos. See Tischendorf, Evang. Apocr. p. 203 ff.

— apx^^v] He was a member of the Sanhedrim, vii. 50;

• According to Baur, p. 173, he is a typical person, representing the believing

and yet really unbelieving Judaism, just as the Samaritan woman (chaj). iv.)

represents believing heathendom ; thus leaving it uncertain how far the narrative

is to be taken as fact. According to Strauss, the whole owes its origin to the

reproach that Christianity made way only among the common people (notwith-

standing 1 Cor. i. 26, 27). Weisse rejects at least the truth of the account,

which De Wette designates "a poetical, free, and highly spiritualized repro-

duction." See on the other hand Briickner. According to Hilgenfeld, the

whole conversation cannot be understood " unless we view it from the evange-

list's standing-point;" according to which, we see that the design is simply and

solely to explain how Christianity essentially distinguished itself from Judaism.

According to Scholten, we have here set forth the power of Christianity triumph-

ing over the slowness of heart and prejudices of the learned,—this merely, with-

out any historical basis of tact in the story.
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Luke xxiii, 13, xxiv. 20. — He came to Jesus hj niglit}

being still undecided, in order to avoid the suspicion and

hostility of his colleagues. He was not a hypocrite (as Koppe

in Pott, Sylloge, IV. p. 31 ff., holds), who pretended to be simple

in order to elicit from Jesus some ground of accusation ; a

circumstance which, if true, John would not have failed to

state, especially considering what he says of him in vii. 50

and XLX. 39: he was, on the contrary, though of a somewhat

slow temperament, a man of Jionoicrahle character, who, together

with others (otSa/jbev, comp. v/xd'i, ver. 7), was in a general way
convinced by the miracles of Jesus that He must be a divinely

commissioned and divinely supported Teacher, and he there-

fore sought, by a confidential interview, to determine more

exactly his to that extent half-believing judgment, and especi-

ally to find out whether Jesus perhaps was the very Messiah.

His position as a Pharisee and a member of the Sanhedrim

shows how strongly and honestly he must have felt this need.

Comp. xii. 42. — For the entire section see Knapp, Scrii'tta

var. arg. I. 183; Pabricius, Commentat. Gott. 1825; Scholl in

Klaiber's Studicn, V. 1, p. 71; Jacobi in the Stud. u. Krit.

1835, 1; Hengstenberg in the Evang. K. Z. 1860, 49; Stein-

fass in the Mcklcnh. Zcitschr. 18G4, p. 913.— That the dis-

ciples, and John in particular, were with Jesus during the

interview, has nothing against it (as De Wette and most others

think), for Nicodemus came to Jesus by night only through

fear of the Jews; and the vivid and peculiar features, with the

harmonious characteristics of the narrative, even if touched

up by the pen of John, confirm the supposition that he was a

witness. If not, he must have received what he relates from

the Lord Himself, as it impressed itself deeply and indelibly

upon his recollection. As to the result of the interview,

nothing historically to be relied upon has come down to us,

simply because there was no immediate effect apparent in

Nicodemus, But see vii. 50, xix. 39. — on airo 6eov

i\r)\. hihd(TKa\o<i\ that tliou art come from God as teacher.

The expression implies the thought of one divinely sent, but

not the idea of the Logos (as Bretschneider holds).

—

ravra ra

* A symbolical reference to " the still benighted mind" must not be attributed

to this simple historical statement (against Hengstenberg).
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a 7] fie to] emphatic, haecce tanta signa.— iav fxr) y o Oeo^

/x€T avTOv] OTb ovK cf olK€La<i Bvvd/ji€0)<; ravra iroiel, aSX eic

T?)^ rov deov, Enthymius Zigabeniis. Prom the miracles (ii.

23) Nicodemus thus infers the assistance of God, and from

this again that the worker of them is one sent from God.

Ver. 3. In ver. 2 Nicodemus had only uttered the preface

to what he had it in his mind to ask ; the question itself was

to have followed. But Jesus interrupts him, and gives him

the answer by anticipation. This question, which was not (as

Lange thinks, in contradiction of the procedure of Nicodemus

on other occasions) kept back with remarkable prudence and

caution, is to be inferred solely from the answer of Jesus

;

and it was accordingly no other than the general inquiry,

"JVJiat must a man do in order to enter the Messiah's kingdom?"

not the special one, " Is the baptism of John sufiicient for

this ?" (Baeumlein), for there is no mention of John the

Baptist in what follows; comp. rather Matt. xix. 16. The

first is the question which the Lord reads in the heart of

Nicodemus, and to which He gives an answer,—an answer in

which He at once lays hold of the anxiety of the questioner

in its deepest foundation, and overturns all Pharisaic, Judaistic,

and merely human patchwork and pretence. To suppose that

^art of the conversation is here omitted (Maldonatus, Kuinoel,

and others), is as arbitrary as to refer the answer of Jesus to

the words of Nicodemus. Such a reference must be rejected,

because Jesus had not given him time to tell the purpose of

his coming. We must not therefore assume, either that Jesus

wished to lead him on from faith in His miracles to that faith

which effects a moral transformation (Augustine, De Wette,

comp. also Luthardt and Ebrard); or that "He wished to

convince Nicodemus, who imagined he had made a g7rc(t

confession in his first words, that he had not yet so much

as made his way into the porticoes of true knowledge"

(Chrysostom) ; or that " He wished to intimate that He had

not come merely as a Teacher, but in order to the moral

renewal of the world" (Baumgarten Crusius, comp. already

Cp'il, and Theophylact) ; or, " Videris tibi, Nicodeme, videre

aliquod signum apparentis jam regni coelorum in hisce mira-

culis, quae ego edo ; amen dico tibi : nemo potest viderc regnum
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Dei, sicut oporicf, si non, etc." (Liglitfoot, approved by Lilcke,

and substantially by Godet also).— eav /jlt] Ti<i >yevv. avcd-

6€v\ except a man he horn from above, i.e. except a man be

transformed by God into a new moral life. See on i. 13.

What is here required answers to the fxeravoeiTe, etc., with

which Jesus usually began His preaching, Mark i. 15. dvo)-

6ev, the opposite of KUTwOev, may be taken with reference to

'place (here equivalent to e'/t rov oupavov; comp. Xen. 3fem. iv.

3. 14; Si/mjy. vi. 7; Thuc. iv. 75. 3; Soph. El. 1047; Eur.

Cycl 322; Baruch vi. 63; James i. 17, iii. 15), or with

reference to time (equivalent to e^ «PX^?); Chrysostom gives

both renderings. The latter is the ordinary interpretation

—

Syriac, Augustine, Vulgate, Nonnus, Luther, Castalio, Calvin,

Beza, Maldonatus, etc. (so likewise Tholuck, Olshausen,

Neander, and substantially Luthardt, Hengstenberg, Godet)

—

because Mcodemus himself (ver. 4) thus understood it. Ac-

cordingly, avcodev would be equivalent to iterum, again, aneiv,

as Grimm (on Wisd. xix. 6) also thinks. But this is already

unjustifiable upon linguistic grounds, because dvwOev when
used of time does not signify itenim or denuo, but throughout,

from the beginning onwards^ (and so Ewald and Weiss interpret

it), Luke i. 3; Acts xxvi. 5; Gal. iv. 9; Wisd. xix. 6; Dem.

539, 22. 1082, 7. 13; Plat. Phil. 44 D ; and, conformably

with Johannean usage, the only right rendering is the local,

not only linguistically (ver. 31, xix. 11, 23), but, considering

the manner of representation, because John apprehends regene-

ration, not according to the element of repetition, a being born

^ This, and not "again from the beginning," as Hofmann {Schriftheweis, II.

11) arbitrarily renders it, is the meaning of avah*. It is self-evident that the

conception from the beginning does not harmonize with that of being borti.

!N"or, indeed, would "again from the beginning," but simply "again," be appro-

priate. Again fr0771 the beginning would be -raXiy avahv, as in "Wisd. xix. 6;

Gal. iv. 9. The passage, moreover, from Josephus, Antt. i. 18. 3, which y v"^ j
Hofmann and Godet (following Krebs and others) quote as sanctioning their (J*^ vj

rendering, is inconclusive. For there we read if/X/av a^ufiv jroiurat: "he makes
"

friendship from the beginning onwards," not implying the continuance of a)

friendship before unused, nor an entering again upon it. Artemidorus also,

Oneirocr. i. 14, p. 18 (cited by Tholuck after Wetstein), where mention is made!

of a dream of a corporeal birth, uses avuhi in the sense not of again, but as

equivalent to coelltus with the idea of a divine agency in the dream (Herm. ^v^
Gotlesd. Alterth. § 37. 7. 19).
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again, but as a divine birth, a being born of God ; see 1 13;

1 John ii. 29, iii. 9, iv. 7, v, 1. The representation of it as

a repeated, a rcneioed birth is Pauline (Tit. iii. 5, comp. Eom.

xii. 2; Gal. vi. 15; Eph. iv. 23, 24; Col. iii. 9) and Pdrine

(1 Pet. iii. 23). "Avwdev, therefore, is rightly taken as

equivalent to i/c 6eov by Origen, Gothic Vers, (lupathro), Cyril,

Theophylact, Arethas, Bengel, etc.; also Liicke, B. Crusius,

Maier, De Wette, Baur, Lange, Hilgenfeld, Baeumlein, Weiz-

sacker (who, however, adopts a double sense), Steinfass.—
iSelv] i.e. as a partaker thereof. Comp. elaeXOetp, ver. 5, and

see ver. 36, also ISelv Odvarov (Luke ii. 26; Heb. xi. 5),

Bia(f)6opdv (Acts ii. 27), r]/j,epa<i djaOd'i (1 Pet. iii, 10), •jrevOo'i

(Rev. xviii. 7). From the classics, see Jacobs ad Del. epigr.

p. 387 fP.; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. 343. Not therefore:

" simply to see, to say nothing of entering," Lange ; comp.

Ewald on ver. 5. It is to be observed that the expression

/3ao-. Tov Oeov does not occur in John, save here and in ver. 5;^

and this is a proof of the accuracy with which he has recorded

this weighty utterance of the Lord in its original shape.

In xviii. 36 Christ, on an extraordinary occasion, speaks of

His kingdom. The coneeption of " the kingdom" in John does

not differ from its meaning elsewhere in the N. T. (see on

Matt. iii. 2). Moreover, the necessary correlative thereto, the

Parousia, is not wanting in John (see on xiv. 3).

Ver. 4. The question does not mean :
" If the repetition of

a corporeal birth is so utterly impossible, how am I to under-

stand thy word, avoodev yevvrjdfpat ?" (Liicke); nor :
" How can

this dvcoOev yew. take place, save by a second corporeal birth?"

as if Nicodemus could not conceive of the beginning of a

new personal life without a recommencement of natural life

(Luthardt, comp. Hofmann); nor: "How comes it that a Jew
must be born anew like a proselyte?" (Knapp, Neander, comp.

Wetstein ; for the Eabbins liken proselytes to new-born babes,

Jevamoth, f. 62. 1; 92. 1); nor again : "This requirement is

as impossible in the case of a man already old as for one to

enter again, etc." (Schweizer, B. Crusius, Tholuck, comp.

Baumgarten and Hengstenberg). These meanings are not in

^ The expression, moreover, pas-, ray olfcauy (comp. the Critical Notes) ia

not found in John.
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the words, tliey are simply imjjorted into them. But the opinion

that Nicodemus here wished to "entangle Jesus in His words"

(Luther), or that, under excited feelings, he intentionally took

the requirement in a literal sense in order to reduce it ad

ahsurdum (Eiggenbach), or " by a stroke of Eabbinical clever-

ness in argumentation" to declare it to be too strongly put

(Lange, Life of Jesus p. 495), is opposed to the honourable

bearing of this straightforward man. According to the text,

what Nicodemus really asks is something preposterous. And this

is of such a nature, that it is only reconcilable with the even

scanty culture of a Jewish theologian (ver. 10), who could

not, however, be ignorant of the 0. T. ideas of circumcision of

heart (Deut. xxx. 6; Jer. iv. 4), of a new heart and a new
spirit (Ex. xi. 19, 20, xxxvi. 26, 27; Ps. li. 12, Ixxxvi. 4 ff.),

as well as of the outpouring of the Spirit in the time of the

Messiah (Joel ii. ; Jer. xxxi.), upon the assumption that, being

a somewhat narrow-minded man, and somewhat entangled by

his faith in the miracles, he was taken aback, confused and

really perplexed, partly by the powerful impression which Jesus

produced upon him generally, partly by the feeling of surprise

at seeing his thoughts known to Him, partly by the unex-

pected and incomprehensible dvcodev yevvrjOrjvaL, in which,

however, he has an anticipation that something miraculous is

contained. In this his perplexity, and not " in an ironical

humour" (as Godet thinks, although out of keeping with the

entire manifestation), he asks this foolish question, as if Jesus

had spoken of a corporeal birth and not of a birth of one's

moral personality. Still less can there be any suspicion of

this question being an invention, as if John merely wished to

represent Nicodemus as a very foolish man (Strauss ; comp. De
Wette and Eeuss),—a notion which, even on the supposition

of a desire to spin out the conversation by misapprehensions

on the part of the hearers, would be too clumsy to be enter-

tained. — ryepoiv wv\ when he is an old man; Nicodemus

added this to represent the impossibility with reference to him-

self in a stronger light.— hevTepov] with reference to heing

for a time in the mother's womb lefore hirth. He did not

take the avcoOev to mean Bevrepov, he simply did not under-

stand it at all.
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Ver. 5. Jesus now explains more fully the dvcoOev yevvti'

6i)vaL onwards to ver. 8. — ef vZaTO<; k. Trye u/Aaro?] ivater,

inasmuch as the man is laptized therewith (1 John v. 7, 8;

Eph. V. 2 6) for the forgiveness of sins (Acts ii. 38, xxii. 1 6
;

$lCor. vi. 11), and spirit, inasmuch as the Holy Ghost is

given to the person baptized in order to his spiritual renewal

and sanctification; both togetlur^—the former as causa medians,

the latter as causa efficiens— constitute the objective and

causative element, out of which (comp. i. 13) the birth from

above is produced (e'/c), and therefore baptism is the Xovrpov

7ra\t77ei'ecr/a9 (Tit. iii. 5; comp. Tertullian e. Marc, i, 28).

But that Christian baptism (ver. 22, iv. 2), and not that of

John (B. Crusius ; Hofmann, Schriftheweis, II. 2. 12; Lange,

who, however, generalizes ideally; and earlier comm.), is to be

thought of in vBaTo<i, is clear from the k. Trrei^yuaro? joined

wath it, and from the fact that He who had already appeared

jis Messiah could no longer make the baptism of His fore-

runner the condition, not even the preparatory condition, of

His Messianic grace ; for in that case He must have said ovic

i^ i/Saro? fiovov, aXka kuL If Mcodemus was not yet able to

understand vSaro? as having this definite reference, but simply

took the word in general as a symbolical designation of

Messianic expiation of sin and of purification, according to

0. T. allusions (Ezek. xxxvi. 25; Isa. i. 16; Mai. iii. 3; Zech.

xiii. 1 ; Jer. xxxiii. 8), and to what he knew of John's baptism,

still it remained for him to look to the immediate future for

more definite knowledge, when the true explanation could not

escape him (iv. 2, iii. 22). We are not therefore to conclude

from this reference to baptism, that the narrative is " a pro-

leptic fiction" (Strauss, Bruno Bauer), and, besides Matt, xviii. 3,

to suppose in Justin and the Clementines uncanonical develop-

ments (Hilgenfeld and others ; see Introduction, § 2). Neither

must we explain it as if Jesus were referring Nicodemus not

to baptism as such, but only by way of allusion to the symlolic

^ "Weisse, who floes not regard the rite of baptism hy water as having origin

nated in the institution of Christ, but considers that it arose from a misappli-

cation of His words concerning the baptism of the Spirit, gi-eatly errs when he

declares that to make regeneration depend upon baj)tism by water "j« little

htlter than Uasphemy" {Ecangelien/rage, p. 194).
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imjm-t of the water in baptism (Liicke ; Neander, p. 9 1 0).

This latter view does not satisfy the definite yevvrjBfj e|, upon

which, on the other side, Theodore of Mopsuestia and others,

in modern times Olshausen in particular, lay undue stress,

taking the water to he the female principle in regeneration

(the Spirit as the male)—water being, according to Olshausen,

" the element of the soul purified by true repentance." All

explanations, moreover, must be rejected which, in order to do

away with the reference to baptism,^ adopt the principle of an

€v Bia Bvoiv, for water and Spirit are two quite separate con-

ceptions. This is especially in answer to Calvin, who says

:

" of water, which is the Spirit" and Grotius :

"
spiritus aqueus,

i.e. aquae instar emunclans." It is further to be observed, (1)

that both the words being without the article, they must be

taken generically, so far as the water of baptism and the Holy

Spirit are included in the general categories of water and

Spirit; not till we reach ver. 6 is the concrete term used ;—(2)

that vBaTo<; is put first, because the gift of the Spirit as a rule

(Acts ii. 38) followed upon baptism (Acts x. 47 is an excep-
, ^

tional case);— (3) that believing in Jesus as the Messiah is/^r""^^
presupposed as the condition of baptism (Mark xvi. 16);^—(4) ^
that the necessity of baptism in order to participation in the

Messianic kingdom (a doctrine against which Calvin in par-

ticular, and other expositors of the Eeformed Church, contend)

has certainly its basis in this passage, but with reference to

the convert to Christianity, and not extending in the same x

way to the children of Christians, for these by virtue of their

Christian parentage are already ar^Loi (see on 1 Cor. vii. 14).

Attempts to explain away this necessity

—

e.g. by the com-

parative rendering : " not only by water, hid also by the

Spirit " (B. Crusius ; comp. Schweizer, who refers to the

baptism of proselytes, and Ewald)—are meanings imported

into the words.

Ver. 6. A more minute antithetic definition of this birth,

in order further to elucidate it.— We have not in what

follows two originally different classes of persons designated

^ Krummacher, recently, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1859, p. 509, understands "by

the water the working of the Holy Spirit. How untenable ! for the Sjilrit is

named as a distinct factor side by sidt with water.
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(Hilgenfelcl), for the new birth is needed by all (see ver. 7;

comp. also "Weiss, Lelirbegriff, p. 128), but two different and

successive epochs of life.— to yejevvr]/!.'] neuter, though

designating persons, to give prominence to the statement as

general and categorical. See Winer, p. 167 [E. T. p. 222].

—

€K Trj<; a-apKo^i] The a-dp^ is that human nature, consisting of

body and soul, which is alien and hostile to the divine, influ-

enced morally by impulses springing from the power of sin,

whose seat it is, living and operating with the principle of

sensible life, the "^v^ij. See on Rom. iv. 1. " JVJiat is horn

of human nature thus sinfully constituted (and, therefore, not

in the way of spiritual birth from God), is a being of the same

sinfully conditioned nature,^ without the higher spiritual moral

life which springs only from the working of the divine Spirit.

Comp. i. 12, 13. Destitute of this divine working, man is

merely aapKi.KO'?, •^v)(^LK6<i (1 Cor. ii. 14), TreTrpafxevo'i virb rrjv

d/jLaprlav (Rom. vii. 14), and, despite his natural moral con-

sciousness and will in the vov<;, is wholly under the sway of

the sinful power that is in the adp^ (Rom. vii. 14-25). The

a-dp^, as the moral antithesis of the rrvevfia, stands in the

same relation to the human Trvevfia with the vov^, as the

prevailingly sinful and morally powerless life of our lower

nature does to the higher moral principle of life (Matt. xxvi.

41) with the will converted to God; while it stands in the

same relation to the divine Trvevfia, as that which is determi-

nately opposed to God stands to that which determines the

new life in obedience to God (Rom. viii. 1-3). In both

relations, adp^ and irvevixa are antitheses to each other. Matt.

xxvi. 41; Gal. v. I7ff. ; accordingly in the unregenerate we
have the lueta carnis et mentis (Rom. vii. 14 ff.), in the

regenerate we have the lucta carnis et Spiritus (Gal. v. 17).— etc Tov 7rvevfiaTo<ili that which is horn of the Spirit, i.e.

that whose moral nature and life have proceeded from the

' The sinful constitution of the <nifi^ in itself implies the necessity of a being

born of the Spirit (vv. 3, 7) ; comp. 1 John ii. 16. The above exposition cannot

therefore be considered as attributing to John a Pauline view which is strange

to him. This is in answer to "Weiss, according to whom Jesus here merely says,

"as the corporeal birth only produces the corporeal sensual part." Similarly

J. Miiller on Sin, vol. I. p. 449, II. 382. See on the other hand, Luthardt,

v./reien Willen, p. 393.
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operation of the Holy Spiiit/ is a being of a sjm'ituccl nature,

free from the dominion of the a-dp^, and entirely filled and

governed by a spiritual principle, namely by the Holy Spirit

(Eom. viii. 2 ff.), walking iv KaivoTqn 77V6Vfj,aTo<i (Eom. vii.

6).— The general nature of the statement forbids its limita-

tion to the Jews as descendants of Abraliam according to the

flesh (Kuinoel and others), but they are of course included in

the general declaration; comp. ver. 7, u/ia?.— In the apodoses

the substantives adp^ and Trvevfxa represent, though with

stronger emphasis (comp. vi. 63, xi. 25, xii. 50; 1 John iv. 8;

Eom. viii. 10), the adjectives aapKiKo^ and irvevixaTiKo^, and

are to be taken qualitatively.

Vv. 7, 8. To allay still more the astonishment of ISTico-

demus (ver. 4) at the requirement of ver. 3, Jesus subjoins

an analogy drawn from nature, illustrating the operation of

the Holy Spirit of which He is speaking. The man is seized

by the humanly indefinable Spirit, but knows not whence He
Cometh to him, and whither He leadeth him.— v[xa<f\ in-

dividualizing the general statement: "te et eos, quorum nomine

locutus es" Bengel. Jesus could not have expressed Himself

in the first person.— ro irvevpLo] This, as is evident from

irvei, means the wind (Gen. viii. 1; Job xxx. 15; Wisd. xiii.

2; Heb. i. 7; often in the classics), not the Spirit (Steinfass).

It is the double sense of the word (comp. nil) which gave

rise to this very analogy from nature. For a similar com-

parison, but between the human soul, so far as it participates

in the divine nature, and the well-known but inexplicable

agency of wind, see, e.g., Xen. Mem. 4. 3. 14. Comp. also

Eccles. xi. 5 ; Ps. cxxxv. 7. On the expression ro 7rvevjj,a nrvd,

see Lobeck, Para?. 503.— ottov 6k\^i'\ The wind blowing

now here, now there, is personified as a free agent, in keeping

with the comparison of the personal Holy Spirit (1 Cor. xii.

2).^— TToy] with a verb of motion. Comp. Horn. II. 13. 219;

Soph. Traxh. 40: Ketvo<; S' oirov ^e^rjKev, ovBeh 6l8e; and see

^ Tlie Ix, T/v utaro;, implying the Ik jA vrttifiocTos (after ver. 5), and the mean-
ing of whicli is clear in itself, is not repeated by Jesus, because His aim now
is simply to let the contrast between the cripl, and the -rvivfia stand out clearly.

* Concerning the personality of the Holy Spirit as taught iu John, see espe-

cially xiv.-xvi.
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Lobeck ad Phryn. 45; Matzn. ad AntipJi. 169, § 8. Express-

ing by anticipation tlie state of rest following upon the move-

ment. Often in the N. T. as in John (vii. 35, viii. 14, xii.

35) and Heb. xi. 8.— o£;t&)9 eVrl Tra?, /c.tA.] A popular

and concrete mode of expression (Matt. xiii. 19, etc.): so is it,

i.e. with reference experimentally to the course of his higher

birth, ivitli every one who has heen horn (perfect) of the Spirit.

The points of resemblance summed up in the oi/tw? are : (1)

the free self-determining action of the Holy Spirit (ottov dekeu,

comp. 1 Cor. xii. 11; John v. 21), not merely the greatness

of this power, Tholuck
; (2) the felt experience of His opera-

tions by the subject of them (rrfv (jxovrjv avrov uk.) ; and (3)

yet their incomprehensiblcness as to their origin and their end

(aXV ovK olBa<;, k.t.X.), the latter pertaining to the moral

sphere and reaching unto eternal life, the former proceeding

from God, and requiring, in order to understand it, the previ-

ously experienced workings of divine grace., and faith ensuing

thereupon. The man feels the working of grace within,

coming to him as a birth from above, but he knows not

whence it comes ; he feels its attraction, but he knows not

whither it leads. These several elements in the delineation

are so distinctly indicated by Jesus, that we cannot be satis-

fied with the mere general point of incomprehensibleness in the

comparison (Hengstenberg), upon the basis of Eccles. xi. 5,

Vv. 9, 10. The entire nature of this birth from above

{ravTo) is still a puzzle to Nicodemus as regarded its pos-

sibility (the emphasis being on Bvvarac); and we can easily

understand how it should be so to a learned Pharisee bound

to the mere form and letter. He asks the question in this

state of ignorance {haesitantis est, Grotius), not in pride

(Olshausen). Still, as one acquainted with the Scriptures, he

might and ought to have recognised the possibility; for the

power of the divine Spirit, the need of renewal in heart and

mind, and the fact that this renewal is a divine work, are often

mentioned in the 0. T. Jesus therefore might weU ask in

wonder : Art thou the teacher, etc. ? The article o BiBdaK. and

the Tov 'lap. following designate the man not merely in an

official capacity (Ewald), which would not mark him out in-

dividually from others, but as the well-known and acJcnoivledged
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teaclier of the people. See Bernhardy, p. 315; Winer, p. 110

[E. T. p. 143]. Hengstenberg puts it too strongly: "the con-

crete embodiment of the ideal teacher of Israel ;" comp. Godet

But Nicodemus must have held a position of influence as a

teacher quite inconsistent with this proved ignorance ; there

is in the article a touch of irony, as in the question a certain

degree of indignation (Nagelsbach on the Iliad, ed. 3, p.

424).

Ver. 11. Jesus now discloses to the henceforth silent

Nicodemus, in growing excitement of feeling, the source of

his ignorance, namely, his unhelief in what He testifies, and

which yet is derived from His own knowledge and intuition.

— The plurals otZajxev, etc., are, as is clear from the singulars

immediately following in ver. 12, simply rhetorical (plurals of

category; see Sauppe and Klihner ad Xen. Mem. 1. 2. 46),

and refer only to Jesus Himself. Comp. iv. 38, and its

frequent use by St. Paul when he speaks of himself in the

plural. To include the disciples (Hengstenberg, Godet), or to

explain them as refering to general Christian consciousness as con- /^

trasted with the Jewish (Hilgenfeld), would be quite inappro- '

priate to what has been stated (see especially o icopuK. fiapT.).

To understand them as including John the Baptist (Knapp, Hof-

mann, Luthardt, Weizsacker, Weiss, Steinfass), or him along

with the prophets (Luther, Beza, Calvin, Tholuck), or even God

(Chrysostom, Euthymius Zigabenus, Eupertus, Calovius, etc.),

or the Holy Ghost (Bengel), is quite arbitrary, and without a

trace of support in the text, nay, on account of the ecopaK.,

opposed to it, for the Baptist especially did not by i. 34
occupy the same stage of kapaKevai with Christ. It is, more-

over, quite against the context when B. Crusius says :
" men

generally are the subject of the verbs o'lBafiev and ecopuK.," so

that human things—what one sees and knows (ra iTriyeca, ver.

1 2)—are meant.— Observe the gradual ascent in the parallel-

ism, in which ewpcLKafiev does not refer to the knowledge V
attained in this earthly life (Weizsacker), but to the vision of

God enjoyed by Christ in His pre-existent state. Comp. ver.

32, i. 18, vi. 46, viii. 38, xvii. 5.— ov Xati^dvere] ye

Jews : comp. rov ^lapai'jK, ver. 1 ; and for the fact itself, i. 1 1

,

12. The reproach, like the ov Tna-Tevere of ver. 12, refers to
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the nation as a whole, with a reference also to Nicodemus

himself. To render this as a question (Ewald) only weakens

the tragic relation of the second half of the verse to the

first.

Ver. 12. How grievous the prospect which your unbelief

regarding the instructions I have already given opens up as to

the future!— ra iTTLyeca] what is on earth, things which take

place on earth (not in heaven). We must strictly adhere to

this meaning of the word in this as in all other passages

(1 Cor. XV. 40; 2 Cor. v. 1; Phil ii. 10, iii. 19; Jas. iii.

15. Comp. Wisd. ix. 16, and Grimm, Handhuch, p. 189).

To the category of these earthly things belonged also the birth

from above (against Baeumlein), because, though brought

about by a power from heaven, it is accomplished on earth;

and because, proceeding in repentance and faith, it is a change

taking place on earth within the earthly realm of our moral

life ; and because it is historically certain that Christ every-

where began His work with this very preaching of fierdvoLa.

The Lord has in His mind not only the doctrine of regenera-

tion just declared to Nicodemus, but, as the plural shows, all

which thus far He had taught the Jews {eiTrov v/u,lv); and this

had been hitherto only i'rrl'yeLa, and not eirovpdvLa, of which

He still designs to speak.^ It is therefore wrong to refer the

expression to the comparison of the wrud (Beza) or of corporeal

lirth (Grotius), as prefiguring higher doctrine; for the relation

to the faith spoken of did not lie in these symbols, but in the

truths they symbolized. The meaning of the words is quite

altered, moreover, if we change the word hnirjua into "human
and moral" (B.Crusius), or take it as meaning onlywhat is stated

in the immediate context (Liicke), or, with De Wette, make the

point of difference to be nothing more than the antithesis be-

tween man's susceptibility of regeneration as a work within him

and his susceptibility of merely believing.— The counterpart

of the ivtyeia are the iirovpavia, of which Jesus intends to

1 eTotov is dlxi, not dixerunt, as Ewald thinks, who regards the ancients in

the 0. T. as the subject, and upon too feeble evidence reads WirTtvircirt instead

of TtirriviTi. This new subject must have been expressed, and an lyu should

have stood over against it in the apodosis. Comp. Matt. v. 21, 22. The earthly

might be appropriate to the law (following CoL iL 17; Heb. ix. 5, x. 1), but

not to the prophets.
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speak to them in future, things wJdch are in heaven (so in all

places, Matt, xviil 35; 1 Cor. xv. 40, 48, 49; Eph. i. 3;

Phil. ii. 10, etc.). To this category belong especially the

Messianic mysteries, i.e. the divine decrees for man's redemption

and filial hlcssedness. These are eirovpdvLa, because they have

their foundation (Wisd. ix. 16, 17) in the divine will, though

their realization commences in the present aloov, through the

entire work, and in particular through the death of Jesus and

the faith of mankind ; but while still unaccomplished, belongs

to the divine counsel, and shall be first consummated and fully

revealed in the kingdom of the Messiah by the exalted Christ,

when the ^wr) alcovLo<i will reveal itself at the goal of perfection

(Col. iii. 4), and " it will appear what we shall be." To the

iirovpavloi'i, therefore, does not first belong what is to be said

of His exaltation, Matt. xxvi. 64 (Steinfass) ; but that very

statement, and indeed as the first and main thing, which Jesus

immediately after delivers in ver. 14 ff., where the heavenly

element, i.e. ivhat is in the counsels of God (vv. 15,1 6), is clearly

contained. According to the connection, it is to be inferred that

what is heavenly is difficidt to he understood; but this difficulty

has nothing to do with the ivord itself, as Liicke holds.

Ver. 13. "And no other than I can reveal to you heavenly

things." This is what Jesus means, if we rightly take His

words, not an assertion of His divinity as the first of the

heavenly things (Hengstenberg), which would make the nega-

tive form of expression quite inexplicable. Comp. i. 18, vi. 46.— The Kal is simply continuative in its force, not antithetic

(Knapp, Olshausen), nor furnishing a hasis, or explanatory of

the motive (Beza, Tholuck; Liicke, Lange).— oySet? ava^e-
^r)Kev, ACT-X] which, on account of the perfect tense, obviously

cannot refer to the actual ascension of Christ ^ (against Augus-

tine, Beda, Theophylact, Eupertus, Calovius, Bengel, etc.); nor

does it give any support to the unscriptural o-aptus in coelum

of the Socinians (see Oeder ad Catech. Eacov. p. 348 ff.) ; nor

is it to be explained by the unio hypostatica of Christ's human
nature with the divine, by virtue of which the former may be

' So also Weizsacker, who assumes that we have here an experience belonging

to the apostolic age, carried back and placed in the mouth of Christ. An ana-

chronism which would amount to literary carelessness.
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said to have entered into heaven (Calovius, Maldonatus, Stein-

fass, and others). It is usually understood in a figurative

sense, as meaning a spiritual elevation of the soul to God in

order to knowledge of divine things, a coming to the per-

ception of divine mysteries, which thus were brought down,

as it were, by Christ from heaven (see of late especially

Beyschlag) ; to support which, reference is made to Deut.

XXX. 12, Prov. XXX. 4, Baruch iii. 29, Eom. x. 6, 7. But
this is incorrect, because Christ brought along with Him
out of His pre-existeoit state His immediate knowledge of

divine things (ver. 11, i. 18, viii. 26, al), and pos-

sesses it in uninterrupted fellowship with the Father

;

consequently the figurative method of representation, that

during His earthly life He brought down this knowledge

through having been raised up into heaven, would be inappro-

priate and strange. 'O e« tov ovp. KarajS. also must be taken,

literally, of an actual descent ; and there is therefore nothing

in the context to warrant our taking ava/3. et9 t. ovp. sym-

bolically. Hengstenberg rightly renders the words literally,

but at the end of the verse he w^ould complete the sense by

adding, " who will ascend up into heaven." This in itself is

arbitrary, and not at all what we should look for in John ; it

is not in keeping with the connection, and would certainly

not have been understood as a matter of course by a person

like Nicodemus, though it were the point of the declaration

:

consequently it could not fitly be suppressed, and least of all as

a saying concerning the future. Godet does not get beyond

the explanation of essential communion with God on the part

of Jesus from the time of His hirth. The only rendering true

to the words is simply this : Instead of saying, " No one has

hecn in heaven except," etc., Jesus says, as this could only

have happened to any other by his ascending thither, "No
one has ascended into heaven except," etc.; and thus the et jj^'q

refers to an actual existence in heaven, which is implied in the

ava^i/3r]K€v. And thus Jansenius rightly renders : NuUus
hominum in coelo fuit, quod ascendendo fieri solet, ut ibi

coelestia contemplaretur, nisi, etc. ; and of late Fritzsche the

elder in his Novis ojpusc. p. 230; and now also Tholuck, and

likewise Holtzmann in Hilgenfield's Zeitschr. 1865, p. 222.
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— €K Tov ovp. Kara^d^l wliicli took place by means of the

incarnation. These words, like o cov iv t. ovp., are argumenta-

tive, for tliey necessarily imply the fact of existence in heaven;

but o!}v, which must be taken as an attributive definition of o

vlo<; T. av6p., and not as belonging to Kara^d^, and therefore

taking the article, cannot be equivalent to o? rjv (Luthardt

;

Hofmman, I. 134; Weiss, etc.), as if Trore, to Trporepov or the

like were there, but is equivalent to o? eari, whose existence is

in heaven, who has there His proper abode, His home.^— 6

vlo<; TOV dv6p^ a Messianic designation which Christ applies

to Himself, in harmony with the fulfilment of the prophetic

representation in Dan. vii. 13, which began with the /cara/Sa?

(comp. on i. 52). Nieodemus could understand this only by

means of a fuller development of faith and knowledge.

Note.—According to Beyschlag, p. 99 ff., this verse is utterly

opposed to the derivation of Christ's higher knowledge from the

recollection of a pre-existent life in heaven. But we must bear

in mind, (1) that the notion of an ascent to God to attain a

knowledge of His mysteries (which Beyschlag considers the only
right explanation) never occurs in the N. T. with reference to

Jesus—a circumstance which would surj)rise us, especially in

John, if it had been declared by Jesus Himself. But it was
not declared by Him, because He has it not, but knows His
knowledge to be the gift of His Father which accompanied
Him in His mission (x. 36). (2) He could not have claimed
such an ascent to heaven for Himself alone, for a like ascent,

though not in equal degree, must belong to other men of God.
He must, therefore, at least have expressed Himself compara-
tively: oudiig ourug a^ia^i^-riTiiv I. r. oxjp. ug 6, tc.t.X. Even the

church now sings

:

" Eise, rise, my soul, and stretch Thy wings

Towards heaven, Thy native place."

But something distinct and more than this was the case with
Christ, viz. as to the past, that He had His existence in

heaven, and had come down therefrom ; and as to His earthly

presence, that He is in heaven.

' Nonnus: affrtphtri ftiXdipy -rarfiav ovia.; i^aii.— IX. 25 is similar: rvfXi;

ui : blind from one's birth. Schleiermacher refers the coming down from heaven

to the conception of His mission, and the being in heaven to the continuity of

His God-consciousness. See e.g. his Leben Jesu, p. 287 ff.

M
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Vv. 14, 15, Jesus, having in ver. 13 stated the ground of

faith in Him, now proceeds to show the blessedness of the

believer—which was the design of His redemptive work—in

order the more to incite those whom He is addressing to fulfil

the fundamental condition, contained in faith, of participating

in His kingdom. That this is the logical advance in the

discourse, is clear from the fact that in what follows it is

the blessedness of faith which is dwelt upon; see vv. 15, 16,

18. We have not here a transition from the possibility to the

necessity of communicating heavenly things, ver. 13 (Liicke)

;

nor from the ideal unveilings of divine things to the chief

mystery of the doctrine of salvation which was manifested in

historical reality (De Wette, comp. Tholuck and Bruckner);

nor from the first of divine things, Christ's divinity, to the

second, the atonement which He was to establish (Hengsten-

berg, comp. Godet); nor from the Word to His manifestation

(Olshausen); nor from the work of enlightenment to that of

blessing (SchoU); nor from the present want of faith to its

future rise (Jacobi :
" faith will first begin to spring up when

nrf vylrco(7L<; is begun") ; nor from Christ's wo7-Ic to His person

(B. Crusius) ; nor from His person to His work (Lange).—The

event recorded in Num. xxi. 8 is made use of by Jesus as a

type of the divinely appointed manner and efficacy of His

coming death,^ to confirm a prophecy still enigmatical to

Nicodemus, by attaching it to a well-known historical illus-

tration. The points of comparison are : (1) the being lifted up

(the well-known brazen sepent on the pole, and Jesus on the

cross)
; (2) the being saved (restored to health by looking at

the serpent, to eternal ^wr'] by believing on the crucified One).

Comp. Wisd. xvi. 6, and, in the earliest Christian literature,

Epist. of Barnabas, c. 1 2 ; Ignatius ad Smyrn. 2, Interpol.

;

Justin, Apol. 1. 60, Dial. c. Tr. 94. Any further drawing

out of the illustration is arbitrary, as, for instance, that of

Bengel: "ut serpens ille fuit serpens sine veneno contra

serpentes venenatos, sic Christus homo sine peccato contra

serpentem antiq[uum," comp. Luther and others, approved by

Lechler in the Stud. u. Krit. 1854, p. 826. Lange goes

• Which, consequently, He had clearly foreseen not for the first time in vi. 51

(Weizsacker) ; comp. on ii. 19.
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furtliest in this direction; comp. Ebrard on Olshausen, p. 104.

There is, further, no typical element in the fact that the

brazen serpent of Moses was a dead representative ("as the

sign of its conquering through the healing power of the Lord,"

Hengstenberg). For, apart from the fact that Christ was

lifted up alive upon the cross, the circumstance of the brazen

serpent being a lifeless thing is not made prominent either in

Num. xxi. or here.— v-ylrooOrjvaL] not glorified, acknowledged

in His exaltation (Paulus), which, following v-yjrcoae, would be

opposed to the context, but (comp. viii. 28, xii. 32, 33) shall he

lifted up, that is, on the cross}—answering to the Aramaean ^i?J

(comp. the Heb. ^li^T, Ps. cxlv. 14, cxlvi. 8), a word used of the

hanging up of the malefactor upon the beam. See Ezra vi.

11; Gesenius, Thcs. I. 428; Heydenreich in Hliffell's Zcitschr.

II. 1, p. 72 ff. ; Briickner, 68, G 9. Comp. Test. XII. jJatr. p.

739: Kvpio<i v^p(,a6))a€Tai Koi eVt ^vXov vylrcoOyaerai. The
express comparison with the raising up of the brazen serpent,

a story which must have been well known to Nicodemus, does

not allow of our explaining vy^w6i]a:, as = D^"i, of the exalta-

tion of Jesus to glory (Bleek, Bcitr. 231), or as including

this, so that the cross is the stepping-stone to glory (Lechler,

Godet) ; or of referring it to the near comiyig of the kingdom,

by which God wiD. show Him in His greatness (Weizsacker)

;

or of our abiding simply by the idea of an exliihition (Hofmann,

Wcissag. u. Erf II. 143), which Christ underwent in His

public sufferings and death; or of leaving wholly out of

account the /orm of the exaltation (which was certainly

accomplished on the cross and then in heaven), (Luthardt),

and conceiving of an exaltation for the purjDOse of being

visible to all men (Holtzmann), as Schleiermacher also held

(Lchcn Jesu, 345) ; or of assuming, as the meaning which

was intelligible for Nicodemus, only that of removing, where

Jesus, moreover, was conscious of His being lifted up on

" The higher significance imparted to Christ's person and work by His death

(Baur, Neutest. Tlitol. 379) is not implied iu the word l-^(a(r,ta.i, but in the

comparison with the serpent, and in the sentence following, which expresses the

object o/the lifting up. This passage (comp. i. 29) should have prevented Baur
from asserting (p. 400) that the Pauline doctrine concerning such a significance

in Christ's death is wholly wanting in St. John's doctrinal view. See also

vi. 51, 53, 54.
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the cross and up to God (Hofmann, Schriftlew. II. 1, 301).

— Set] according to the divine decree, Matt. xvi. 21, Luke

xxiv. 26, does not refer to the type, but only to the anti-

type (against Olshausen), especially as between the 'person

of Christ and the brazen serpent as such no typical relation

could exist.— Lastly, that Jesus should thus early make,

though at the time an enigmatic, allusion to His death by

crucifixion, is conceivable both on the ground of the doctrinal

peculiarity of the event, and of the extraordinary importance

of His death as the fact of redemption. See on ii. 19. And
in the case of Mcodemus, the enigmatic germ then sown bore

fruit, xix. 39.— Adopting the reading iv avru) (see Critical

Notes), we cannot refer it to incrrevav, but, as firj aTroXrjrac,

aXX is spurious (see Critical Notes), to exj]'- "every believer

shall in Him (i.e. resting upon Him as the cause) have eternal

life." Comp. xx. 31, v. 39, xvi. 33, xiii. 31.— ^wrjv alw-

vtov] eternal Messianic life, which, however, the believer

already has {exv) ^^ ^-n internal possession in aloiv ovto<;, viz.

the present self-conscious development of the only true moral

and blissful ^corj, which is independent of death, and whose

consummation and full glory begin with the second advent.

(Comp. vi. 40, 44, 45, 54, 58, xiv. 3, xvii. 24; 1 John iii. 14,

iv. 9.)

Ver. 16. Continuation of the address of Jesus to Nicodcmiis,

onwards to ver. 21,^ not, as Erasmus, Eosenmliller, Kuinoel,

Paulus, Neander, Tholuck, Olshausen, Maier think (see also

Baumlein), an explanatory meditation of the evangelist's own;

an assumption justified n-either by anything in the text nor by

the word /xovojevi]'?, a word which must have been transferred

from the language of John to the mouth of Jesus (not vice

versa, as Hengstenberg thinks), for it is never elsewhere used

by Christ, often as He speaks of His divine sonship. See on

i. 14. The reflective character of the following discourse is so

fully compatible with the design of Christ to instruct, and the

preterites rudirijaav and ^v so little require to be explained

from the standing-point of a later time, that there does not

* Luther rightly praised " the majesty, simplicity, clearness, expressiveness,

truth, charm" of this discourse. He "exceedingly and beyond measure loved"

this text.
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seem any sufficient basis for the intermediate view (of Liicke,

De Wette, Briickner), that in this continued account of the

discourse of Jesus, vv. 1 6 ff., John inserts more explanations

and reflections of his own than in the preceding part, how
little soever such a supposition would (as Kling and Heng-

stenberg think) militate against the trustworthiness of John,

who, in recording the longer discourses, has exactly in his own
living recollection the abundant guarantee of substantial cer-

tainty.— V too] so much ; see on Gal. iii, 3.— 7«p] reason

of the purpose stated in ver. 15.— '^'ydinja-ev] loved, with

reference to the time of the eBcoKev.— toi' Koa-fiov] i.e. man-

kind at large} comp. 7ra9, ver. 15, xvii. 2; 1 John ii. 2.

—

Tov fjbovo<^.'\ to make the proof of His love the stronger, 1 John

iv. 9; Heb. xi. 17; Eom. viii. 32.— eZwKcv] He did not

reserve Him for Himself, but gave Him, i.e. to the world. The

word means more than airiareCkev (ver. 17), which expresses^

the manner of the eSco/cev, though it does not specially denote

the giving up to death, but the state of humiliation as a

whole, upon which God caused His Son to enter when He
left His pre-existent glory (xvii. 5), and the final act of which

loas to he His death (1 John iv. 10). The Indicative following,

toare, describes the act objectively as something actually done.

See on Gal. ii. 13; and Klotz ad Devar. 772.— jjurj airoXriTaL,

/c.T.X.] Concerning the subjunctive, representing an object as

present, see Winer, 271 [K T. p. 377]. The change from the

Aorist to the Present is to be noted, whereby the being utterly

ruined (by banishment to hell in the Messianic judgment) is

spoken of as an act in process of accomplishment ; while the

possession of the Messianic ^wj? is described as now already

1 This declaration is the rock upon which the absolute predestination doctrine

goes to pieces, and the supposed (by Baur and Hilgenfeld) metaphysical dualism

oi the anthropology of St. John. Calovius weU unfolds our text thus: (1)

salutis pr'mcipium (tiya'T.)
; (2) dilectionis objecfum (the Koa/ios, not ihtelecti);

(3) donum ampliss'mnum (His only-begotten Son); (4) pactum gratiosissimum

(faith, not works)
; {5)finem missionis Christi saluberrimum.

^ Weizsiicker in the Zeitschr. f. Deutsche Theol. 1857, p. 176, erroneously

finds wanting in John an intimation on the part of Christ that He is the Logos
who came voluntarily to the world. He is, however, the Logos sent of God, who
undertook this mission in the feeling of obedience. Thus the matter is presented

throughout the N. T., and the thought that Christ came t/.lTi>h\ns is quite

foreign thereto.
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existing (commencing witli regeneration), and as abiding for

ever. Comp. on ver. 15.

Ver. 17. Confirmation of ver. 16, in wLich aTreareiXev

answers to the eScoKev, Kplvrj to the dTroXvrai, and awdf/ to

the e-^rj ^(oT]v alcovtov of ver. 16. Considering this exact

correspondence, it is very arbitrary with modern critics (even

Liicke, B. Crusius) to understand the second rov k6(t/jlov differ-

ently from the first, and from the t. Koa-fiov of ver. 1 6, as

denoting in the narrow Jewish sense the Gentile world, for

whose judgment, i.e. condemnation, the Messiah, according to

the Jewish doctrine, was to come (see Bertholdt, Christol. pp.

203, 223). Throughout the whole context it is to be uni-

formly understood of the world of mankind as a whole. Of it

Jesus says, that He was not sent to judge it,—a judgment

which, as all have sinned, must have been a judgment of con-

demnation,—but to procure for it by His work of redemption

the Messianic acoTijpLa. "Deus saepe ultor describitur in

veteri pagina ; itaque conscii peccatorum merito expectare

poterant, filium venire ad poenas patris nomine exigendas,"

Grotius. It is to be remembered that He speaks of His

coming in the state of humiliation, in which He was not to

accomplish judgment, but was to be the medium of obtaining

the aw^eaOai through His work and His death. Judgment

upon the finally unbelieving was reserved to Him upon His

Second Advent (comp. v. 22, 27), but the Kptixa which was to

accompany His works upon earth is different from this (see on

ix. 39).—The thrice-repeated /cocr^o? has a tone of solemnity

about it. Comp. i. 10, xv. 19.

Ver. 18. More exact explanation of the negative part of

ver. 17. Mankind are either believing, and are thus delivered

from condemnation (comp. v. 24), because if the Messiah had

come to judge the world, He would only have had to condemn

sin ; but sin is forgiven to the believer, and he already has

everlasting ^ojy]

;

—or they are unhelieving, so that condemnation

has already been passed upon them in idea (as an internal

fact),* because they reject the Only-begotten of God, and there

^ Hence it is clear that the signification of xpUuv as meaning ccndemnatory

judgment is correct, and not the explanation of Weiss, Lehrhegriff, p. 184,

according +o whom tlie "judgment" liere means in general only a decision eithej
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is no need of a special act of judgment to be passed on tlieni

on the part of the Messiah ; their own unbelief has already

passed upon them the sentence of condemnation. " He who
does not believe, already has hell on his neck/' Luther; he is

avroKaraKpiTo^;, Tit. iii. 11. Ver. 18 does not speak of the

last judgment which shall be the solemn and ultimate com-

pletion of this temporal judgment/ but it does not call it

in qiLestion, in opposition to the Jewish Messianic belief (Hil-

genfeld). See on v. 28-30, xii. 31. Well says Euthymius

Zigabenus : rj ctTrcarla xare/cpLve irpo t7]<; KaraKplcrecii^. Comp.

ver. 36.— ireTria-TevKev^ has become a believer (and remains

so) ; the subjective negation in the causal clause (contrary to

the older classical usage), as often in Lucian, etc., denoting the

relation as one presupposed in the view of the speaker. See

Herm. ad Viger. p. 806; Winer, p. 442 [E. T. p. 602].

Otherwise in 1 John v. 10.— tov /j,ovoy. vlov t. ^eoO] very

impressively throwing light upon the ijBrj KeKptrai, because

bringing clearly into view the greatness of the guilt.

Ver. 19. The rjZr) Ke/cptrai is now more minutely set forth,

and this as to its moral character, as rejection of the light, i.e.

of God's saving truth,—the possessor and bringer in of which

was Christ, who had come into the world,—and as love of

darkness. " But herein consists the condemnation (as an inner

moral fact which, according to ver. 18, had already occurred),

that," etc. ^ Kpiaa is the judgment in question, to be under-

stood here also, agreeably to the whole connection, of condem-

natovT/ iudgment. But in avrrj . . . on (comp. 1 John v. 11) we
have not the reason (Chrysostom and his followers), but the

characteristic wa^wre of the judgment stated.— ort to ^o??,

for life or death. In that case, not ou KpUirai, but i'5» xixptrai, must apply also to

the believer. But this very distinction, the ol xfUtrxi used of the believer and

the Tjin xixpircci of the unbeliever, places the explanation of a condemnatory

xpivuv beyond doubt. This is also against Godet, who with reference to the

believer hits upon the expedient of supposing that the Lord here anticipates the

judgment (viz. the "constater I'etat moral"). But according to the words of

Jesus, this suggestion would apply rather to the case of the unbeliever.

^ This temporal judgment of the world is the world's history, the conclusion

of which is the last judgment (v. 27), which, however, must not (as Schleier-

macher, L. J. 355) be dissipated by means of this text into a merely natural

issue of the mission of Jesus. See on v. 28. See also Groos in the Stud. u. Krit.

1863, p. 251.
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etc., Kul rjiyairrjaav] The first clause is not expressed in the

dependent form {pn ore to ^w?, etc., or with Gen. abs.), but

as an independent statement, in order to give emphatic pro-

minence to the contrast setting forth the guilt. See Klihner,

IL 416; Winer, p. 585 [E. T. pp. l^b-^.—'nr^d'mjaav]

after it had come. Jesus could noio thus speak already from

experience regarding His relations to mankind as a wJiole ; the

Aor. does not presuppose the consciousness of a later time.

See ii. 23, 24. For the rest, r^'yair. is put first with tragic

emphasis, which object is also served by the simple kul (not

and yet). The expression itself: they loved the darkness rather

(potms, not magis, comp. xii. 43 ; 2 Tim. iii. 4) than the light,—fiaWov belonging not to the verb, but to the noun, and ^
comparing the two conceptions (Ellendt, Zex. Soph. II. p. 51

;

Bauml. Partih. p. 136),—is a mournful meiosis ; for they did

not love the light at all, but hated it, ver. 2 0. The ground of

this hatred, however, does not lie (comp. ver. 6, i. 12) in a

metaphysical opposition of principles (Baur, Hilgenfeld, Colani),

but in the light-shunning demoralization into which men had

sunk through their own free act (for they might also have

done akrjOeia, ver. 21). The source of unbelief is immorality.

— rjv 'yap avrdv, /c.t.X.] The reason why "they loved the

darkness rather," etc. (see on i. 5), was their immoral manner

of life, in consequence of which they must shun the light, nay,

even hate it (ver. 20). We may observe the growing emphasis

from avrwv onwards to irovrjpa, for the works which they (in

opposition to the individual lovers of the light) did were evil

;

which TTovTjpa does not in popular usage denote a higher

degree of evil than (pavXa, ver. 20 (Bengel), but answers to

this as evil does to had (worthless) ; Fritzsche ad Rom. p. 297.

Comp. V. 29 ; Eom. ix. 11 ; 2 Cor. v. 10 ; Jas. iii. 16
;

(^avXa epya in Plat. Crat. p. 429 A. ; 3 Macc. iii. 22.

Ver. 20. Tap] If by the previous <ydp the historical basis

for the statement '^ydirrjo-av ol avdpcoiroi, k.t.X., was laid, then

this second yap is related to the same statement as explanatory

thereof (see on Matt. vi. 32, xviii. 11 ; Eom. viii. 6), intro-

ducing a general elucidation, and this from the psychological

and perfectly natural relation of evil-doers to the light which

was manifested (in Christ) (to <^w9 not different from ver. 1 9),
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whicli they hated as the principle opposed to them, and to

which they would not come, because they wished to avoid the

ekeyxp^ which they must experience from it. This " coming

to the light" is the believing adherence to Jesus, which, how-

ever, would have to be brought about through the fierdvoia}—
iva fjbrj iXe'y')(^6f}'] Intention. This ek€j'x^o<; is the chastening

censure, which they shunned both on account of their being

put to shame before the world, and because of the threatening

feeling of repentance and sorrow in their self-consciousness.

Comp. Luke iii. 19 ; John viii. 8 ; Eph. v. 11, 13. "Gravis

malae conscientiae lux est," Senec. ep. 122. 14 This dread

is both moral pride and moral effeminacy. According to

Luthardt (comp. B. Crusius), the iXeyx^aOuL refers only to the

psychological fact of an inner condemnation. But against this

is the parallel jiovepwOy, ver. 21.—Observe, on the one hand,

the participle present (for the 7rpd^a<; might turn to the light),

and, on the other, the distinction between irpdaawv (he who i

presses on, agit, pursues as the goal of his activity) and iroicov, '

ver. 21 (he who does, facit, realizes as a fact). Comp. Xen.

Mem. iii. 9. 4 : iiria-rafjiivo'; fiev a Set irpdrTeiv, iroLovvre^;

Se rdvavTia, also iv. 5. 4, al. ; Eom. i. 31, ii. 3, vii. 15, xiii. 4.

See generally, Franke, ad Derti. 01. iii. 15.

Ver. 21. 'O he ttoicov ttji/ dXrjd.] The opposite of 6

<f>avXa irpdaawv, ver. 20, and therefore dX-qOeia is to be taken

in the ethical sense : he who does what is morally true, so that

his conduct is in harmony with the divine moral standard.

Comp. Isa. XXvi. 10; Ps. cxix. 30; Neh. ix. 33; Job iv. 6,

xiii. 6 ; 1 John i. 6 ; 1 Cor. v. 8 ; Eph. v. 9 ; Phil. iv. 8.

Moral truth was revealed before Christ, not only in the law

(Weiss), but also (see Matt. v. 17) in the prophets, and, out-

side Scripture, in creation and in conscience (Pom. i. 19 f!., ii.

14 ff.). Comp. Groos, p. 255.— Xva <^avep. avrov to, ep'ya]

<^avep. is the opposite of the firj ike'yySy of ver. 20. While the ^i}

wicked wishes his actions not to be reproved, but to remain/ "'^ ^-^

in darkness, the good man wishes his actions to come to the light ^^
and to he made manifest, and he therefore €p')(eraL irpo^ to ^w?

;

for Christ, as the personally manifested Light, the bearer of

1 In opposition to Colani, who finds a circle in tlie reasoning of vv. 19, 20.

See Godet.
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divine truth, cannot fail through His working to make these

good deeds be recognised in this their true nature. The mani-

festation of true morality through Christ must necessarily throw

the true light on the moral conduct of those who come to

Him, and make it manifest and show it forth in its true

nature and form. The purpose iva (pavep., k.tX, does not

spring from self-seeking, but arises from the requirements,

originating in a moral necessity, of moral satisfaction in itself,

and of the triumph of good over the world.— avrov] thus

put before, for emphasis' sake, in opposition to the evil-doer,

who has altogether a different design with reference to his acts,

— oTi iv dew, /C.T.X.] the reason of the before-named pur-

pose. How should he not cherish this purpose, and desire the

(f)avepct}(n<;, seeing that his works are wrought in God! Thus,

so far from shunning, he has really to strive after the mani-

festation of them, as the revelation of all that is divine. We
must take this iv Oeai, like the frequent eV Xpia-rw, as denot-

ing the dement in which the ipyd^eadai moves ; not without

and apart from God, but living and moving in Him, has the

good man acted. Thus the Kara to OiXrjjjLa tov 6eov, 1 John

V. 1 4, and the Kara 6e6v, Eom. viii. 2 7, 2 Cor. vii. 1 0, also the

eh 6e6v, Luke xii. 21, constitute the necessary character of the

iv deu>, but are not the iv 6e(p itself.— epya elpyaafiiva^

as in vi. 28, ix. 4, Matt. xxvi. 10, et al., and often in the

classics.—Observe from ver. 21, that Christ, who here ex-

presses Himself generally, yet conformably to experience,

encountered, at the time of His entering upon His ministry

of enlightenment, not only the (fyavXa 7rpda(Tovre<;, but also

those M'lio practised what is right, and who were living in

God. To this class belonged a Nathanael, and the disciples

generally, certainly also many who repented at the preaching

of the Baptist, together with other 0. T. saints, and perhaps

Nicodemus himself. They were drawn by the Father to

come to Christ, and were given to Him (vi. 3 7) ; they were

of God, and had ears to hear His word (viii. 47, comp. xviii.

37); they were desirous to do the Father's will (vii. 17);

they were Kis (xvii. 6). But according to ver. 19, these were

exceptions only amid the multitude of the opposite kind, and

even their piety needed purifying and transfiguring into true
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SiKaioavvT}, wliich could be attained only by felloAvsliip with

Christ; and hence even in their case the way of Christian

penitence, by the ^avepwai^; of their works wrought in God,

brought about by the light of Christ, was not excluded, but

was exhibited, and its commencement brought about, because,

in view of this complete and highest light, the sincere Old

Testament saint must first rightly feel the need of that

repentance, and of the lack of moral satisfaction. Con-

sequently the statement of vv. 3, 5, still holds true.

Vv. 22, 23. After this interview with Nicodemus^ (/iera

ravTo) Jesus betook Himself with His disciples from the

capital into the country of Judea, in a north-easterly direction

towards Jordan. *IovSaiav is, as in Mark i. 5, Acts xvi. 1,

1 Mace. ii. 23, xiv. 33, 37, 2 Mace. v. 23, 3 Esr. v. 47,

Anthol. vii. 645, an adjective.— i^dirTi^ev] during His stay

there {Imperf.), not Himself, how^ever, but through His dis-

ciples, iv. 2. Baur, indeed, thinks that the writer had a definite

purpose in view in this mode of expression ; that he wished

to bring Jesus and the Baptist as closely as possible together

in the same work. But if so, the remark of iv. 2 would be

strangely illogical; see also Schweizer, p. 194. The baptism

of Jesus, besides, was certainly a continuation of that of John,

and did not yet possess the nQVf characteristic of Matt, xxviii.

19 (for see vii. 39) ; but that it already included that higher

element, which John's baptism did not possess (comp. Acts xix.

2, 3),—namely, the operation of the Spirit, of which Christ was
the bearer (ver. 34), for the accomplishment of the birth from

above,—is manifest from ver. 5, a statement which cannot be a

prolepsis or a prophecy merely.— rjv Se Ka\ 'Icodvv., ac.t.A,.]

lut John was also employed in baptizing, namely in Aenon, etc.

This name, usually taken as the intensive or adjectival form

of TV, is rather = \\< py, dove spring ; the place itself is other-

wise unknown, as is also the situation of Salim, though placed

by Eusebius and Jerome eight Eoman miles south of Scytho-

polis. This is all the more uncertain, because Aenon, accord-

ing to the mention of it here (comp. iv. 3), must have been

in Judaea, and not in Samaria, and could not therefore have

^ To interpose a longer interval, e.g. a retuni to and sojourn in Galilee, is

quite gratuitous. Not before iv. 3 does Jesus return to Galilee.
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been the Ainun discovered by Eobinson {Later Explorations,

p. 400). Ewald thinks of the two places pjJl wrh^ in Josh. xv.

32. So also Wieseler, p. 247. In no case could the towns

have been situated on the Jordan, for in that case the state-

ment OTL vSara ttoWo. would have been quite out of place.

Comp. Hengstenberg, who likewise refers to Josh, xv. 3 2, while

Pressel (in Herzog's EncyU. XIII. 326) prefers the statement

of Eusebius and Jerome. For the rest, the narrative of the

temptation, which Hengstenberg places in the period after

ver. 22, has nothing to do with the locality in this verse; it

does not belong to this at all.—The question why John, after

the public appearance of Jesus, still continued to baptize, with-

out baptizing in His name, is answered simply by the fact

(against Bretschneider, Weisse, Baur) that Jesus had not yet

come forth as John expected that the Messiah would, and that

consequently the Baptist could not have supposed that his

work in preparing the w^ay for the Messiah's kingdom by his

baptism of repentance was already accomplished, but had to

await for that the divine decision. This perseverance of John,

therefore, in his vocation to baptize, was by no means in conflict

with his divinely received certainty of the Messiahship of Jesus

(as Weizsacker, p. 32 0, thinks), and the ministry of both of them
side by side must not be looked upon as improbable, as " in it-

self a splitting in sunder of the Messianic movement" (Keim).

Ver. 24 corrects, in passing, the synoptic tradition,^ which

John knew as being widely spread, and the discrepancy in

which is not to be explained either by placing the imprison-

ment between John iv, 2 and 3, and by taking the journey of

Jesus to Galilee there related as the same with that mentioned

in Matt. iv. 12 (Liicke, Tholuck, Olshausen, B. Crusius,

Ebrard, Hengstenberg, and many others), or by making the

journey of Matt. iv. 12 to coincide with that named in

John vi. 1 (Wieseler). See on Matt. iv. 12. Apart from

that purpose of correction, which is specially apparent if we
compare Matt. iv. 17 (subtleties to the contrary in Ebrard),

the remark, which was quite intelligible of itself, would be,

' It is supposed, indeed, tlaat John simply wishes to intimate that what he

records, w. 22-36, must be placed before Matt. iv. 12 (Hengstenberg). But

In the connection of Matthew, there is no place for it before iv. 12.
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1

to say the least, superfluous,—unnecessary even to gain space

for bringing Jesus and the Baptist again alongside each other

(Keim), even if we were to venture to propose the suggestion,

of which the text says nothing, that Jesus felt himself obliged,

as the time of the Baptist was not yet expired, to bring the

kingdom of God near, in keeping with the form which the

Baptist had adopted (Luthardt, p. 79).

Vv. 25, 26. Ovv] in consequence of the narration of

ver. 23 (ver. 24 being a parenthetical remark). Nothing is

known more particularly as to this question (^77x770-49) which

arose among John's disciples (iyeveTo e/c toov jiad. 'Icodvv.,

comp. Lucian. Alex. 40; Herod, v. 21). The theme of it

was " concerningpurification" {trepl Ka6apia/xov), and, according

to the context, it did not refer to the usual prescriptions and

customs in general (Weizsacker), but had a closer reference

to the baptism of John and of Jesus, and was discussed with

a Jeio, who probably placed the baptism of Jesus, as being

of higher and greater efficacy with regard to the power of

purifying (from the guilt of sin), above that of John. Comp.

ver. 26. Possibly the prophetic idea of a consecration by

purification preceding the Messiah's kingdom (Ezek. xxxvi. 2 5
;

Zech. xiii. 1 ; Hofm. Wcissag. u. Erf. II. 87) was spoken of.

Who the 'louSaio? was (Hofmann, Tholuck, a Pharisee) cannot

be determined. A Jewish Christian (Chrysostom, Euthymius

Zigabenus, and others ; also Ewald) would have been more

exactly designated. According to Luthardt, it was an un-

friendly Jew who declared that the baptism of John might

now at length be dispensed with, and who wished thus to

beguile the Baptist to become unfaithful to his calling, by
which means he hoped the better to work against Jesus. An
artificial combination unsupported by the text, or even hj u> o-v

fiefxaprvp'qKa'i, ver. 26. For that this indicated a perplexity

on the part of the disciples as to the calling of their master finds

no support in the words of the Bajjtist which foUow. There

is rather expressed in that <Z crv fxe/xapr., and in all that John's

disciples advance,—who therefore do not name Jesus, but only

indicate Him,—a jealous irritation on the point, that a man,

who himself had just gone forth from the fellowship of the

Baptist, and who owed his standing to the testimony born©
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by the latter in his favour (g5), should have opened such a

competition with him as to throw him into the shade.

Through the statements of the Jew, with whom they had

been discussing the question of purification, there was awakened

in them a certain feeling of envy that Jesus, the former pupil

(as they thought), the receiver of a testimony at the hand of

their master, should now presume to put himself forward as

his superior rival. They saw in this a usurpation, which

they could not reconcile with the previous position of Jesus

in relation to the Baptist. But he, on the contrary, vindicates

Jesus, ver. 2 7, and in ver. 2 8 brings into view His far higher

position, which excluded all jealousy.— 09 v^ fiera crov,

ac.tA.] i. 28, 29.— tSe and o5to9 have the emphasis of some-

thing unexpected ; namely, that this very individual should

(according to their view) interfere with their master in his

vocation, and with such results !— /cat 7ra i/re?, an exaggeration

of excited feeling. Comp. xii. 19. Not: "all who submit

to be baptized by Him" (Hengstenberg).

Vv. 27, 28. The Baptist at first answers them, putting hig

reply in the form of a general truth, that the greater activity

and success of Jesus ivas given Him of God, and next reminds

them of the subordinate position which he held in relation to

Jesus. The reference of the general affirmation to the Baptist

himself, who would mean by it :
" non possum mihi arrogare

et rapere, quae Deus non dedit," Wetstein (so Cyril, Eupertus,

Beza, Clarius, Jan sen, Bengel, Liicke, Maier, Hengstenberg,

Godet, and others), is not in keeping with the context ; for the

petty, jealous complaint of the disciples, ver. 26, has merely

prepared the way for a vindication of Jesus on the part of the

Baptist ; and as in what follows with this intent, the compari-

son between the two, as they, in vv. 27, 28, according to

our interpretation, stand face to face with each other, is

thoroughly carried out; see vv. 29, 30, 31; so that Jesus

is always first characterized, and then John. We must not

therefore take ver. 27 as referring to loth (Kuinoel, Tholuck,

Lange, Bruckner, Ewald, Luthardt^). — ov hvvaraC] relatively,

i.e. according to divine ordination. — av6po}7ro<;'\ quite general,

' Wlio, in keeping witli his view of ver. 26, takes ver. 27 to mean: "The
work of both of us is divinely ordained, and therefore I, for my own part, am
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a man, any one ; not as Hengstenberg, referring it to John,

renders it :
" hecattse I am merely a man."— XayL^dveiv] not

arrogate to himself (eavTa \afM/3., Heb. v. 4), but simply to

receive, answering to he given.— avrol v/Mel<i] thougb you aie

so irritated about him.— fiaprvp.] Indie : ye are yourselves my
witnesses, see i. 19-28, the substance of which John sums up

in the words ovk el/xl, etc. They had themselves appealed

(ver. 26) to his ixaprvpia concerning Jesus, but he 'jTepiTpeirei

TavT7]v KaO' auTcov, Euthymius Zigabenus.— dXX' on] Transi-

tion to dependent speech. Winer, p. 539 [E. T. p. 679 f.].—
eKeivov] referring not to the appellative o XpL<jT6<i, but to

Jesus as the Xpia-TO';.

Vv. 29, 30. Symbolical setting forth of his subordinate

relation to Jesus. The bridegroom is Jesus, John is the friend

who waits upon Him; the bride is the community of the

Messianic kingdom ; the wedding is the setting up of that

kingdom, now nigh at hand, as represented in the picture

which the Baptist draws (comp. Matt. ix. 15, xxv. 1 ff.).

The 0. T. figure of God's union with His people as a mar-

riage (Isa. liv. 5; Hos. ii. 18, 19; Eph. v. 32 ; Eev. xix.

7, xxi. 2, 9) forms the basis of this comparison. It may
reasonably be doubted whether Solomon's Song (especially v.

1, 6) was likewise in the Baptist's thoughts when emjoloying

this illustration (Bengel, Luthardt, Hengstenberg) ; for no

quotation is made from that book in the N. T., and therefore

any allegorical interpretation of this Song with Messianic

references cannot with certainty be presupposed in the N. T.

Comp. Luke xiii. 31, note.

—

He to whom the hricle (the bride-

elect of the marriage feast) belongs is the hriclcgroom,—
therefore it is not I.

—

The friend of the bridegroom {kut

i^o')(rjv : the appointed friend, who serves at the wedding) is

the irapavvfKJjio';, who is also, Sanhedr. f. 27, 2, called nniN,

but usually ]2m^. Lightfoot, p. 980 ; Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. s.v. ;

Schoettgen, p. 335 ff. ; and see on 2 Cor, xi. 2.— 6 ea-TrjKox;

K. aKovcav avTov] who standeth (tanquam apparitor, Bengel)

and attentively heareth him, i.e. in order to do his bidding.-^

justified in contimiing my work after the appearance of Jesus, so long at least

as the self-witness of Jesus is not believed."

1 The working of Jesus was so manijest, and now so near to the Baptist, that
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Contrary to the construction (fcai), and far-fetched, is the ren-

dering of B. Crusius :
" who is waiting for him (earrjK.), and

ivhen he hears Mm, viz. the voice of the approaching bride-

groom. (?)" Tholuck also, following Chrysostom, brings in

what is not there when he renders :
" who standeth, having

finished his work as forerunner." The Baptist had still to

work on, and went on working. The ea-TrjK. must be regarded

as taking place at the marriage feast, and not before that,

during the bridal procession (Ewald, who refers to the frequent

stoppages which took place in it) ; but it does not mean

standing at the door of the wedding chamber, nor uk. avrov the

audible pleasure of the newly married pair. An indelicate

sensualizing (still to be found in Kuinoel) unwarranted by the

text. — %«p^ X^'-P^O he rcjoiccth greatly ; see Lobeck, ParaZ^p.

p. 524; Winer, p. 424 [E. T. p. 584]. Comp. 1 Thess.

iii. 9, where, in like manner, Sta stands instead of the classical

iiri, iv, or the dative.— Bia rrjv tpwvrjv rov vvfj,(f>.'\ This is

not to be understood of his loud caresses and protestations of

love (Grotius, Olshausen, Lange), nor of the command of the

bridegroom to take away the cloth with the signum virgini-

tatis (thus debasing the beautiful figure, Michaelis, Paulus),

nor of the conversing of the bridegroom with the bride

(Tholuck and older expositors),—all of which are quite out of

keeping with the general expression ; the reference is merely

to the conversation and joy of the bridegroom amid the marriage

mirth. Comp. Jer. vii. 34, xvi. 9, xxv. 10. The expla-

nation, also, which makes it the voice of the approaching

bridegroom who calls the bride to fetch her home, would need

to be more precisely indicated (against B. Crusius and

Luthardt), and is not in keeping with o €aTr]KQ)<; ;^ the acti-

this feature of the comparison is fully explained hy it, Neither in this place nor

elsewhere is there any answer to the question, wliether and what personal inter-

course the Baptist had already had with Him (Hengstenberg thinks "through

intermediate persons, especially through the Apostle John"). In particular, the

assumption tliat the interview with Nicodemus became known to the Baptist

(through the disciples of Jesus who had previously been the Baptist's disciples)

is quite unnecessary for the understanding of the words which here follow

(against Godet).

' For the rapaiiv/i<pio; does not stand there waiting for the bridegi'oom, but

accompanies him on his way to the bride's house. The standing and waiting

pertain to the female attendants on the bride, Matt. xxv. 1 if.
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vity of Jesus, moreover, was already more than a call to the

bringing home, which might have symbolized His first

appearing. Comp. Matt, ix. 15.— Note, besides, how the

ardent expression of joy stands contrasted with the envious

feelings of John's disciples.— avrrj ovv r] x^pa, /c.r.A,.] ovv

infers the avTq from the application of the figure : tliis joy,

therefore, which is mine, viz. at the bridegroom's voice. —
ireirXrjpojrai,] has been fulfilled completely, so that nothing

more is wanting to it. The Baptist, with prophetic antici-

pation, sees, in the successful activity of Jesus, and in the

flocking of the people to Him, the already rising dawn of

the Messiah's kingdom (the beginning of the marriage). On
'TTeirXrjp. comp. xv. 11, xvi. 24, xvii. 13 ; 1 John i. 4.— heT\

as in ver. 14. This noble self-renunciation was based upon

the clear certainty which he had of the divine i^urpose.—
av^dveLv\vQ. influence and efficiency. — eXaTTOvaOai] the

counterpart of increase : to hecome less, Jer. xxx. 1 6 ; Symm.

;

2 Sam. iii. 1 ; Ecclus. xxxv. 23, al.; Thuc. ii. 62. 4; Theophr.

II. 'pl. vi. 8. 5 ; ^05e^\\\\s,Antt. vii. 1. 5. Comp. Plat. Leg. iii.

p. 681 A : av^avofxevcov e'/c rcov ekajTovoov.

Vv. 31, 32, down to ver. 35, is not the comment of the

evangelist (so Wetstein, Bengel, Kuinoel, Paulus, Olshausen,

Tholuck, Klee, Maier, Baumlein). Ver. 32, comp. with vv. 29,

30, seems to sanction the notion that it is ; but as no intimation

to this effect is given in the text, and as the thread of dis-

course proceeds uninterruptedly, and nothing in the subject-

matter is opposed to it, we may regard it as the continued

discourse of the Baptist, though elaborated in its whole style

and colouring by John,—not, however, to such an extent that

the evangelist's record passes almost entirely into a comment of

his own (Liicke, De Wette, comp. also Ewald), "VVe perceive how
the Baptist, as if with the mind of Jesus Himself, unveils

before his disciples, in the narrower circle of whom he speaks,

with the growing inspiration of the last prophet, the full

majesty of Jesus ; and therewith, as if with his swanlike song,

coinplctes his testimony before he vanishes from the history.^

Even the subsequent momentary perplexity (Matt, xi.) is

' It is self-evident, that all that is said in ver. 31 f. was intended to incite tlie

disciples of John to believe in Jesus, and to scare them from unbelief.
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psychologically not irreconcilable with this (see on i. 29), simply

because John was e'/c t?^? <yP]<;. But the Baptist, notwith-

standing his witness concerning Jesus, has not gone over to

Him, because the calling of forerunner had been once divinely

committed to him, and he felt that he must continue to fulfil

it so long as the Messianic kingdom was not yet established.

These remarks tell, at the same time, against the use which is

made of this passage to prove that the entire scene is unhistori-

cal (Strauss, Weisse, Eeuss, Scholten, following Bretschneider).

— o avcodev e'p;;^o/i.] He wJio comeih from above, i.e. Christ

(comp. ver. 13, viii. 23), whose coining, i.e. whose coming forth

from the divine glory in haman form as Messiah, is here

regarded as still in the course of its actual self-manifestation

(cf. viii. 14), and consequently as a joresent phenomenon, and

as not ended until it has been consummated in the establish-

ment of the kingdom.

—

•jravTcov] Masc. John means the

category as a whole to which Jesus belonged

—

all interpreters

of God, as is clear from what follows, vv. 31, 32.— 6 cov iic

T'rj<; 7^9] i-&- the Baptist, who, as an ordinary man, springs

from earth, not heaven.— e/c t^9 <yrj'i kari] as predicate de-

notes the nature conditioned by such an origin. He is of no

other kind or nature than that of one who springs from

earth ; though withal his divine mission (i. 6), in common with

all prophets, and specially his divinely conferred baptismal

vocation (Matt. xxi. 25, 26), remain intact. — kul gk t. 77)9

XaX-et] and he speaketh of the earth. His speech has not

heaven as its point of departure, like that of the Messiah,

who declares what He has seen in heaven (see ver. 32) ; but it

proceeds from the earth, so that he utters what has come to

his knowledge upon earth, and therefore under the limitation

of earthly conditions,—a limitation, however, which as little

excluded the reception of a revelation (i. 33 ; Luke iii. 2), as

it did in the case of the saints of the O. T., who likewise

were of earthly origin, nature, and speech, and afterwards e.g.

in that of the Apostle Paul.-^ The contents of the discourse

* The Fathers rightly perceived the relative character of this self-assertion.

EuthyTQius Zigabenus : vps rvyKjuffiv tZv vTip^uuM x'oyuv rov Xpiffrou. Hofmaun,

Schriftbew. IT. 1, p. 14, misapprehends this, supposing that this ver. 31 has no

reference to the Baptist.
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need not therefore relate merely to ra eirlyeia (iii. 12), as

Weisse thinks, but may also have reference to iirovpdvia, the

knowledge and promulgation of which, however, do not get

beyond the i/c fiepov; (1 Cor. xiii. 9 ff.). The expression ck

T'fj<; 7^9 XaX. must not be confounded with iic rov Koa-fxou

XaXeiv, 1 John iv. 5. — 6 e/c tov ovp. ipx-, k.t.X.^ A solemn

repetition of the first clause, linking on what follows, viz. the

antithesis still to be brought out, of the e/c t^? 7?59 \aXel.—

•

6 ecopaKe, Kol riKovae] i.e. during His pre-existence with God,

i. 15, 18, iii. 11. From it He possesses immediate knoivkdge

of divine truth,^ whose witness {jxaprvpeT) He accordingly is.

Note the interchange of tenses (Kiihner, II. p. 75).— tovto]

this and nothing else.— k. t. /xapr. avTov ovBel<i Xa/i/3.]

tragically related to what preceded, and introduced all the

more strikingly by the bare kul. Comp. i. 10, iii. 11. The

expression ovSel<; Xa/i/3. is the hyperbole of deep sorrow on

account of the small number of those—small in comparison of

the vast multitude of unbelievers—who receive His witness,

and whose fellowship accordingly constitutes the bride of the

marriage. John himself limits the ovhei<i by the following

o Xa^oiv, K.r.X. Comp. i. 10, 11, 12. The concourse of

hearers who came to Jesus (ver. 26), and the Baptist's joy

on account of His progress (vv. 29, 30), could not dim his

deep insight into the world's unbelief. Accordingly, his joy

(ver, 29) and grief (ver. 32) both forming a noble contrast to

the jealousy of his disciples (ver. 26).

Ver. 33. A^tov] placed before for emphasis : His witness,

correlative with the following 6 6e6<i. — eacppdyto-ev] has, by

this receiving, sealed, i.e. confirmed, ratified as an act. For this

figurative usage, see vi. 27 ; Eom. iv. 11, xv. 28 ; 1 Cor. ix. 2
;

2 Cor. i. 22 ; Eph. i. 13 ; Jacobs, ad AntJiol. ix. pp. 22, 144,

172.

—

ore 6 6€o<i dX7]9. iartv] In the reception of the

witness of Jesus there is manifested on man's part the practical

ratification of the truthfulness of God, the human " yea verily
"

' Decisive against Beyschlag, p. 96, who understands the words only of a pro-

phetic sight and hearing through the Spirit, is the antithesis with the Baptist

(who was yet himself a prophet), running through the whole context, as also

the Icravfu TiiivTav Xffr'tv, wMch rauks Jesus ahove the prophets. Comp. also Het.

xii. 25.
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in answer to tlie proposition " God is true," because Jesus (see

ver. 34) is the ambassador and interpreter of God. The non-

reception of that witness, whereby it is declared untrue, would

be a rejection of the divine truthfulness, the " nay" to that

proposition. Comp. 1 John v. 10, Eeference to 0. T. i^ro-

mises (Luthardt) is remote from the context.

Ver. 34. The first ^dp serves to state the reason for the

iacppdyiaev, otl, etc. ; the second, for the ra prjiiara t. 6eov

\a\et, so far, that is, as it would be doubtful, if God gave the

Spirit i/c /xerpov, whether what God's ambassador spoke was

a divine revelation or not ; it might in this case be wholly

or in part the word of man— ov yap diriar. 6 ^eo?] not a

general statement merely, appropriate to every prophet, but,

following ver. 31, to be taken more precisely as a definition

of a heavenly {avcoOev, Ik rod ovpavov) mission, and referring

strictly to Jesus. This the context demands. But the fol-

lowing ov yap €K pbirpov, K.r.\., must be taken as a general

statement, because there is no avrS. Commentators would

quite arbitrarily supply avrui^ so as to render it, not by

measure or limitation, hut ivitJiout measure and in complete

fulness, God gives the Holy Spirit to Christ. This supplement,

unsuitable in itself, should have been excluded by the present

hi^waiv, because we must regard Christ as possessing the Spirit

long hefore. The meaning of this general statement is rather

:

" He does not give the Spirit according to measure " (as if it

consequently were out of His power, or He were unwilling to

give the Spirit beyond a certain quantitative degree, deter-

mined by a definite measure) ; He proceeds herein indepen-

dently of any jxerpov, confined and limited by no restricting

standard. The way in which this is to be applied to Jesus

thus becomes plain, viz. that God must have endowed Him^
when He sent Him from heaven (ver. 31), in keeping with

His nature and destination, with the richest spiritual gifts,

namely, with the entire fulness of the Spirit {ttclv to ifkrjpwixa.

Col. i. 19), more richly, therefore, than prophets or any others;

—which He could not have done had He been fettered hj a

' The subterfuge of Hengstenberg is no better : "we must supply, in the case

before us. " See also Lange.

* «v yaf ft'iTfx Xoyua [or rather ^yivftaros] (fiifli Xoycf,—NonnUS,
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raccisure in tlie giving of the Spirit.^— Ik fierpov] Ik. used

of the rule. See Bernhardy, p. 230 ; comp. on 1 Cor. xii. 27.

Finally, the ov fyap e/c fierpov must not be regarded as pre-

senting a different view to ver. 32 (comp. Weiss, p. 269);

for the Spirit was in Christ the principle whereby He com-

municated (the XaXelv) to men that which He had beheld

with God. See on vi. 63, 64; Acts i. 2.

Ver. 35. A further description of the dignity of Christ.

The Father hath given iLiilimitecl 'povKr to His beloved Son.

— a^air.'] the ground of the hehooK.— iravra^ neut. and

without limitation. Falsely Kuinoel : omnes doctrinae suae

jiartcs (comp. Grotius: "omnia mysteria regni")! Nothing is

exempted from the Messianic '^ovaia, by virtue of which

Christ is KecpaXr] virep rrravra, Eph. i. 22, and iravTcov Kvpio<;,

Acts X. 36 ; comp. xiii. 3, xvii. 2 ; Matt. xi. 27; 1 Cor. xv.

27 ; Heb. ii. 8.— ev rfj x^'-P^''
civrov] Eesult of the direction

of the gift, a well-known constructio 'praegnans. Winer, p.

385 (E. T. p. 454).

Ver. 36. All the more weighty in their results are faith in

the Son and unbelief! Genuine prophetic conclusion to life

or death.— e;!^et ^. at.] " he has eternal life," i.e. the Messianic

tfur], which, in its temporal development, is already a 'present

possession ol the believer; see on vv. 15, 16. At the Second

Advent it will be completed and glorified ; and therefore the

antithesis ovk oyjreTaL ^wrjv, referring to the future aldiv, is

justified, because it presupposes the ovk e^^L ^.— aireiOoiv]

not :
" he who does not hclicve on the Son" (Luther and the

Fathers), but :
" he who is disobedient to the Son ;" yet, accord-

ing to the context, so far as the Son requires faith. Comp.

1 Hitzig, in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschr. 1859, p. 152 ff., taking the first half of

the verse as a general statement, applicable to every prophet, would read the

relative oS instead of ou, " according to the measure, that is, in which He gives

the Spirit." Considering the yap, this rendering is impossible.—Ewald and

Bruckner come nearest to our interpretation. B. Crusius and Ebrard (on

Olshausen) erroneously make ev a^itrr. x.t.x. the subject of S/S&«r;v (o ho; is

spurious, see the critical notes) ; but this yields a thought neither true in itself,

nor in keeping with the context. Godet puts an antithetical but purely im-

ported emphasis upon ^i^aa-iv : to other messengers of God the Spirit is not given,

but only lent by a " visite momentanee ;" but when God gives the Spirit, He does

so Avithout measure, and this took place on the first occasion at the baptism of

JesiLS. This is exegetical poetizing.
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Acts xiv. 2, xix. 9 ; Eom. xi. 30 ; 'Fvitzsclie, ad Bom. 1. p. 17.

Contrasted herewith is the viraKor) 7rl<TTea}<;, Kom. i. 5. — y
opyi]] not punishment, but wrath, as the necessary emotion of

holiness; see on Eom. i. 18; Eph. ii. 3; Matt, iii, 7.

—

/xeveLJ because unreconciled, inasmuch as that which appro-

priates reconciliation, ie. faith (iii. 16), is rejected; comp. ix. 41.

This /xiveL (it is not termed ep^erai) implies that the person

who rejects faith is still in a moral condition which is subject

to the divine wrath,—a state of subjection to wrath, which,

instead of being removed by faith, ahides upon him through his

unbelief. The wrath, therefore, is not first awakened by the

refusal to believe (Eitschl, de ira Dei, pp. 18, 19 ; Godet),

but is already there, and through that refusal remains.^

"Whether or not this wrath rests upon the man from his hirth

(Augustine; Thomasius, Chr. Pers. u. Werk, I. p. 289), this

text gives no information. See on Eph. ii. 3.— That the

Bafpiist could already speak after this manner, is evident from

chap. i. 29.— e7r' avr6v\ as in i. 32, 33.

This is also against Hengstenberg. But certainly the fn^ivu must, according

to the context, be an eternal abiding, if the israxaii xiaiiui never occurs.
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CHAP TEE IV.

Ver. 3, TccX/v] wanting in A. and many other Uncials and

Cursives, Syr. p. Pers. p. Or. Chrys. It is found, indeed, in B.

(in the margin) C. D. L. M. T''. N., but was probably added to

denote the return.— Ver. 5. ol"] Elz. Tisch. o, against C* D. L.

M. S. Curss. Chrys., an inelegant correction.— Ver. 6. uei'i]

Lach. Tisch. read ug, for which the testimonies are decisive.

—

Vv. 7-10. For 'iriih, Tisch. foU. B.* C* D. N.* reads ^aTi/, for ^^.^a^

which also -ttTv occurs. mTv is to be adopted on account of the

preponderating testimony.— Ver. 14. The words oh i^ri
—husu

a-jrw are wanting in C* Curss. and some Verss. and Fathers,

even Or. ; bracketed by Lach. The testimonies are too weak
to warrant our striking them out, and how easily might their

omission have occurred through o/Ao/orsXsur. !— For bi-^neri Lach.

and Tisch. read bf^rieu, following preponderating evidence. But
the Future seems to be connected with an early omission of (li]

(which we still find in D.).— Ver. 15. sp^w/*"'] the Indicative

ipyjaiMoct or biip-xpi-hai (so Tisch.) is bad Gk., and has witnesses

enough against it (A, C. D. U. V. A. ; even K.*, which has dnp^u-

fiai) to be regarded as a transcriber's error; comp. xvii. 3.

—

Ver. 16. 6 'iriffoZgis wanting in B. C* Heracl. Or. ; an addition.

The position cou rhv civ d pa (Tisch.) is too weakly attested by
B. Curss. Or. (three times) Chrys.— Ver. 21. yvvai, vidTivsov

[10 i\ Lach.: 7. •zr/Vrsus /i. ; Tisch.: -fflarBus /j,. y. Amid manifold

diversities of testimony the last must be adopted as the best

authenticated, by B. C* L. s. Ver. Sahid. Heracl. Or. Ath. Cyr.

Chrys. Hilar.—Ver. 27. For l^aujU-a^ovElz. has j^ai^tiaffcci', against

decisive testimony.— Ver. 30. After e^/jx^ov Elz. has oSi/, against

decisive testimony. Added for the purpose of connection, instead

of which h\ also occurs, and C. D. Verss. have %al before Jg^>Jov,

and accordingly Lachm. puts this xa/ in brackets.— Ver. 34.

cro/Si] B. C. D. K. L. T^ n. Cursives, Clem. Heracl. Or. Cyr.

Chrys. : to/jj^w ; recommended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm.

;

a co-ordination with what follows.— Ver. 35. For nrpdfMrivo;

'Elz. has Tirpd/MTtVov, against almost all the Uncials. A clumsy
emendation.- Comp. Heb. xi. 23. — Ver. 36. Before 6 hpit,.

Elz. has Tiai (bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch.), condemned
by B. C* D. L. T^ N. Cursives, Verss. and Fathers. Through
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the very ancient variation, wliich joins -^dvi either with what
follows (A. C. D. Cyr.) or with what precedes (Or.), the insertion

of xa/ is the result of the latter mode of connection. If za!

were genuine, neither of the two constructions would have
prompted its omission.— Ver. 42. After xoff,aou Elz. has 6 Xpis-

Tog, which Lachm. Tisch., following important witnesses, have
deleted as an exegetical addition. — Ver. 43. -/.a! dT^x^ex]
wanting in B. C. D. T^ N. Cursives, Codd. It. Copt. Or. Cyf.

Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. ; supplementing addition

after ver. 3, not in keeping with John's mode of expression.—
Ver. 45. Instead of d we must adopt om, with Lachm. Tisch.,

following A. B. C. L. Cursives, Or. Cyr. Chrys. As the concep-

tion expressed by osa is already in -zavra, a would seem more
appropriate, which therefore we find in vv. 29, 39, in Codd.

—

Ver. 46. After olv Elz. has 6 'ijjffoDs, which is altogether wanting
in important witnesses, and in others stands after ordX/v (so

Scholz), A common addition.— Ver. 47. abrov after rip. is

wanting in B. C. D. L. T**. N. Cursives, Verss. Or. Aug. Bracketed
by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. Supplementary.— Ver. 50. w]

Lachm. Tisch., following A. B. C. L. N'.**, read Sv. An unskilful

emendation.— Ver. 51. d'Trrivryigav] B. C. D. K, L. N. Cursives:

lirrtvrrieav. So Lachm. and Tisch. ; rightly, for John elsewhere

always has v'xavr. (xi. 20, 30, xii. 18).— 6 tk/'s ccv\ Lachm.
Tisch. : 6 t. a-oroZ, upon such weighty evidence that the received

reading must be regarded as a mechanical alteration in imita-

tion of ver. 50.— Ver, 52. Instead of %^sc, we must, with
Lachm. and Tisch., following the majority of Codd., adopt £%^£$.

Vv. 1—3. '/29 ovv eyvco, k.t.X^ ovv, igitur, namely, in

consequence of the concourse of people who flocked to Him,

and which had been previously mentioned. Considering this

concourse. He could not fail to come to know (eyvo), not

supernatural knowledge, but comp. ver. 53, v. 6, xi. 57, xii. 9)

that it had reached the ears of the Pharisees, how He, etc.

This prompted Him, however, to withdraw to Galilee, lohcre

their hostility would not he so directly aroused and cherished as

in Judaea, the headquarters of the hierarchy. To surrender

Himself to them before the time, before His hour arrived, and

the vocation of which He was conscious had been fulfilled, was

opposed to His consciousness of the divine arrangements and

the object of His mission. He contented himself, therefore, for

the 'present with the interest which He had already excited in

Judaea on behalf of His work, and withdrew, for the time being,
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to His own less esteemed country.* As to tLe date of this

return, see ver. 35; it is an arbitrary invention to say (Lange,

L. J. II. p. 515), that upon leaving Judaea He, gave, up laptizing

because John's imprisonment (?) brought a ban of uncleanness

upon Israel (515 sq.). The performance of baptism must be

supposed as taking place subsequent to this, when conver-

sions are spoken of (e.g. ver. 53), comp. iii. 5 ; and Matt, xxviii.

19 does not contain a wholly ncio command to baptize, but

its completion and extension to all times and nations.— ol

^apia?^ It is only this party, the most powerful and most

dangerous of the Jewish sects, that is still named by John, the

evangelist who had become furthest removed from Judaism.—
OTL 'Ir)aov<;, /c.t.X.] a w?'&a^m repetition of the report ; hence

the name (1 Cor. xi. 23), and the present tenses. Comp. Gal. i.

23.— ^ ^I(odvv7j<i] whom they had moreover less to fear, on

account of his legal standpoint, and his declarations in i. 19 ff.,

than Jesus, whose appearance was in Jerusalem at once so

reformatory, miraculous, and rich in results, and who was

so ominously attested by John.— Ver. 2 is not to be put

in a parenthesis, for the construction is not interrupted.—
Kalrot, 7e] qiianqiiam qiiidem,and yet ; see Baeumlein, Pcw'^z'/j.

p. 245 ff. ; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 654 f. The thing is thus

expressed, because "semper is dicitur facere, cui praemini-

^ According to Hofmann, Schrlftbew. II. 1, p. 168 f., wliom Liclitenstein fol-

lows, Jesus withdrew, because He was apprehensive lest what had come to the

Pharisees' ears sliould be made use of by them to throw suspicion on the Baptist.

But this is all tlie less credible, when we remember that Jesus certainly, as well

as John himself (iii. 30), knew it to be a divine necessity that He should increase

and the Baptist decrease, and therefore would hardly determine his movements

by considerations of the kind supposed. He could more effectually have met

any siich suspicions, by testifying on behalf of the noble Baptist in the neigh-

bourhood where he was, tlian by withdrawing from the scene. No ; Jesus went

out of the way of the danger that threatened Himself, and which He knew it

was not yet time for Him to expose Himself to ; comp. vii. 1, x. 40, xi. 54.

Nonnus : ipsuywv Xwo-irav avrtrro)/ axnXnToiv ^apitrxiajv. Still, however, we must

not, with Hengstenberg and most others, suppose that this retirement to Galileo

aross from the fact that John had already fallen a prey to pharisalc persecution,

and that Jesus had all the more reason to apprehend this persecution. There is

no hint whatever of the supposed fact that the Pharisees had delivered John

over to Herod. This explanation is based merely upon an attempt at har-

monizing, in order to make this journey tack to Galilee the same with that

muued in Matt. iv. 12. See on iii. 24.
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stratur," Tertullian. A pretext for this lay in the fact that

John did himself baptize. But why did not Jesus Himself

"baptize ? Not because it was incumbent on Him only to

preach (1 Cor. i, 17); there must have been a principle

underlying His not baptizing, seeing that John, without

limitation, made it so prominent (against Thomas, Lyra,

Maldonatus, and most) ; not, again, because He must have

haptizcd unto Himself (so already Tertull. de hapt. 11), for He
could have done this ; not even for the clear preservation of

the truth :
" that it is He who baptizes all down to the pre-

sent day" (Hengstenberg), an arbitrarily invented abstraction,

and quite foreign even to the IST. T. Nonnus hits upon the

true reason: ov <yap ava^ ^aTrn^ev ev vSaTt. Bengel well

says: "baptizare actio ministralis, Acts x. 48, 1 Cor, i. 17;
Johannes minister sua manu baptizavit, discipuli ejus ut

videtur neminem, at Christus baptizat Spiritu sancto" which

the disciples had not power to do until afterwards (vii. 39).

Comp. Ewald. For the rest, ver. 2 does not contain a cor-

rection of himself by the evangelist (Hengstenberg and early

expositors),—for we must not omit to ask why he should not

at once have expressed himself correctly,—but, on the contrary,

a correction of the form of the rumour mentioned in ver. 1.

Comp. iii. 26. Nonnus : iT'^rv/xo^; ov TriXt ^rjiJirj. In this

consists the historical interest of the observation (against Baur

and Hilgenfeld), which we are not to regard as an unhistorical

consequence of transporting Christian baptism back to the

time of Jesus.

Vv. 4, 5. "Ehei] from the geographical ptosition ; and hence

the usual way for Galilaean travellers lay through Samaria

(Josephus, Antt. xx. 6. 1), unless one chose to pass through Perea

to avoid the hated land, which Jesus has at present no occasion

to do. Comp. Luke ix. 52.— et? ttoXlv] toioards a city (not

into, ver. 28 ff.). Comp. Matt. xxi. 1 ; see Fritzsche, ad Marc.

p. 81. — 2'y%«p] (not Xi'xap, as Elz. has, against the best

witnesses) is, according to the usual opinion,—though, indeed,

the Xeyofxevrjv, comp. xi. 54, pointing to an unknown place,

does not tally with it,—the same town as that called ni3C' (LXX.

Hv^efji, comp. Acts vii. 1 6 ; also ^LKi/xa, comp. Josephus) in

Gen. xxxiii. 18, Josh. xx. 7, Judg. ix. 7, ct ah; after the
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time of Christ, however, called Neapolis (Joseph. Bell. iv. 8. 1),

and now Nallus. See Crome, Beschreih. von Pal. I, p. 102 ff.

;

Ptobinson, III. 336 ; Eosen, in the Zeitschr. d. morgenl. GesellscJi.

1860, p. 634 ff. Upon the remnant of the Samaritans still

in this town, see Eogers on the Modern Samaritans, London

1855 ; Barges, les Samaritains de Naplouse, Paris 1855. The

name Xv^dp,^ which Credner quite arbitrarily tries to refer to

a mere error in transcription, was accordingly a corruption of

the old name, perhaps intentional, though it had come into

ordinary use, and signifying drunken toivn (according to Isa.

xxviii. 1), or town of lies, or heathen town, after Hab. iii. 18
("i;?.^). Eeland takes the former view, Lightfoot and Hengsten-

berg the latter, Hengstenberg supposing that John himself made
the alteration in order to describe the lying character of the

Samaritans—quite against the simplicity of the narrative in

general, and the express Xejo/xivrjv in particular. This Xejofx.,

and the difference in the name, as well as the following ttX?;-

(Tiov, etc., and ver. 7, suggest the opinion that Sychar was a

distinct town in the neighbourhood of Sychem (Hug, Luthardt,

Lichtenstein, Ewald, Bruckner, Baeiimlein). See especially

Delitzsch, in Guericke's Zuth. Zeitschr. 1856, p. 244 ff; Ewald,

Jahrh. VIII. 255 ff., and in his Johann. Schr. I. 181. The
name may still be discovered in the modern al Ashar, east of

Xablus. Schenkel still sees here an error of a Gentile-Christian

author.— The ywplov belonged to Sychem (Gen. xxxiii. 19,

xlviii. 22, LXX. Josh. xxiv. 32),^ but must have lain in the

direction of Sychar.— ttXt^ctioi/] the town lay in the neigh-

bourhood of the iield, etc. Here only in the N. T., very often

in the classics, as a sim'ple adverb.

Ver. 6. Ili^ryr) rov 'laKto^l a spring-well (ver. 11), the

maldng of which tradition ascribed to Jacob. It is stiU in

existence, and regarded with reverence, though there is no

spring-water in it. See Eobinson, III. p. 3 3 ; Eitter, XVI. 634.

The ancient sacredness of the spot made it all the more worthy

of being specially noted by John. — oyrm?] thus, without

' Concerning the Talmudic name "131D, see "Wieseler, Synopse, p. 256 ff.

2 The LXX. in Gen. xlviii. 22 render 03^ by I'lKifia, the error being that they
took the Hebrew word directly as a name, whereas it is only an allusion to the
town Sichem.
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further ado, just as JTe was, without any ceremony or prepara-

tion, " ut locus se obtulerat," Grotius ; a7rXco<? to? €7V')(e, Chry-

sostom. See Ast, Lex. Plat. II. p. 495; Nagelsbach, s. Ilias,

p. 63, ed. 3. The rendering " tired as He was" (Erasmus, Beza,

Winer, Hengstenberg), so that the preceding participle is

repeated in meaning (see Bornemann in Boscnmuller''s Rep. II.

p. 246 if., Ast, I.e.; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Protag. p. 314 C),

would require the oyro;? to be plaeed hcfore, as in Acts xxvii.

17, XX. 11.— eVt T^ "^Vlfi] *^ ihe well, denoting immediate

proximity to it, ver. 2; Mark xiii. 29; Ex. ii. 15. See

Bernhardy, p. 249; Eeisig, ad Oed. Col. 281; EUendt, Zca'.

Soph. I. 541.— (cpa . . . €KTr]] noon, mid-day; Bl'^lo<; (opt],

Nonnus. Here again we have not the Roman reckoning

(see on i. 40), though the evening-^ was the more usual time

for drawing water. Still we must not suj)pose that, because the

time was unusual, it was intended thereby that Jesus might

Ivuow, in connection therewith, " that the woman was given Him
of the Father" (Luthardt, p. 80). Jesus knew that, indepen-

dently of the hour. But Johoi could never forget the hour, so

important in its issues, of this first preaching to the Samaritan

woman, and therefore he names it. Comp. i. 40.

Vv. 7-9. Fwr) €K T. ^afxap."] to be taken as one desig-

nation, a Samaritan-woman. John gives prominence to the

country to which she belonged, to prepare the way for the

characteristic features of the following interview. It is not

the town two miles distant (Schaste) that is meant, but the

country.— avrX^aai vhwp'] The modern Nablus lies half

an hour distant from the southern well, and has many wells

of its own close by ; see Eobinson, III. 333. It is therefore all

the more probable that Sychar, out of which the woman came,^

was a separate town. As to the forms ireiv and irlv (so Jacobs,

Del. epigr. vi. 78), see Herm. Herodian. § 47; Buttmanu, K.

' If it had been six o'clock in tlie evening (as even Isenberg in the Luther.

Ze'dschr. 1868, p. 454 ff., maintains, for the sakeof xix. 14), how much too short

would the remainder of the day be for aU that follows down to ver. 40 ! AVe

must allow a much longer time, in particular, for vv. 28- 30, and yet ver. 35 still

presupposes bright daylight.

* That, considering the sacred character of the water, she did not hesitate about

the distance of the well from Sychem (Hengstenberg), is without any hint in the

text.
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T. Gr. p. 5 8 [E. T. p. 6 6], who prefers tuv, tliougli this is

regarded by Fritzsche {de conform. Lachm. p. 27) as the mis-

take of a copyist. As to the phrase SlScoixc Tnelv, without any

object expressed^ see Kriiger, § 55. 3. 21. It is an arbitrary

supposition in itself, to imagine, as Hengstenberg does, that

this " Give me to drink" had underlying it " a spiritual sense,"

" Give me spiritual refreshment (by thy conversion)," and is

opposed to ver. 8, which by no means gives a general reason

why Jesus entered into conversation with the woman ; for He
might have done this in the apostles' presence, though, ac-

cording to Hengstenberg, He must have sent them away (all

excepting John^), on purpose to have an undisturbed interview

with the woman. All this is mere imagination. — Ver. 8.

7a/j] The reason why he asked the services of the woman;
the disciples, whose services he would otherwise have claimed,

were absent.— iva Tpo(j)a<; ayop.^ According to later tradition

(" Samaritanis panem comedere aut vinum bibere prohibitum

est," Easchi, ad Sola. 515), this would not have been allowed.

But the separation could not have been so distinctly marked
at that time, especially as to commercial dealings and inter-

course with the Galileans, since their road lay through Samaria.

Jesus, moreover, .was raised above these hostile divisions which

existed among the people (Luke ix. 52).— Ver. 9. The woman
recognised that Jesus was a Jew by His language, and not by
His accent merely.— ttw?] qui fit ut. The words of the

woman indicate the pert feminine caprice of national feeling.

There is no ground whatever for supposing (Hengstenberg)

that the woman had at this stage any presentiment that He
who addressed her was any other than an ordinary Jew. — ov

yap, K.T.X.] not a parenthesis, but the words of the evangelist.

-—Jews with Samaritans, without the article.

Ver. 10. Jesus certainly recognised at once the sicsceptihilitg

of the woman
; allowing, therefore. His own need to stand in

abeyance. He began the conversation, which was sufficiently

striking to excite at once the full interest of her sanguine

temperament, though at the outset this interest was nothing

• Who must, according to Godet also, have remained with Him. A gratui-

tous addition, made for the purpose of securing a guarantee for the accuracy of

the narrative.
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but feminine curiosity.— rrjv Bwp. r. 6eov] the gift of God,

wliicli you may now partake of by conversation with me.

Not certainly the person of Jesus Himself (the Greek Fathers,

Erasmus, Beza, and most others, even Hengstenberg and

Godet), to which he refers only as the discourse advances

with the /cat of closer definition.— a-v av 7]rr)aa<i] thou

wouldcst have prayed Him {i.e. to give you to drink), and He
vjould have, etc. Observe the emphatic av (the request would

have come from you),— vBcop ^wv] The woman takes this

to mean spring-water, C^n ^)ip. Gen. xxvi. 19, Lev. xiv. 5,

Jer. ii. 13, as opposed to water in a cistern. Comp. vivi fontcs

and the like among the Eomans ; see Wetstein. Christ does

indeed mean spring-water, but, as in vii. 38, in a spiritual

sense (comp. ver. 14), namely, God's graee and truth (i. 14),

which He, who is the possessor of them, communicates by His

word out of His fulness, and which in its living, regenerating,

and, for the satisfying of spiritual need, ever freshly ef&cacious

power, is typified by water from the spring. Comp. analogous

passages, Ecclus, xv. 3, xxiv. 21; Baruch iii. 12; Buxtorf,

Lex. Talm. p. 2298. He does not mean Himself, His own

life (Olshausen, Godet, following Epiphanius and most others),

in the same manner as He speaks of Himself as the bread of

life, vi. 3 5, for this is not indicated in any part of the present

colloquy; nor does He mean faith (iii. 15), as Liicke thinks,

nor the Spirit (Calovius, Baumgarten Crusius, Luthardt, Hof-

mann), the gift of which follows the communication of the

living water. Any reference to laptism (Justin, Cyprian,

Ambrose, and most others) is quite remote from the text.

Calvin is substantially right when he sees typified totam

renovationis gratiam.

Vv. 11, 12, "Thou canst not mean the spring-water here

in this well
;
you could not give this to me, for thou hast no

bucket,^ which is needed on account of the depth of the well

;

tohence hast thou, therefore, the spring-water you speak of?"—
' ayrXn/aa, elsewhere the drawing of water, is used in the sense of luxustrum.

Nonnus explains it xaSav XxxvirTrifa {a bucket to draw water).—The woman had

with her a llpia, ver. 28 (comp. ii. 6), but she must also have had an avrXit/aa,

provided with a long handle or rope to draw the water up, or at least some con-

trivance for letting down the u^pix itself.
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Kvpie] The Ti9 ia-TLv 6 \eycov aoi, etc., ver. 10, has given

the woman a momentary feeling of respect, not unmixed with

irony.

—

ovre followed by kuI is rare, 3 John 10 ; see Winer,

p. 460 [E. T. p. 619]; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 222; Klotz,

ad Devar. 714.— fir) av /uuel^cov, k.t.X] Notice the emphatic

av coming first :
" tJwu surely art not greater," etc. ;

" tJioic dost

not look like that !" Comp. viii. 53.— fxet^cov] i.e. more able,

in a position to give what is better. By him was the well

given us, and for him it was good enough for him and his

to drink from
;
yet thou speakest as if thou hadst another and

a better spring of water ! The woman dwells upon the enig-

matical word of Christ at first, just as Mcodemus did, iii. 4,

but with more cleverness and vivacity, at the same time more

pertly, and with feminine loquacity.— rov iraTpo'i 'qfiavl

for the Samaritans traced their descent back to Joseph.

Josephus, Antt. vii. 7. 3, viii. 14. 3, xi. 8. 6. They certainly

were not of purely heathen origin (Hengstenberg) ; see Keil

on 2 Kings xvii. 24 ; Petermann in Rerzog's Encyhl. XIII. 367.

— 09 eScoKcv, K.T.X] a Samaritan tradition, not derived from

the 0. T.— Kal avTO';, k.t.X."] koI is simply and, neither for

Koi 09, nor and indeed. The OpififiuTa are the cattle (Plato,

Polit. p. 2 6 1 A ; Xen. Oec. xx. 23; Ages. ix. 6 ; Herodian.

iii. 9. 17; Josephus, Antt. vii. 7. 3), not servants (Majus,

Kypke),^ whom there was no need specially to name ; the

mention of the herds completes the picture of their nomadic

progenitor.

—

-rb vBap ro ^mv] which thou hast to give;

ver. 10.

Vv. 13, 14. Not an explanation, but (comp. iii. 5) a carry-

ing out of the metaphor, to lead the woman nearer to its

higher import.— rov rov] referring to the well.— ov fMrj

Stylr. et9 T. aloiva] '^ will certainly not thirst for ever"

antithesis to fleeting bodily refreshment, ver. 13. Comp.

vi. 34. That heavenly grace and truth which Christ communi-

cates, when received hy faith into the inner life, for ever supplies

what we need in order to salvation, so that the lack of this

^ The word, the general meaning of which is quicquid enutrifMr, is found on

inscriptions as applied to slaves ; it is used of childre7i likewise in the classics

(Valck. Diatr. p. 249), as in Soph. Phil. 243 ; comp. Oed. Hex, 1143. It does

not occur in the LXX. or Apocrypha.
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satisfaction is never felt, because the supply is always tliere.

Bengel admirably remarks :
" Sane aqua iUa, quantum in se

est, perennem habet virtutem ; et ubi sitis recurrit, hominis

non aquae defectus est." The expression in Ecclus. xxiv. 2 :

01 irtvovri'i fie (Wisdom) eVt Sc-^/jaova-i, rests upon a different

view of the continuity of enjoyment, namely, that of the in-

dividual moments passing in the continual alternation of desire

and satisfaction, and not of the unity which they make up,

and of their condition as a whole.— ryevrjaerai iv avrw,

K.T.X] the positive effect following the negative (and hence

TO vBcop o SdocTQ) avT(p is emphatically repeated) : divine grace

and truth appropriated hy faith will so energetically develope

their life in him in inexhaustible fulness, that its full impelling

power endures unto eternal Messianic life. Upon his entrance

into the Messiah's kingdom (comp. iii. 3, 5), the man takes

along with him this inner living power of divine %apt9 koX

a\i]9eia, vi. 27.— aWeaOat eh, to spring up into, often also

in the classics (Hom. II. a. 537 ; Xen. Mem. i. 3. 9), but

with reference to ivater here only. A Greek would say irpopelv

eh ; still the word in the text is stronger and more vivid.

The ^WT] alcov. is conceived of locally, in keeping with the

comparison of a widespreading spring ; to render et9 "reaching

to everlasting life " (B. Crusius, Luthardt, Bruckner, Ewald),

arbitrarily lets go the concrete comparison, one of the main

features in which is endless power of springing up. This

description of the well springing up into everlasting life is the

finishing touch of the picture. On el<i f. ai, see ver. 36.

Vv. 15, 16. The woman as yet having no apprehension of

the higher meaning of the water spoken of (against B. Crusius,

Lange), yet being in some degree perplexed, asks, not in irony,

as Lightfoot and Tholuck think, but sincerely, for this wonder-

ful water, which at any rate must be of great use to her.

—

Jesus breaks off suddenly, and commences, by a seemingly

unimportant request, " Call thy husband," to lay hold of the

woman in her inner life, so that the beginnings of faith in

Him might he connected with His super7iatural knowledge of

her pecidiar moral relations. This process must be accom-

panied with the awakening in her of a sense of quilt (see ver.

29), and thus pave the way for /xerdvoia; and who dare deny
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that, besides the immediate object, this may have been in-

cluded in the purposes of Jesus ? though He does not directly

rebuke, but leaves the feeling to operate of itself (against

Strauss and most others).— (^dovrjo: r. dvBpa aov] We are

not to ask here what the husband was to do (Chrysostom,

Euthymius Zigabenus :
" that he might partake with her of

the gift of salvation that was before her ; " so also Liicke)
;

because the command was only an apparent one, not seriously

intended, for Jesus hncw the relations of the woman, and did

not merely discover His prophetic gift by the answer she gave,

as Liicke and Godet quite gratuitously assume. The t. dvBpa

aov was the so7^e spot where the healing was to begin. Accord-

ing to Lange, Z. J. II. p. 5 3 f., it would have been unseemly

if Jesus, now that the woman showed a willingness to become

His disciple (?), had continued to converse longer with her in

her husband's absence ; His desire, therefore, was in keeping
" with the highest and finest sense of social propriety." But

the husband was nothing more than a yaramour !— e\6e\ in

the sense of come lack, as the context shows. See Horn. Od. a.

408, 13. 30; Xen. Anal. ii. 1. 1, v. 1. 4 ; Baruch iv. 37;
Tobit i. 18 ; Heind. ad Flat. Prot. p. 310 C. Comp. xiv. 18

;

Luke xix. 13.

Vv. 17, 18. The woman is taken alack; her light, naive,

bantering manner is now completely gone, and she quickly

seeks to shun the sensitive point with the answer, true only

in words, ovic e^f^ dvSpa; but Jesus goes deeper still.

—

Ka\o)^] rightly, truly; viii. 48; Matt. xv. 7; Luke xx. 39.

Hoiv far truly, what follows shows,—namely, only relatively,

and therefore the approval is only apparent, and in some

degree ironical.— dvBpa ovk ex^^ " ^ husband I have not
;

"

as it is the conception of avi'jp which Jesus has to emphasize,

it stands first.— irevre r^ap, k.t.X.'] It is doubtful whether

she really had five successive husbands, from whom she had

been separated either by death or by divorce, or whether

Jesus included paramours, using dvSpa<; in a varying sense

according to the varying subjects ; or whether, again. He meant
that all five were scortatorcs (Chrysostom, Maldonatus, and

most others). The first supposition is to be adopted, because

the present man, who is not her husband, stands in contrast
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with tlic former husbands. She had been therefore five times

married {such a history had akeady seared her conscience, ver.

29 ; how ? is not stated), and now she was either a widow or

a divorced wife, and had a paramour (vodov aKOirrju, Nonnus),

who lived with her as a husband, but really tuas not her

husband (hence the ov/c ean is emphatically put first). To
interpret the story of the five husbands as a whole as a spn-

holical Idstory of the Samaritan nation (according to 2 Kings

xvii. 24 ff. ; Josephus, -^71^;;!. ix. 14. 3 : irevre edvr) . . , eKaarov

'iSiov 6eov eh Sa/xap. Ko/xLo-avre'i), either as a divinely intended

coincidence (Hengstenberg, Kostlin, comp. Baumgarten and

Scholten), or as a type in the mind of the evangelist (Weiz-

sacker, p. 387), so that the symbolic meaning excludes any

actual fact (Keim, Gesch. J. p. 116), cr again as fiction (B.

Bauer), whose mythical basis was that history (Strauss), is

totally destitute of any historical warrant. Tor the man
whom the woman now had must, symbolically understood,

represent Jehovah ; and He had been the God of the Samari-

tans before the introduction of false gods, and therefore it

would have been more correct to speak of six husbands

(Heracleon actually read e^). But how incredible is it, that

Jesus would represent Jehovah under the similitude of a

'paramour (for the woman was now living in conculinagc),

and the " fivefold heathenism " of the nation under the

type of real marriages !— For the rest, the knowledge which

Jesus had of the woman's circumstances was immediate and

suvernatural. To assume that He had ascertained her history

from others (Paulus, Ammon), is opposed to the Johannean

view ; while the notion that the disciples introduced into the

history what they afterwards discovered (Schweizer, p. 139)

is psychologically groundless, if once we admit that Jesus

possessed a knowledge of the moral state of others (and here

we have not merely a knowledge of outward circumstances,

—

against De Wette) beyond that attainable by ordinary means.-^

Lange invents the strange and unnecessary (ii. 24 f) addition,

that " the psychical effects produced by the five husbands

upon the woman were traceable in her manner and mien, and

' "We must not therefore suppose, as Ewald does, that Jesns named simplj' a

round number of husbands, which in a wonderful manner turned out to be right.
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these were recognised by Jesus,"— a\r]di<i1 as somdJiing true.

See Winer, p. 433 [E. T. p. 582]. Comp. Plato, Gorg. p.

493 D: rovT aXrjOiarepov etprjKa^ , Soph. Fhil. 909 ; Lucian,

D. M. vi. 3; Tim. 20.

Vv. 19, 20. The woman now discerns in Jesus the man of

God endowed with higher knowledge, a loroyhd} and puts to

Him accordingly—perhaps also to leave no further room for

the unpleasant mention of the circumstances of her life which

had been thus unveiled—the national religious question ever in

dispute : a question which does not, indeed, imply a presenti-

ment of the superiority of the Jews' religion (Ewald), but one,

the decision of which might be expected from such a 'gro'plid

as she now deemed Him to be. The great national interest

in this question (see Josephus, Antt. xiii. 3. 4) is sufficient to

remove any apparent improbability attaching to it as coming

from the lips of this morally frivolous woman (against Strauss,

B. Bauer). Luthardt thinks that she now wished to go in

prayer for the forgiveness of her sins to the holy place ap-

pointed, and only desires to know where ? on Gerizim or in

Jerusalem. But she has not arrived at this stage yet ; she

does not give any intimation of this, she does not call the

place a place of expiation (this also against Lange) ; and Jesus,

in His answer, gives no hint to that effect. Her seeking after

religious information is still theoretical merely, laying hold

upon a matter of popular controversy, naive, without any depth

of personal anxiety, as also without any thought about the

fundamental difference between the two nations, which Heng-

stenberg attributes to her as a representative of the Samari-

tans, one who first wished to remove the stumbling;-block

between the nations; see ver. 25.— Oewpw] irepKJKoiretTai

Kol 6avfxa.^€c, Chrysostom.— ol Traripe^ ^yn.] As L'/iei? stands

opposed, we must not go back to Ahraham and Jaeoh (accord-

ing to a tradition based upon Gen. xii. 6 ff., xiii. 4, xxxiii. 20),

as Chrysostom, Euthymius Zigabenus, and many others, even

Kuinoel and Baumgarten Crusius, do ; we must simply take

the reference to be to the ancestors of the Samaritans as far

back as the building ol the temple on Mount Gerizim in the

' Comp. 1 Sam. ix. 9 ; in Greek and Latin -nTiters : Horn. 11. i. 70 ; IlesioJ,

Tlieorj. 38 ; Virgil, Georg. iv. 392 ; JIacrobius, Sat. i. 20. 5.
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time of Neliemiah. — iv tw opei rovTui] pointing to Gerizim,

between which and Ebal the town of Sychem (and Sychar)

lay. The temple there had abeady been destroyed by John

Hyrcanus ; but the site itself, which Moses had already fixed

as that wherein the blessings of the law were to be spoken

(Dent. xi. 29, xxvii. 12, 13), was still held sacred by the

people (comp. Josephus, Antt. xviii. 4. 1 ; Bell. iii. 7. 32),

especially also on account of Deut. xxvii. 4 (where the Sama-

ritan text has D''inj instead of hy^V), and is so even at the

present day. See Eobinson, III. p. 319 ff. ; Eitter, Erdk.

XVI. p. 638 fP. ; Abulfathi, Anndb. Samar. arab. ed., ed.

Vilmar, 1865, Proleg. 4. Concerning the ruins on the top

of the mountain, see especially Barges, as before, p. 107 ff.

Ver. 21. Jesus decides neither for the one place nor for

the other ; nor, on the other hand, does He pronounce both

wrong (B. Crusius) ; but now that His aim is to give her the

living Avater, divine grace and truth, He rises to the higher

point of view of the future, whence both the local centres and

limitations of God's true worship disaj^jyear ; and the question

itself no longer arises, because with the triumph of His work

all outward localizing of God's worship comes to an end, not

indeed absolutely, but as fettering the freedom of the outward

service.— rrpoaKwrja.'] As spoken to the w^oman, this refers

not to mankind generally (Godet), nor to the Israelites of loth

forms of religion (Hilgenfeld, comp. Hengstenberg), but to the

future conversion of the Samaritans, who thus would be freed

from the ritual on Mount Gerizim (which is therefore named

first), but were not to be brought to the ritual in Jerusalem,

and therefore eV 'lepoaoX. has its warrant with reference to

the Samaritans (against Hilgenfeld in the TJicol. Jahrh. 1857,

p 517; and in his Zeitschr. 1863, p. 103). The divine

ordainment of the temple service was educational. Christ

was its aim and eoid, its TrXi^pcoa-a; the modern doctrine of

the re-establishing of Jerusalem in its grandeur is a chiliastic

dream (see Eom. xi. 27, note).— roJ Trarpt] spoken from the

standing-point of the future converts, to whom God, through

their faith in the Eeconciler, would be Father ;
" Tacite novi

foederis suavitatem innuit," Grotius.

Ver. 22. Jesus has answered the question as to the where
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of worsliip ; lie now turns, unasked, to the oljcd of worsliip,

and in this He pronounces in favour of the Jews. The chain

of thought is not :
" as matters now stand," and so on (Liicke

and most others) ; such a change of time must have been in-

dicated.— ovK o'lhare] ye worslii'p ivlmt ye Icnoiu not. God
is meant, who is named not personally, hut by the neuter,

according to His essence and character, not as He who is wor-

shipped, but as that which is worshipped (comp. the neuter,

Acts xvii. 23, according to the more correct reading); and

this is simply God Himself, not ra tov 6eov or ra 7rpo<; rbv

Oeov (Liicke), which would not be in keeping with the con-

ception expressed in irpoaKvvelv ; for what is worshipped is

not what pertains to God, but God (comp. vv. 21, 23, 24).

The OVK olBare is to be understood relatively ; comp. vii. 28.

As the Samaritans received the Pentateuch only, they were

without the developed revelation of God contained in the

subsequent books of the 0. T., particularly in the Prophets,

especially the stedfast, pure, and living development of
i

Messianic hope, which the Jews possessed, so also they had

lost, with the temple and its sacred shrines, the abiding pre-
|

sence of the Deity (Eom. iii. 2, ix. 4, 5). Jesus, therefore,

might well speak of their knowledge of God, in comparison

ivith that of the Jews (rjiiiel<i), who possessed the full revelation

and promise, as ignorance; and He could regard this great

superiority oi the Jews as unaffected by the monotheism, how-

ever spiritual, of the Samaritans. According to de Wette,

whom Ebrard follows, the meaning is :
" ye worship, and in

so doing, ye do what ye know not,"—which is said to refer to

the arbitrary and unhistorical manner in which the Samaritan

worship originated. According to this, the o would have to

be taken as in o he vvv ^(o, Gal. ii. 20 (comp. Bengel), so that it

would denote the irpoa-Kvvr^cri.'i itself, which is accomplished in

the irpoa-Kvveiv (see Bernhardy, p. 106). But in that case it

would have been more logical to write o i//iet<? irpoa-KweiTe, ovk

othare. Tittmann, Morus, Kuinoel, also erroneously say that o

stands for Kaff 6, pro vestra ignorantia. It is the accusative

of the object, in which is included the dative, or even the

accusative of the demonstrative (for irpoa-Kvv. is construed in

both ways; see Lobeck, ad Phyrn. p. 4G3).— '^yLiet?] i.e.
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Jews, without a conjunction, and lience all the more emphatic.

According to the whole connection, it must mean we Jeios, not

Christians, as if r^jxeh were intended in the Gnostic sense to

denote, as something altogether new, the distinctively Chris-

tian consciousness, as contrasted with the unconscious worship

of the Israelitish race in its Samaritan and Jewish branches

(Hilgenfeld, comp. his Zeitschr. 1863, p. 213 ff.). That Jesus,

being Himself a Jew (Gal. iv. 4; John i. 11), should reckon

Himself among the Jews, cannot be thought strange in the

antithesis of such a passage as this. But in what follows,

the Lord rises so high above this antithesis between Samaritan

and Jew, that in the future which He opens up to view

(vv. 23, 24), this national distinctiveness ceases to have any

significance. Still, in answer to the woman's question, He
could simply and definitely assign to the Jews that superiority

which historically belonged to them before the manifestation

of that higher future ; but He could not intend " to set her

free from the unreality of her national existence" (Luthardt),

but rather, considering the occasion which presented itself,

could make no concession to the injury of the rights of His

patriotism as Messiah, based as this was upon historical fact

and upon the divine purpose (Eom. i. 16).— on rj a out.,

k.tX.I because salvation (of course, not without the canrjp,

though this is not named) proceeds from the Jews (not from

the Samaritans),—a general doctrinal statement, incontestably

true, based upon the promise to Abraham, Gen. xii. (comp.

Isa. ii. 3 , Mic iv. 2), concerning the aaniqp'ia of the Messiah's

kingdom, whose future establishment is re'presented as vrescnt, as

is natural in such an axiomatic statement of historic fact. As

salvation is of the Jeivs, this design of their existence in the

economy of grace constitutes the reason (ort) why tJieTj, as a

nation, possessed the true and pure revelation of God, whose

highest culmination and consummation is that very owTrjpia
;

comp. Kom. ix. 4, 5. It must not, indeed, be overlooked that

Tjfiel'i . . . otBafiev was not true of every individual of the ^/iet?

(not of those who rejected the ao)T7]pla), but refers to the nation

as a whole in its ideal existence as the peojjle of God, whose

prerogative as such could not be destroyed by empirical excep-

tions. Thus the invisible church is hidden in the visible.
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Vv. 23, 24. But' this antithesis will also disappear (comp.

ver. 21) by the irpoaKvvetv of the true {i.e. answering to the

ideal of such, comp. i. 19) worshippers of God, whose time

is coming, yea, already is present (inasmuch as Jesus had

already gathered round Him a small band of such worship-

pers). He could not add koL vvv iartu to the ep^- wpa of

ver. 21.— eV TrvevixarL k. aX?;^.] expresses the dement

v'Jicrein the TrpocrKwelu is carried on in its two closely con-

nected parts, viz. : (1) In spirit ; i.e. the worship does not consist

in outward acts, gestures, ceremonies, limitations of time and

place, or in anything pertaining to the sphere of sense ; it has

to do with that higher spiritual nature in man which is the

substratum of his moral self-consciousness, and the seat of

his true moral life, manifesting itself in thoughts, feelings,

efforts of will, moods of elevation, excitements, etc. ; otherwise

the irpo(7Kvv7](7L<; would belong to the sphere of the adp^ merely,

which is the opposite of true worship. Comp. Eom. i. 9 :

CO Xarpevoi iv tcS irvev/xaTi fxov. It is self-evident, from both

the 0. T. and N. T. view, that the irvevixa in which this takes

place is influenced by the divine Trvev/xa (comp. Eom. viii.

14-16, 26) ; but we must not take iv Trvev/jbari (ver. 24) to

denote objectively the Divine Spirit (Luthardt, Bruckner,

Baumlein, following the early expositors). The 'iTpo(TKvvriai<i

iv TTvevfi. is XoyiKtj, Eom. xii. 1 ; it does not in itself exclude

the rifus cxternos, but it does exclude all mechanical ritualism,

and all oinis operatum. (2) In truth, not " in sincerity,

honesty," which would be greatly too weak a\neaning after

ol aXr]6i,voi, but, SO that the worship harmonizes with its

object, not contradicting but corresponding with God's nature

and attributes. Otherwise it belongs to the sphere of the

•^^euSo?, either conscious or unconscious ; this i|reGSo?, and not

a-Ktd or Tvirot, is the antithesis of akrjOeia.— iTpo<TKvvrirrj<;,

save only in Eustathius and Hesychius, occurs only in

Inscript. Chancll. p. 91.— Kal 'yap, /c.t.X.] for the Father

' aXXa, yet, as contrasted, not with the » iruTyipla Ik t. 'Uv^aiuv irrU (Hilgen-

feld, as if fjt.h ... Si were there), but, as is clear from what follows (the trne T^aa--

Kuvi7v), with the u^si; . . . aJ'Sa^sv. Baeumlein regards it as an intensified addition

to ver. 21, "yea, the hour is coming." But thus ver. 22 would be arbitrarily

overleaped.
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also, etc. Tlie Kai denotes that what the -TrpocrKvvrjTa^ do on

their part is also what the Father Himself desires. Luther,

B. Crusius, Thohick, Hengstenberg, and most others, errone-

ously render it as if it were koI >yap Totourou? or Ka\ jap

^Tjrec. The emphasis given by Kal in kuI <yap always rests

iipon the word immediately following (even in 1 Cor. xiv. 8)

;

Stallbaum, ad Plat. Gorg. p. 467 B. It does not elsewhere

occur in John. Usually the Kal has been overlooked
; but

the Vulgate rightly renders :
" nam et 'pater."— ^'qreX] accord-

ingly Re desires. Comp. Herod, i. 94; John i. 39, iv. 27, al.

ToiovTovi is with marked emphasis put first : of this charac-

ter He desires His worshippers to be.— irvevp^a 6 6e6<i, /c.t.\.]

The predicate emphatically stands first (comp. i. 1 : ^eo? rjv 6

\ojo<i) : a Spirit is God, etc. Here God's nature is added to

His ivill (ver. 23), as a further motive for true worship,^ to

which the nature and manner of the Trpoa-Kvvrja-L^ on man's

part must correspond. How utterly heterogeneous would be a

carnal and spurious worship with the perfectly pure and holy

nature of God, completely raised above every limit of sense,

of place, ot particularism, and of all need of gifts, simply

because He is Spirit ! whereas a spiritual and true worship

is Oeotrpeirri'i k. KaTaX\7)Xo<i, Euthymius Zigabenus, and is

homogeneous with the idea of God as Spirit.

Vv. 25, 26. The woman is struck by Christ's answer, but

she does not yet understand it, and she appeals to the Messiah ;

XpidToj Xpi(TTov eXe^ev, Nonnus. Well says Chrysostom :

elXtyyiacrev r/ yvvrj (she grew dizzy) ttjoo? to, Xe')(6evra, koI

(iTTriyopevae Trpo? to ui^o? tmv eiprjfjLevcov, Kal Kaixovaa aKovaov

ri (prjaiv, k.t.X. The presentiment that Jesus Himself was

' Xlnvfia ho; is not to be conjoined with the assumption of a corporeity be-

longing to God (in answer to the concessions of Hamberger in the Jahrb. f. D.
Th. 1867, p. 421). Jesus might take it for granted that every one who belonged to

the 0. T. monotheism understood that God is a Spirit, according to Ex. xx. 4,

Jer. xxxi. 3 ; and it is by no means necessary to refer to the traces ot Samaritan

spiritualism, in order to make the expression more intelligible as addressed to

the woman (Gesenius, de Theol. Sam. p. 12 ; de Pentat. Sam. orig. p. 58 ff.).

YiMiZfio. must not be regarded as indicating something new in comparison with
the 0. T. (Lutz, hihl. Dogm. p. 45 ; Kostlin, Lehrhegr. p. 79), but as something
known, and emphasized with corresponding impressiveness on account ot its

importance. Comp. Hofmann, Schrifthexo. I. 68 fl. ; Weiss, Lehrhegr. pp. 54, 55.
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the Messiah is not to be recognised in her words (against

Luthardt)
;
yet these are neither evasive nor abrupt (Lticke,

de Wette), but the expression of the need of the manifestation

of the Messiah, which was deeply felt in this moment of

profound impression,—a need which Jesus perceived, and

immediately satisfied by the declaration that followed. The

Samaritans, sharing the national hope of the Jews, and taking

their stand upon the Messianic passages in the Pentateuch

(such as Gen. xv., xlix. 10, Num. xxiv., and especially Deut.

xviii. 1 5), were expecting the Messiah,^ whom they called ^n^'ri

or 3nrin (now el Muhcly; see Eobinson, III. 320), whose mission

they apprehended less in a political aspect, though also as the

restoration of the kingdom of Israel, and the re-establishment of

the Gerizim-worship, yet merely as the result of human work-

ing. See Gesen. de theol. Sam. p. 41 ff., and ad carmina Sam.

p. 75 f. ; Barges, passim ; Vilmar, passion. Against B. Bauer's

unhistorical assertion, that at that time the Samaritans had

no Messianic belief {Evang. Gesch. Joh. Beil. p. 415 ff.), see

B. Crusius. M€aaia<; (without the article, as in i. 42) is

uttered by the woman as a proper name, and thus she adopted

the Jewish title, which was doubtless well known in Samaria,

and the use of which might be so closely connected with a

feeling of respect for the highly gifted Jew with whom she was

conversing, that there is no adequate ground for the assumption

that the evangelist puts the word into her mouth (Ammon).
— •KOLVTo] used in a popular indefinite sense.— kfyoi elfic]

I am He, i.e. the Messiah, ver. 25, the simple usual Greek

expression, and not in imitation of Deut. xxxii. 39. Observe

the plain and direct avowal, in answer to the guilclessness of

the Samaritan woman, whose faith was now ready to acknow-

ledge Him (comp. Chrysostom). The consideration of the

special circumstances, and of the fact that here there was no

danger of a political abuse of the avowal (vi, 15), obviates the

seeming contradiction between this early confession and Matt.

viii. 4, xvi. 20.

' Tlie Samaritan name 2TVi}\\ or 3nnn is by some rendered the converter (so

Gesenius and Ewald), and by others the returning one (Jloses), as Sacy, Juyn-

boll (Commentar. in hist, gentis Sam. L. B. 1846), Hengstenberg. Both are

linguistically admissible ; the latter, considerinp^ Deut. xviii. 15, is the most

probable.
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Ver. 27. 'EttI TovTy] Hereupon, while this was going on.

See Bernhardy, p. 250 ; Winer, p. 367 [E. T. p. 489].

Often in Plato.— idav/jia^ov] the descriptive imperfect alter-

nates with the simply narrative Aor. See Klihner, II, 74.—
fMera ryvvaLKo<;] ivith a ivoman ; for they had yet to learn

the fact that Jesus rose above the Eabhinical precepts, teach-

ing that it was beneath the dignity of man to hold converse

with women, and the directions of the law upon the subject

(see Lightfoot, Schoettgen, and Wetstein).— ovZel^ ixevroi,

/c.T.A-.] reverential fear.— rt ^r}T€l<i\ what dcsircst tliou? i.e.

what was it that led you to this strange conversation? (i.

39). There is no reason to warrant our taking /xer' avTrj<i as

referring by ^evy/xa (irap' avTi]^) also to ^7^x649 (Llicke, de

"Wette) ; and just as little to render ^rjTelv, contrary to its

ordinary meaning, to contend, as if the disciples thought there

was a discussion prompted by national hostility going on

(Ewald).— r/] or, i.e. if you want nothing.

Vv. 28-30. Ovv\ in consequence of the disciples' coming,

which interrupted the interview with Jesus.— a^rjKev, /c.r.X.]

ovroo'i dvr](p6r] tm irvpl r(ov TTvev/jbartKcov va/j-drcov, &>? Kol ro

07709 a(f)€Lvat, Kol Trjv '^petav, Bl fjv irapeyivero, Euthymius
Zigabenus. How great the power of the decisive awakening

of the new life in this woman!— irdvra oaa\ often thus

used together in the classics; Xen. Andb. ii. 1. 2 ; Soph. El.

370, 880, 884; Bornem. ad Anal. i. 10. 3.— eiroiTjaa]

thus from a sense of guilt she described what Jesus had

said to her. His words were therefore the summary of

her moral history.— fiTjri ovTo<i, /c.r.X.] not must he not he

really the MessiaJi ? as if the question implied an affirmation.

So Liicke, but against the constant use of firjTU as simply

interrogative, in keeping with which we should rather render

the words, yet is not perhaps this man the Messiah ? which

supposes a negative answer ; to be explained, however, as arising

psychologically from the fear and bashfulness of surprise at

the newly discovered fact, too great for belief. The woman
believes it ; but startled at the greatness of the discovery, she

does not trust herself, and ventures modestly only to ask as

one in doubt. See on ]\Iatt. xii. 23 ; Baeumlein, Partik. 302.

Observe in ver. 30 the change from i^i'jXOov to the vividly
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descriptive Tjp^ovro (see on ver. 27, xx. 3). In the latter

word the reader sees the crowd coming. Comp. ver, 40, where

they arrive.

Vv. 31-34. 'Ev TO) fiera^v] in the meantime (Xen. Symp.

i. 14; Lucian, V. H. i. 22, D. D. x. 1), after the woman
had gone, and before the Samaritans came.—Ver. 32. Jesus,

making the sensuous the clothing of the supersensuous (the

'jiastus animi), speaks from a feeling of inner quickening and

satisfaction, which He had just experienced from the change

He had wrought in the Samaritan woman,—a feeling which He
was to experience still more strongly throughout His divinely

appointed work onwards until its completion. This inner

satisfaction now prompts Him to refuse bodily sustenance.

Observe the emphatic antithesis of eyclo and vytiet?. — As to

/Spwo-t?, and ^pwfia, ver. 34, see on Col. ii. 16. — Ver. 33. In

tlie question ixrjTL<i, k.t.\., prompted by a misunderstanding of

His words, the emphasis is upon ')]ve<yK6v, " surely no one has

hrought Him," etc. — Ver. 34. kfiov ^pwfia] i.e. without a

figure, " what gives me satisfaction and evjoyment is this : I

have to do what God desires of me, and to accomplish that

work of redemption which He (avrov emphatically placed

first) has committed to me" (xvii. 4). Observe (1) that iva

is not the same as oti, which would express objectively the

actual subject-matter of efiov ^p. ; it rather indicates the

nature of the ^pcojiia viewed as to its end, and points to the

aim and p^trjjose which Jesus pursues,—a very frequent use

of it in John. (2) The present iroido denotes continuous

action, the Aor. reXetdoa-a the act of comijletion, the future

goal of the itoloj. Comp. xvii. 4.

Ver. 35. The approaching townspeople now showed how
greatly already the 'iva ttoico was in process of accomplishment.

They were coming through the corn-field, now tinged with

green ; and thus they make the fields, which for four months

would not yield the harvest, in a higher sense already white

harvest-fields. Jesus directs the attention of His disciples to

this ; and with the beautiful picture thus presented in nature,

He connects further appropriate instructions, onwards to ver.

38.— ov'^ v/jueU \e7eTe] that is, at the present season of

the year (eTri). The u/xetv stands contrasted with ivhcct Jesus
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was about to say, tliougli the antitliesis is not expressed in

\vhat follows by ejoi, because the antithesis of the time stands

in the foreground.^ The supposition that the disciples had,

during their walk, made an observation of this kind to each

other (and this in a theological sense with reference to hoping

and waiting), as Hengstenberg suggests, is neither hinted at,

nor is in harmony with the Praesens Xejere.— otl cti . . . ep^e-

rai] Harvest began in the middle of Nisan (Lightfoot, v. 101),

i.e. in April. Consequently the words must have been spoken

in December, when Jesus, as the seed-time fell in Marchesvan

(the beginning of November), might be surrounded by sown

fields already showing tints of green, the harvest of which,

however, could not be expected for four months to come. We
render therefore : there are still four months (to wait, imtiJ) the

harvest comes. As to the paratactic expression with Ka\ instead

of a particle of time, see Stallbaum, ad Plat. St/mp. p. 220 C

;

Ellendt, Zex. Soph. I. 881. Concerning the bearing of the

passage upon the chronology, see Wieseler, Sijnopse, p. 214 ff.

The taking of the words as 2^'^overhial (Lightfoot, Grotius,

Tittmann, etc., even Liicke, Tholuck, de Wetter, Krafft, Chronol.

p. 73), as if the saying were a general one : "from seed-time to

liarvest is four months" (seed-time would thus be made to ex-

tend into December ; comp. Bava Mezia, i. 106, 2), is forbidden,

not only by the fact that such a proverb occurs nowhere else,

Ijut by the fact that seed-time is not here mentioned, so that

en (comp. the following rjhri) does not refer to a point of time

to be understood, but to the time then present, and by the

fact, likewise, that the emphasized i;/iei9 would be inexplicable

and strange in an ordinary proverb (comp. rather Matt. xvi. 2).^

It is worth while to notice hoio long Jesus had been in Judaea

(since April). — rer/aa/iT/vo?] sc. ^wo? ; see Lobeck, ad

Phryn. ^. 549. — ra<; ^wpa?] regiones. They had just been

sown, and the young seed was now springing up, and yet in

* The versatility of thought often in Greek changes the things contrasted as

the sentence proceeds. See Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. 163 ; Schaef. ad Timocr.

p. 763, 13.

^ This also is in ansis'er to Hilgenfeld, who takes 'in with reference to the pre-

sent, and not the future, and interprets it : four months are not yet gone, and

yet the harvest is already here. This strange rendering derives no support

•ivhatever from xi. 39.
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anotlier sense they were icliite for leing reaped ; for, by the

spectacle of the townspeople who were now coming out to

Christ across these fields, it appeared in concrete manifes-

tation before the eyes of the disciples (hence eirdpare toi/?

6(f)6a\iJ,ov^, K.T.X), that now for men the time of conversion

(of ripeness) was come in the near establishment of the

Messiah's kingdom, into which, like the harvest produce,

they might be gathered (comp. Matt. iii. 12). Jesus, there-

fore, here gives a prophetic view, not only of the near

conversion of the Samaritans (Acts viiL 5 ff.) ; but, rising

above the concrete fact now before them, consequently from

the people of Sychar who were flocking through the fields

of springing green, His prophetic eye takes in all mankind,

whose conversion, begun by Him, would be fully accom-

plished by His disciples. See especially ver. 38. Godet

wrongly denies this wider prophetic reference, and confines

the words to the immediate occurrence, as an improvised

harvest feast. Such an explanation does not suffice for what
follows, vv. 36-38, which was suggested, indeed, by the pheno-

menon before them, but embraces the whole range of service

on the part of Christ's disciples in their relation to their Lord.

If we do not allow this wider reference, ver, 38 especially

will be of very strange import.— oti] not for, but according

to common at' ruction (Winer, p. 581 [E. T. p. 781 f]), tJio.t

they are, etc. — v^v] ^'^^n now, at this moment, and not after

four months
;
put at the end for emphasis (Stallbaum, ad Plat.

Phaedr. p. 256 E ; ad Mencx. p. 235 A). Comp. 1 John iv. 3
;

Kiihner, ad Xen. Anal). 1 8. 16. Xot, therefore, to be joined

with what follows (A. C.'"' D. E. L. K.^ Codd. It. al., Schulz,

Tisch., Ewald, Ebrard, Godet), which would make the correla-

tion with hi inappropriate. For the rest, comp. Ovid, Fast.

V. 357: " maturis albescit messis aristis."

Ver. 36. This harv^est

—

hovj full of recompense for the reapers

{i.e. for you, my disciples) ! The uxiges for the reaper's labour

consist in this, that (koI explicative) he gathers fruit into life

eternal (this is spoken locally, as denoting the granary, as is

clear from avvdyeL, against Luthardt, who takes ek to denote

the result) ; comp. ver. 14, without any figure : "He converts

men, and thus secures for them an entrance into the Messiah's
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kingdom." Tliereuiwn, as ivdl the sower (Clirist) as the rcarper

rejoice together, according to God's ordinance (iW). Chrysos-

tom and many others wrongly take a-irelpcav to denote the

'prophets. For oixov, with one verb in the singular and two

subjects, comp. Horn. II. a. 61: ei Zr] ofjuov 7roXe/i09 re Ba/xa

Kol \oifio<; 'A')(at'Ov<;; Soph, Aj. 1058. Here, however, it

certainly signifies the simultancousncss of the joy, not simply

joy in common (B. Crusius, Luthardt) ; for it is the joy of

harvest, which the Sower also shares in time of harvest, on

account of the blessing with which His toil in sowing is now
crowned.

Vv. 37, 38. " As well the sower as the reaper, I say, for in

this case they are different ijcrsons."— ev yap rovrw, /c.t.X..]

for herein, in this relation of sowing and reaping, the saying

(the proverb of ordinary life, ro Xejofievov, Plato, Gorg. p.

447 A; Phacd.-p. 101 D; Po/. x. p. 621 C; comp. 6 7raXaL6<i

\0709, Fhacd. p. 240 C; Gorg. p. 499 C; Soph. Track i.)

has its essential truth, i.e. its proper realization, setting forth

its idea, Comp. Plat. Tim. p. 26 E: yu.?; TrXaaOivra jxvdov,

aXX! a\.7]9ivov {i.e. a real) \6yov. The reference of the X0709

to the words of the servant. Matt. xxv. 24, which Weizsiicker

considers probable,^ would be very far-fetched ; the rendering

of aXr]6Lv6^, however, as equivalent to d\r]d/]<;, 2 Pet. ii. 22

(de Wette and many others), is quite opposed to the idiosyn-

crasy of John (so also xix. 35). The article before dXrjO.,

which through want of attention might easily have been

omitted (B. C* K. L. T.^ A. Or.), marks off the predicate with

exclusive definiteness. Comp. Bernhardy, p. 322 ; Kiihner,

II. 140. With respect to other relations (not iv rovrw), the

proverb does not express its proper idea.—As to the proverb

itself, and its various applications, see Wetstein. The oXtjOlvov

of it is explained in ver. 38.— e7a»] with emphasis: /, con-

sequently the soiver in the proverb.— The ^jrctcrites aitkcr-

Tei\a and elaeXrjX. are not prophetic (de Wette, Tholuck), but

^ AVeizfslicker, in his harmony of the words of John with those of the Synoptics,

in which the latter are dealt with very freely (p. 282 ff.), brings in general much

that is far-fetched into parallelisms which cannot be demonstrated. The intel-

lectual independence of personal recollection and reproduction in John raises him

above any such search after supposed borrowings.
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tlie mission and calling of the disciples were already practically

involved in their reception into the apostolate.^ Comp, xvii. 8.

— dWot and avrcov refer to Jesus (whom Olshausen, indeed,

according to Matt, xxiii. 34, even excludes !), not to the

fro^lids and tlie, BcqMst, nor to them together with Christ (so

the Fathers and most of the early writers, also Lange, Luthardt,

Ewald, and most others), nor in a general way to all who

were instrumental in advancing the preparatory economy

(Tholuck). They are plurals of category (see on Matt. ii. 20
;

John iii. 11), representing the work of Christ, into which the

disciples entered, as not theirs, but others work, i.e. a distinct

and different labour. But the fact that Jesus was the labourer,

while self-evident from the connection, is not directly ex-

pressed, but with intentional self-renunciation, half concealed

beneath the plural aWot. He it was who introduced the

conversion of mankind ; the disciples were to complete it.

He prepared and sowed the field ; they were called upon to do

what was still further necessary, and to reap. The great toil

of the apostles in fulfilling their call is not denied ; but, when

compared with the work of Jesus Himself, it was the easier,

because it was only the carrying on of that work, and was en-

couragingly represented under the cheerful image of harvesting

(comp. Isa. ix. 3 ; Ps. cxxvi. 6). If aXkoi is to be taken as re-

ferring to Philip's work in converting the Samaritans, Acts viii.

52, upon which Peter and John entered (Baur), or to Paul's

labour among the heathen, the fruit of which is to be attributed

to the first apostles (Hilgenfeld), any and every exegetical impos-

sibility may be with equal right allowed by a varepov irporepov

of critical arbitrariness.

Ver. 39 ff. Eesumption of the historical narrative of ver. 30,

which here receives its elucidation, to which then the con-

* According to Godet, acrsirr. is to be taken as referring to a summons, dis-

covered by him in ver. 36, to tbe work of reaping among the approaching

Sycharites. He then takes ciwoi kucov. to refer to the labour of Jesus in His

interview with the woman. The latter words are said to have been spoken to

the disciples, who thought He had been resting during their absence, with a

"finesse qu'on oserait presque appeller legerement malicieuse," and with an

"aimable sourire." Such weighty thoughts as a.voirro\n and x.'o'Troi represent

are utterly incompatible with such side hints and passing references. And it

is a pure invention to find in ver. 36 an " invitation ^ prendre la faucille."
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tinuatiou of the liistory attaches itself, vv. 40-42. As to the

position of the words ttoWoI ev. et? avr. rwv Xafi., see

Buttmann, N. T. Gr. p. 332 [E. T. p. 388].— ort elire /xot

irdvra, k.tX.'\ Indication of conscience ratifying ver. 18.

—

Sia Tov \6yov avTov] on account of His own word (teaching).

No mention is made of miracles, but we must not infer from

this that there was no need of miracles among the Samaritans
;

see, on the other hand, Acts viii. 6 ff. Jesus found that in

this case His word sufficed, and therefore upon principle (see

ver. 48) He forbore to work miracles, and His mighty word

was all the mightier among the unprejudiced people.— Sta

rrjv ar)v XaXiav] on account of thy discourse. This is the

meaning of XaXid invariably in classical Greek. The term is

2Jurposely chosen, as from the standing-point of the speaker ;

whereas John, as an impartial narrator, with equal appro-

priateness, writes rbv \6<yov in ver. 39. As to XaXid in viii. 43,

where Jesus thus designates His own discourse, see in loc.

Observe, besides, the emphatic ariv as contrasted with the

A,o709 of Jesus which they themselves {avroi) have now heard.

— a.K'qKoafiev] the following ori, refers to both verbs. They
have heard that Jesus was the Messiah, for this became

evident to them from His words.— o a-ooTrjp rov Koafiov]

not due to the individuality of John (1 John iv. 14), and put

into the mouths of the people, as Liicke and Tholuck are in-

clined to suppose, but a confession quite conceivable as the

result of the two days' ministry of Jesus ; universalism, more-

over, being more akin to the Messianic faith of the Samari-

tans (see Gesenius, de Samar. thcol. p. 41 ff.) than to that of

the Jews, with their definite and energetic feeling of nationality.

Note.— The prohibition in Matt. x. 5 militates neither

against this narrative of John iv. in general, nor in particular

against the promise of ver. 35 ff. It had merely a temporary

force, and was abrogated again by Matt, xxviii. 19, 20, and

Acts i. 8 ; and, moreover, it presented no insuperable barrier to

restrict Jesus in His work (for He did not wholly exclude even

Gentiles from His teaching). Acts viii. 5 ff. is no proof what-

ever that this history in John is of mythical origin ; it is, on

the contrary, the fulfilment of the promise given here. Its

several features are so original, and so pyschologically true, and

the words of Jesus (see especially vv. 21-24) come so directly
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from the living depths of His soul, that the exceptions taken
against certain particulars (as, for instance, against the mis-

understandings on the part of the woman ; against the words
concerning the food, ver. 32 ; against the command of Jesus, " Go,
call thy husband ;" against the woman's question concerning the

place of worship ; against the faith of the Samaritans, which is

said to contradict Luke ix. 53) are of no real weight, and are

explicable only by the very authenticity of the narrative, not

by the supposition of an intentional poetizing. This is in

answer to Strauss, B. Bauer, and partly Weisse; also to Scholten,

who considers that the author's object was to describe in a

non-historical picture the spirit which actuated Jesus even
towards the Samaritans. As a full guarantee for that part of

the narrative, which the disciples, being absent, could not have
witnessed, we may, considering the vivid impress of genuine-
ness which marks it, fairly assume that Jesus Himself com-
municated it to the evangelist, and there is no need for the
unfounded supposition that (ver. 8) John was left behind with
Jesus (Hengstenberg, Godet). When, finally, Baur (p. 145 £f

;

comp, also Hilgenfeld) resolves our history into a typus,—" the
Samaritan woman being a figure of heathendom, susceptible,

readily opening itself to faith, and presenting a wide harvest
field," a contrast to Nicodemus, the type of unsusceptible

Judaism,—with all this arbitrariness on the part of the inventor,

it is passing strange, if this were his object, that he did not bring

Jesus into contact with a real heathen woman, for this would
have been quite as easy to invent ; and that he should keep the

words of the woman so free from the least tinge of anything
of a heathen nature (ver. 20 ff.), and have put into her mouth so

clear an expression of Messianic hope (vv. 25, 42),—this bung-
ling is quite out of character on the part of such an inventor.

Vv. 43, 4:4:} Ta<i Svo -qfiepa^l The article is to be ex-

plained by ver. 40.— ay to 9] ipse, not merely others with

reference to Him, but " He Himself did not hesitate to testify,"

etc. As to the fact itself, see Matt, xiii, 57; Mark vi. 4;

* See Ewald, Jahrb. X. 1860, p. 108 ff. He agrees for the most part with my
rendering ; comp. also his Johann. Schr. I. p. 194 ; in like manner Godet, who,
however, without the slightest hint of it in the text, supposes a purpose on the

writer's part, in connection with iii. 24, to correct the synoptical tradition. John
wishes " constater I'intervalle considerable qui separa du bapteme de Jesus son

retour definitif et son etablissement permanent en Galilee." In iii. 24 he states

the fact, and here he gives the motive. Scholten puts the emphasis which
prompts the following yap upon sK'Shv, a word which is quite unessential, and
might just as well have been omitted.

P
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Luke iv. 24. When Schenkel concludes from Trpo^ryr?;?

that Jesus did not yet regard Himself as the Messiah, this is

a misuse of the general term within the category of which the

conception of Messiah is embraced.— i/juapTvp.l not in the

sense of the Pluperfect (Tholuck, Godet; see on xviii. 24),

but then, when He returned to Galilee.— ^ydp is the ordinary

for ; and irarpiZL is not the native toion, but, as is clear from

TaXCkaiav, vv. 43, 45, the native country. So also usually

in Greek writers, from Homer downwards. The words give

the reason why He did not hesitate to return to Galilee. The

gist of the reason lies in the antithetical reference of iv ry

IBla irarplSi. If, as Jesus Himself testified, a prophet had no

honour in his own country, he must seek it abroad. And this

Jesus had done. Abroad, in Jerusalem, He had by His mighty-

works inspired the Galilaeans who were there with that respect

which they were accustomed to deny to a prophet at home.

Thus He brought the prophet's honour with Him from atroad}

Accordingly (ver. 45) He found a reception among the Gali-

laeans also, because they had seen His miracles in Jerusalem

(ii. 23). It is therefore obviously incorrect to understand

TaXCKalav specially of U'pper Galilee, as distinct from Loiccr

. Galilee, where Nazareth was situated. So Lange, in spite of

the fact that FaXtX. here must be the universal and popular

name for the whole province, as distinct from Samaria (eKeWev),

whether we retain kuI airijXOev as in the Elzevir or not. It

is further incorrect, and an utterly arbitrary gloss, to inter-

pret 7raT/7i9 as meaning Nazareth, and <ydp as referring to the

fact that He had gone, indeed, to Galilee, hut not to Nazareth

(Chrysostom and even Euthymius Zigabenus : to Capernaum).

So Cyril, Nonnus, Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Aretius, Grotius,

Jansen, Bengel, and many ; also Kypke, Eosenmiiller, Olshau-

sen, Klee, Gemberg in Stud. u. Krit. 1845, I. ; Hengstenberg,

Baumlein. It is also incorrect, because not in keeping with

the context, nor with the general view, which is also that of

John, which regards Galilee as Christ's home (i. 46, ii. 1, vii.

3, 41, 52), to take Trarpk as denoting Judca, and <ydp as

' Baeumlein urges, against my explanation :
" "VVe cannot believe that, after tha

words ' He tetook Himself to Galilee, ' there should follow the reason why Ha
had before left Galilee. " This, however, is not the logical connection at all.
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stating the reason (in the face of the quite different reason

already given, vv. 1—3) why Jesus had left Judea (Origeu,

Maldonatus, B. Bauer, Schwegler, Wieseler, B. Crusius,

Schweizer, Kostlin, Baur, Hilgenfeld, and formerly also Ebrard)

;

whence some, e.g. Origen and Baur, take irarpl'; in a higher

sense, as signifying the native land of the proijJiets} and there-

fore of the Messiah also, and most, like Hilgenfeld, as having

reference to the hirth at Bethlehem. Liicke has rightly, in his

3d ed., abandoned this interpretation; but, on the other hand,

he takes <yap as equivalent to namely, and explains it as

referring not to what precedes, but to wlmt follows (so substan-

tially also Tholuck, Olshausen, Maier, de Wette), so that ver.

44 gives an explanation in passing on the point :
" that the

Galilaeans on this occasion received Jesus well, but only on

account of the miracles which they had seen in Jerusalem"

(de Wette). It is against this, however, that though in the

classics 70/j explicative often precedes the sentence to be ex-

plained (see Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 467; Baumlein, Partik.

p. 75 ff.), especially in parenthesis (see Bremi, ad Lys. p. 66
;

EUendt, Lex. Soph. I. 338), yet this form of expression is quite

without precedent in the N. T. (Eom, xiv. 10, Heb. ii. 8, are

not instances in point), and especially would be quite foreign

to John's simple progressive style of narration ; moreover, the

"indeed,—hut only" put into ver. 45, is quite obtruded on

the words, masmuch as John wrote neither [xev after e'Se^., nor

thereafter a (xovov Se, nor any such expression.^ According to

' So also B. Crusius, who compares vii. 52. Quite erroneously, when the

general and proverbial character of the statement is considered. After iv. 3,

however, the reader can expect no fiu'ther explanation of the reason why Jesus

did not remain in Judea. Schwegler and B. Bauer suppose that here Judea is

meant as the native land of Jesus, and make use of this as an argument against

the genuineness and historical truth of the Gospel. Comp. also Kostlin in the

Theol. Jahrb. 1851, p. 186. Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 266 :
" a remarkable in-

version ot the synoptical statement, wherein the Gospel appears as a free com-

pilation by a post-apostolic author " {Zeitschr. 1862, p. 17). Schweizer also finds

it such a stumbling-block, that he regards it as proving the following narrative

to be a Galilean interpolation. Gfrorer, lieil. Sage, II. 289, rightly indeed

understands the words as referring to Galilee, but considers that we should supply

the following :
" save very slowly and reluctantly, Jor," etc.

^ Weizsacker also, in the Jahrb. /. Deutsche Theol. 18.59, p. 695, regards yup

not as introducing a reason, but as demonstrative. John intimates that he
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Bruckner, Jesus came to Galilee because (but see vv. 1-3) He
had supposed that He would find no honour there, and con-

sequently with the intention of undertaking the conflict for the

recognition of His person and dignity. According to Luthardt,

whom Ebrard now follows (comp. Hofmann, Weissag. u. Erf. II.

88, also Schriffbevj. II. 1, p. 171), the words imply the hope

entertained by Jesus of being able to remain in rest and silence

in Galilee more easily than anywhere else. But both expla-

nations are incompatible with the following ore ovv, k.t.X,

which certainly means that the Galileans received Him with

honour, as He was called immediately thereafter to perform

a miracle. We should certainly expect Be or dWd (comp.

N'onnus) to introduce the statement, and not ovv. In what

follows, moreover, regarding the residence in Galilee, we are

told neither about conflict nor about the repose of Jesus, but

simply of the healing at a distance of the nobleman's son.

Lastly, it is contrary to the words (because ore ovv rjkOev in

ver. 45 directly resumes the eU r. FaX. of ver. 43, and admits

of no interval), when Hauff, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1849, p.

117 ff., makes the train of thought to terminate with ver. 44,

and takes ver. 44 itself as a general description of the result of

Christ's Galilean ministry. Thus iSe^avro is said to indicate

that He did and taught much there; which is clearly a gloss

foisted into the text.

Vv. 45, 46. 'EBe^avTo avrov] The reception which He
found among them was one of faith, for He now brought with

Him from Jerusalem the honour which the prophet had not

in his own country; therefore Trdvra ecopaKore^, k.t.X., because

they had seen, etc., and in this we have the key to the right

understanding of ver. 44.— Ver. 46. ovv] in consequence of

this reception, which encouraged Him to go farther into the

will not narrate much of Christ's ministry in Galilee ; he refers to that saying

as if shrinking from unpleasant recollections. But this is not in the text, nor

is it compatible with the connection in ver. 45, and the history that follows.

Weizsiicker, indeed, thinks (comp. his Unters. uh. d. ev. Gesch. p. 276) that in

this synoptic saying John refers to the synoptic account of that Galilean mini-

stry, which he would not himself describe. Who ever could imagine that ? espe-

cially when John at once goes on to narrate the good reception given to Jesus in

Galilee, and His miracle of blessing there. Did the Lord betake Himself to "a
voluntary obscmity" conceraing which John wishes to be silent?
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country. He goes again straight to Cana, because here He had

relatives, and might hope in consequence of His first miracle to

find the soil prepared for further labour on His part.— k. yjv

rci ^aaiXiKo^, k.t.X.'] iv Ka(f>apvaov/j, should be joined to rjv.

Ba<7L\iK6<i, a royal person, is, according to the frequent use of

the word in Josephus (see Krebs, p. 144) and other writers

(Plutarch, Polyb., etc. ; see Wetstein), not a relation of the king

(so Baronius, Bos, and many, also allowed by Chrysostom), but

one in the service of the king (Herod Antipas) ; whether a

military man (thus very often in Josephus ; Nonnus : I6vva>v

(TTpaTLrjv), or civilian, or court retainer, is uncertain.—
6 vl6<i\ according to ver. 49, still young. The article indi-

cates, perhaps, that he was the only one.

Vv. 47, 48. 'ATTrjXde Trpo? avrov] from Capernaum to

Cana.— Ilvo] the subject of the request is its purpose.—
r]fieW€'] in eo erat, ut Comp. Luke vii. 2 ; Hemsterhuis,

ad Lucian. D. M. II. p. 546.— The man's prayer is conceiv-

able partly from the first miracle at Cana, and partly from the

fame of Jesus which had followed Him from Jerusalem.—
" If ye are not witnesses of signs and wonders, ye will certainly

not helieve," is spoken in displeasure against the Galileans

generally (ver. 45), but including the suppliant; Jesus fore-

seeing that the healing of his son would make him believe,

but at the same time that his faith would not be brought

about without a miracle. The Lord's teaching was in His own
view the weightiest ground of faith, especially according to

John (comp. ver. 41), though faith based on the miracles was

not rejected, but under certain circumstances was even re-

quired by Him (x. 38, xiv. 11, xv. 24), though not as the

highest, but as of secondary rank, according to the purpose of

the miracles, which were intended as a divine confirmation of

the teaching. It is incorrect to put the emphasis upon Xhrjre,

unless ye see ivith your own eyes, etc., condemning the prayer

following. According to this, not only would thrjre have to

be put first (against Bengel and Storr), but Tot9 6(j)6a\fiol<i or

the like must be supplied
;
yet the man saw the miracle, and

a greater one than if Jesus had gone with him.— a-rjfiela

Kal repaTa] see on Matt. xxiv. 24; Rom. xv. 19. As to

the reproach itself, comp. 1 Cor. i, 22.
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Vv. 49, 50. Then follows a still more urgent entreaty of

the father's love, tried by the answer of Jesus; the to irai-

Blov fiov, my child, being in keeping with the father's tender

affection. Comp. Mark v. 23.— Jesus rewards his confidence

with the short answer, Go thy way, thy son liveth ; thus an-

nouncing the deliverance from death accomplished at that

very moment by an act of His will through miraculous power

operating at a distance (not by magnetic healing 'power, against

Olshausen, Krabbe, Kern, thus resorting to a sphere as foreign

to the miracles of healing as it is inadequate by way of an

explanation). As little can Christ's word be regarded as a

medical prognosticon (Paulus, comp. Ammon). No more is

there any trace in the text of an effect resulting from faith in

general, and the spiritual movement of the masses (Weiz-

sacker). According to the text, Jesus speaks from a conscious

knowledge of the crisis of the sickness, effected that moment
at a distance by Himself :

" TJiy son is not dead, but liveth !
"

— envLOTT. tS Xoyu)] Thus he now overleaps the limit of

faith which supposed Christ's presence necessary to the work-

ing of the cure ; he helicved the word, i.e. had confidence in its

realization.

Vv. 51-54. AvTov Kara^. . . . avT^'\ see Buttmann, N.

T. Gr. p. 270 [E. T. p. 315].—
-^
St;] belongs to Kara^., not

to vTTijvT. (B. Crusius) : when he was already going down, and

now was no longer in Cana, but upon his journey back.—
ol Bov\oi, K.r.\.] to reassure the father, and to prevent the

now unnecessary coming of Jesus.— ^y] he is not dead, but

the sickness has the opposite issue : he lives !— KO[X'^6r€pov\

finer, prettier, as in common life we are wont to say, " he is

pretty well." Exactly so in Arrian. Epict. iii. 1 of the sick

:

KOfji'ylrco'i e)(_€i<;, and its opposite Katcw<; e;^et9. Comp. the Latin

hclle habere. Here it is an " amoenum verbum " (Bengel) of

the father's heart, which apprehends its good fortune still with

feelings of tenderness and anxiety.— e'^^^e?] see Lobeck, ad

Fhryn. p. 323.— wpav e^Bofirjv] He had therefore been on

the way since one o'clock the day before, because we must

suppose from ver. 50 that he set out immediately after the

assurance of Jesus. This also seems strange to us, considering

the distance from Cana to Capernaum, not exactly known to us
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indeed, but hardly three geographical miles. That in his firm
j

-^^

faith he travelled " non fcstinans " (Lampe) is unnatural ; the

irapulse of parental love would hurry him home ; and so is

also the idea that he stayed the night somewhere on the way,

or at Cana (Ewald assumes the latter, making the seventh

hour seven in the evening, according to the Eoman reckoning).

We may suppose some delay not named, on the journey back,

or (with Hengstenberg, Bruckner, and others) take the to-day

in the mind of the Jewish servants as denoting the day which

began at six p.m. (sunset). According to Baur and Hilgen-

feld, this noting of the time is to be attributed, not to the

genuineness and originality of the account, but to the subjec-

tive aim of the writer, which was to make the miracle as great

and pointed as possible (conip. ver. 54, note). — ev Ik. t. wpa]

sc. a(^riKev avrov 6 irvpeT6<i. Observe, with reference to

eKecvo'i, that it does not mean idem, but is the simple relative

ille.— K. eTTto-Teucrei;, /c.tA.] upon Jesus as the Messiah.

KaXc59 ovv icaOrj'^aTo avTOv 6 rj]v KapBlav avrov yivcixTKcov

XpcaTo<;, eiTTwy on eav firj orrjixela, k.t.\., Euthymius Zigabenus.

Observe how faith here attains its realization as to its object,

and further, the importance of this Kal rj oIkm avrov (the

first household), which now occurs for the first time. Comp.

Acts xvi. 14, 15, 34, xviii. 8. — rovro irdXcv Bevrepov,

K.T.X.] Eeferring back to ii. 11. Literally inaccurate, yet

true as to its import, is the rendering of Luther :
" TJiis is the

second miracle that Jesus did ;
" rovro stands by itself, and the

following Bevr. arjfji,. supplies the place of the predicate (this

Jesus did as the second miracle), hence no article follows rovro.

See on ii. 11, and Bremi, ad Lys. Exc. IL p. 436 f
.

; Ast,

Lex. Plat. II. 406 ; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Apol. pp. 18 A, 24 B.

TlakLv, however, must not be overlooked, nor is it to be joined

with Bevrepov (so usually) as a current pleonasm (see on Matt.

xxvi. 42 ; comp. John xxi. 15, Acts x. 15), for Bevrepov is

not an adverb, but an adjective. It rather belongs to irrol'qa-ev,

thus affirming that Jesus now again did this as a second

miracle (comp. Beza) upon Sis return from Judea to Galilee

(as in ii. 1). Thus the idea that the miracle was a second

time wrought upon His coming out of Judea into GaKlee is

certainly dovhly expressed,—once advcrlially with the verb
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(ttoXiv iiroLTjaev), and then adjectivally with the noun (Bevrepov

o7]fjb.) ; both receive their more minute definition by ekdoov,

K.T.X. Schweizer (p. 78) quite arbitrarily considers the refer-

ence to the first miracle at Cana unjohannean.

Note.—The ^agi'kixos is not the same with the Centurion of

Matt. viii. 5 ff. ; comp. Luke vii. 2 ff. (Origen, Chrysostom,

Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, and most others). On
the assumption of their identity (Irenaeus, Eusebius, Semler,

Seyffarth, Strauss, Weisse, B. Bauer, Gfrorer, Schweizer, Ammon,
Baumgarten Crusius, Baur, Hilgenfeld, Ewald, Weizsacker),

which thus attributes the greater originality on the one hand
to Matthew and Luke (Strauss, B. Bauer, Weisse, Baur, Hilgen-

feld), on the other to John (Gfrorer, Ewald), and to the latter

an adjusting purpose (Weizsacker), the discrepancies as to place,

time, and even as regards the sick person, constitute lesser

difficulties, as well as the entirely different character in which
the suppliant appears in John and in the two Synoptics. In
these latter he is still a heathen, which, according to John,

he cannot be (against Cyril, Jerome, Baur, and Ewald) ; see

ver. 48, which represents him as associated with Galileans, and
therefore Jews ; and this alone suffices to establish the differ-

ence of the two miracles, apart from the fact that there is no
more objection against the supposition of two heahngs wroughv
at a distance than against one. This is at the same time against

Schweizer's view, that the section in John is an interpolation.

Indeed, a single example of healing at a distance, the historical

truth of which, moreover, even Ewald maintains, might more
easily be resolved by the arbitrariness of criticism into a myth
borrowed from the history of Naaman, 2 Kings ix. 5, 9 ft

(Strauss), or be explained away as a misunderstanding of a
parable (Weisse), or be dissolved into a subjective transposition

and development of the synoptical materials on John's part for

his own purpose, which would make the belief in miracles

plainly pass beyond the Jewish range of view (Hilgenfeld), and
appears in its highest form as a 'rianuiiv dia tov Xoyov (Baur,

p. 152) ;^ although menvnv rSj Xoyw, ver. 41, is something quite

different from vianvnv Bia rhv Xoyov, and the I'lrlsrsvasv in ver. 53
took place, not 8ia, tov \oyov, but hia 70 arjjxiwv.

' If John had really derived his matter from the Synoptics, it would be quite

inconceivable how, according to the design attributed to him by Baur, he could

have left unused the statement of Matt. viii. 10, especially if the /3a<r/X<xof ig

taken to be a Gentile. See Hase, Tubingen Schule, pp. 32, 33.
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Ver. 1. lopr-^'] C. E. F. H. L. M. a. n. N. Cursives, Copt. Sahid.

Cyr. Theophyl. : >j iopT^. So Tisch. But the witnesses against the

article are still stronger (A. B. D. etc. Or.) ; and how easily might
the insertion have occurred through the ancient explanation of

the feast as that of Easter!— Ver. 2. Jt/ Tr\ rrpofSanxri] h r. rrp.

is more weakly attested (though sanctioned by A. D. G. L. N.**).

Only X.* Cursives, some Verss. and Fathers have simply '^rpo-

Barr/.'^. A change following another construction (sheep-pool).

Unnecessary, and unsupported on critical grounds, is the con-

jecture of Gersdorf: r] 'nrpojSarixri Ko\v[i3r}&pa ri 7.iyo[i'svn''E.^p. BnL
Tisch. following N.* has r6 'kiyiij.iwv instead of jj s'TiXs'yo//,svn.—
Ver. 3. voXv] wanting in B. C. D. L. N. Cursives, and some verss.

Bracketed by Lachmann, deleted by Tisch. A strengthening

addition that might easily present itself— The words Ixdsx'^/j..

T^v rov udarog 5c/'i/»;(r/i', together with the whole of ver. 4, are

wanting in B. C* D. N. 157, 314, Copt. Ms. Sahid. Syr'"^ Those
words are wanting only in A. L. 18 ; the fourth verse only in

D. 33, Arm. Mss. Codd. It. Aug., Nonnus (who describes the

stirring, but does not mention the angel), and is marked as

doubtful in other witnesses by an obelus or asterisks. There
is, moreover, great variation in particular words. For zars^aiviv,

A. K. Verss. have even iXousro, which Grotins approves. The
entire passage from sxds^^o/j,. to the end of ver. 4, though recog-

nised by Tertullian (Origen is silent), is a legendary addition

(so also Liicke, Olshausen, Baeumlein, and now even Bruckner,

reject it), though left in the text by Lachmann in con-

formity with his principles, but deleted by Tisch. ; by de V/ette

not decidedly rejected ; vindicated on various grounds by B,

Crusius, Hahn, Theol. JH. T. I. 303, Lange, Pieuss, and Heng-
stenberg ; left doubtful by Luthardt. Had the passage been
genuine, its contents would have led more easily to its being

retained than to its being omitted ; moreover, the comparatively

numerous acrag Xiyofiiva. in it make it suspicious, viz. nhriaiv,

Tupa^Tj, bri'^roTi (instead of ^ d^TOTs Lachmann has olwBrj-TroToZv),

v6srifj!,a. When it is judged (de Wette) that John would hardly

liave ended the sentence with Inpuv^ and then have immediately
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proceeded with r,v di ng, etc., this is really arbitrary, for we
would miss nothing if nothing had been there ; orav rapax^^i

TO vhup, ver. 7, by no means makes a preceding explanation
" almost necessary," but probably states the original form of

the popular belief, out of which the legend soon developed
itself and found its way into the text. This also against

Hofmann, Schriftheweis, I. 327 f., whose vindication of ver. 4

is approved by Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 268. Ewald (so also

Tholuck and Godet) rejects ver. 4, but defends the words
sKhi-)(oiihuv . , . TiivriGtv in ver. 3 for the sake of ver. 7 ; Hofmann,
in loc, follows an opposite course. But the critical witnesses

do not sanction such a separation.— Ver. 5. xa/ is wanting in

the Elz., and is bracketed by Lachmann, but adopted by Tisch.,

and this upon preponderating evidence.— aa&iv^ B. C.* D. L.

K. Cursives, Codd. It. Vulg. Copt. Sahid. Arm. Cyr. Chrys.

append aurou, which Lachmann puts in brackets, and Tisch.

receives. Eightly; between ackvuA and TOTrov the super-

fluous ATTOT might easily escape notice.— Ver, 7. Eor/SaXr?

Elz. has ^dxXri, against decisive evidence.— Ver. 8. 'iysipe]

Elz. : sysipai, against the best Codd. See the critical notes on
Mark ii. 2.— Ver. 12. rhv x.pd(3(3. cov is wanting in B. C* L. N.

Sahid. An addition from w. 8, 11. Deleted by Tisch.— Ver.

13. lahig] Tisch., following D. and Codd. of the It., reads

dakvuiv, apparently original, but inappropriate after rw ndipa-

T£u/a,/i£i/w in ver. 10 ; to be regarded as a subject added to ver, 7,

and besides this too weakly supported,—Ver. 15. df^yyg/Xg]

C. L. i<. Syr. Syr""- Copt. Cyr. read iJ^iv ; D. K. U. D. Cursives,

Chrys. : ccTrnyy. The latter reading might easily arise by joioing

avriyy. with acrJ^X^Ev ; but this makes the testimonies against

s/Tsi/, which Tisch, adopts, still stronger. — Ver. 1 6, After

'louhaToi, Elz., Scholz (bracketed by Lachmann), read xa/ llriTouv

auTQv dvoTiTsTvai, against decisive witnesses, A supplement bor-

rowed from ver. 18,— Ver, 20, Tisch.: ^au.aa^srs, which is far

too weakly supported by L. s.— Ver. 25. ^^ffoira;] Lachmann
and Tisch. : ^^o-oua/v, following B. D. L. N. Cursives, Chrys.

Eightly ; the more usual form crept in.— Ver. 30. After f^e Elz.

has -jarpog, an addition opposed by decisive witnesses.— Ver.

32, old a] Tisch. o/dars, following only D. N*. Codd. It. Syr'"- Arm.
— Ver. 35. The form dyaXXiadnvai (Elz., following B. : ayaX-

XiaaDrimi) has preponderating evidence in its favour.

Ver. 1. Mera ravTo] after this stay of Jesus in Galilee
;

an approximate statement of time, within the range of which the

harmonist has to bring much that is contained in the Synoptics.

The distinction made by Liicke between this and /jLera tovto,
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according to wliich tlie former denotes indirect, and the latter

immediate sequence, is quite incapable of proof : fiera ravra

is the more usual in John ; comp. ver. 14, iii. 22, vi. 1, vii. 1.—eoprr) rcov 'lovSaiav] a feast of the Jews ; John does not

describe it more definitely. But ivhat feast is meant appears

Avith certainty from iv. 35; comp. vi. 4. For in iv. 3 5 Jesus

spoke in Dcccinber, and it is clear from vi. 4 that the Passover

was still approacldng ; it must therefore ^ be a feast occurring

in the interval between December and the Passover, and this

is no other than i\e feast of Purim (Q"''!i3n •'n>^ Esth. ix. 24 ff.,

iii. 7), the feast of lots, celebrated on the 14th and 15th of

Adar (Esth. ix. 21), consequently in March, in commemora-

tion of the nation's deliverance from the bloody designs of

Haman. So Kepjpler, d'Outrein, Hug, Olshausen, Wieseler,

Krabbe, Anger, Lange, Maier, Baeumlein, Godet, and most

others. So also Holtzmann {Judenth. u. Christenth. p. 374)

and Marcker {Uebereinst. d. Matth. u. Joh. 1868, p. 11). In

favour of this interpretation is the fact that, as this feast was

by no means a great one, but of less importance and less

known to Hellenistic readers, the indefinite mention of it on

John's part is thoroughly appropriate ; while he names the

greater and well-known feasts,—not only the Passover, but

the o-Krjvo'Krj'yLa in vii. 2, and the k^Kaivia in x. 22. To

suppose, in explanation of the fact that he does not give the

name, that he had forgotten what feast it was (Schweizer), is

compatible neither with the accuracy of his recollection in

other things, nor with the importance of the miracle wrought

at this feast. It is arbitrary, however, to suppose that John

did not wish to lay stress upon the name, of the kop-zri, but

upon the fact that Jesus did not go up to Jerusalem save on

occasion of a feast (Luthardt, Lichtenstein) ; indeed, the giving

of the name after 'lovBalcov (comp. vii. 2) would in no way
have interfered with that imaginary design. It is objected

^ If tJiisfeatt itself is taken to be the Passover, we are obliged, with the most

glaring arbitrariness, to put a spatium vacuum, of a year between it and the Pass-

over of vi. 4, of which, however, John (vi. 1-4) has not given the slightest hint.

On the contrary, he lets his narrative present the most uninterrupted sequence.

Hengstenberg judges, indeed, that the gap can appear strange only to those

who do not riglitly discern the relation in which John stands to the Synoptics.

But this is nothing more than the dictum of harmonistic presuppositions.
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that the feast of Pitrim, -which was not a temple feast,

required no journey to Jerusalem (see especially Hengsten-

berg, Christol. III. p. 1 8 7 f., Liicke, de Wette, Briickner) ; and

the high esteem in which it is held in Gem. Hier. Mcgill. i. 8

cannot be shown to refer to the time of Jesus, But might

not Jesus, even without any legal obligation, have availed

Himself of this feast as an occasion for His further labours in

Jerusalem ? And are we to suppose that the character of the

feast—a feast for eating and drinking merely—should hinder

Him from going to Jerusalem ? The Sabbath (ver. 9), on

which apparently (but see Wieseler, p. 219) the feast could

never occur, may have been before or after it; and, lastly,

what is related of Jesus (vi. 1 ff.) between this festival and

the Passover, only a month afterwards, may easily have

occurred within the space of that month. In fine, it can

neither have been the Passover (Cod. A., Irenaeus, Eusebius*

Chron., Eupertus, Luther, Calovius, Grotius, Jansen, Scaliger,

Cornelius a Lapide, Lightfoot, Lampe, Paulus, Kuinoel, SiisS'

kind, Klee, Neander, Ammon, Hengstenberg), nor Pentecost

(Cyril, Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Eras-

mus, Melancthon, Beza, Calvin, Maldonatus, Bengel), nor the

feast of Tabernacles (Cod, 131, Cocceius, Ebrard, Ewald,

Hilgenfeld, Lichtenstein, Krafft, Eiggenbach), nor the feast of

the Dedication (a possible surmise of Keppler and Petavius)
;

nor can we acquiesce in leaving the feast undeterminable

(Liicke, de Wette, Luthardt, Tholuck, Briickner, Baumgarten

Crusius hesitates between Purim and the Passover, yet in-

clines rather to the latter),

Vv, 2, 3. "Eo-tl] is all the less opposed to the composition

of the Gospel after the destruction of Jerusalem, as what is

mentioned is a bath, whose surroundings might very naturally

be represented as still existing. According to Ewald, the

charitable uses for which the building served might have

saved it from destruction, Comp. Tobler, Denlcbldtt. p. 53 ff.,

who says that the porches were still pointed out in the fifth

century.— eTrl ry Trpo^arcKy] is usually expl&med hyrrrvXy

supplied : hard by the sheep-gate ; see on iv, 6, Concerning

the l^<2fL' W, Neh. iii, 1, 32, xii. 39, so called perhaps

because sheep for sacrifice were sold there, or brought in there
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at the Passover, nothing further is known. It lay north-east

of the city, and near the temple. Still the word supplied,

" gate," cannot be shown to have been in use ; nor could it

have been self-evident, especially to Gentile Christian readers,

not minutely acquainted with the localities. I prefer, there-

fore, following Theodore of Mopsuestia, Ammonius, Nonnus,

to join Ko\v/u,/3. with Trpo^ariKy, and, with Elz. 1633 and

Wetstein, to read Ko\viJbj3ri6pa as a dative (comp. already

Castalio) :
" Noiv there is in Jerusalem, at the sheep-pool, [a place

called] Bethesda, so called in the Hebrew tongue" According

to Ammonius, the sheep used for sacrifice were washed in the

sheep-pool.

—

eTriXey.'] " this additional name heing given to it."

On eTTiXejetv, elsewhere usually in the sense of selecting, see

Plat. Legg. iii. p. 700 B. The pool was called Bethesda, a cha-

racteristic surname which had supplanted some other original

name.

—

3ri6ecrZa\ N'HDn n''3^ locus henignitatis, variously

written in Codd. (Tisch., following N. 33, Bed^add), not occur-

ring elsewhere, not even in Josephus ; not " house of pillars"

as Delitzsch supposes. It is impossible to decide with cer-

tainty which of the present pools may have been that of

Bethesda.* See Eobinson, II. 136 f., 158 f. To derive the

healing virtue of the (according to Eusebius) red-coloured

water, which perhaps was mineral, as Eusebius does, from the

blood of the sacrifices flowing down from the temple, and the

name from ^']^'^?, effiisio (Calvin, Aretius, Bochart, Michaelis),

is unwarranted, and contrary to ver. 7. Th^five porches served

* Probably it was the present ebbing and flowing "Fountain of the Virgin

Mary, '

' an intermittent spring called by the inhabitants '
' Mother oj Steps. " See

Robinson, II. 148 f. According to Wieseler, Synapse, p. 260, it may have been

the pool 'Af^vy'SaXav mentioned in Josephus, Antt. v. 11. 4, as was already

supposed by Lampe and several others, against which, however, the difi'erence

of name is a dilliculty ; it has no claim to be received on the ground of

etymology, but only of similarity of sound. Bitter, Hjrdk. XVI. pp. 329, 443 ff.,

describes the pool as now choked up, while Krafft, in his Topogr. p. 176, thinks

it was the Struthion of Josephus. It certainly was not the ditch, now pointed

out by tradition as Bethesda, at the north of the temple wall. See also Tobler

as before, who doubts the possibility of discovering the pool. As to the meaning
of the name {House oj Mercy), it is possible that the arrangement for the pur-

poses of a bath together with the porches was intended as a charitablefoundation

(Olshausen, Ewald), or that the divine favour, whose effects were here manifested,

gave rise to the name. This latter is the more probable, and perhaps gavo
occasion to the legend of the Angel in the Received Text.
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as a shelter for the sick, who are specially descrlLed as TV(p\a)v,

etc., and those afflicted with diseases of the nerves and muscles.

On ^'qpoiv, " persons with withered and emaciated limbs," comp.

Matt. xii. 10 ; Mark iii. 1 ; Luke vi. 6, 8. Whether the sick

man of ver. 5 was one of them or of the 'x,co\ot<i is not stated.

Ver. 5. Tpidicovra, /c.t.X.] i.e. "having 'passed thirty-ciglit

years in his sickness," so that e%&)y belongs to rp. k. oktod err}

(viii. 57, xi. 17; Josephus, Arch. vii. 11. 1 ; Krebs, p. 150), and

iv T. aad. avT. denotes the state in which he spent the thirty-

eight years. Against the connection of e'^wv with ev r. daO.

a. (being in his sickness thirty-eight years ; so Kuinoel and

most others) ver. 6 is decisive, as also against the perversion

of Paulus, who puts a comma after €-)(wv (" thirty-eight years

old "). The duration of the sickness makes the miracle all the

more striking ; comp. Luke viii. 43. There is no intimation

of any reference to the sentence of death pronounced upon

Israel in the wilderness (Baumgarten, p. 139 f. ; comp.

Hengstenberg).

Vv. 6, 7. TovTov . . . 6%6i] two points which excited the

compassion of Jesus, where 'yvov<i, however (as in iv. 1), does

not denote a supernatural knowledge of this external (other-

wise in ver. 14) and easily known or ascertained fact (against

Godet and the early expositors).— e;^et] i.e. iv dadeveia, ver.

5.— 6eK6L<i, /c.r.X.] Wilt thou hecoone whole ? The self-evident

nature of this desire made the question an appropriate one to

rouse the sufferer's attention and expectation, and this was the

object Jesus had in view in order to the commencement of

His miraculous work. This question was inappropriate for

the purpose (de Wette thinks) of merely heginning a conver-

sation upo7i the siibject. Paulus falsely supposes that the man
might have been a dishonest beggar, feigning sickness, and

that Jesus asks him with reproving emphasis, " Wilt thou be

made whole ? art thou in earnest ? " So, too, Ammon ; while

Lange regards him as simply languid in will, and that Christ

again roused his dormant will ; but there is nothing of this

in the text, and just as little of Luthardt's notion, that the

question was meant for all the people of whom the sick man
is supposed to be the type. Tliis miracle alone furnishes an

example of an unsolicited interrogation upon Christ's part (a
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feature which Weisse urges against it) ; but in the case of the

man born blind, chap, ix., we have also an unsolicited healing.

— dvOpooTTov ovK e%a)] ad morhum aceedehat inopia, Giotius

;

dvdp. emphatically takes the lead; the ep^o/iaL iyoo that follows

answers to it.

—

orav rapw^^dfj to vSojp] The occasional

and intermittent disturbance of the water is not to be under-

stood as a regular occurrence, but as something sudden and

quickly passing away. Hence the man's waiting and com-

plaint.— ^dXr}] throw, denoting a hasty conveyance before

the momentary bubbling was over.— epxofiat] he therefore

was obliged to help himself along, but slowly.— dWo<; irpo

e/ioO] so that the place where the bubbling appeared was

occupied by another. Observe the sing. ; the short bubbling

is to be regarded as occurring only in one jixed springing-point

in the pool, so that one person only could let it exert its

influence upon him. The apocryphal ver. 4 has perverted

this circumstance, in conformity with a popular superstition,

which probably reaches as far back as the time of Christ.

Vv. 8, 9. Comp. Matt. ix. 6; Mark ii. 9, 11.— irepcTrdret]

walk, go; hitherto he had lain down there, ver. 6. The

command implies the man's /aii/i, which had been recognised

by Christ.— kuI ype] simply and emphatically told in the

very words which Jesus had spoken.—Some (Strauss) quite

arbitrarily regard this story as a legendary exaggeration of the

healing of the paralytic in the Synoptics (Matt. ix. ; Mark ii.)

;

time, place, circumstances, and what ensues, especially its

essential connection with the healing on the Sabbath-day, are

all original and independent, as is also the whole account, so

full of life and psychologically true, and very different from

that in the Synoptics. Notwithstanding, Baur again (p. 243 ff.)

would make the story in John a composition out of synop-

tical materials, appealing especially to Mark ii. 9, 10; and

Hilgenfeld, Evang. 269 f , adopts the same course, finding the

"inner peculiarity" of the narrative in the idea that the

omnipotence of the Logos cannot be controlled by any earthly

law or human custom; whilst Weisse {Evangclienfr. 268)
sees in the man's lameness the helplessness of one morally

sick, and attributes the origin of the entire narrative to what

was originally a jparahle. Thus they themselves complete the
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fiction, and tlien pass it off on tlie evangelist, while the

simplest as well as the most distinctive and characteristic

historical features are now interwoven into his supposed plans.

See, on the contrary, Briickner, in loc.

Vv. 10-13. 01 ^IovZaloi\ The Sanhedrim are here meant

;

see vv. 15, 33. They never once mention the healing ; with

hostile coldness they only watch for their point of attack;

" Quaerunt non quod mirentur, sed quod calumnientur,"

Grotius.— 7roLriaa<i, etc., and e/ce 41/09 are in the mouth of the

man who was healed an appeal to the authority which, as a

matter of fact, his Saviour must possess ; there is something

defiant in the words, so natural in the first realization of his

wonderful cure.— av6pa)iro<f\ contemptuous. Ast, Lex.

Plat. I. p. 178.— i^evevcrev] He withdrew (see Dorvill. ad

Char. p. 273; Schleusner, Thes, II. 293), i.e. when this

encounter with the Jews began. As He wished to avoid the

scene which would occur with the crowd who were in the

place, He conveyed Himself away (not 'pluperfect).

Vv. 14, 15. Mera ravTd\ whether or not on the same

day does not appear. But it is psychologically probable that

the new feeling of restored health led the man at once into

the sanctuary. — firjKeTi afjidpT^ Jesus therefore knew (by

direct intuition) that the sickness of this sufferer had been

brought about (see on Matt. ix. 2, 3) by special sin (of what

kind does not appear); and this particidar form of sin is what

He refers to, not generally to the universal connection between

sin and physical evil (Neander, following the early expositors),

or between sin and sickness (Hengstenberg), which would not

be in keeping with the character of this private interview, the

design of which was the good of the man's soul. The man's

own conscienee would necessarily give an individual application

to the firjKert dfidpr. Comp. viii. 11.— ;j^et/ooi/] to be left

indefinite ; for if the dfiaprdvetv recurred, it might bring with

it a worse sickness (so Nonnus), and other divine punishment,

even the loss of eternal salvation. See generally Matt. xii.

45; 2 Pet. ii. 20.— Ver. 15. dvi^jryeiXe, k.t.X] The motive

was neither malice (Schleiermacher, Paulus, comp. Ammon),

nor gratitude, to bring Jesus into notice and recognition

among the Jews (Cyril, Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euthymius
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Zigal)enus, Grotius, and many early writers ; also Maier and

Hengstenberg), nor obedience to the rulers (Bengal, Liicke, de

Wette, Luthardt), under the influence of stupidity (Tholuck)

or fear (Lange), but, in keeping with ver. 11, and the designa-

tion TToirjcra'i avrov vycrj (comp. ver. 11): the supplementary

vindication of the authority in obedience to which he had acted,

though it was the Sabbath (vv. 9, 10), and which he was

unable to name to the Jews. This authority is with him

decidedly higher than that of the Sanhedrim ; and he not

only employs it for his own acquittal, but even defies them

with it. Comp. the man born blind, ix. 1 7, 3 1 ff. But for

this purpose how easily could he ascertain the name of Jesus !

Vv. 16, 17. Aia TovTo'] on account of this notice referring

to Jesus, and then otl, because He that is. See on x. 1 7.—
eSico/c.] not judicially, by means of the law (Lampe, Eosen-

miiller, Kuinoel), of which the sequel says nothing, but in a

genercd way : they made Him the object of their persecutions.

— ravTo] these things, such as the healing of the paralytic.

— iiroUt] he did, not eiroliqaev.— air

e

kp ivar o~\ The means

by which He met the BccoKeiv of the Jews, whether that then

showed itself in accusations, reproaches, machinations, or other-

wise in overt acts of hostility. This Aorist occurs in John

only here, ver. 19, and xii. 23.— o irarrjp fiov, k.t.X.'] My
Father is working even to this moment; I also ivork. This

expression is not borrowed from Fhilo (Strauss) ; Jesus

alludes to the unresting activity of God for human salvation^

since the creation was finished, notwithstanding the divine

rest of the Sabbath (Gen. ii. 1-3) observed after the six days'

' Jesus accordinglj' does not deny that God rested on the seventh day after the

six days of creation (against Ammon) ; but He affirms that since then He is ever

active, even on the Sabbath-days, for man's redemption. Nor does He speak of

the law concerning the Sabbath as not ot divine institution (Baur), as of no
obligation, or as abrogated ; but He as the Son stands above it, and is as little

bound by it as the Father, who ever continues to work, even on the Sabbath.

This against Hilgenfeld {Lehrherjrlf
, p. 81 ; Evang. p. 270; and in his Ze.itschrift

1863, p. 218), who considers that, according to this Gospel, Jesus, passing by
the 0. T. representation of God, rises to the absolutely transcendental essence,

exalted above all contact with the finite, and manifest only to the Son ; and that

the evangelist, following the Gnostics, refers the history of the creation to the

Demiurge, as distinct from the most high God. This is not the "eagle height"

of John's theology.

Q
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work. This distinct reference (not generally " to the sustain-

ing and government of the world") is presented in the activity

of Christ answering to that of God the Father. " As the

Father" that is, says Jesus, has not ceased from the beginning

to work for the world's salvation, but ever works on even to

the present moment,^ so of necessity and right, notwithstand-

ing the law of the Sabbath, does He also, the Son, who as such

(by virtue of His essentially divine relationship of equality

with the Father) cannot in this His activity be subject to the

sabbatical law, but is Lord of the Sabbath (comp. Matt, xii. 8
;

Mark ii. 28). Olshausen and de Wette import this in the

words :
" As in God rest and action are united, so in Christ

are contemplation and activity." But there is no mention of

rest and contemplation. According to Godet, Jesus says,

" Jusgiia chaque dernier moment oh mon p^re agit, j'agis aussi;"

the Son can only cease His work when He sees the Father

cease. But in this case we should have simply ew9 (ix. 4),

and not eo)? apTi ; e&)9 aprc means nothing more nor less than

usqiie adhuc (ii. 10, xvi. 24; 1 John ii. 9), the oioiv limiting

it still more distinctly than ew<; rod vvv (Lobeck, ad Phryn.

pp. 19, 20).— Kajo) ipryd^o/jiac] is not to be again supple-

mented by 60)9 aprc. I also (do not rest, but) worJc. The

relation of both sentences is not that of imitation (Grotius),

nor of example (Ewald), but of oiecessary equality of will and

procedure. The asyndeton (instead of " because my Father,"

etc.) makes the statement all the more striking. See on

1 Cor. X. 17.

Ver. 18. Ala rovro] because He said this, and ore as in

ver. 16. " Apologiam ipsam in majus crimen vertunt," Bengel.

— fMaWov] neither jpotius nor amplius (Bengel: " modo per-

^ ?4>f apri carries our view of God's working, which began with the creation,

onwards to the j^reseMt moment, the moment wherein Jesus has to defend Him-
self on account of Sabbath-breaking. In conformity with this redemptive work

of God the Father onwards until now, and which was interrupted by no rest, He
also works. The inference that herein is implied a divine rest at &future period,

as Luthardt thinks,—who regards the day of Christ's resurrection as the then

approaching Sabbath of God's redemptive work,—is quite remote from the text.

"Eu; apri includes the survey of the entire past down to the moment then present,

without any intimation of a change in the future, wliich, if intended, should

appear in the context, as in xvi. 24.
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sequeTjantur, nunc amplius quaerunt occidere") ; but, as accord-

ing to its position it necessarily belongs to i^^r., magis, " tlitij

redouhled their endeavours." It has a reference to iSicoKov in

ver. 16, so far as this general expression includes the desire

to kill. Comp. for the ^rjTeiv airoKretvai, vii. 1, 19, 25, viii.

37, 40, XL 53.— TTUTepa lBlov, /c.tA.] patrem proprium.

Comp. Eom. viii. 32. They rightly interpreted o irar'^p fiov

as signifying peculiar and personal fatherhood, and not what is

true also with reference to others, " sed id misere pro blas-

phemia habuerunt," BengeL Comp. x. 33.— "aov eavrov,

/c.T.X] not an explanation, nor exactly (B. Crusius) a proof of

what precedes, which the words themselves of Jesus, o irarrip

fxov, supply ; but what Jesus says of God's relation to Him
{irarepa tSiov), declares at the same time, as to the other side

of the relationship, what He makes Himself out to he in His

relation to God. We must translate :
" since He (at the same

time) puts Himself on the same level ivith God" i.e. by that Kwyoi

ipyd^ofMat of ver. 1 7, wherein He, as the Son, claims for Him-

self equality of right and freedom with the Father. Comp,

also Hofmann, Schriftbcweis, I. p. 133. The thought of claim-

ing equality of essence (Phil. ii. 6), however, lies in the back-

ground as an indistinct notion in the minds of His opponents.

Ver. 19 ff. Jesus does not deny what the Jews attributed

to Him as the capital offence of blasphemous presumption,

namely, that He made Himself eqital with God ; but He puts the

whole matter in its true light, and this from a consideration of

His whole present and future work, onward to ver. 3 ; where-

upon, onwards to ver. 47, He gives vent to an earnest denuncia-

tion of the unbelief of the Jews in the divine witness to Himself.

Ver. 19. Oi) hvyaraC] denies the possibility, on account

of an inner necessity, involved in the relationship of the Son

to the Father, by virtue of which it would be impossible for

Him to act with an individual self-assertion independent ot the

Father, which He could then only do if He were not the Son.

Comp. Bengel, in loc, and Fritzsche, nova opusc. p. 297 f. In

d(f>' iavTov, as the subject of the reflexive is the Son in His

relation to the Father, there does not lie any opposition be-

tween the human and divine wills (Beyschlag), nor an indis-

tinct and onesided reference to the human element in Christ
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(de Wette) ; but it is the wlwle suhjed, the God-man, the

incarnate Logos, in whom the Aseietas agendi, the self-determina-

tion of action independently of the Father, cannot find place

;

because otherwise He must either be divine only, and there-

fore without the subordination involved in the economy of

redemption (which is the case also with the irveviia, xvi. 13),

or else simply human ; therefore there is no contradiction

between what is here said and the prologue (Eeuss ; comp. on

the other side, Godet).— iav fir] ri, /c.r.A..] refers simply to

TToieiv ovSiv, and not also to acji eavrov. See on Matt. xii.

4; Gal. ii. 16.— ^Xeirr] r. ttut. ttoiovvto] a familiar

description, borrowed from the attention which children give

to the conduct of their father—of the inner and immediate

intuition which the Son perpetually has of the Father's work,

in the perfect consciousness of fellowship of life with Him.

This relation, which is not only religious and moral, but founded

on a transcendental basis, is the necessary and immediate

standard of the Son's working. See on ver. 20.— a <yap av

eKelvo'^, /c.T.X] Proof of the negative assertion by means of

the jpositive relationship subsisting.— 6[jioioi<;'\ equally, propor-

tionately, qualifying Troiet, indicating again the reciprocity or

sameness of action already expressed by ravra, and thus more

strongly confirming the perfect equality of the relationship.

It is, logically speaking, the pariter (Mark iv. 16; John xxi.

13 ; 1 Pet. iii. 1) of the category mentioned.

Ver. 20. Moral necessity in God for the aforesaid a yap av

e/ceti/09, etc. Comp. iii. 35.

—

^yap refers to the whole of

what follows down to ttoiei, of which koI fiel^ova, etc., gives

the result.— (piXei] "qui amat, nil celat," Bengel. The dis-

tinction between this and dyaira (which D., Origen, Chry-

sostom here read), diligit (see Tittmann, Synon. p. 50), is to be

retained even in John, though he uses both to denote the same

relationship, but with varying definiteness of representation.

Comp. iii. 35, xxi. 15. ^Ckelv is always the proper affection

of love. Comp. xi. 3, 36, xvi. 27, xx. 2, et al. But this

love has its basis in the metaphysical and eternal relation of

the Father to the Son, as His /xovoyevr]^ vm (i. 14, 18), and

does not first begin in time. Comp. Luthardt. — irdvra

helavvfTLv] He sJiows Him all, permits Him to see in imme-
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diate self-revelation all that He Himself doctli, that the Son also

may do these things after the pattern of the Father. Descrip-

tion of the inner and essential intimacy of the Father with the

Son^ according to which, and indeed b}'' virtue of His love to

the Son, He makes all His own working an object of intuition

to the Son for His like working (comp. ver. 1 7),—the humanly

conditioned continuation of what He had seen in His pre-

human existence, iii. 11, vi. 46.^— Kal fiel^ova, /c.t.X.] a

new sentence, and an advance in the discourse, the theme of

all that follows down to ver. 3 : and greater vjorhs than these

(the healings of the sick spoken of) will He show Him ; He will

give Him His example to do them also.— Xvd] the divine

purpose of this,—not in the sense of loare (Baeumlein).—
v^el<f\ ye unhelievers. Jesus does not say Triarevjjre ; He
means the surprise of shame, viz. at the sight ^ of His works.

Ver. 21. Jesus now specifies these /xeltova epja, namely,

the quickening of the dead, and judgment (vv. 21—30) ; epya

accordingly is a broader conception than miracle, which, how-

ever, is included in the category of the Messianic epya. See

especially ver. 36.

Ver. 21. He speaks of the operation of His power in

judging and raising the dead, first in an ethical sense down
to ver. 27, and then, vv. 28, 29, subjoins the actual and

universal awakening of the dead as the completion of His

entire life-giving and judicial work as the Messiah. Augustine

anticipated this view (though illogically apprehending ver. 21

in a moral sense, and ver. 22 in a physical), and it is adopted

among the older writers, especially by Eupertius, Calvin,

Jansen, Calovius, Lampe, and more recently by Liicke,

Tholuck, Olshausen, Maier, de Wette, Lange, Hilgenfeld,

Lecliler, Apost. Zeitalt. p. 225 f., Weiss, Godet. Others have

' This intimate relationsliip is to te regarded as one of uninterrupted continuity,

and not to be limited merely to occasional crises in the life of Jesus (Gess, Pers.

Chr. p. 237), of which there is not the slightest indication in John's Gospel.

Comp. 1. 52. This very continuous consciousness depends upon the continuance

of the Logos consciousness (viii. 29, 59, xvii. 5, xvi 32),—a view which is to

he maintained against Weizsacker, who introduces even visions [evang. Gesch.

p. 435) in explanation of this passage, in the face of the known history of Jesus.

" For the astonishment connected ivith the fia<rfai is implied in the context.

See Nagelsbach, z. Jlias, p. 200, ed. 3.
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extended tlie ethical interpretation even as far as vv. 28, 29

(so Deysing in the Bibl. Brem. i. 6, Eckermann, Ammon, and

many others ; recently, Schweizer, B. Crusius, Eeuss), which,

however, is forbidden by the language and contents of vv. 28,

29 ; see on vv. 28, 29. Further, when Luthardt (comp.

Tholuck on w. 21-23, and Hengstenberg on w. 21-24, also

Bruckner on ver. 21) understands ^woTroLeLv generally of the

impartation of life, he must take loth kinds of quickening as

the two sides of the ^(oi], which appears quite irreconcilable

with the right understanding of ov^ diXei, and with the

distinct separation between the present and the future (the

latter from ver. 28 onwards). The ^woiroielv of the Messiah

during His temporal working concerns the morally dead, of

whom He morally quickens whom He will ; but at a future

day, at the end of all things, He will call forth the jjhysically

dead from their graves, etc., vv. 28, 29. The carrying out of

the double meaning of ^woTroietv onwards to ver. 28 (for w.
28, 29 even Luthardt himself takes as referring only to the

final future) leads to confusion and forced interpretation (see

on ol cLKovcravTe'^, ver. 25). Further, most of the Fathers

(Tertullian, Chrysostom and his followers, Nonnus, and others),

most of the older expositors (Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, Bengel,

and many others), and recently Schott in particular (Opusc. i.

p. 197), Kuinoel, Baumeister (in the WiXrteiiib. Stud. II. 1),

Weizel (in the Stud. u. Krit. 1836, p. 636), Kaeuffer, de ^coj}?

alwv not. p. 115 ff., also Baeumlein and Ewald, have taken

the entire passage vv. 21-29 in a literal sense, as referring to

the resurrection and the final judgment. Against this it is

decisive : (a) that 'iva vfji€t<i Oavfid^rjre in ver. 20 represents

the hearers as continuous witnesses of the works referred to,

and these works, therefore, as successive developments which

they will see along with others
; (&) that ou? deXei, is in keep-

ing only with the ethical reference; (c) that iva TraVre? rtfMciocri,

etc., ver. 23, expresses a continuing result, taking place in the

])resent (in the alcov ovtos:), and as divinely intended
;

(c?)

that in ver. 24, e'/c rov davdrov cannot be explained of physical

death
;

(e) that in ver. 25, kuI vvv iariv and oi dicovaavTe<i are

compatible only with reference to spiritual awakening. To

this may be added, (/) that Jesus, where He speaks (w. 28.
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29) of the literally dead, very distinctly marks out the

resurrection of these latter from that of the preceding as

something greater and as still future, and designates the dead

not merely with great definiteness as such (vrayre? oi ev roi<i

fivr}fji€iOL<;), but also makes their avda-raa-i'; ^cot)? conditional,

not, as in ver. 24, upon faith, but, probably seeing that they

for the most part would never have heard the gospel, upon

having done good,—thus characteristically distinguishing this

quickening of the dead from that spoken of immed»ely
before.— wairep . . . ^woTTotet] The awakening and reviving

of the dead is represented as the essential and peculiar busi^

ness of the Father (Deut. xxxii. 39 ; 1 Sam. ii. 6 ; Tobit xiii.

2; Wisd. xvi. 13); accordingly the Present tense is used,

because the statement is general. Comp. Eom. iv. 17.

Observe, however, that Jesus here speaks of the awakening of

the dead, which is peculiar to the Father, without making any

distinction between the spiritual and literal dead ; this separa-

tion first appears in the following reference to the Son. The

awakening of loth springs from the same divine source and

basis of life.— iyeiper and ^(ooTroiel we might expect in

reverse order (as in Eph. ii. 5, 6) ; but the ^oiOTroceiv is the

key-note, which resounds through all that follows, and

accordingly the matter is regarded in accordance with the

popular view, so that the making alive begins with the

awakening, which therefore appears as the immediate ante-

cedent of the ^oaoiroielv, and is not again specially named in

the apodosis.— ov? 6e\eC\ for He will not quicken others

because they believe not (ver. 24) ; this, and not an absolute

decree (Calvin, Eeuss), is the moral condition of His self-

determination, just as also His Kplai^ (ver. 22) is in like

manner morally determined. That this spiritual resurrection

is independent of the descent fvom Abraham, is self-evident

from the fact of its being spiritual ; but this must not be

taken as actually stated in the ou? OeXeL. Many, who take

^(ooTTOiel literally, resort to the historical accounts of the

raising of individuals from the dead (Lazarus, etc.), for which

few cases the o&<? OeXet is neither appropriate nor adequate.

See, besides, ver. 25. Ewald takes God as the subject of deXet,

which is neither logical (on account of the kuI, which places
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"both subjects in the same line), nor possible according to the

plain words, though it is self-evident that the Son acts only

in the harmony of His will with that of the Father; comp.

ver. 30, vi. 40.— ^(ooTrotet] ethically, of the spiritual

quickening to the higher moral ^coi], instead of that moral

death in which they were held captive when in the uncon-

verted state of darkness and sin. See on Luke xv, 24 ; Matt,

iv. 16; Eph. v. 14; Eom. vi. 13; Isa. xxvi. 19. Without

this||&)07rot77crt9, their life would remain ethically a ^wrj d^io<i

(Jacmbs, ad Antliol. VII. p. 152), /3io? a^lcoro'? (Ken. Mem. iv.

8. 8). The Present, for He does it now, and is occupied with

'this ^oioTTOLelv, that is, by means of His word, which is the

life-giving call (w. 24, 25). The Future follows in ver. 28.

Ver. 22 does not state the ground of the Son's call to

bestow life (Luthardt, comp. Tholuck and Hengstenberg), but

is a justification of the ov<; diXei,—because the Kpl(n<i refers

only to those whom He wiU not raise to life,—in so far as it

is implied that the others, whom the Son will not make alive,

will experience in themselves the judgment of rejection (the

anticipatory analogon of the decisive judgment at the second

advent, ver. 29). It is given to no other than the Son to

execute this final judgment. The Kptvei ovheva should have

prevented the substitution of the idea of separation for that of

judgment (comp. iii. 17, 18).— ovhe <yap 6 tt.] for not even

the Father, to whom, however, by universal acknowledgment,

judgment belongs.-' Consequently it depends only upon the

Son, and the 0&9 deXei has its vindication. Concerning ovBi,

which is for the most part neglected by commentators, comp.

vii. 5, viii. 42, xxi. 25. The antithesis aXXa, k.t.X, tells how

far, though God is the world's Judge, the Father does not

judge, etc.— Kpcvei] the judgment of condemnation (iii. 17,

18, V. 24, 27, 29), whose sentence is the opposite of ^cooTroiecv,

the sentence of spiritual death.— rrjv Kpicriv iracrav] judg-

ment altogether (here also to be understood on its condemnatory

side), therefore not only of the last act on the day of judg-

ment (ver. 27), but of its entirety (see on xvi. 13), and con-

sequently in its progress in time, whereby the 01)9 Oekei is

decided.

1 "VVeiss, Lehrhef/r. p. 185, explains it as if it ran : evil yap xfnu oraTu'^, etc.
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Ver. 2 3. The divine purpose which is to be attained in the

relation of mankind to this judicial action of the Son. Observe

the Present Subjunctive.— KaOois:^ for in the Son, who judges,

we have the appointed representative of the Father, and thus

far (tlierefore always relatively, xiv. 2 3) He is to be honoured

as the Father. Comp. what follows. How utterly opposed

to this divine intention was the procedure of the Jews, ver.

18 ! It is incorrect, however, to take Ka6(o<;, as Baeumlein

does, as causal (see on xiii. 34, xvii. 2), because the whole

context turns upon the equality of the Father and the Son.—
ov TL/j,a Tov iraTepa] i.e. in this very respect, that he does

not honour the Son, who is the Sent of the Father.

Ver. 24. The ov<; OeXet ^woiroLel now receives—and that,

too, with increasing solemnity of discourse—its more minute

explanation, both as to the subjects whom it specifies (6 tov

Xojov /jiov aKov'ov, k.t.\.), and as to the ^cooTrotrjcn^; itself

(e;3^et ^(orjv).— clkovcov is simply heareth, but is closely con-

nected with the following koI ina-Tevcov (comp. Matt. xiii. 19 ff.),

and thereby receives its definite reference. For the opposite,

see xii. 47.— '^X^'' ?• ^^-J
'^'^® ^(ooiroielv is accomplished in

him ; he has eternal life (iii. 15), i.e. the higher spiritual ^w^,

which, upon his entrance into the Messiah's kingdom, reaches

its consummation in glorious Messianic ^tu?;. He has, in that

he is become a believer, parsed from the spiritual death (see

on ver. 21) into the eternal life (the ^corj kut i^o^^^rjv), and

cometh not into (condemnatory, comp. iii. 18) judgment, because

he has already attained unto that life.^ The result of this is

:

Oavarov ov fj,rj Oecoptja-rj, viii. 51. On the Perfect fxera/Si^.,

see iii. 18 ; 1 John iii. 14.

Ver. 25. Jesus re-af&rms what He had already asserted in

ver. 24, but in the more concrete form of allegorical expres-

sion.— Kal vvv iariv] i.e. in its beginning, since Christ's

entrance upon His life-giving ministry. Comp. iv. 23. The

duration of this a>pa, however, continues till the second advent

;

• Melancthon :
" Postqnam illuxit fides seu fiducia Christi in corde, qua

agnoscimus nos vere a Deo recipi, exaudiri, regi, defendi, sequitur pax et

laetitia, quae est inchoatio vitae aeternae et tegit peccata, quae adliuc in

imbecillitate nostra liaerent." Baur is wrong in concluding from such passages

(coi/ip. viii. 51, xi. 26) that our evangelist verges closely on the doctrine of the

Gnostics, 2 Tim. ii. 18.
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already had it 'begun to be present, but, viewed in its com-

pleteness, it still belonged to the future. The expositors who
take the words to denote the literal resurrection (see ver. 25,

even Hengstenberg), refer koX vvv icniv to the individual

instances of raising from the dead ivhich Jesus wrought (John

xi. ; Mark v. 41 ; Luke vii. 14; Matt. xi. 5); but this is as

inappropriate in general as it is out of keeping with John's

Gospel, for those individuals were not at all awaked to ^wrj in

the sense of the context, but only to the earthly life, which

was still liable to death. Olshausen, who illogically explains

ver. 25 as referring to the resurrection of the body, appeals to

Matt, xxvii. 52, 53.— ol v€Kpol] the spiritually dead; Matt,

viii. 22; Eev. iii. 1; and see on ver. 21.— tj}9 (})(ovi]<;]

according to the context, the resurrection summons (ver. 28),

which is here really, in the connection of the allegory, the

morally life-giving preaching of Christ. The spiritually dead,

generally, according to the category ol veKpoi, will hear this

voice, but all will not awake to its call; only ol aKovaavra,
which therefore cannot be taken in the same sense as

aKovaovrac, but must signify : those vjho will have given ear

thereto. Comp. viii. 43, 47. In Latin :
" Mortui audient . . .

et qui audientes fuerint" etc. It is the aKovetv KaXovvro'?,

Plut. Sert. 11, al., aKoveuv irapa'yyeXKovTO'i, and the like,

aKoveiv Tov Trpoa-rar/fiaro'i (Polyb. xi. 19. 5). If we under-

stand the words of bodily awakening, ol dKovaavTe<i with the

article is quite incxplicaUe. Chrysostom : (pcovrif; uKovaavre^

i'jriTaTTovar)'; ; Grotius :
" simul atque audierint." All such

renderings, as also the vague explanation of Hengstenberg,^

would require aKovaavTe<i merely without the article ;
^ and

^i^(Tovatv would, in opposition to the entire context, signify

" to live" generally, in an indifferent sense. Olshausen, indeed,

supplements aKovaavTe<i—which, nevertheless, must of neces-

sity refer to r^? <})cov7]<;—by rov X6<yov from ver. 24: "they

who in this life hear the word of God." It is just as

impossible to hold, with Luthardt (so far as he would include

' The article is said to indicate the inseparable connection between hearing

and life.

" See Em-ip. Hec. 25, 26, and Pflugk thereon. But o.' axaiVavrs,- with tlio

article is : quiciinque audiveruni.
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the literal resurrection), that ol aKovaavref; refers to those

" who hear the last call of Jesus differently from others, i.e.

joyfully receiving it, and therefore attain to life." This is an

imijortcd meaning, for there is no such modal limitation in the

text ; hut ol aKovcravre<i alone, which, so far as it must differ

from the general aKova-ovrai, can only designate those who
give ear, and by this the literal resurrection is excluded. For

this double meaning of cikovuv in one sentence, see Plat. Legg.

p. 712 B : Bebv . . . iiriKaXcofieda' 6 Be aKovaeLe re koX aKovcra<^

(cum exaudiverit) . . . eXdot, and also the proverbial expression

CLKovovra fxrj aKovuv.

Vv. 26, 27. The life denoted by the aforesaid ^^a-ovaiv,

seeing the subjects of it were dead, must be something which

is in process of being iiniiarted to them,—a life which comes

from the Son, the quickener. But He could not impart it if

He had not in Himself a divine and independent foimtain of

life, like the Father, which the Father, the absolutely living

One (vi. 57), gave Him when He sent Him into the world to

accomplish His Messianic work; comp. x. 36. The following

eBcoKev (ver. 27) should itself have prevented the reference to

the eternal generation (Augustine and many others, even

Gess). Besides (therefore ver. 27), if only the aKovcraure<i

(comp. 0U9 Oekei, ver. 21) are to live, and the other veKpoi

not, the Son must have received from the Father the warrant

and power of judging and of deciding who are to live and

who not. This power is given Him by the Father because He
is the Son of man ; for in His incarnation, i.e. in the fact that

the Son of God (incarnate) is a child of man (comp. Phil. ii. 7
;

Gal. iv. 4; Eom. i. 3, viii. 3), the essence of His nature as

Redeemer consists, and this consequently is the reason in the

history of redemjjtion why the Father has equipped Him for

the Messianic function of judgment. Had the Son of God not

become a child of man, He could not have been the fulfiller

of the Father's decree of redemption, nor have been entrusted

with judicial power. Luthardt (comp. Hofmann, Schrifihew.

II. 1, p. 78) says incorrectly: "for God desired to judge the

world by means of a man" which is a thought much too vague

for this passage, and is borrowed from Acts xvii. 31. De
Wette, with whom Briickner concurs (comp. also Eeuss), more



252 THE GOSPEL OF JOHN.

correctly says :
" It denotes the Logos as a human manifesta-

tion} and in this lies the reason why He judges, for the

hidden God could not he judge." But this negative and refined

definition of the reason given, " because He is the Son of

man," can all the less appropriately be read between the

lines, the more it savours of Philonic speculation, and the

more current the view of the Deity as a Judge was among
the Jews. So, following Augustine, Luther, Castalio, Jansen,

and most others, E. Crusius (comp. also Wetstein, who adduces

Heb. iv. 15): "because executing judgment requires direct

operation upon mankind." ^ Others (Grotius, Lampe, Kuinoel,

Liicke, Olshausen, Maier, Baumlein, Ewald, and most others,

now also Tholuck) :
" vlo<i avdp. is He who is announced in

Dan. vii. and in the book of Enoch as the Messiah " (see on

Matt. viii. 20), where the thought has been set forth succes-

sively in various ways ; Liicke (so also Baeumlein) :
" because

He is the Messiah, and judgment essentially belongs to the

work of the Messiah " (comp. Ewald). Tholuck comes nearest

to the right sense :
" because He is become man, i.e. is the

Redeemer, but with this redemption itself the Kplat^; also is

given." Hengstenberg : "as a reward for talcing humanity

wpon Him." Against the whole explanation from Dan. vii. 13,

however, to which Beyschlag, Christol. p. 29, with his expla-

nation of the ideal man (the personal standard of divine

judgment), adheres, it is decisive that in the N. T. throughout,

wherever " Son of man " is used to designate the Messiah,

both words have the article : 6 vlo<; rod avdpcoTrov (in John

i. 52, iii. 13, 14, vi. 27, 52, 62, viii. 28,xii. 23, 34,xiii. 31):

^ Or the relative humanity of Him who is God's Son. The expression is there-

fore dillerent from :
" because He is man."

2 Comp. also Baur in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschr. J. wiss. Theol. 1860, p. 276 ff.,

and N. T. Theol. p. 79 fl. ; Holtzmann in the same, 1865, p. 234 f. Akin

to this interpretation is that ot Weiss, p. 224: "so far as He is a son of man,

and can in human form bring near to men the life-giving revelation of God."

Even thus, however, what is said to be the point of the reason given has to be

supplied. This holds also against Godet, who confounds things that differ

:

" On one side judgment must proceed from the womb of humanity as an ' hom-
mage k Dieu,' and on the other it is entrusted by God's love as a purification

ot humanity to Him who voluntarily became man." Groos (in the Stud, u. Krit.

1SG8, p. 260) substantially agrees with Beyschlag.
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vlos avOpooTTov without the article^ occurs in Eev. i. 13, xiv.

14, but it does not express the idea of the Messiah. Thus

the prophecy in Daniel does not enter into consideration here

;

but " son of a human being " is correlative to " son of God " (of

the Father, vv. 25, 26), although it must frankly be acknow-

ledged that the expression does not necessarily presuppose

hirth from a virgin? The Peshito, Armenian version, Theophy-

lact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Paulus, connect the words—rightly

taking vto? auOp. to mean man—with what follows :
" Marvel

not that He is a man." This is not in keeping with the con-

text, while TovTo witnesses for the ordinary connection.—
^(iir]v e%eiv ev eavTwi] in Himself " Est emphasis in hoc

dicto : vitam habere in sese, i. e. alio modo quam creaturae,

angeli et homines," Melancthon. Comp. i. 4, xiv. 6,^ The

words Ka\ vvv eaTiv are certainly decisive against Gess {Pcrs.

Chr. p. 301), who ascribes the gift of life by the Father to the

Son as referring only to His pre-existent glory and His state of

exaltation, which he considers to have been " suspended" during

the period of His earthly life. The prayer at the grave of

Lazarus only proves that Christ exercised the power of life,

which was bestowed upon Him as His own, in accordance

with the Father's will. See on ver. 21.

Vv. 28-30. Marvel not at this (comp. iii. 7), viz. at what I

have asserted concerning my life-giving and judicial power

;

' Weizsaeker { Unters. ub. d. evang. Gesch. p. 431) cuts away this objection

by the statement, witJiout proof, tliat ulos av^p. without the article belongs to

the explanatory exposition of the fourth Gospel. Baeumlein and Beyschlag, to

account for the absence of the article, content themselves with saying that ulo;

avip. is the predicate, and therefore (comp. Holtzmann) the point would turn on

the meaning of the conception. But the/orvial and unchanging title, a vlo; toZ

avSp., would not agree with that ; and, moreover, in this way the omission only

of the first article, and not of the second {toZ), would be explained ; vlos uvipuvou

can only mean son of a man. Comp. Barnabas, Ep. xii. (Dressel.)

* He who is Son of God is son of a man—the latter xura acipKx, i. 14 ; the

former Kara, •stiuf^a. ayiairuv});, Rom. ix. 5, i. 3.

' Quite in opposition to the Iv fauTiy, Weizsaeker, in the Jahrh. f. Deutsche

Theol. 1857, p. 179, understands the possession of life as brought about " hy

transference or communicationfrom the Father." Chap. vi. 57 likewise indicates

life as an essential possession, brought with Him (i. 4) from His pre-existent

state in His mission from the Father, and according to the Father's will and

appointment, Col. i. 19, ii. 10.
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for^ the last and greatest stage of this my Messianic quickening

work (not the work of the X6709 as the absolute ^&)?f, to whom
Baur refers the whole passage, vv. 20 ff, ; see, on the contrary,

Briickner) is yet to come, namely, the raising of the actually

dead out of their graves, and the final judgment.^ Against

the interpretation of this verse (see on ver. 21) in ?l figurative

sense (comp. Isa. xxvi. 1 9 ; Ex. xxxvii. 1 2 ; Dan. xii. 2), it is

decisive that 01 iv Tot<? fivrjfieloL'i would have to mean merely

the spiritually dead, which would be quite out of keeping with

ol ra a^ada iroirja-avre'i. Jesus Himself intimates by the words

ol iv TOL'i /j,v7]fj,eioi<i that He here is passing from the spiri-

tually dead, who thus far have been spoken of, to the actual

dead.— ort] argiimentum a majori ; the wonder at the /ess

disappears before the greater, which is declared to be that

which is one day to be accomplished. We are not to supply,

as Luthardt does, the condition of faithful meditation on the

latter, for the auditors were unbelieving and hostile ; but the

far more wonderful fact that is told does away with the wonder

which the lesser had aroused, goes beyond it, and, as it were,

causes it to disappear.— ep^erat wpa] Observe that no kuX

vvv iaTiv, as in ver. 25, could be added here.— iravre^]

Here it is as little said that all shall be raised at the same

time, as in ver. 25 that all the spiritually dead shall be

quickened simultaneously. The Tdr//jLaTa, which Paul distin-

guishes at the resurrection, 1 Cor. xv. 23, 24, and which are

m harmony with the teaching of Judaism and of Christ Him-

self regarding a twofold resurrection (Bertholdt, Christol. pp.

176 ff., 203 ff. ; and see on Luke xiv. 14), find room likewise

in the copa, which is capable ol prophetic extension.— ol ra

ayada irocija-avre';, k.t.X.'] that is, the first resurrection, that

of the just, who are regarded by Jesus in a purely ethical

1 Ewald renders en that: "Marvel not at this, that (as I said in ver. 1) an

hour is coming," etc. But in ver. 25 the thought aud expression are different

from our text.

- It is not right, as is already plain from the text and ver. 27, to say that in

Jolm the judgment is alioays represented as an inner fact (so even Holtzmann,

Judenth. u. Christenth. p. 422). The saying, " The world's history is the world's

judgment," only partially represents Jolin's view ; in John the last day is not

witliout the hist judgment, and this last judgment is with him the u'orW-judg*

uient. See on iii. 18.
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aspect, and apart from all national particularism. See on

Luke xiv. 14, and comp. John vi. 39. It was far from His

object here to dwell upon the necessity of His redemption

being appropriated by faith on the part of the dead here

spoken of; He gives expression simply to the abstract moral

normal condition (comp. Eom. ii. 7, 1 3 ; Matt. vii. 2 1). This

necessity, however, whereby they must belong to the ol rov

Xpiarov (1 Cor. xv. 23 ; comp. Matt. xxv. 31 sqq.), implies the

descensus Christi ad inferos.— et? avda-r. ^corjq] they will

come forth (from their graves) into a resurrection of life (re-

presented as local), i.e. to a resurrection, the necessary result

of which (comp. Winer, p. 177 [E. T. p. 235]) is life, life in

the Messiah's kingdom. Comp, 2 Mace. vii. 1 4 : avda-raaa

et9 ^w^y ; Dan. xii. 2 ; Eom. v. 18: BiKaLcoat<i ^wr}^.—
/cpicrecij?] to which judgment pertains, and judgment, according

to the context, in a condemnatory sense (to eternal death in

Gehenna) ; and accordingly dvdaracn<; ^wrj^i does not exclude

an act of judgment, which awards the ^w?;. — As to the dis-

tinction between Troielv and irpdrretv, see on iii. 20, 21. Ver.

30 further adds the guarantee of the rectitude of this Kpicra,

and this expressed in a general way, so that Jesus describes

His judgment generally ; hence the Present, denoting continuous

action, and the general introductory statement of ver. 19, oy

Svvafjuac, etc.— Ka6cb<i dKQvw\ i.e. from God, who, by virtue

of the continual communion and confidence subsisting between

Him and Christ, always makes His judgment directly and

consciously known to Him, in accordance with which Christ

gives His verdict. Christ's sentence is simply the declaration

of God's judgment consequent upon the continuous self-

revelation of God in His consciousness, whereby the aKoveiv

from the Father, which He possessed in His pre-existent state,

is continued in time.— otl ov ^rjTw, «.t.X.] " I cannot there-

fore deviate from the Kplveiv Ka6a><i clkovco
; and my judgment,

seeing it is not that of an individual, but divine, Qnust be

just."— Tov 7re/j,yjr. ixe, /c.t.X.] as it consequently accords

with this my dependence upon God.

Ver. 31. Justification of His witness to Himself from ver.

19 ff., intermingled with denunciation of Jewish unbelief

(vv. 31-40), which Jesus continues down to ver. 47.— The
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connection is not that Jesus now passes on to the rifi^ which

is due to Him (ver. 23), and demands faith as its true form

(Luthardt), for the conception of Tifirj does not again become
prominent ; but eireLhrj roiavra irepi iavrov /xapTvp-^a-a^ ejvw

TOi'9 'lovhaiovi ivOvjJbovixevovi avTiOelvai, Kol elirelv on iav (tv

ixaprvpel<i irepl aeavrov, r] /xaprvpla trov ovk eariv a\T]9/]'i'

ovSel^; <yap eavru) fiaprvpiov a^i07ri(TT0<; iv av6poiiroi'i Be vtto-

yp-iav (^ikavrla'i' irpoeXa/de kul elirev o efieWov elirelv eKelvoi,

Euthymius Zigabenus. Comp. Chrysostom, Thus at the same

time is solved the seeming contradiction with viii. 14.— €70)]

emphatic : if a pej^sonal witness concerning myself only, and

therefore not an attestation from another quarter. Comp.

aXKa, ver. 32.— ovk ea-rtv a'Xr)d.'\ i.e. formally speaking,

according to the ordinary rule of law (Chetub. f. 23. 2 :

" testibus de se ipsis non credunt," and see Wetstein). In

reality, the relation is different in Christ's case, see viii. 1 3—1 6
;

but He does not insist upon this here, and we must not there-

fore understand His words, with Baeumlein, as if He said

:

el eyo) e/jiapTvpovv . . . ovk av rjv d\7]6r]<; r) fxaprvpia fxov. Chap,

viii. 54, 55 also, and 1 Cor iv. 15, xiiL 1, Gal. i. 8, are not

conceived of in this way.

Ver. 32. Another is He who hears vjitncss of me. This is

understood either of John the Baptist (Chrysostom, Theophy-

lact, Nonnus, Euthymius Zigabenus, Erasmus, Grotius, Paulus,

Baumgarten Crusius, de Wette, Ewald) or of God (Cyril,

Augustine, Bede, Eupertius, Beza, Aretius, Cornelius a Lapide,

Calovius, Bengel, Kuinoel, Liicke, Tholuck, Olshausen, Maier,

Luthardt, Lange, Hengstenberg, Bruckner, Baeumlein, Godet).

The latter is the right reference; for Jesus Himself, ver. 34,

does not attach importance to John's witness, but rather lays

claim, vv. 36, 37, only to the higher, the divine witness.—

•

Kal olBa, oTi, K.T.X.] not a feeble assurance concerning God

(de Wette's objection), but all the weightier from its sim-

plicity, to which the very form of the expression is adapted

(j) fxapTvpla, Tjv futprvpel irepl e/xov), and, moreover, far too

solemn for the Ba.jJtisfs testimony. On fiaprvplav fiap-

rvpelv, comp. Isa. iii. 11, xii. 25; Plato, Eryx. p. 399 B;
Dem. 1131. 4.

Vv. 33, 34. " Tliat witness, whose testimony you have
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yourselves elicited, Jolm the Baptist, I do not accept, because it

is a human testimony ; I mention him for your salvation (not

for my advantage), because ye have not appreciated him

according to his high calling (ver. 35); the witness which /
have is greater',' etc. Ver. 36,— vfiel<f\ you, on your part.

— fxefiapT. rfj aXr)0.] i, 19 ff. "All that he said was testi-

mony in favour of the truth ; for the state of the case (with

reference particularly to what he said of the Messiah) was as

he testified."— iyo) Be] hut I on my part.— rr]v \xapTvpiav\

the witness in question, which is to tell for me. This I cannot

receive from any man. Jesus will not avail Himself of any

human witness in this matter ; He puts it aAvay from Him.

Accordingly, Xa/i/3. r. /xaprvpiav, just as in iii. 11, 32, is to be

taken of the acceptance, not indeed believing acceptance, but

acceptance as proof, conformably with the context. Others,

unnecessarily deviating from John's usage, " I borrow " (Liicke),

" I strive after, or lay hold of" (B. Crusius, comp. Beza, Grotius),

" I snatch" (de Wette).— iva vfiel'i acoOrJTe] for your ad-

vantage, that you on your part (in opposition to any personal

interest) may attain to salvation. They should take to heart

the remembrance of the Baptist's testimony (javra \e^(o), and

thus be roused to faith, and become partakers of the Messiah's

redemption ;
" vcstra res agitur," Bengel.

Ver. 35, What a manifestation he was, yet how lightly ye

esteemed him!— rjv and rj0e\. point to a manifestation

already past. — 6 '\v'^vo<;'\ not to ^w?, i. 8, but less ; honce

(^(S? in the second clause is used only predicatively. The

article denotes the appointed lamp which, according to 0. T.

promise, was to appear, and had ajDpeared in John as the fore-

runner of the Messiah, whose vocation it was to inform the

people of the Messianic salvation (Luke i. 76, 77). The
figure of the man who lights the way for the approaching

bridegroom (Luthardt) is very remote. Comp. rather the

similar image, though not referred to here, of the mission of

Elias, Ecclus. xlviii. 1. The comparison with a lamp in

similar references was very common (2 Sam. xxi. 1 7 ; Eev.

xxi. 23; 2 Pet. i. 19). Comp. also Strabo, xiv. p. 642,

where Alexander the rhetorician bears the surname o Au^(vo<;.

— KaiOjJievos Kal ^atvcov] is not to be interpreted of tVtO

B
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different properties (burning zeal and light-giving) ; in the

nature of things they go together. A lamp hums and shines ;

this it does of necessity, and thus it is represented. Comp.

Luke xii. 35; Kev. iv. 5.— u/^et? he, k.t.X.'] striking de-

scription of the frivolous worldliness which would gratify its

own short-lived excitement and pleasure in this new and

grand manifestation, instead of making use of it to obtain

saving knowledge, and allowing its full solemnity to operate

upon them. The Jews flocked in great crowds to the Baptist

(Matt. iii. 5, xi. 7 ff.), as to the messenger of the approaching

glorious kingdom of the Messiah ; but instead of finding what

they desired (rjOekt^a:), they found all the severity of the spirit

of Elias calling to repentance, and how soon was the concourse

over ! In like manner, the Athenians hoped to find a new
and passing divertissement when the Apostle Paul came among

them. " Johanne utendum erat, non fruendum," Bengel. —
TTjOo? copav'l Tov evKokiav avrcov BeLKVVVTO<; iarl Kot ort Ta^eco^

avTov a7Te7r/]Sr]crav, Chrysostom. Comp. Gal. ii. 5 ; Philem.

15. The main feature of the perverted desire does not lie in

TT^o? wpav, which more accurately describes the ayaW. accord-

ing to its frivolity, so soon changing into satiety and disgust,

but in djaW. itself, instead of which fierdvoia should have

been the object of their pursuit. •— iv rw (fycorl avrov] in, i.e.

encompassed by his light, the radiance which shone forth from

him. Comp. 1 Pet. i. 6 ; and for 'x^aipetv iv, see on Phil. i. 18.

Ver. 36. 'Eycb Be] Formal antithesis to v/jiet<i in ver. 35,

and referring back to the iyco Be of ver. 34.

—

I have the

witness whieh is greater (not " the greater witness ;" see Klihner,

II. § 493. 1) than John, tov 'Icodvvov in the sense of t?}?

rod ^Icodv., according to a well-known comioaratio comioendiaria}

See on Matt. v. 20. On fiei^co, i.e. " of weightier evidence"

comp. Isoc. Archid. § 32 : fiaprvpiav fxelf^a) koX aa(f)eaTepav. —
rd epya] not simply the miracles strictly so called, *but the

Messianic works generally, the several acts of the Messiah's

entire work, the 'ipyov of Jesus (iv. 34, xvii. 4). "Epya are

always deeds, not word and teachings (word and woi'Jc are

distinct conceptions, not only in Scripture, but elsewhere like-

' The reading adopted by Laclimami, fiu^u* (A, K F. G. M. A., Cm*sives), ia

nothing else thaai an error of ti'anscription.
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wise; see Lobeck, Parali^. pp. 64, 65 ; EUendt, Lex. Soph. I.

p. 672; Pflugk, ad Eur. Hec. 373); but what the word of

Jesus effected, spiritual quickening (ver. 20), separation, en-

lightenment, and so on, and in like manner the resurrection

ot the dead and judgment (vv, 28, 29), are included m the

€p<ya, and constitute His ep'yov as a whole. When miracles

properly so called are designated by the more general term

e/57a, it is indicated in the context, as in iii. 2, vii. 3, 21, and

often.— eSfw/ce] hath given, expressing the divine appointment,

and bestowment of power. Comp. Homer, II. e. 428 : ov rot,,

TeKvov ifiov, BeBoTac iroXe/xi'fia epya. Comp. v. 727.— iva

reX. avTo] Intention of the Father in committing to Him
the works : He was to accomplish them (comp. iv. 34, xvii. 4),

not to leave them undone or only partially accomplished, but

fully to carry out the entire task which the works divinely

entrusted to Him involved for the attainment of the goal

of Messianic salvation.— avra ra epiya] those very ivories,

emphatic repetition (Klihner, II. § 632), where, moreover, the

homoeoteleuton (the recurrence of the a five times running)

must not be regarded as a dissonance (Lobeck, Paralip. p. 53).— a iyoD TTotw] eya) with august self- consciousness. As to

how they witness, see xiv. 11.

Ver. 37. From the works which testified that He was the

Sent of God, He now passes to the witness of the Sender Him-
self ; therefore from the indirect divine testimony, presented in

the works, to the direct testimony in the Scriptures. And the

Father Himself, who hath sent me, hath home witness of me.

The subject, which is placed at the beginning of the sentence,

the independence (immediateness) expressed by avro^, together

with the Perfect fieixapr., unite to prove that there is no longer

any reference here to the previous testimony, that of the

^oorhs, by which God had borne testimony (against Augus-

tine, Grotius, Maldonatus, Olshausen, Baur, and most others).

Quite arbitrary, and in opposition to the account of the

baptism given ly John, is the view which others take, that the

divine witness given in the voice at the baptism. Matt. iii. 17
(but see rather John i. 33), is here meant (Chrysostom,

Eupertius, Jansen, Bengel, Lampe, Paulus, Godet). While
Ewald (Johann. Schr. I. 216) includes together both the
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baptism and the works, Hengstenberg adds to these two the

witness of Scripture likewise ; others, again, " the immediate

divine witness in the believers heart, by means of which the

indirect testimony of the works is first apprehended" (De
Wette, B. Crusius, Tholuck), the "drawing" of the Father,

vi. 14, comp. vi. 45, viii. 47. But there is not the slightest

indication in the text that an outward, perceptible, concrete,

and objective witness is meant ; nay more, in the face of the

following connection ((JjcovtJv . . . elSos;). The only true interpre-

tation in harmony with the context is that which takes it to

mean the witness which God Himself has given in His word,

in the Scriptures of the 0. T. (Cyril, Nonnus, Theophylact,

Euthymius Zigabenus, Beda, Calvin, Kuinoel, Liicke, Lange,

Maier, Luthardt). In the 0. T. prophecies, God Himself has

lifted up His voice and revealed His form.— ovre (pcovTjv,

K.T.X.] Eeproach of want of susceptibility for this testimony, all

the more emphatic through the absence of any antithetic par-

ticle. Neither a voice of His have ye ever heard, nor a form of

His have ye ever seen. With respect to what God had spoken in

the 0. T. as a testimony to Christ {fieixapjvp. irepl ifxov), or as

to the manner in which, with a like purpose. He had therein

given His self-manifestation to the spiritual contemplation (He

had made known his Bo^a ; comp. /jbopcjir} Oeov, Phil. ii. 6),—to

the one ye were spiritually deaf, to the other ye were spiritually

blind. As the first cannot, conformably with the context, be

taken to mean the revealing voice of God within, vouchsafed

to the prophets (De Wette), so neither can the second refer

merely to the TJieophanies (in particular, to the appearances oi

the Angel of the Lord, Hengstenberg) and prophetic visions}

but to the entire self-revelation of God in the 0. T. generally, by

virtue oi wliich He lets Himself be seen by him who has eyes

to see ;—a general and broad interpretation, which corresponds

with the general nature of the expression, and with its logical

relation to /ie/iapr. tt. eybov. The Jews could not have heard

the voice at the baptism, nor could they have seen the form ot

God as the Logos had seen it, i, 18, iii. 13; and for this

^ Jesus could not reproach His opponents with not having received prophetic

revelations, such as Theophanies and Visions, for these were marks of distinction

bestowed only on individuals. This also against Weiss, Lchrbegr. ^\>. 104, 105.
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reason neither the one meaning nor the other can he found in

the words (Ewald). Every interpretation, moreover, is incorrect

which finds in them anything but a reproach, because Jesus

speaks in the second person, and continues to do so in ver. 38,

where the tone of censure is still obvious. We must therefore

reject the explanation of B. Crusius :
" never hitherto has this

immediate revelation of God taken place;" and that of Tholuck:

" ye have not received a more direct revelation than did Moses

and his cotemporaries (Num. xii, 8 ; Deut. iv. 15, v. 24), but

ye have not received within you the witness of the revelation

in the word,"—an artificial connecting of ver. 37 with ver. 38,

which the words forbid. Paulus and Kuinoel (comp. Euthy-

mius Zigabenus) likewise erroneously say that "Jesus here

concedes, in some degree, to the Jews what they had themselves

wished to urge in objection, viz. that they had heard no divine

voice, etc. Comp. Ebrard (in Olshausen), who imports the

idea of irony into the passage.

Ver. 38. At the end of ver. 37 we must place only a

comma. John might have continued : ovTe tov \6yov, k.t.X.
;

instead of which he attaches the negation not to the particle,

but to the verb (ovre . . . kuc, see on iv. 11), and thus the new
thought comes in more independently : And ye have not His

icord abiding in you ; ye lack an inner and permanent appro-

priation of it; comp. 1 John ii. 14. The \6jo<; 6eov is not

"the inner revelation of God in the conscience" (Olshausen,

Frommann), but, conformably with the context (vv. 37, 39),

what God has spoken in the 0. T., and this according to its

purport. Had they given ear to this as, what it is in truth,

the word of God (but they had no ear for God's voice, ver,

37), had they discerned therein God's manifestation of Him-
self (but they had no eye for God's form, ver. 37), what God
had spoken would have penetrated through the spiritual ear

and eye into the heart, and would have become the abiding power

of their inner life.— on ov airecrreLXev, /c.t.X.] demonstra-

tion ot the fact. He who rejects the sent of God cannot have

that ivord abiding in him, which witnesses to Him who is

sent (ver. 3 7). " Quomodo mandata regis discet qui legatum

excludit?" Grotius.— tovtm v/xel^;] observe the emphasis in

the position of the words here.
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Vv. 39, 40 bring out to view the complete perversity of

this unbelief. " The Scriptures testify of me, as the Mediator

of eternal life; he, therefore, who searches the Scriptures,

because in them he thinks he has eternal life, will by that

witness be referred to me
;
ye search the Scriptures, because,

etc., and yet refuse to follow me according to their guidance."

How inconsistent and self-contradictory is this ! That e /o ev i/at e

is Indicative (Cyril, Erasmus, Casaubon, Beza, Bengel, and

many moderns, also Kuinoel, Liicke, Olshausen, Klee, De
Wette, Maier, Hilgenfeld, Bruckner, Godet), and not Impera-

tive (Chrysostom, Augustine, Theophylact, Euthymius Ziga-

benus, Luther, Calvin, Aretius, Maldonatus, Cornelius a Lapide,

Grotius, Calovius, Wolt, Wetstein, Paulus, B. Crusius, Tholuck,

Hofmann, Luthardt, Baeumlein, Ewald, Hengstenberg, arguing

from Isa. xxxiv. 16), is thus clear from the context, in which

the Imperative would introduce a foreign element, especially

out of keeping with the correlative kuI ov OeXere. Comp. also

Lechler in the Stud. u. Krit. 1854, p. 795. The searching of

the Scriptures might certainly be attributed to the Jews, comp.

vii. 5 2 (against B. Crusius and Tholuck) ; but a special sig-

nificance is wrongly attached to ipevvdre (a study which pene-

trates into the subject itself, and attains a truly inward

possession of the word, Luthardt) ; and the contradiction of

ver. 40, which forms such a difficulty, is really nothing but

the inconsistency which Jesus wishes to bring out to view.—
v/tei?] emphatic, for you, ye on your part, are the people

who think this. Still there lies in BoKelre neither blame,^

nor (as Ewald maintains, though ver. 45 is different) a deli-

cate sarcastic reference to their exaggerated and scholastic

reverence for the letter of Scripture, but certainly a contrast

to the actual ex^iv, which Jesus could not affirm concerning

them, because they did not believe in Him who was testified

' According to Hilgenfeld, Lehrhegr. p. 213 (comp. his Evang. p. 272, and

Zeitschr. 1863, p. 217), directed against the delusion ot the Jews, that they

possessed the perfect source of blessedness in the literal sense ot the 0. T. which

})roceeded from the Demiurge, and was intended by him. Even Rothe, in the Stud,

u. Krit. 1860, p. 67, takes ioxuTi in the sense of a delusion, viz. that they possessed

eternal life in a book. Such explanations are opposed to the high veneration mani-

fested by Jesus towards the Holy Scriptures, especially apparent in John, thougli

here even Weiss, p. 106, approves of the interpretation of an erroneous Iok%7».



CHAP, V. 41-44. 263

of in the Scriptures as the Mediator of eternal life. Comp.

Hofmann, Schriftbcweis, I. 671. Theoretically considered, they

were right in their hoKeiv, but practically they were wrong,

because Christ remained hidden from them in the Scriptures.

Comp. as to the thing itself, 2 Cor. iii. 15, 16 ; and on e^eiv

^(orjv al., iii. 15.— iv avTai<i] The possession of Messianic

life is regarded as contained in the Scriptures, in so far as they

contain that by which this possession is brought about, that

which is not given outside the Scriptures, but only in them. —
Kal eKelvai, /c.t.X.] Prominence assigned to the identity of

the subject, in order to bring out the contrast more fully : and

they, those very Scriptures which ye search, are they which, etc.

— Kal 01) OeXere] Kal does not mean and yet, but simply

and. This simplicity is all the more striking, more striking

and tragic even than the interrogative interpretation (Ewald).

On iXdeiv irpos [x,€, denoting a believing adherence to Christ,

comp. vi. 35. They stood aloof from Him, and this depended

on their loill, Matt, xxiii. 37.— Xva ^(orjv e%.] "in order that

that BoK€Lv of yours might become a reality."

Vers. 41-44. " I do not utter these reproaches against you

from (disappointed) ambition, but because I have perceived

what a want of all right feeling towards God lies at the root

of your unbelief."— Bo^av irapa avdp.] These words go to-

gether, and stand emphatically at the beginning of the sentence,

because there is presupposed the possibility of an accusation

on this very point Comp. Plato, Phacdr. p. 232 A; see also

1 Thess. ii. 6.— ov Xafi^.] i.e. "I reject it," as in ver. 34.

—

e'yvco Ka u/ie?] " cognitos vos habeo ; hoc radio penetrat corda

auditorum," Bengel.— t. aiyair. r. 6eov] If they had love to

God in their hearts (this being the summary of their law !),

they would have felt sympathy towards the Son, whom the

Father (ver. 43) sent, and would have received and recognised

Him. The article is generic; what they lacked was love to

God.— iv eavTOL<i] in your own hearts; it was an excellence

foreign to them, of which they themselves were destitute—a mere

theory, existing outside the range of their inner li/e.— Ver. 43.

Actual result of this deficiency with reference to their relation

towards Jesus, who had come in His Father's name, i.e. as His

appointed representative, and consequently as the true Christ
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(comp. vii. 28, viii. 42), but who was unbelievingly despised

by them, whereas, on the other hand, they would receive a

false Messiah. — iv rw ovo/xart tc5 18 iw] in his own name,

i.e. in his own authority and self-representations, not as one

commissioned of God (which He of course is alleged to be),

consequently a false Messiah;^ -rp-evBcovv/xo'; dvr]p avTL9eo<;,

ISTonnus. He will be received, because he satisfies the oppo-

site of the love of God, viz, self-loYe (by promising earthly

glory, indulgence towards sin, etc.). For a definite prophecy

of false Messiahs, see Matt. xxiv. 24. To suppose a special

reference to Barhochha (Hilgenfeld), is arbitrarily to take for

granted the uncritical assumption of the post-apostolic origin of

this Gospel. According to Schudt, Jiidische MerJcwurcIigJceit. vi.

27-30 (in Bengel), sixty-four such deceivers have been counted

since the time of Christ. — Ver. 44, The reproach of unbelief

now rises to its highest point, for Jesus in a wrathful question

denies to the Jews even the ability to believe. — vyLtei?] has a

deeply emotional emphasis : How is it possible for you people

to believe ? And the ground of this impossibility is : because

ye receive honour one of another (Bo^av irapa aXk. are taken

together), because ye reciprocally give and take honour of

yourselves. This ungodly desire of honour (comp. xii. 43
;

Matt, xxiii. 5 sqq.), and the indifference, necessarily concomi-

tant therewith, towards the true honour, which comes from

God, must so utterly blight and estrange the heart from the

divine element of life, that it is not even capable of faith.

That divine ho^a is indeed the true glory of Israel (Luthardt),

comp. Eom. ii. 29, but it is not here designated as such, as

also the ho^av irapa aXk. Xap,^. does not appear as a designa-

tion of the " spurious-Judaism" which latter is in general a

wider conception (Eom, ii. 17 ff.).— rrjv irapa, /c.r.X.] for it

consists in this, that one knows himself to be recognised and

esteemed of God. Comp. as to the thing itself, xii. 43 ; Eom.

ii. 29,iii. 23.— Trapa rov puovov 6eov\ not "from God alone
"

* This reference of the text to false Messiahs is not too narrow (Luthardt,

Bruckner), hecause 'ixS^ corresponds to the IX'^XvSa. ; and this, as the entire

context shows, indicates that the appearance of the Messiah had taken place.

This also tells against Tholuck's general reference to false prophets. Many
of the Fathers have taken the words to refer to A ntkhri,sU
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(Grotius, De Wette, Godet, and most others, from an erroneous

reference to Matt. iv. 4, 10), but from the alone (only) God.

Cf. xvii. 3 ; Eom. xvi. 26 ; 1 Tim. vi. 15. The adj. shows the

exclusive value of this honour.

—

ov ^77 ret re] The transition

from the participle to the finite tense gives greater independence

and impressiveness to the second clause.

Vv. 45-47. In concluding, Jesus sweeps away from under

their feet the entire ground and foundation upon which they

based their hope, by representing Moses, their supposed saviour,

as really their accuser, seeing that their unbelief implied

unbelief in Moses, and this latter unbelief made it impos-

sible for them to believe in Jesus. This last completely

annihilating stroke at the unbelievers is not only in itself,

but also in its implied reference to the cause of the hostility

of the Jews (ver. 15), "maxime aptus ad conclusionem,"

Bengel.— /u,^ So/cetre] as you might perhaps believe from my
previous denunciation. — Karrjyopija-ci)] not of the final judg-

ment (Ewald and early writers), where certainly Christ is

Judge ; but in general, Jesus, by virtue of His permanent in-

tercourse with the Father, might at any time have accused

them before Him. — ecmv 6 kuttj^. v/jl.] The emphatic ea-riv :

there exists your accuser Moses—he as the representative of the

law (not of the whole of the 0. T., as Ewald thinks) ; there-

fore not again the futtire, but the present participle used as a

substantive, expressing continuous accusation. — v/iet?] has

tragic emphasis. — rjXTrUaTe] ye have set your hope, and do

hope; comp. iii. 18, and see on 2 Cor. i. 10. As a reward for

their zeal for the law, and their obedience (Eom. ii. 1 7 ff., ix.

3 1 f.), the Jews hoped for the salvation of the Messianic king-

dom, towards the attainment of which Moses was accordingly

their patron and mediator.

Ver. 46. Proof that Moses was their accuser. Moses wrote

of Christ, referring to Deut. xviii. 15, and generally to all the

Messianic types (comp. iii. 14) and promises of the Pentateuch,

and to its general Messianic import (Luke xxiv. 44 ; Piom. x.

5) ; in this, that they did not believe Christ {i.e. that He spoke

the truth), is implied that they rejected the truth of what Moses

had written concerning Him. This unbelief is the subject-

matter of Moses' accusation. "Well says Bengel :
" Non juvit
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Judaeos illud : Credimus vera esse omnia, quae Moses scripsit.

Fide explicita opus erat." — Ver. 47. Be] Further conclusion

from the unbelief with regard to Moses, pointed out in ver. 46.

Thus the discourse ends with a question implying hopeless-

ness.—The antithesis is not between ypdfifiaa-cv and p^fxaai

(as if the writings were easier of belief than the words), but

between cKeivov and ifiol<i (faith in him being the necessary

condition of faith in Christ); while the distinction of Moses

having written (comp. ver. 46), and Christ spoken, simply pre-

sents the historical relation. Were the antithesis between

jpdfifx. and p^fj'., these words would have taken the lead;

were it between loth, in jpafx,. and p'^/Jb., and at the same time

in eKetvov and e/xot? likewise, this twofold relationship must

have been shown, thus perhaps : T049 lypafi/xaacv rol'i eKeivov

. . . T0t9 prjfiacn rol<i ifxol<;.

Note.— The discourse, vv. 19-47, so fully embodies in its

entire progress and contents, allowing for the necessary Johan-

nine colouring in the mode of representation, those essential

doctrines which Jesus had to advocate in the face of the

unbelieving Jews, and exhibits, in expression and practical ap-

plication, so much that is characteristic, great, thoughtful, and
striking, that even Strauss himself does not venture to deny that

it came substantially from the Lord, though as to its form he

attaches suspicious importance to certain resemblances with the

first Epistle ; but such a suspicion is all the less weighty, the

more we are warranted to regard the Johannine idiosyncrasy as

developed and moulded by the vivid recollection of the Lord's

words, and as under the guidance of His Spirit, which pre-

served and transfigured that recollection. The reasons wliich

lead Weisse to see nothing in the discourse but synoptical

matter, and B. Bauer to regard the whole as a reflection of the

later consciousness of the Church, while Gfrorer supposes a real

discourse, artificially shaped by additions and formal alterations,

consist so much of arbitrary judgments and erroneous explana-

tions and presuppositions, that sober criticism gains nothing by
them, nor can the discourse which is attacked lose anything.

Certainly we have in it " a genuine exposition of Johannine

theology" (Hilgenfeld, ^yaw^'. p. 273), but in such a manner,

that this is the theology of Christ Himself, the miracle of heal-

ino- at Bethesda being historically the occasion of the utterance

in this manner of its main elements. This miracle itself is

indeed by Baur regarded as a fictitious pretext, invented for
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the delivery of the discourse, so much so that " every feature in

it seems to have been intended for this purpose" (p. 159) ; and
this in the face of the fact that no reference whatever is made
(in ver. 19 ff.) to the point in connection with the miracle at

which the Jews took offence, viz. the hreaJcing of the Sabbath

(ver. 1 6). Nothing whatever is specially said concerning miracles

(for 'ipya denotes a far wider conception), but the whole discourse

turns upon that Messianic faith in the person of Jesus which
the Jews refused to entertain. The fundamental truths, on this

occasion so triumphantly expressed, " were never taught by
Him so distinctly and definitely as now, when the right oppor-

tunity presented itself, at the very time when, after the Baptist's

removal, He came fully forth as the Messiah, and was called

upon, quietly and comprehensively, to explain those highest of

all relations, the explanation of which was previously demanded."
Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 298 f. ; comp. his Johann. Schr. I. 206 ff.

At this crisis of His great mission and work, the references in

the discourse to the Baptist, and the apologetic statements con-

cerning Hi^ life-giving work and the divine witness of Scrip-

ture, connect themselves so necessarily with His historical

position, that it cannot even remotely suffice to suppose, with
Weizsacker, p. 282, that the discourse was composed simply with

an eye to the synoptical statements of Matt, xi
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CHAPTER VI.

Ver. 2. suipuv] Lachm, and Tisch. : UsoJpo-jv, after A. B. D. L.

N- Cursives, Cyr. The origin of this reading betrays itself

through A., which has ihwpuv, judging from which 'iojpuv must
have been the original reading. The shup. was all the more
easily received, however, because John invariably uses the

Perfect only of 6pav.—After this EIz. has uvtov, against

decisive testimonies.— Ver. 5. ayopdso/Miv] Scholz, Lachm.,
Tisch., read ayopdau/j,sv, in favour of which the great majority

of the testimonies decide.— Ver. 9. 'iv] is wanting in B. D. L. n.

Cursives, Or. Cyr. Chrys. and some Verss. Rejected by
Schulz after Gersd., bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch.

But how easily might it have been overlooked, because super-

fluous, and coming after the syllable ON ! For o Lachm and
Tisch. read og, tollowing decisive witnesses ; transcribers were
easily led to make changes according to the grammatical gender.— Ver. 11. After 5/s5wx£ Elz. has roTg [LaSriraTg^ o'l hi [laQrirai,

words which are wanting in A. B. L. N.* Cursives, Fathers, and
almost all Versions. An enlargement in imitation of Matt. xiv.

19 and parallels.— Ver. 15. Lachm. and Tisch. have rightly

deleted ahrov after votris.; an addition wanting in A. B. L. n-

Cursives, Or. Cyr.— Ver. 17. oux] B. D. L. n. Cursives, Versions

(not Vulgate), and Fathers read oww. So Lachm. and Tisch.

A gloss introduced tor the sake of more minute definition.—
Ver. 22. ib(^v\ Lachm. reads uhov, after A. B. Chrys. Verss.

(L. ihov) ; D. N. Verss. read olbiv. The finite tense was introduced

to make the construction easier.— After h Elz. Scholz have
i-Ai7\io sig svi^rjsav oi /j^adrjra/ avrov, against very important

authorities. An explanatory addition, with many variations in

detail. — rXoT'ov] Elz.: 'rXoidpiov against decisive witnesses.

IMechanical and careless (w. 17, 21) repetition borrowed from
what precedes.— Ver. 24. alro!] Elz. xal ahro!, against decisive

witnesses.— Ver. 36. ^g is bracketed by Lachm., deleted by
Tisch. The authorities against it are insufficient (only A. x.

among the Codices), and it might easily have been left out after

T£.— Ver. 39. After ^as Elz. has -jtaTpog, the omission of which
is overwhelmingly attested. An addition. — Ver. 40. roD

varpog /lov] So also Lachm. and Tisch. The Textus Receptus

is Tou 'TTs/j.-^avTog [li. Preponderance of testimony is in favour
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of the former ; the latter is a repetition from ver. 39, whence
also, instead of •ya.p, the received reading hi was inserted.

—

9-^ i(sx- '5/A-] According to A. D. K. L., etc., h r. Igj^. riij.. is to

be restored, as in ver. 39, where h, indeed, is wanting in many-

witnesses ; but that it was the original reading is indicated by
the reading auroi/ (instead of aui-o). In ver. 54, also, h is

sufficiently confirmed, and (against Tisch.) is to be in like

manner restored.— Ver. 42. The second ourog has against it

B. C. D. L. T. Cursives, Verss. Cyr. Chrys. ; bracketed by
Lachm. But it might easily have been overlooked as being

unnecessary, and because the similar OTI follows.— Ver. 45.

axoiffas] dxouwi/, which Griesbach received and Scholz adopted,

has important authority, but this is outweighed by the tes-

timonies for the Eeceived reading. It is nevertheless to be
preferred ; for, considering the following fxai^m, the Aoinst

would easily occur to the transcribers who did not consider the

difference of sense, oh before 6 dxovujv is to be struck out (with

Lachm. and Tisch.) upon sufficient counter testimony, as being

a connective addition. In vv. 51, 54, 57, 58, the form ^^tre/ is,

upon strong evidence, to be uniformly restored.— Concerning

the omission of the words rjv sy^ duau in ver. 51, see the

exegetical notes.— Ver. 55. For aXrjdug Lachm. and Tisch. have
both times aXridrig, which is powerfully confirmed by B. C. K.
L. T. Cursives, Versions (yet not the Vulgate), and Fathers

(even Clement and Origen). The genuine d'Ari&'/ig, as seeming
inappropriate, would be glossed and supplanted now by dXri6c!jg

and now by dXri^ivri (already in Origen once).— Ver. 58. After

•rrarspsg, Elz. Scholz have v^uv to fidvva, Lachm. simply TO fidvva,

both against very important testimony. An enlargement.—
Ver. 63. XiXdXrjxa] Elz. XaXu, against decisive witnesses.

Altered because the reference of the Perfect was not under-

stood. Comp. xiv. 10.— Ver. 69. 6 XpioTog 6 vJhg t. hou] The
reading 6 dywg t. dsou is confirmed by B. C* D. L. x. Nonn.
Cosm., and adopted by Griesb. Lachm. Tisch, The Eeceived

reading is from Matt. xvi. 16, whence also came the addition

ToZ ^aivTog in the Elz.—Ver. 71. 'lozapiuTriv] Lachm. and Tisch.

read 'is>iapiuiTov, after B. C. G. L. 33, and Verss. So, after the

same witnesses in part, in xiii. 26. But as in xiv. 22 ^ia%apioJT7ig

occurs critically confirmed as the name of Judas himself (not

of his father), and as the genitive might easily be introduced

as explanatory of the name (a-ro KapiwTou, as K- and many
Cursives actually read here), the Eeceived reading is to be
retained. Had John regarded the name as designating the

father of Judas, it would not be apparent why he did not use

the genitive in xiv. 22 also. See, besides, the exegetical notes.
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Ver. 1. The account of the Feeding is the same with that

given in Matt. xiv. 13 ff., Mark vi. 30 ff., Luke ix. 10 ff.,

and serves as the basis ot the discourse which follows, though

Schweizer denies that w. 1-26 proceed from John. The

discrepancies in matters of detail are immaterial, and bear

witness to the independence of John's account. The author

of this narrative, according to Baur, must have appropriated

synoptical material for the purpose of his own exposition, and

of elevating into a higher sphere the miracle itself, which in

the Synoptics did not go beyond the supply of temporal

needs. The historical connection with what precedes is not

the same in John and in the Synoptics, and this must be

simply acknowledged. To introduce more or less synoptical

history into the space implied in jjuera Tavra (Ebrard, Lange,

Lichtenstein, and many), is not requisite in John, and

involves much uncertainty in detail, especially as Matthew

does not agree with Mark and Luke ; for he puts the mission

of the disciples earlier, and does not connect their return with

the Miraculous Feeding. To interpolate their mission and

return into John's narrative, inserting the former at chap. v. 1,

and the latter at vi. 1, so that the disciples rejoined Jesus at

Tiberias, is very hazardous ; for John gives no hint of it, and

in their silence concerning it Matthew and John agree (against

Wieseler and most expositors). According to Ewald, at a

very early date, a section, " probably a whole sheet," between

chap. V. and vi., was altogether lost. But there is no indica-

tion of this in the text, nor does it form a necessary pre-

supposition for the succeeding portions of the narrative (as

vii. 21).

—

fjiera ravra] after these transactions at the feast

of Purim, chap. v. — aTrijXOev] from Jerusalem; whither?

irepav r. 6a\., k.tX., tells us. Thuc. i. 111. 2, ii. 67. 1 :

TTopevdrjvat irepav tov 'EXKr^airovrov ; Plut. Per. 19; 1 Mace,

ix. 34; and comp. ver. 1 7. To suppose some place in Galilee,

of starting from which aTrrjXdev is meant (Bruckner, Luthardt,

Hengstenberg, Godet, and earlier critics),—Capernaum, for

example,— is, after v, 1, quite arbitrary. ''ATrrfkOe irepav, k.tX.,

rather implies : dTroXcTrcov 'lepocrokvfia rj\6e irepav, k.t.X.

Comp. X. 40, xviii. 1.

—

tt}? Tt^ep.] does not imply that

He set sail from Tiberias (Paulus), as the genitive of itself
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might indicate (Kiihner, II. 160), though this use of it does

not occur in the K T. ; it is the chorographical genitive

(Kriiger, xlvii. 5. 5-7), more closely describing t^9 OaXdaa.

T^9 rdX.c\. (comp. Vulg. and Beza :
" mare Galilaeae, quod est

Tiberiadis "). Therefore " on the other side of the Galilaean

lake of Tiberias" thus denoting the soiithern half of the lake,

on the western shore of which lay the town built by Antipas,

and called after the emperor Tiberias. Comp. xxi. 1. In

Pausan. v. 7. 3, the entire lake is called 'Ki^ivrf Ti^epk. In

Matthew and Luke we jBnd the name OdXaaaa r^? TaXik.

only ; in Luke v. 1 : XifMvrj Tevvqaaper. Had John intended

T^9 Ti^ept,dSo<i not as a more exact description of the locality,

but only for the sake of foreign readers (Liicke, Godet, Ewald,

and others), it would have been sufficient to have omitted r^?

FaXtX. (comp. xxi. 1), which indeed is wanting in G. and a

few other witnesses.

Vv. 2, 3. ^HKoXovOei] on this journey, continuously.

—

edopcov] not had seen (against Schweizer, B. Crusius), but saio.

He performed them (eVo/et) upon the way.— iirl r. da 6^
among the sick. Dem. 574. 3 ; Plat. Pol. iii. p. 399 A;
Bernhardy, p. 246.— et9 to 6po<f\ upon the mountain which

was there. See on Matt. v. 1. The mountain was certainly

on the other side of the lake, but we cannot determine the

locality more nearly. The loneliness of the mountain does

not contradict Matt. xiv. 13, nor does the eastern side of the

lake contradict Luke ix. 10 ff. (see in loc).

Ver. 4. '£771^9] close at hand. See on v. 1. Paulus

wrongly renders it not long since past. See, on the contrary,

ii. 13, vii. 2, xi. 55. The statement is intended as intro-

ductory to ver. 5, explaining how it happened (comp. xi. 55)

that Jesus, after He had withdrawn to the mountain, was

again attended by a great multitude (ver. 5),—a thing which

could not have happened had not the Passover been nigh.

It was another crowd (not, as is commonly assumed, that

named in ver. 2, which had followed Him in His progress

towards the lake), composed of pilgrims to the feast, who

therefore were going the opposite way, from the neighbour-

hood of the lake in the direction of Jerusalem. Thus ver. 4 is

not a mere chronological note (B. Crusius, ]\Iaier, Briickner,
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Ewald), against which the analogy of vii. 2 (with the o5i/

following, ver. 3) is decisive ; nor is it, because every more

specific hint to that effect is wanting, to be looked upon as

referring by anticipation^ to the following discourse of Jesus

concerning eating His flesh and blood as the antitype of the

Passover (B. Bauer; comp. Baur, p. 262, Luthardt, Hengsten-

berg, and already Lampe).— 57 eopr-q r. 'lovBalcov] kot.

e^oxnv. There is no intimation that Jesus Himself went up

to this feast (Liicke). See rather vii, 1.

Vv. 5, 6. According to the reading dyopda-cofiev, whence

are we to huy ? deliberative conjunctive. The fact that Jesus

thus takes the initiative (as host, Ewald thinks, but this is not

enough), and takes action without the prompting of any

expressed need, however real, is not to be explained merely

on the supposition that this is an abridgment (Liicke, Neander,

Hengstenberg) of the synoptical account (Matt. xiv. 15) ; it

is a discrepancy, which, however, does not destroy the fact

that John was an eye-witness. It is purely arbitrary on

Baur's part to assume the design to be that of directing

attention more directly to the spiritual purpose of the miracle,

or, with Hilgenfeld, to regard all here as composed out of

synoptical materials to prove the omnipotence of the Logos.

The most simple and obvious course is to explain the

representation given as flowing from the preponderating idea

of the Messiah's autonomy? See on Matt. xiv. 15. It is an

analogous case when Jesus Himself gave occasion to and intro-

duced the miracle at Bethesda, v. 6. It is a supplement to

the narrative in the Synoptics, that Jesus discussed with

Philip (i. 44) the question of bread. Why with him ?

According to Bengel, because it fell to him to manage the

^ Comp. also Godet : Jesus must have been in tlie position " d'un proscrit,"

and could not go to Jerusalem to the Passover ; He therefore saw in the

approaching multitudes a sign from the Father, and thought, '

' Et moi aussi, je

ciUbrerai une pdque." This is pure invention.

^ Amid such minor circumstances, the idea might certainly supplant the more

exact historical recollection even in a John. We have no right, however, on

that account, to compare Jesus, according to John's representation, to a house-

wife, who, when she sees the guests coming in the distance, thinks in the first

place of what she C4m set before them, as Hase {Tiibing. Schule, p. 4) very

inappropriately has done.
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res alimcntaria, wliich is improbable, for Judas "was treasurer,

xiii. 29, Judging from ver. 6, we might say it was because

Philip had to be tested according to his intellectual idiosyn-

crasy (xiv, 8 ff.), and convinced of his inability to advise.

The 7r€Lpd^eiv does not signify the trial of faith (so usually,

even Hengsteuberg), but, as auTo<i <yap yBet shows, was a test

whether he could here suggest any expedient ; and the answer of

the disciple (ver. 7) conveys only the impression that he

knew of none. TJiis consciousness, however, was intended

also to prepare the disciple, who so closely resembled Thomas,

and for whom the question, therefore, had an educative pur-

pose, the more readily to feel, by the new and coming miracle,

how the power of faith in the divine agency of his Lord

transcended all calculations of the intellect. This was too

important a matter for Jesus with respect to that disciple, to

allow us to suppose that iretpd^wv avrov is a mere notion of

John's own, which had its origin among the transfiguring

recollections of a later time (Ewald). Ht'Set rwv [xaOrjTcov

Toy? fxaXtcTTa Beo/aevov^i TrXetoyo? BiBaaKa\La<;, Theodore of

Mopsuestia; in which there is nothing to suggest our attribut-

ing to Philip Q. " simijlicite naive" Godet.— avro';'] Himself,

without having any need to resort to the advice of another.

Vers. 7-9. For 200 denarii (about 80 Ehenish Guldens,

nearly £7) ive cannot get tread enough for them, etc. This

amount is not named as the contents of the purse, but generally

as a large sum, which nevertheless was inadequate to meet the

need. Different in Mark vi. 37. — Vv. 8, 9. A special

trait of originality.— el? e/c t. fiadrjr. avrov] may seem

strange, for Philip was himself a disciple, and it is ex-

plained by Wassenbach as a gloss. It has, however, this

significance ; Philip had been specially asked, and after he

had answered so helplessly, another from the circle of the

disciples, viz. Andrew, directed a communication to the Lord,

which, though made with a consciousness of helplessness, was

made the instrument for the further procedure of Jesus.—
TracBdpiov ev] who had these victuals for sale as a market

boy, not a servant of the company, B. Crusius. It may be

read 07ie single lad (]\Iatt. xi. 16), or even one single yoking

slave (see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 240; Schleusner, Tints. III.

8
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p. 160). Comp. the German ein Bursclichcn (a lad), as also

the manner in which iraihiov is used (Aristoph. Ran. 3 7
;

Nub. 131), In which of the two senses it stands here we
cannot decide. In neither case can ev stand for tl, but eV,

as well as the diminutive iraihlov, helps to describe the meagre-

ness of the resource, the emphasis, however, being on the

latter ; and hence ev follows, which is not to be taken as an

argument against its genuineness (Gersd. p. 420 ; Liicke, and

most others), though in all other places, when John uses eh

with a substantive (vii. 21, viii. 41, x. 16, xi. 50, xviiL 14,

XX. 7), the numeral has the emphasis, and therefore takes the

lead. But here : " one single lad" a mere boy, who can carry-

little enough!— aprovi KpL6ivov<f\ comp. Xen. Anah. iv.

o. 31 ; Luc. Macrdb. 5. Barley bread was eaten mainly by

the poorer classes; Judg. vil 13, and Studer, in loc. ; Liv.

xxvii. 13 ; Sen. ep. xmi. 8 ; see also Wetstein and Ivypke, I.

p. 368.— o-y^rdpLov] denotes generally a small relish, but in

particular used, as here (comp. xxi. 9, 13), of fish. It belongs

to later Greek. See Wetstein.— €49 roaovrovi] for so

mani/. Comp. Xen. Anab. i. 1. 10 : et? Sia-'^tXLov': ixtaOov.

Vv. 10-13. 01 avhpe<i\ They were men only who formally

sat down to the meal, as may be explained from the subordi-

nate position of the women and children ; but the feeding of

these latter, whose presence we must assume from ver. 4, is

not, as taking place indirectly, excluded.— top apcdfiov]

Accusative of closer definition. See Lobeck, Faralip. p. 528.

— Ver. 11. eu;^ap.] The grace before meat said by the host.

See on Matt. xiv. 19. There is no indication that it con-

tained a special petition (" that God would let this little por-

tion feed so many," Luthardt, comp. Tholuck).— SteSw/ce]

He distributed the bread (by the disciples) collectively to

those who were sitting ; and of the fishes as much as they

desired.^—Ver. 12. It is not given as a command of Jesus in

the synoptical account. As to the miracle itself,^ and the

' Luther's translation, "as much as He would," rests upon an unsupported

reading in Erasmus, edd. 1 and 2.

* By Ewald {Gesch. CJir. p. 442 sq. ed. 3) apprehended ideally, like the

turning of the water into wine at Cana, as a legend, upon the formation of

which great influence was excited by the holy feeling of higher satisfaction,
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metliods of explaining it away, wliolly or in part, see on

Matt. xiv. 20, 21, note, and on Luke ix. 17, and observe

besides on ver. 13, that according to John the twelve baskets

were filled with fragments of Iread only (otherwise in Mark
vi 43).— Luthardt, without any sanction from the text,

assumes a typical reference in the baskets to the twelve tribes

of Israel. Jesus will not have anything wasted, and each

apostle fills his travelling wallet with the surplus. John
indicates nothing further, not even that the Lord wished to

provide \va fiij Bo^r/ (^avTacria Tt<i to ryevofzevov (Euthymius

Zigabenus, Erasmus, and most others).

Vv. 14, 15. 'O irpoc^rjTri';, /c.t.X.] the Prophet who (ac-

cording to the promise in Deut. xviii. 15) cometh into the

world, i.e. the Ifessiah.— apirate tv] come and cm-ry Him
away ly force (Acts viii. 3 9 ; 2 Cor. xii. 2 ; 1 Thess. iv. 1 7),

i.e. to Jerusalem, as the seat of the theocracy, whither they

were journeying to the feast.— iraXLv] comp. ver. 3. He
had come down from the mountain on account of the feeding,

ver. 11.— avro<i [xovos:^ as in xii. 24. See Toup. ad
Longin. p. 526; Weisk. ; Heind. ad Charm, p. 62.— The
enthusiasm of the people being of so sensuous a kind, does not

contradict ver. 26.—The solitude which Jesus sought was,

according to Matt. xiv. 23, Mark vi. 46, that of prayer,

and this does not contradict John's account; both accounts

supplement each other.

Vv. 16-21. Comp. Matt. xiv. 22 ff., Mark vi. 45 ff.,

which do not refer to a different walking on the sea (Chrysos-

tom, Llicke),— oa'i he 6-^ la iyiverol According to ver. 17,

the time meant is late in the evening, i.e. the so-called second

evening, as in Matt. xiv. 24, from the twelfth hour until the

(TKOTia, ver. 17. See on Matt. xiv. 15. — et? rb irXolov]

vfhich. resulted from the participation in the bread of life partaken of by the

disciples after Christ's resurrection. This is incompatible with the personal

recollection and testimony of John, whom Hase, indeed, supposes by some
accident to have been absent from the scene. With equally laboured and mis-

taken logic, Schleiermacher {L. J. 234) endeavours to show that ver. 26 excludes

this event from the category of <r»if/.uat. "Weizsacker leaves the fact, which is

here the symbol of the blessing of Jesus, in perfect uncertainty ; but the descrip-

tion by an eye-witness of the work effected in its miraculous character, which
only leaves the how unexplained, does not admit of such an evasion.
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into the ship, in wliich tliey had crossed over (ver. 1). lu it

they now return to the western side of the lake. So Luthardt

rightly. But it does not follow that Jerusalem could not

have been the place of departure in ver. 1 ; ver. 1 rather

implies that they had travelled from Jerusalem to the western

shore of the lake, and had crossed over from thence.

—

rip'^ovTo\ They were upon their return journey, coming

across, but the coming was not yet completed. Lampe and

Paulus erroneously speak of their actual arrival, what follows

being taken as supplementary. In Mark vi. 45 Bethsaida is

named (on the western shore). An immaterial discrepancy.

See on Matt. xiv. 22, 23.— Ka\ aKoria . . . Zi7}'yeipeTo\

describing how little they could have expected that Jesus

would come after them.— Ver. 19. a)9 o-raSioz;? . . . rpid-

KovTo] indicative of an eye-witness, and almost agreeing

with fieaov in Matt. xiv. 24, for the lake was forty stadia or

one geographical mile wide (Josephus, Bell. iii. 10. 7).

—

Oecopovat and i^o/B'qd.] Correlatives
;

quite unfavourable

to the naturalistic interpretation, according to which iirl r.

daX. is said to mean not on the sea, but towards the sea (so

Paulus, Gfrorer, and many, even B. Crusius ; but see, on the

contrary, note on Matt. xiv. 25).— Ver. 21. rjOeXov, /c.r.X.]

comp. i. 44 ; but observe the Imperfect here. After Jesus

had reassured them by His call, they wish to take Him into

the ship, and straightway (while entertaining this eOeketv) the

ship is at the land, i.e. by the wonder-working power of Jesus,

both with respect to the distance from the shore, which was

still far off, and the fury of the sea, which had just been

raging, but was now suddenly calmed. The idea that Jesus,

to whom the disciples had stretched out their hands, had just

come on hoard the ship, introduces a foreign element (against

Luthardt and Godet), for the sake of bringing the account

into harmony with Matthew and Marie. The discrepancy with

Matthew and Mark, according to whom Christ was actually

received into the ship, must not be explained away, especially

as in John a more wonderful point, peculiar to his account, is

introduced by the koX eu^e'w?, etc., which makes the actual recep-

tion siipcrjiuous (Hengstenberg, following Bengel, regards it as

implied). An unhappy attem^it at harmonizing renders it, " they
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icillingly received Him " (Beza, Grotius, Kuinoel, Ammon, etc.

;

see, on the contrary, Winer, p. 436 [E. T. p. 586]; Butt-

mann, N. T. Gk. p. 321 [E. T. p. 375]), which cannot be

supported by a supposed antithesis of previous unwillingness

(Ebrard, Tholuck), but would be admissible only if the text

represented the will and the deed as undoubtedly simul-

taneous. See the passages given in Sturz, Lex. Xen. ; Ast,

Lex. Plat. I. 596. John would in that case have written

i9i\ovT€'i Qvv eka^ov.— et9 rjv virrj^ov] to which they were

intending by this journey to remove.—The miracle itself cannot

be resolved into a natural occurrence,^ nor be regarded as a

story invented to serve Docetic views (Hilgenfeld) ; see on

Matt. xiv. 24, 25. The latter opinion appears most erro-

neous, especially in the case of John,^ not only generally be-

cause his Gospel, from i. 14 onwards to its close, excludes

all Docetism, but also because he only introduces, with all

brevity, the narrative before us by way of transition to what

follows, without taking pains to lay emphasis upon the

miraculous, and without adding any remark or comment, and

consequently without any special doctrinal purpose ; and thus

the attribution of the occurrence of any symbolical design,

e.g. prophetically to shadow forth the meetings of the risen

Lord with His disciples (Luthardt), or the restless sea of the

world upon which Christ draws nigh to His people after long

delay (Hengstenberg), is utterly remote from a true exegesis.

Weizsacker's narrowing of the event, moreover,—abstracting

the miraculous element in the development of the history,

—into an intervention of the Lord to render help, does such

violence to the text, and to the plain meaning of the evan-

gelist, that the main substance of the narrative would be thus

explained away. The design, however, which Baur propounds,

viz. that the greedy importunity of the people might be set

forth, only to experience the cold hand of denial, and to bring

out the spiritual side of the miracle of the feeding, would not

1 Ewald probably comes to that conclusion, for lie takes SiufoZfi, ver. 19, to

denote a mere vision (phantasmagoria ?), and \<po^r,6nffa^ to signify disquietude of

conscience: " He finds them not pure in spirit."

^ Who, moreover, in the deviations from Matthew and Mark, possesses the

deciding authority (against Mtircker, p. 14).
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have required this miraculous voyage in order to its reali-

zation.

Vv. 22-24. The complicated sentence (so seldom occurring

in John ; comp. xiii. 1 £f., 1 John i. 1 ff.) here proceeds in

such a manner that the o o;^Xo9 which, without further govern-

ment, stands at the head as the subject of the whole, is again

taken up^ in ver. 24 by oti ovv elhev 6 o^o^, while ver. 23

is a parenthesis, preparing the way for the passing over of the

people in the following clause. The participial clause, Ihoiv

ore . . . airrjkOov, is subordinate to the Io-tt^/co)? Trepav r. 6a\.,

and gives the explanation why the people expected Jesus on

the next day still on the east side of the lake. John's narra-

tive accordingly runs thus :
" The next day, the people who were

on the other side of the lake, because (on the previous evening,

ver. 1 6 f.) they had seen that no other ship was there save only

the one, and that Jesus did not get into the ship with His dis-

ciples, hut that His disciples only sailed away, [hut other ships

came from Tiberias near to the place, etc.],

—

when now the people

saw that Jesus was not there, nor His disciples^ finding them-

selves mistaken in their expectation of meeting with Him
still on the eastern shore, they themselves embarked in the ships,"

etc. As to details, observe further, (1) that irepav r. 6a\. in

ver. 22 means the eastern side of the lake in ver. 1, but in

ver. 2 5 the western ; (2) that ihoav is spoken with reference to

the previous day, when the multitude had noticed the departure

of the disciples in the evening, so that the conjecture of eiSco?

(Ewald) is unnecessary ; that, on the contrary, otl ovv elSev,

ver. 24, indicates that they became aware to-day,—a difference

which is the point in the cumbrously constructed sentence

that most easily misleads the reader
; (3) that the transit of

the ships from Tiberias, ver. 23, occurred while the people were

still on the eastern shore, and gave them an appropriate oppor-

tunity, when they were undeceived in their expectation, of

looking for Jesus on the western shore
; (4) that avrol, ipsi,

* On the iisual resumptive auv, see "Winer, p. 414 ; Baeumlein, Part'ik. p. 177.

* Jesus was not there, because, though they did not think of His going away.

He did not show Himself anywhere ; the disciples were not, because they couhl

not have remained unobserved if they had come back again from the other side
;

and such a return could not have taken place in the uXXois vXontpiois, for these

latter came not from Capernaum, but from Tiberias.
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indicates tliat, instead of waiting longer for Jesus to come to

them, they themselves set out, and availed themselves of the

opportunity presented of looking for Jesus on the other side,

by embarking in the ships that had arrived, and sailing across

to Capernaum, the well-known place of our Lord's abode
;

(5) that the circumstantial character of the description of

things throughout indicates the vivid communication of an

eye-witness, which John had received, and does not permit of

our taking the transit of the peojjle (which, however, must not

be pressed as including the whole 5000) as invented to con-

firm the story of the walking on the sea (Strauss).

Vv. 25, 26.^ Tlepav r. 6a\d(ra:] in the synagogue at

Capernaum, ver. 59. But iripav r. 6aX. has importance

'pragmatically, as showing that it formed a subject of amaze-

ment to them to find Him already on the western shore.—
TTore] when ? for it must have been, at the earliest, after the

arrival of the disciples (ver. 22) ; and in this lay the in-

comprehensible hoiu ? no other boat having crossed, and the

journey round by land being too far. They have a dim
impression of something miraculous ;

" quaestio de tempore

includit quaestionem de modo" Bengel. Jesus does not enter

upon their question, nor gratify their curiosity, but immediately

charges them with the unspiritual motive that prompted them
to seek Him, in order to point them to higher spiritual food.

For yi<yova<i, venisti, see on i. 15.— ou% . . . aW.] not " non
tam . . . quam " (Kuinoel, etc.) ; the on e'cSere arffju. is dbsohitely

denied. Comp. Fritzsche, ad Marc. Exc. II. p. 773. In the

miraculous feeding they should have seen a divinely significant

reference to the higher Messianic bread of life, and this ought

to have led them to seek Jesus ; but it was only the material

satisfaction derived from the miraculous feedinsr that broushto o
them to Him, as they hoped that He would further satisfy

their carnal Messianic notions.— o-iy/ieta] They had seen the

outward miracle, the mere event itself, but not the spiritual

significance of it,— that wherein the real essence of the

a-rjfieiov, in the true conception of it, consisted. The 'plural

is not intended to include the healings of the sick, ver. 2

' See, concerning all the occurrences, ver. 26 ff. , Harless, Luther. Zeiischri/t,

1867, p. 116 fi.
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(Bengel, Liicke, and most others), against whicli see ver. 4,

but refers only to the feeding, as the antithesis aW on shows,

and it is therefore to be taken generically, as the plural of

category.

Ver. 2 7. " Strive to ohtain, not the food which perisheth, hut

the food ivhich endicreth imto life eternal." The activity and

labour of acquiring implied in ipyd^eaOat {Ictboranclo sihi com-

jparare ; comp. ipyd^. rd iinTijBeLa, Dem. 1358. 12; ipyd^.

^pdiia, Palaeph. xxi. 2 ; epyd^. drjaavpov'i, Theodot. Prov. xxi.

6 ; see especially Stephan. Thes. Ed. Hase, III. p. 1968) con-

sists, when applied to the everlasting food, in striving and

struggling after it, witnout which effort Jesus does not bestow

it. We must come believingly to Him, must follow Him, must

deny ourselves, and so on. Then we receive from Him, in

ever-increasing measure, divine grace and truth, by a spiritual

appropriation of Himself ; and this is the abiding food, which

for ever quickens and feeds the inner man ; the thing itself

not being really different from the water, which for ever

quenches thirst (iv. 14). See on ^pa)at<;, iv. 32, also, and the

ovpdvio'i Tpo(f)7j in Philo, de profug. p. 749 ; Allcgor. p. 92.

According to this view, the thought conveyed in ipyd^eaOai,

as thus contrasted with that of Booaec on the other side, cannot

be regarded as strange (against De Wette) ; both conceptions

rather are necessary correlatives. Phil. ii. 12, 13.— ri]v

d'jroWvfx.'] not merely in its power, but in its very nature
;

it is digested and ceases to be (Matt. xv. 17 ; 1 Cor. vi. 13).

On the contrast, r. fievova: 6t9 ^. ai, comp. iv. 14, xii. 25.—
iacppay.'] sealed, i.e. authenticated (see on iii. 33), namely, as

the appointed Giver of this food ; in what way ? see v. 36-39.

— ^eo9] emphatically added at the end to give greater

prominence to the highest authority.

Vv. 28, 29. The people perceive that a moral requirement

is signified by rrjv fipwatv r. jxevovaav, etc, ; they do not

understand what, but they think that Jesus means works,

which God requires to be done (epya r. deov, comp. Matt,

vi. 33; Eev. ii. 26 ; Baruch ii. 9; Jer. xlviii. 10). There-

fore the question, " IVJiat are we to do, to work the works

required hyGod?" (which thou seemest to mean). 'Epyd-

^eaOaL €pya, " to perform ivories" very common in all Greek
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(see on iii. 21); epyd^. here, therefore, is not to be taken as

in ver, 27.— Ver. 29. See Luthardt in the Stud. w. Krit.

1852, p. 333 £f. Instead of the many epya Oeov which

they, agreeably to their legal standing-point, had in view,

Jesus mentions only one ep<^ov, in which, however, all that

God requires of them is contained—the work (the moral act)

of faith. Of this one divinely appointed and all-embracing

work—the fundamental virtue required by God—the manifold

e/aya rod 6eov are only different manifestations.— In the

purpose expressed by to to ... Ti/a there lies the idea :
" This

is the work which God wills, ye must believe." Comp. v. 50,

XV. 8, 12, xvii. 3; 1 John iv. 17, v. 3. See on Phil. i. 9.

And this fundamental requirement repeatedly recurs in the

following discourses, w. 35, 36, 40, 47, etc.

Vv. 30, 31. Ovv] Wliat doest thou, therefore, as a sign?

for they knew well enough that by ov aTriar. iK€ivo<i He
meant Himself and that, too, as Messiah. Hence also the

emphatic a-v, thou, on thy part. The question itself does not

imply that it is asked by those who had not seen the miracu-

lous feeding the day before (Grotius), or by prominent Jews
in the synagogue (Kuinoel, Klee). Moreover, this demand
for a sign after the miracle of the feeding must not be re-

garded as contradictory and unhistorical (Kern, B. Bauer,

Weisse), nor as a proof of the non-Johannine origin (Schweizer),

or non-miraculous procedure (Schenkel), in the account of the

feeding. For the questioners, in their avaia-67]ai<; (Chrysostom),

indicate at once (ver. 31), that having been miraculously fed

with earthly food, they, in their desire for miracles, require

something higher to warrant their putting the required faith

in Him, and expect a sign from heaven, heavenly bread, such

as God had given by Moses. Thus they explain their own
question, which would be strange only if ver. 31 did not

immediately follow. Their eagerness for Messianic miraculous

attestation (w. 14, 15) had grown during the night. This

also against De Wette, who, with Weisse, concludes that this

discourse was not originally connected with the miraculous

feeding; see, on the contrary, Bruckner.— rl epyd^j]] a sar-

castic retorting of the form of the requirement given, vv. 27,
29. Not to be explained as if it were tl av ipy. (De AVette),
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but what dost thou perform (as crjfietov)'^— yejpaix/i.'] a

free quotation of Ps. Ixxviii. 24; comp. cv. 40, Ex. xvi. 4,

where the subject of eBwKev is God, but by the medium of

Moses, this being taken for granted as known (ver. 32). The

Jews regarded the dispensing of the manna as the greatest

miracle (see Lampe). As they now regarded Moses as in

general a type of Christ (Schoettgen, Hor. II. p. 475), they

also hoped in particular, " Eedemtor prior descendere fecit

pro iis manna ; sic et redemtor posterior descendere faciet

manna." Midrash Coheletli, f. 86. 4.

Vv. 32, 33. Jesus does not mean to deny the miraculous

and heavenly origin of the manna in itself (Paulus), nor to

argue polemically concerning the 0. T. manna (Schenkel), but

He denies its origin as heavenly in the higher ideal sense

(comp. TOP oXtjOlvov). The antithesis is not between the d-^p

and the Kvpi(o<; ovpav6<i (Chrysostom, Euthymius Zigabenus,

Grotius, and most others), but between the type and the anti-

type in its full realization.— vfxlv] your nation.— e/c tov

ovpavov] here and in the second half of the verse to be

joined to ZehwKev (and hihcocnv) :
" It is not Moses who dis-

pensed to you the bread from heaven, but it is my Father

who dispenseth to you from heaven that bread which is the

true bread." In ver. 31, too, e/c rov ovpavov is to be joined

with eSco/cev ; and observe also, that in Ex. xvi. 4 D^^^i? 10

belongs not to ^np, but to "'"'^P?. The expression i/c rov ovp.

is taken from Ex. xvi. 4 ; for, if we follow Ps. Ixxviii. 24, cv.

40 (where W12\^ is an attribute of bread), we should have

aprov ovpavov. Comp. Targ. Jonath. Deut. xxxiv. 6 :
" Deus

fecit descendere filiis Israel panem de coelo."— SlBcoo-iv]

continuously ; for Jesus means Himself and His work.— rov

dXrjOtvov'] corresponding in reality to the idea. See on i. 9.

'^/cetz'o? <yap 6 apTo<; TV7nKo<; ^v, TrporvTrcov, (prjalv, e/xe rov

avToaXrjdeiav ovra, Euthymius Zigabenus. This defining word,

placed emphatically at the end, explains at the same time the

negative statement at the beginning of the verse.— Ver. 33.

Proof that it is the Father who gives, etc. (ver. 3 2) ; for it

is none other than the bread which is being bcstoived by God,

that comes down from hcamn and giveth life to the world.

The argument proceeds ab effectu (o Kara^. . . . Koafiw) ad
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causam (o dpro^i rou 6eov). — o Kara^aivwv, /c.r.X.] refers

to 6 apTO(;, and states its specific pro-perty, both as to its

origin and working, both being essentially connected ; it does

not refer to Jesus (" He who cometh down," etc.), though, in

the personal application of the general affirmation, Jesus, by

the bread, represents, and must represent. Himself ; and hence

the expression " cometh down " (against Grotius, Dav. Schulz,

Olshausen, Fritzsche in his Novis opusc. p. 221, Godet, and

others). The direct reference to Jesus would anticipate the

subsequent advance of the discourse (ver. 35), and would

require o Kara^dt (ver. 41; comp. ver. 48). See on ver. 50.

— ^(0 7]v] life. Without this bread, humanity (6 K6(Tfio<;) is

dead in the view of Jesus—dead spiritually (ver. 35) and

eternally (vv. 39, 40).

Ver. 34 ff. TlavTore] emphatically takes the lead.—The

request is like that in iv. 15, but here, too, without iivny

(against Calvin, Bengel, Lampe), which would have implied

unbelief in His power to give such bread. To explain the

words as prompted by a dim presentiment concerning the higher

gift (Llicke, B. Crusius, and most other expositors), is not in

keeping with the stiffnecked antagonism of the Jews in the

course of the following conversation. There is no trace of a

further development of the supposed presentiment, nor of any

approval and encouragement of it on the part of Jesus.

The Jews, on the contrary, with their carnal minds, are

quite indifferent whether anything supersensuous, and if so,

what, is meant by that bread. They neither thought of an

outward glory, which they ask for (Luthardt),—for they could

only understand, from the words of Jesus, something analogous

to the manna, though of a higher kind, perhaps " a magic

food or means of life from heaven " (Tholuck),—nor had their

thoughts risen to the spiritual nature of this mysterious bread.

But, at any rate, they think that the higher manna, of which

He speaks, would be a welcome gift to them, which they could

always use. And they could easily suppose that He was

capable of a still more miraculous distribution, who had even

now so miraculously fed them with ordinary bread. Their

unbelief (ver. 36) referred to Jesus Himself as that personal

bread of life, to whom, indeed, as such, their carnal nature
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was closed.— Vv. 35, 36. Explanation and censure.— iyco]

with powerful emphasis. Comp. iv. 26.— o apro^ r. ^(ofj<;]

^coj]v BiBov<i TM Koa/xay, ver. 33. Comp. ver. 68.— o ip^ofi.

•7rp6<i fxe] of a believing coming (v, 40) ; comp. w. 47, 44,

45, 65. Tor ipx^f^- ^^^ 'jrcarevcov, as also their correlatives

ov fxr] ireiv. and ov firj Sti^., do not differ as antecedent and

consequent (AVeiss), but are only formally/ kept apart by

means of the parallelism. This parallelism of the discourse,

now become more excited, occasioned the addition of the ov

fir) hf^'qari, which is out of keeping with the metaphor

hitherto employed, and anticipates the subsequent turn which

the discourse takes to the eating of the flesh and drinking of

the blood. We must not imagine that by this a superiority

to the manna is intended to be expressed, the manna being

able to satisfy hunger only (Liicke) ; for both ov firj 'rretv. and

ov /xi] Bi-\lr. signify the same thing—the everlasting satisfaction

of the higher spiritual need. Comp. Isa. xlix. 10.— aXA,'

elirov vjjblv] But I would have you told that, etc. Notice,

therefore, that otl icopuK., k.t.X., does not refer to a previoui.

declaration, as there is not such a one (Beza, Grotius, Bengel,

Olshausen, B. Crusius, Luthardt, Hengstenberg, Baeumlein,

Godet, and most others : to ver. 2 6 ; Liicke, De Wette : to

vv. 37-40; Euthymius Zigabenus: to an unwritten statement;

Ewald: to one in a supposed fragment, ?io?z; lost, which preceded

chap. vi. ; Bruckner : to a reproof which runs through the

whole Gospel) ; on the contrary, the statement is itself

announced by ettrov {dictum velim). See, for this use of the

word, Bernhardy, p. 381 ; Kiihner, II. § 443. 1. In like

manner xi. 42. In classical Greek, very common in the

Tragedians; see especially Herm. ad Viger. p. 746.

—

Kal

ecopaK. fie k. ov Trtcrr.] ye have even seen me (not simply

heard of me, but even are eye-witnesses of my Messianic

activity), and believe not. On the first kuI, comp. ix. 37, and

see generally Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 3. 1 ; Baeumlein,

FartiK p. 149 ff.

Vv. 37 ff. Through this culpable ov iriarevexe, they were

quite different from those whom the Father gave Him. How
entirely different were all these latter; and how blessed

through me, according to the Father's will, must their lot be!

—
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rrav] Neuter, of persons as iu iii. 6, xviii. 2 ; 1 Cor. i. 27. It

designates them as a " totam q^iasi massam" Bengel.— o B IS.

fiov 6 TTttT.] viz. by the efficacious influence of His grace (vv.

44, 45), whereby He inclines them to come, and draws them

to me ; ov to rv^ov irpa'yfia rj TrtcrTt? j; el<; ifie. aXka tt;? avooOev

Belrai poirr}^, Chrysostom. Moral self-determination (v. 40,

vii. 17 ; Matt, xxiii. 37) may obey this influence (ver. 40),

and may withstand it ; he who withstands it is not given Him
by the Father, Phil. ii. 13. " There is implied here a huvible,

simple, hungering and thirsting soul," Luther. Explanations

resting on dogmatic preconceptions are: of the absolute election

of grace (Augustine, Beza, and most others ^), of the natural

pietatis stucUum (Grotius), and others.— Trpo? e/x.e] afterwards

7r/309 fi6. But e/xe is emphatic. The 'tj^eiis not more (ari^ivcra

jusqita moi, Godet) than iX,€v<rerai, as ver. 3 5 already shows
;

comp. the following k. t. ep-^ofievov, with which ?yf&) is again

resumed.

—

ov fir) eK^aXay e^ai] I certainly will not cast

him out, i.e. will not exclude him from my kingdom on its

establishment; comp. w. 39, 40, xv. 6; also Matt. viii. 12,

xxii. 13. The negative expression is a litotes full of love
;

Nonnus adds: aWa vow '^alpovrt SeSe^ofiai.— Vv. 38, 39.

" How could I cast them out, seeing that I am come only to

fulfil the divine will? and this requires of me, not the rejection

of any one, but the blessed opposite."— ov'x, 'iva, /c.t.X.] Comp.

V. 30.— TovTo Se , . . Trefi^lr. jxe] impressive repetition of the

same words.— irav 6 SeScoKe, /c.t.X.] Nominative absolute,

unconnected with the following, and significantly put first.

Comp. viii. 38, xv. 2, xvii. 2 ; and see on Matt. vii. 24, x. 14,

' See, on the contrary, "Weiss, Lehrhegr. p. 142 fi. — Schleiennaclier rational-

izes the divine gift and drawing into a divine arranrjement of circumstances ; see

L. J. p. 302 if. Tlius it would be resolved into tlie general government of the

world. — According to Beyschlag, p. 162, there would be in this action of the

Father, preparing the way for a cleaving to Christ (comp. vv. 44, 45), an oppo-

sition to the light-giving action of the Logos (vv. 4, 5, 9), if the Logos be a

personality identical with the Son. But the difference in person between the

Father and the Son does not exclude the harmonious action of both for each

other. Enlightening is not a monopoly of the Son, excluding the Father ; but

the Father draws men to the Son, and the Son is the way to the Father. Weiss

has rightly rejected as unjohannean (p. 248 f.) the idea of a hidden God, as

absolutely raised above the world, who has no immediate connection with the

finite.
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32, xii. 36; Buttmann, K T. Gr. p. 325 [E. T. p. 379].

Here the Perfect BeBcoKe, because spoken from the standing-

point of the future.— fit] anoX. i^ avrov] sc. rt ; see

Fritzsche, Conject. p. 36. The conception of losing {i.e. of

letting fall down to eternal death ; see the antithesis aXka,

etc.) is correlative to that of the BiBcoKe fioi. Comp. xvii. 12.—dva(TTi]a-ciy, k.t.\.] of the actual resurrection at the last day

(comp. V, 29, xi. 24, xii. 48), which, as a matter of course,

includes the transformation of those still living. The designa-

tion of the thing is a potiori. It is the first resurrection that

is meant (see on Luke xiv. 14, xx. 34 ; Phil. iii. 11 ; 1 Cor.

XV. 23), that to the everlasting life of flu Messianic kingdom.

See on V. 29. Bengel well says: "hie finis est, ultra quern

periculum nullum." Comp. the recurrence of this blessed

refrain, vv. 40, 44, 54, which, in the face of this solemn

recurrence, Scholten regards as a gloss.

Ver. 40. Explanation, and consequently an assigning of the

reason for the statement of God's will, ver. 39 ; the words

rovro, etc., being an impressive anaphora, and tov irarpo'i /jlov

being spoken instead of tov irifiylr. /xe, because at the close

Jesus means to describe Himself, with still more specific

definiteness, as the Son.— 6 Oecop. tov vlov k. irtcrT. et? avT.~\

characterizes those imeant by the o BeBwKe /jloi. There is implied

in Oewp. the attenta contemplatio (toZ? 6(^6a\fjiol<; t?}? '^v^fj';,

Euthymius Zigabenus), the resiUt of which is faith. Observe

the carefully chosen word (Tittmann, Synon. p. 121 ; Grotius, in

loc). The Jews have seen Him, and have not believed, ver. 36.

One must contemplate Him, and believe.— e;)^^? and avaaTija-o)

are both dependent upon tva. There is nothing decisive against

the rendering ot Kal avaaT. independently (Vulgate, Luther,

Luthardt, Hengstenberg), but the analogy of ver. 39 does not

lavour it. Observe the change of tenses. The believer is said

to have eternal Messianic life already in its development in

time (see on iii. 1 5), but its perfect completion ^ at the last

day by means of the resurrection ; therefore avacTi^aw after

the '^x&Lv of the Xl^r] amv. — 670)] from the consciousness of

Messianic power. Comp. vv. 44, 54.

^ Notliing is further from Jolm tlian the Gnostic opinion, 2 Tim. ii. 18, upon

which, according to Baur, he is said very closely to border.
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Vv. 41, 42. " They murmured, and this /tter' aX\/]\cov,

ver. 43, against Him with reference to what He had said, viz.

that" etc. Upon all the rest they reflect no further, but this

assertion of Jesus impresses them aU the more offensively, and

among themselves they give expression half aloud to their dis-

satisfaction. This last thought is not contained in the word

itself (comp. vii. 32, 12; according to Pollux, v. 89, it was also

used of the cooing of doves), but in the context (ot 'lovhalot).

We are not therefore, as De Wette supposes, to think of it

merely as a whispering. Comp. rather ver. 6 1 ; Matt. xx. 1 1

;

Luke V. 30 ; 1 Cor. x. 10 ; Num. xi. 1, xiv. 27 ; Ecclus. x. 24
;

Judith V. 22; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 358.— ol ^lovhaloi]

The opposition party among the Jews were therefore among

the 6xKo<i (vv. 5, 22, 24). Even in the congregation of the

synagogue itself (ver. 59), though it included many followers of

Jesus (ver. 60), there may have been present members of the

spiritual aristocracy (see on i. 19). The assumption that the

o;j;X,o9 itself is here called ol 'lovSaioi, on account of its re-

fusal to recognise Jesus (De Wette, Tholuck, Baur, Bruckner,

Hengstenberg, Godet, and most others), is more far-fetched,

for hitherto the 6x^o<i had shown itself sensuously eager in-

deed after miracles, but not hostile.— iyco elfit 6 dpTO<i

/C.T.X.] compiled from vv. 33, 35, 38.— ovro?] on both

occasions, contemptuously.— 37/^649] we on our part.—
o'iSafiev r. irar. k. t. /a'/7t.] This human descent which they

knew (comp. Matt. xiii. 55) seemed to them in contradiction

with that assertion, and to exclude the possibility of its truth.

Heb. vii. 3 (aTrdrcop d/i^rcop) does not apply here, because it

is not a question of the Messiahship of Jesus, but of His

coming down from heaven.— tov irarepa k. ttiv /a^t.] The
words, on the face of them, convey the impression that Ijoth

were still alive ; the usual opinion that Joseph (whom subse-

quent tradition represents as already an old man at the time

of his espousal with Mary ; see Tliilo, ad Cod. Ajjocr. I. p. 361)
was already dead, cannot, to say the least, be certainly proved

(comp. also Keim, Gesch. J. 1. 426), though in John also he is

entirely withdrawn from the history.

Vv. 43, 44. Jesus does not enter upon a solution of this

difficulty, but admonishes them not to trouble themselves
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with it ; they should not dwell upon such questions, but upon

something far higher ; the " drawing " of the Father is the

condition of participation in His salvation.—The eXKveiv is

not simply a strengthening of the BiSovat in vv. 37, 38, but

specifies the method of it, an inner drawing and leading to Christ

through the worhing of divine grace (comp. LXX. Jer. xxxi. 3),

which, however, does not annul human freedom, but which, by

means of the enlightening, animating, and impelling influence,

and of the instruction appropriated by the man, wins him over.

Comp. xii. 32. 'EXKveiv (ver. 45) includes the Father's teaching

by His witness to Christ (Weiss), but this is not all that it com-

prehends ; it denotes rather the whole of that divine influence

whereby hearts are won to the Son. In the consciousness of

those who are thus won, this represents itself as a holy neces-

sity, to which they have yielded. Comp. Wisd. xix. 4, where

the opposite, the attraction of evil, appears as a necessity

which draws them along, yet without destroying freedom.

See Grimm, Handb. p. 292 f. Comp. also the classical

eXKOfiao rJTop (Find. N'em. iv. 56), eX/cet to t^9 ^v(Tea><i

^dp/3apov (Dem. 563, 14), and the like. Augustine already

compares from the Latin the " trahit sua quemque voluptas

"

of Virgil. The word ^ in itself may denote what involves force,

and is involuntary (Acts xvi. 19; 3 Mace. iv. 7 ; 4 ]\Iacc.

xi. 9 ; Homer, II. xi. 258 ; xxiv. 52, 417 ; Soph, a C. 932
;

Aristoph. Eq. 710; Plato, Eep. iv. p. 539 B, and often; see

Ast, Lex. Plat. I. p. 682), which is always expressed by crvpeiv

(comp. Tittm. Syn. p. 56 ff.) ; but the context itself shows

that this is not meant here (in the classics it may even stand

for invitare ; see Jacobs, ad Anthol. IX. 142). Accordingly it

is not, as Calvin judges, false and impious to say :
" non nisi

volentes tralii

;

" and Beza's " Volumus, quia datum est, ut

velimus," is true and pious only in the sense of Phil ii. 13.

Comp, Augustine :
" non ut homines, quod fi.eri non potest,

nolentes credant, sed ut volentes ex nolentibus fiant."—
o Treyu-o/r. fie\ a specific relationship with which the saving act

of the eXKvecv essentially corresponds.— Kal iyco avacTTrja-ro,

Af.T.X.] the same solemn promise which we have already, vv.

' The Attics also prefer the Aorist form of iXxvo) to that of lx*a», but they

form the future ?x>si rather than eX«i/V» (xii. 32). See Lobeck, Paral. p. 35 f.
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39, 40, but witli tlie e/a) of Messianic authority and power,

as in ver. 54.

Vv. 45, 46 serve more fully to explain eXKvetv.— iv rol'i

TTpocf).'] in volumine jprophctarum, Acts vii. 42, xiii. 40 ; Eom.

ix. 24. The passage is Isa. liv. 13 (a free quotation from the

LXX.), which treats of the divine and universal enlighten-

ment of Israel in the time of the Messiah (comp. Joel iii. 1 ff.

;

Jer. xxxi. 33, 34) : "and they shall be wholly taught of God."

The main idea does not lie in Trdvre^, which, moreover, in the

connection of the passage refers to all believers, but in StBaKTol

deoi) {a Deo edocti ; as to the genitive, see on 1 Cor. ii. 13,

and Ktihner, II. § 516, &), which denotes the divine drawing

viewed as enlightening and influencing. The BcSaxTov Oeov

ehat is the state of him who hears and has learned of the

Father; see what follows.— 7ra9 o aKovwv, /c.t.X..] The

spurious ovv rightly indicates the connection (against Olshau-

sen) ; for it follows from that promise, that every one who

hears and is taught of the Father comes to the Son, and no

others ; because, were it not so, the community of believers

would not be unmixedly the hiBaKTol Oeov. ^Akovglv irapa

Tov irarpo'i is the spiritual perception of divine instruction;

the subject-matter of which, as the whole context clearly shows,

is the Son and His work. The communication of this revela-

tion is, however, continuous (hence aKovcov), and the "having

learned" is its actual result, by the attainment of which

through personal exertion the ep-xjerai, irpo'i p.e is conditioned.

One hears and has learned of the Father; in no other way

is one in the condition which internally necessitates a believ-

ing union with the Son. Comp. Matt. xi. 25 fi.—Ver. 46.

By this hearing and having learned of the Father, I do not

mean an immediate and intuitive fellowship with Him, which,

indeed, would render the coming to the Son unnecessary ; no

;

no one save the Son only has had the vision oi God (comp.

i. 18, iii. 13, viii. 38), therefore all they who are SiSa/crol

6eov have to find in the Son alone all further initiation into

God's grace and truth.— ovk 6ri\ ovk ipco, on. See Hartung,

II. 154; Buttmann, K T. Gr. p. 318 ff. [E. T. p. 372].—
It serves to obviate a misunderstanding.— e* /w-^, «.t.X.] except

He who is from God, He hath seen the Father (that is, in His

T
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pre-existent state).^ Comp. Gal. i. 7.— o cov Trapa t. ^.J

for He is come from the Father, with whom He was (i. 1).

See on i. 14, viii. 42, vii. 29, xvi. 27.

Vv. 47, 48. Jesus had given His answer to the murmurings

of the Jews in vv. 43-46. He now returns to the subject

which He had left, and first repeats in solemn asseveration

what He had said in ver. 40; then He again brings forward

the metaphor of the bread of life, which sets forth the same

thought.

Vv. 49, 50. Oi irarepe^, /c.t.X.] "regeruntur Judaeis

verba ipsorum ver. 31," BengeL— airedavov . . . aTroOavrj] a

diversity in the reference wliich is full of meaning : loss of

earthly life, loss of eternal life, whose development, already

begun in time (see on iii. 15), the death of the body does not

interrupt (xi. 25).— outo9 iariv 6 apro?, /c.t.A,.] of this

nature is the bread which cometh down from heaven : one (rt?)

tnusi eat thereof, and (in consequence of this eating) not die.

This representation is contained in ovto<; . . , iW; see on ver. 29.

The expression, however, is not conditional (idv ti<;), because

the telic reference (i'va) does not belong to the last part merely.

The ^present jparticiple shows that Jesus does not mean by

' This clear and direct reference to His pre-hnman state in God (comp. vv.

41, 42), and consequently the agreement of Christ's witness to Himself with the

view taken by the evangelist, should not have been regarded as doubtful by

AVeizsacker. The divine life wliich was manifested in Christ upon earth was

the personal life of His pre-existent state, as the prologue teaches, otherwise

John had not given the original sense of the declaration of the Lord regarding

Himself (to which conclusion Weizsiicker comes in the Jahrh. f. D. Th. 1SG2,

p. 674), which, however, is inconceivable in so great and ever-recurring a lead-

ing point. It is the transcendent recollection in His temporal self-conscious-

ness of that earlier divine condition, which makes itself known in such declara-

tions (comp. iii. 11). See on viii. 38, xvii. 5. His certitude concerning the

I)erfect revelation does not first begin with the baptism, but stretches back with

its roots into His pre-human existence. See, against Weizsacker, Beyschlag also,

p. 79 S.., who, however (comp. p. 97 f.), in referring it to the sinless birth, and

i'urther to the pre-existent state of Jesus, as the very image of God, is not just

to the Johannean view in the prologue, and in the first epistle, as well as here,

and in the analogous testimonies of Jesus regarding Himself. See on ver. 62.

Beyschlag renders :
" because He is of God, He has seen God in His historical

existence." The far-fetched thought is here brought in, that only the pure in

heart can see God. Comp. rather i. 18, iii. 13, 31, 32, viii. 26, 38. See, against

this view of the continuous historical intimacy with God, Pileiderer in Hilgen-

feld's Zeilschr. 1866, p. 247 ff. ; Scholten, p. 116 tL
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0UT09 His own concrete Personality, which is not named till

ver. 51, but intends to set forth and exhibit the true bread from

heaven generally, according to its real nature (comp. ver. 58).

On Tt9, one, comp. Dem. Phil. i. 8, and Bremi, p. 118; Ellendt,

Lex. Soph. II. 883 ; Nagelsbach on the Iliad, p. 299, ed. 3.

Ver. 51. Continuation of the exposition concerning the

bread of life, which He is. " I am not only the life-giving

bread (o dpro'; r. ^corj^, ver. 48) ; I am also the living bread

;

he who eats thereof shall live for ever," because the life of

this bread is imparted to the partaker of it. Comp. v. 26,

xiv. 19. Observe the threefold advance: (1) o dpTo<; r.

^cwt}?, ver. 48, and o dpra 6 t,o)v, ver. 51
; (2) the universal

Kara^alvcov, ver. 50, and the historically concrete Kara^d^,

ver. 51; (3) the negative firj cfTroOdvr], ver. 5 0, and the

positive ^7](Terat eiV rbv al(ova, ver. 51.— Kal 6 dpro<; Se ov

iyo) 8(0(T(o] Christ is the bread, and He will also give it (con-

sequently give Himself) ; how this is to take place. He now
explains. The advance lies in ov ijcb Sdxrci)

; hence also the

Kal Se which carries on the discourse, and the emphatic repeti-

tion of the thought, rjv i<ycb Scioao). Translate :
" and the bread

also which I (/ on my part, iyco) will give [instead now of

saying : is mi/self, He expresses what He means more defi-

nitely] is my fiesh" etc. Concerning /cat . . . Se, atque etiam,

Kal being and, and Se expressing the idea on the other hand,

see in particular Kriiger, and Klihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 1. 3
;

Baumlein, Partih. p. 149. It often introduces, as in this case,

something that is specially important. See Bremi, ad Dem.

01. II. p. 173. Observe, moreover, that what Christ promises

to give is not external to His own Person (against Ivling in the

Stud. u. Krit. 1836, p. 142 f.). — 17 adp^ pbov eaTLv\ He
promises to give His fiesh, i.e. by His bloody death, to which

He here, as already in ii. 19, and to Nicodemus, iii. 14, 15,

prophetically points. Xdp^ is the living corporeal substance

;

this His living corporeity Christ will give, give up, that it may
he slain (rjv e^oi Scaaco), in order that thereby, as by the offer-

ing of the propitiatory sacrifice,^ He may be the means of pro-

Not that by tlie death of Jesus the harrier of the iDclependent individuality

existing between the Logos and the human being is destroyed. See against thia

explanation (Kostlin, Eeuss), so forei^ni to John "Weiss, Lehrhegr. p. 65 fl.
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curing eternal life for mankind, i.e. inrep (for the benefit of)

T^? Tov Kocr/xov ^wr}? ; comp. 1 John iv. 10, 14. But as the

atoning efficacy which this giving up of His flesh has, must be

inwardly ap-propriated by faith, Christ's crap^, according to the

figure of the bread of life, inasmuch as He means to give it up

to death, appears as the tread which He will give to he 'par-

taken of (ov e7&) Bcoaco). In the repeated Bwaco there lies the

€Kovatov of the surrender (Euthymius Zigabenus). But

observe the difference of reference, that of the first Bcoaco to the

giving up /or eating, and that of the second to the giving up

to death} That eating is the spiritual manducatio,^ the inward,

real appropriation of Christ which, by means of an ever-con-

tinuing faith that brings about this appropriation, and makes

our life the life of Christ within us (Gal. ii. 20 ; Eph. iii. 17),

takes place with regard to all the benefits which Christ " came

sua pro nobis in mortem tradita et sanguine suo pro nobis

effuso promeruit." Forma Concordiae, p. 744. On the idea

of the life of Christ in believers, see on Phil. i. 8. On adp^,

so far as it was put to death in Christ by His crucifixion,

comp. 1 Pet. iii. 18; Eph. ii. 14; Col. i, 20 ff.; Heb. x. 20.

^ The words nv lyu icifM are wanting in B C D LT N, a few cursives, several

versions (following Vulg. It.), and Fathers (even Origen twice), and are rejected

by Lachm., Ewald, Tisch., Baeumlein, Harless. The preponderance of testimonj'

is certainly against them ; and in omitting them we should not, with Kling, take

fi erapl fjiov as in apposition with h apTos (see, on the contrary, Riickert, Ahendm.

p. 259), but simply render it: " the bread which I shall give is my Jleshfor the

life of the world" (the former is the latter for the life of the world). But this

short pregnant mode of expression is so little like John, and the repetition of ri'y

%yu luircfi is so completely Johannean, that I feel compelled to retain the words

as genuine, and to regard their omission as a very early error, occasioned by the

occurrenoe of the same words a little before. Following S, Tischendorf now
reads, after x. i cL^r. St: Sv iyu idru v-xXp tTis tov xi^fdou ^aijf, n cap^ fi.au

ta-riv. This is manifestly an arrangement resorted to in order to asssign to the

wopds u^r. T. r. X. Z,uns the place which, in the absence of ^v lya 'huau, seemed to

belong to them. Baeumlein supposes that Iv. t. t. x. ^am is an ancient gloss.

^ The expression " resurrection of the^esA" cannot be justified from John vi.,

as Delitzsch, Psychol, p. 460 [E. T. p. 541], supposes. If it cannot be justified

by anything in St. Paul, which Delitzsch admits, it can least of all by anything

in St. John. When, indeed, Delitzsch says (p. 839), "The flesh of Christ be-

comes in us a tincture of immortality, which, in spite of corruption, sustains the

essence of our flesh, in order one day at the resurrection to assimilate also His

manifestation to itself," we can only oppose to such fancies, "jVe ultra quod

scHptum -ttit.
"
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Tills explanation, which refers the words to Christ's propi-

tiatory death, is that of Augustine, Luther, Melancthon, Calvin,

Beza, Aretius, Grotius, Calovius, Wetstein, Lampe, and most

others, also of Kuinoel, Liicke, Tholuck, Ammon, Neander,

J, Mtiller {Diss. 1839), Lange, Ebrard, Dogma v. Ahcndm. I.

p. 78 ff.; Keim, in the Jahrh. /. d. TJieol. 1859, p. 109 ff.
;

Weiss; comp. also Ewald, Kahnis {Dogmat. I. p. 624), Godet.^

Others, following Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Basil, have

understood by cdp^ the entire human nnanifestation of the

Logos, which He offered up for the world's salvation, including

therein His death (so in modern times, in particular, Paulus,

D. Schulz, Lehre vom Ahendm., B. Crusius, Frommann, De
Wette, Baeumlein; comp. Sclileiermacher, X. J. p. 345, and

Eeuss). JSTot only is the future Bcoao) opposed to this view,

but the drinking of the blood in ver. 5 3 still more distinctly

points to Christ's death as exclusively meant ; because it would

not be apparent why Jesus, had He intended generally that

collective dedication of Himself, should have used expressions

to describe the appropriation of it, which necessarily and

directly point to and presuppose His death. That general

consecration was already affirmed in ijco el/xt, 6 apTo<;, k.t.X.;

the advance from heing and giving now demands something-

else, a concrete act, viz. His atoning death and the shedding of

His blood. This tells also against the profounder development

of the self-communication of Jesus which is said to be meant

here, and is adopted by Hengstenberg and Hofmann (Schrift-

hew. 11. 2, p. 245 ff.), following Luther;^ viz. that faith in

the human nature of Jesus eats and drinks the life of God,

or that His life-giving power is bound up in His flesh, i.e. in

His actual human manifestation (Bruckner). Others, again,

* Who, however, attaches great importance to the corporeal side of the real

fellowship of believers with Christ, by virtue of which they will become at the

resurrection the reproduction of the glorified Christ, referring to Eph. v. 30.

The eating and drinking alone are figurative, while the not merely spiritual, but

also bodily appropriation, must, according to him, be taken literally. This,

however, is not required by the avuffrnffc^ uutov, k.t.x., ver. 54, which we already

had in ver. 39, and is not even admissible by ver. 63.

^ " Therefore one eats and drinks the Godhead in His human natui-e.—This

flesh does not carnalize, but will deify thee, i.e. give thee divine power, virtue,

and work, and will take away sins," and so on {Pred. Dom, Oculi).
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have explained it of the Lords Supper; viz. Clirysostom,

Cyril, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, most of the Fathers

(among the Latin Fatliers, Cyprian, Hilary, perhaps also Augus-

tine, etc.) and Catholic writers, also Klee and Maier, further,

Calixtus too, strongly opposed by Calovius; and among moderns,

Scheibel, Olshausen, Kling in the Stud. u. Krit. 1836, p.

140 If. ; Lindner, Kostlin, Delitzsch in Eudelbach's Zeit-

schrift, 1845, ii. p. 29; Kaeuffer in the Sachs. Stud. 1846,

p. 70 ff. ; Kahnis, Abendm. p. 104 ff. ; Luthardt; Eichter

in the Stud. u. Krit. 1863, p. 250; further, while also calling

in question the genviineness of the discourse, Bretschneider,

Strauss, Weisse, Baur, Hilgenfeld, and many others. Thus, as

iii. 5 refers to baptism, we have now, it is said, a reference to

the second sacrament. This explanation^ has already this

against it, that the eating and drinking is regarded as continuous

(ver. 56) ; and, moreover, it can be maintained only by

surrendering the authenticity of John, But if this be assumed,

and the discourse be regarded as historical, Jesus could not

Himself speak in the manner in which He here does of the

Lord's Supper. Had this been His reference. He would have

spoken inappropriately, and in terms which differ essentially

from His own mode of expression at the institution of the

holy meal, irrespective of the fact that a discourse upon the

Lord's Supper at this time would have been utterly incompre-

hensible to His hearers, especially to the ^lovBaiot, who were

addressed. Moreover, there nowhere occurs in the Gospels a

hint given heforehand of the Supper which was to be insti-

tuted ; and therefore, that this institution was not now abeady

in the thoughts of Jesus (as Godet, following Bengel and

others, maintains), but was the product of the hour of the

Supper itself, appears all the more likely, seeing how utterly

groundless is the assumption based on ver. 4, that Jesus, in

the feeding of the multitude, improvised a paschal feast. To

this it must be added, that the promise of life which is attached

to the eating and drinking could apply only to the case of

^ A view whicli Luther decidedly opposed previous to the controversy regard-

ing the Lord's Supper. In the headisg or gloss he says :
" This chapter does

not speak of the sacrament of the bread and wine, but of spiritual eating, i. e. of

tiie belief that Chi'ist, both God and man, hath shed His blood for us.

"
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tliose who wcitliily partake. "We would therefore have to

assume that the rcforhr John (see especially Kaeuffer, I.e.

;

comp, also Weisse, B. Crusius, Kostlin, etc.) had 'put this dis-

course concerning the Lord's Supper into the mouth of Christ

;

and against this it tells in general, that tlms there would be

on John's part a misconception, or rather an arbitrariness,

which, granting the genuineness of the Gospel, cannot be

attributed to this most trusted disciple and his vivid recollec-

tions ; and in particular, 'that the drinking of the blood, if it

were, as in the Lord's Supper, a special and essential part,

would not have remained unmentioned at the very end of the

discourse, vv. 57, 58; and that, again, the evangelist would

make Jesus speak of the Lord's Supper in terms which lie

quite beyond the range of the N. T., and which belong to the

mode of representation and language of the apostolic Fathers

and still later writers (see the passages in Kaeuffer, p. 77 ff.

;

Eiickert, p. 274 f
.

; Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 278).^ This is

specially true of the word a-dp^, for which all places in the

]Sr. T. referring to the Lord's Supper (Matt. xxvi. 26 K; Mark
xiv. 22 &.; Luke xxiv. 24 ff.; 1 Cor. xi. 23 ff.) have aw/jba;

so that here accordingly there ought to have been stated the

identity, not of the bread and the flesh (which Baur in par-

ticular urges), but of the bread and the hodi/ ; while with

reference to the blood, the element identified (the wine) ought

also to have been mentioned. Further, the passage thus taken

would speak of the literal " eating and drinking" of the flesh

and blood, which is a much later materializing of the K T.

KoLvwvia in the Lord's Supper; and lastly, the absolute neces-

sity of this ordinance,^ which ver. 53 ff. would thus assert, is

not once mentioned thus directly by the Fathers of the first

centuries ; whereas the N. T., and John in particular, make

faith alone the absolutely necessary condition of salvation.

Had John been speaking of the Lord's Supper, he must have

spoken in harmony with the N. T. view and mode of ex-

' Hilgenfeld calls the passages in Justin, Apol. i. 66 ; Ignatius, ad Smyrn. 7,

ad Bom. 7, an admirable commentary upon our text. They would, indeed, be

so if our evangelist himself were a post-apostolic writer belonging to the second

century.

^ Its limitation to the Contemtus sacramenti (Richter) is a dogmatic subterfuge

which has no loundation in the text.
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pression, and must have made Jesus speak of it in the same

way. But the discourse, as it lies before us, if taken as referring

to the Lord's Supper, would be an unexampled and utterly

inconceivable varepov irporepov) and therefore even the

assumption that at least the same idea which lay at the root

of the Lord's Supper, and out of which it sprang, is here

expressed (Olshausen, Kling, Lange, Tholuck, etc. ; comp.

Kahnis, Keim, Luthardt, Hengstenberg, Ewald, Godet), is only

admissible so far as the appropriation of Christ's life, brought

about by faith in His death, which here is enjoined with such

concrete vividness as absolutely necessary,^ likewise constitutes

the sacred and fundamental basis presupposed in the institution

of the Supper and forms the condition of its blessedness ; and

therefore the application of the passage to the Lord's Supper

(but at the same time to baptism and to the efficacy of the

word) justly, nay necessarily, arises. Comp. the admirable

remarks of Harless, p. 130 ff.—According to Eiickert {Abenclm.

p. 291 f.), the discourse is not intended by Jesus to refer to

the Supper, but is so intended by John, through whose

erroneous and crude method of apprehension the readers are

supposed to be taught, whether they themselves believed in an

actual eating of the flesh and drinking of the blood, or whether

this was a stumbling-block to them. An interpretation this

which is neither indicated by the text nor has any historical

basis.—Upon the history of the interpretation of our text, see

Liicke, ed. 2, App. 2 ; Lindner, vom Abendm. p. 241 ff
.

;

Tischendorf, De Christo pane vitae, 1839, p. 15 ff. ; Mack,

Quartalschr. 1832, L p. 52 ff. ; Kahnis, p. 114 ff.; Eiickert,

p. 273 ff. The exposition which takes it to refer to faith in

the atoning death forms the basis of Zwingle's doctrine of the

Eucharist. See Dieckhoff", evangel. Abendmahlslchre, I. p. 440.

Vv. 52, 53. The Jews rightly add ^ayelv, borrowing it

from the preceding context ; but the meaning and reference

of the expression, which they certainly recognised as some-

liow to be taken figuratively, are to them so indistinct, that

they fall into a dispute with each other (" non jam solum

' " He makes it so that it could not "be plainer, in order that they might not

think that he was speaking of something else, or of anything that was not before

their eyes ; but that He was speaking of Himself. "

—

Luthek.
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murmurabant uti ver. 41/' Bengel) upon the question: "How
can this man give us his flesh (rr]v adpKa, also without the

avTov, a gloss in Lachm.) to eat ?" Not as if they had missed

hearing something (Luthardt :
" the futurity implied in the

expression, ver. 51"), but they did not understand the enig-

matical statement. Instead now of explaining the how of

their question, Jesus sets before them the absolute necessity of

their partaking, and in still more extreme terms lays down

the requirement, which seemed so paradoxical to them ; for

He nows adds the drinking oj His Uood, in order thus to bring

more prominently into view the reference to His death, and its

life-giving power to be experienced by believing appropriation.

— Tov vlov T. avdp7\ This prophetic and Messianic self-de-

\\ signation (i. 5!^, iii. 13, 14), which could now less easily escape

the notice of His hearers than in ver. 2 7, serves as a still more

solemn expression in place of jxov, without, however, affecting

the meaning of the eating and drinking.— ovk e^^ere ^w-i-iv

iv eavT.'] "ye have not life in yourselves" "life is foreign to

and remote from your own inner nature,"

—

death is the power

that ye have in you, spiritual and eternal death ; life must

first, by that eating and drinking, be inwardly united with

your own selves. In that appropriation of the flesh and blood

of Jesus, this life flows forth from His life (w. 56, 57, v. 26)

;

and it is attached to faith only, not to the use of any outward

element (comp. Harless, p. 124).

Vv. 54, 55. He now more fully explains Himself, onwards

to ver. 58, with regard to the saving efiicacy of this spiritual

eating and drinking : "He who eateth my flesh" etc.— 6 rpco-

7 ft) I/] Previously the word was ^dyrjTe, but there is in the

change no special intention as if to use a stronger term (to

chew, to crunch), as the repetition of irlvwv shows. Comp.

Dem. 402. 21: rpcoyeiv Kal irLveiv. Plut. Mor. p. 613 B;

Polyb. xxxii. 9. 9. Comp. also xiii. 18; Matt. xxiv. 38.

—

^(or)v ataiy.] Fuller definition of the general ^cdt? which pre-

cedes ; it signifies the eternal Messianic life, but the develop-

ment of this in time as spiritual life is included in the thought

;

therefore e%et (iii. 15), and the result of the possession of this

life: dvacnrjao), k.t.X Comp. ver. 40.— Ver. 55. Proof of

the assertion e^ei . . . 'n/^epa ; for if the flesh of Jesus were
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not true food (something which in, very deed has nourishing

power), etc., the effect named in ver. 54 could not ensue. It

is self-evident that food for the inner man is meant; but

a\r}6ri^ (see the critical notes) is not the same as oXtjOlv^

(this would mean genuine food, food that realizes its own ideal).

It denotes the opposite of that which is merely apparent or

so called, and therefore expresses the actual fact (1 John ii.

2 7 ; Acts xii. 9), which the Jews could not understand, since

they asked ttco? hvvarai, k.tX., ver. 52.

Vv. 56, 57. A statement parallel with what precedes,

concerning him " who eats," etc., and explaining how that

comes to pass which is said of him in ver. 54.— iv ifjuol

fievei Kaycb iv auTw] an expression distinctively Johannean

of abiding, inner, and mutual fellowship (xv. 4 ff., xvii. 23
;

1 John iii. 24, iv. 16), by virtue of which we live and move

continually in Christ, and Christ works and rules in our minds,

so that thus Christ's life is the centre and circumference, i.e.

the all-determining power of our life.— Ver. 5 7. Consequence

of this spiritual union : life, i.e. true imperishable life, as pro-

ceeding from the Father to the Son, so from the Son to

believers. Observe (1) that the consequent clause does not

begin with Kayco (Chrysostom and his followers) ; but, as ver.

56 requires, with k. 6 rpcoy. fie, so also he that eateth me; (2)

that in the antecedent clause the emphasis is on ^wv and ^w

(therefore direcrTeiKe does not introduce any strange or un-

natural thought, as Etickert supposes), while in the consequent

it is upon the subject, which accordingly is made prominent

by Ka/ceivo<;, he also.— o ^cav Tranjp] the living Father

(comp. ver. 26), the Living One absolutely, in whose nature

there is no element of death, but all is life.— Ka<ycb ^w

Bta T. TTttT.] and I—by virtue of my community of essence

with the Father

—

am alive because of the Father. Bed with

the accus. does not denote the cause (Castalio, Beza, De
Wette, Gess, Etickert, and se-vevdl), per patrem ; noT for the

Father (Paulus, Lange) ; but, according to the context, the

reason : because of the Father, i.e. because my Father is the

Living One. See on xv. 3 ; Plat. Conv. p. 2 3 E : dva/3uo-

cTKerat Bia rrjv tov 'jrarpo^ (puaiv ; and see Nagelsbach, Ilias,

p. 39 ff. ed. 3.— 6 rpdiywv fxe] This sufficed to denote the
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rcktlon, and is in keeping with the transition to ver. 58
;

whereas, if the discourse referred to the Lord's Supper, the

eating and drinking of the flesh and blood should again have

been mentioned, as in vv. 53-56. Note also that o rpcoycov /j.e

expresses a permanent, continuous relation, not one taking

place from time to time, as in the Lord's Supper.— S'^cet] in

contrast with spiritual and eternal death.— St' e/jbi] on account

of me, because he thus takes up my life into himself.

Vv. 58, 59. A concluding summary, repeating the figure

from which the whole discourse arose, ver. 32. — o5to9] of

this nature, as explained in vv. 32-57. Comp. ver. 50 ; not:

" this, which gives life to him who partakes of it" (Lticke)

;

nor: "this, i.e. my ficsh and hlood" (De Wette) ; what follows

requires in ovto<; the idea of modality.— ov KaOco^, /c.t.X.]

It is the bread that came down from heaven, but not in the

same way and manner that the fathers did eat heavenly bread.

It is quite different in the case of this bread.— Ver. 5 9 is

simply an historical observation, without any further signifi-

cance (Chrysostom : in order to impress us with the great

guilt of the people of Capernaum). That ravra means simply

the discourse from ver. 41 onwards, and that what precedes

down to ver. 40 was not spoken in the synagogue, but else-

where, upon the first meeting with the people, vv. 24, 25

(Ewald), would need to have been more distinctly indicated.

Taking John's words as they stand, eV a-vvajcoyfj, etc., is a

more definite (according to Schenkel, indeed, mistaken) sup-

plementary explanation of the vague irepav t, 6a\daar]^ of

ver. 25.— iv a-vvwywyfj, without the Art., as in xviii. 20:

in synagogue ; then follows the still more detailed designation

of the locality, " teaching in Capernaum."

Ver. 60, HoWol ovv"] Many therefore, for in Capernaum

He had many adherents (fiadrjrai is here used in the wider

sense, not of the apostles; see ver, 67).— (TK\rjp6<i'\ hard,

harsh, the opposite of fj,a\aK6<; (Plat. Zegg. x. p. 8 9 2 B ; Prot.

p. 331 D) ;—in a moral sense, Matt. xxv. 24 ; Ecclus. iii. 24

;

3 Esdr. ii, 27; Soph, Ocd. R. 36, Aj. 1340; Plat, Locr. p.

104 C, and often;—of speeches, comp. Soph. Oed. C. 778:
(TKKTjpa fxaXOuKm Xer^wv; Gen. xlii. 7, xxi. 11, Aq. ; Prov, xv. 1.

It here denotes what causes offence (a-KavSaXi^et, ver, 61), does not
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comply with preconceived views, but is directly antagonislic,

the relation in which the assurances and demands of Jesus

from ver. 51 stood to the wishes and hopes of His disciples.^

He had, indeed, from ver. 51 onwards, required that they

should eat His flesh (which was to be slain), and drink

His blood (which was to be shed), in order to have life.

By this—whether they rightly understood it or not—they

felt sorely perplexed and wounded. The Uoody death, which

was certainly the condition of the eating and drinking, was

an offence to them, just as in that lay the lasting offence

of the Jews afterwards, xii. 34; 1 Cor. i, 23 ; GaL v. 11
;

comp. also Matt, xvi. 21 ff. The explanation "difficult to

he understood" (Chrysostom, Euthymius Zigabenus, Grotius,

Olshausen) lies neither in the word nor in the context, for

Tt9 Bvvarat, k.t.X. affirms: "it is a thing not to he home,

to listen to the discourse" such insuperable offence does it

excite. Tholuck, following early writers, finds the offence

to be that Jesus seemed arrogant in making life dependent

upon participation in His flesh and blood. But it was not the

arrogant, it was the lowly and suffering, Messiah that was a

tTKcivBaXov to the Jew. As little did the offence consist in

the requirement that Christ " would he all, and they were to he

nothing" (Hengstenberg), which, indeed, is only an abstract

inference subsequently drawn from His discourse.

Vv. 61, 62. '£z^ eauTo)] In Himself, without communica-

tion; avTOfMaTa, Nonnus.— 70771;^.] as in ver, 41.— irepl

TovTov] concerning this harshness of His discourse.— tovto

vfi. o-KavB.] Question of astonishment : this, namely, which you

have found so hard in my discourse (Jesus knew what it was),

does this offend you ? Are you so mistaken in your opinion

and feelings towards me? Comp. ver. 66.— iav ovv dea-

prjre, k.t.X.] Aposiopesis, which, especially " in tarn infausta

re" (Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 362), takes the place of the

impassioned statement. See on Luke xix. 41 ; Acts xxiii.

' Not as if they had imderstood the eating and drinlving of the flesh and blood

in a literal and material sense (hence the expression " mandncatio Capernai-

ilea"), and so nonsensical an affirmation had provoked them (Augustine, Grotius,

Liicke, Keim, and many others). The speakers are fia^nrui ; but not even the

'UuhaToi, ver. 52, so grossly misunderstood Jesus.
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9 ; Eom. ix. 22. The completion of it must be derived solely

from the context, and therefore is not tC ipelre or the like

(Nonnus, Euthymius Zigabenus, Kuinoel, and many) ; but

TOVTO vfia<; ov iroXKw fxaXkov crKav^dXiaec (comp. Winer, p. 5 5 8

[E. T. p. 750] ; Fritzsche, Conjcct pp. 22, 31) :
" Will not this

impending sight serve to offend you still more ? " By ava^alvetv

oTTov Y)v TO irporepov Jesus indicates His death; and, indeed,

as He—in whom Daniel's prophecy of the Son of man was to

be fulfilled (comp. xii. 23; Matt. xxvi. 24)—contemplated it

in the consciousness of His heavenly origin and descent (iii.

13), of which He had already spoken in ver. 58. His death,

therefore, so far as it would be to Him, by means of the re-

surrection and ascension therewith connected, a return to the

ho^a which He had before His incarnation. Comp. xvii. 5,

and the vy^wdrjvaL i/c t?}9 7^9, xii. 3 2. To the spectators, who
only saw the humiliating and shameful outward spectacle of

His death, it served only to give the deepest offence. The

concluding argument a minori ad majus which lies in ovv, is

like that in iii. 1 2. The interpretation of the ancient Church,

which referred the words to the corporeal ascension in and hy

itself (so also Olshausen, Lindner, Maier, Ebrard, Kahnis, p.

120, Hilgenfeld, Hofmann, Hengstenberg, Baeumlein, Godet,

Harless), would require us of logical necessity to supply, not

the supposed increase of offence (Baeumlein), but a question

expressing doult or denied :
" would ye still take offence then ?

"

Comp. viii. 28. But this import of the aposiopesis, which

even Ewald and Briickner adopt, though not explaining the

words merely of the ascension, has the ovv itself decidedly

against it, instead of which aWd would be logically required

;

and the reference to the ascension as such, as an event hy itself,

is totally without analogy in the discourses of Jesus, and

quite un-Johannean.^ So also the OecopTJTe, in particular, is

against this view ; for, with the Present participle dva/Saivovra,

it would describe the ascension expressly as a visible event (in

^ Appeal is made, but unreasonably, not only to iii. 13, but likewise to xx. 17

(see especially Hofmann, Schriftheiv. II. 1, 517, and Godet). Jesus there is

speaking after His death, wlien that blessed end was still future, in reference

to which before His death he was wont to describe thai event as a departure and
ail ascension to the Father. There, accordingly, He could not avoid mentioning

the ascension alone.



302 THE GOSPEL OF JOHN.

answ-er to Lutliardt's observations, wlio explains it of the

ascension, but with Tholuck regards its visibility as a matter

of indifference, so far as the present passage is concerned),

though its visible occurrence is attested by no apostle, while

in the non-apostolic accounts (Mark xvi. 19 ; Luke xxiv. 51
;

Acts i. 9) only the disciples in the narrower sense, the twelve,

who are just those not meant by the " ye" in our text, are

represented as the eye-witnesses. On the other hand, the

opinion that there lies in 6eo)p. only the possibility of those

present being eye-witnesses (Kahnis, Hofmann)^ is nothing

more than a subtle evasion, unsupported by the edv (comp.

xii. 32, xiv. 3, xvi. 7), and no better than Hengstenberg's

assertion (comp. Tholuck) :
" those who were present at the

ascension were the representatives of the collective body of the

disciples." Parallel with ava^alveiv is the designation of the

death of Jesus as a going to God, vii. 33, xiii. 3, xiv. 12, 28,

xvi. 5, 28, xvii. 11, 13. That He here describes His death

not according to its low and painful phase, but according to

the essence of its triumphant consummation as present to His

own consciousness, is therefore quite Johannean ; comp. also

xvii. 5, xii. 23. The reference to the gift of tJie Spirit, the

exaltation being intended as the medium of effecting this

(Lange), is remote from the context, and is not indicated by

any word in the sentence, for nothing is spoken of but the

seeing with the eyes the future departure.— Upon to irporepov,

see on Gal. iv. 13. It refers to the period preceding His pre-

sent form of being, when as to the divine part of His nature, i.e.

as the Logos, He was in heaven;^ comp, xvii. 5, 24, viii. 58.

1 "For tliey would certainly see Him die, but they would see Him ascend

only if they remained His disciples," Hofmann. The former is as incorrect as

the latter. For Jesus is speaking to His Galilean disciples, and, indeed, to His

disciples in the wider sense (ver. 67), of whom therefore we cannot say that they

would certainly be present at His death in Jerusalem ; while the witnesses of

the ascension were not those who remained faithful to Him generally, but the

apostles. According to Harless, Christ means to say that they must not think

of His iiesh and blood in His state of humiliation, but of both in His state of

glory. But flesh and blood is the contradictory of S«|a. The glorified body of

Christ in the form oiflesh and blood is inconceivable (1 Cor. xv. 49, 60).

^ The meaning is not that " we immediately substitute another subject" (Bey-

echlag, Christol. p. 29) ; but, in harmony with the witness of Jesus regarding

Himself elsewhere in John, we have given us a,more definite mention of the stat»
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Yv. 63, 64. Instead of appending to the foregoing protasis

its mournful ajpodosis (see on ver. 62), Jesus at once discovers

to His disciples with lively emotion (hence also the asynde-

ton) the groundlessness of the offence that was taken. It is not

His bodily form, the approaching surrender of which for

spiritual food (ver. 51) was so offensive^ to them, hut His

spirit that gives life ; His corporeal nature was of no use towards

^(ooTToiecv. But it was just His lodily nature to which they

ascribed all the value, and on which they built all their hope,

instead of His life-giving Divine Spirit, i.e. the Holy Spirit

given Him in all fulness by the Father (iii. 34), who works in

believers the birth from above (iii. 6), and with it eternal life

(comp. Eom. viii. 2 ; 2 Cor. iii. 6). Hence His death, through

which His a-dp^ as such would disappear, was to them so

offensive a o-Kavha'kov. Observe further, that He does not say

TO TTvev/xd fMov and 77 o'dp^ f^ov, but expresses the above

thought in a general statement, the personal application of

which is to be to Himself Comp. Hofmann, II. 2, p. 252.

Note once again that rj crdp^ ovk oD^eXel ovBev does not con-

tradict what was previously said of the life-giving participation

in the flesh of Jesus ; for this can take place only by the

appropriating of the spirit of Christ by means of faith, and

apart from this it cannot take place at all. Eom. viii. 2, 6,

9, 11; 1 Cor. vi. 17. Comp. 1 John iii. 24. The flesh,

therefore, which " profiteth nothing," is the flesh vnthout the

Spirit ; the Spirit which " quickeneth " is the Spirit whose

wherein the Son of man had His pre-existence in heaven. That He had this a?

tJie Son of man, as Beyschlag, p. 85, explains (understanding it of the eternal

divine image, whose temporal realization Jesus, by an intuition given Him on

earth, knew Himself to be), the text does not say ; it says: "the Son of man,

i.e. the Messiah, will ascend up where He was before." There can be no doubt,

if we will follow John, in what form of existence He previously M^as in heaven.

Neither is there any doubt if we ask Paul, who speaks of the pre-existence of

Jesus iv fiof^pri 610Z. See on Phil. ii. 6 ; comp. 2 Cor. viii. 8, 9. He does not there

mean that He pre-existed as Jesus, but as the vlo; r. SioZ. For the rest, comp.

ver. 46, viii. 58, xvii. 5, 1. 18. K it be true, as Keim says {Gesoidchtl. Chr.

p. 102, ed. 3), that "not one particle of the self-consciousness of Jesus reaches

back beyond His temporal existence," the fundamental Christological view not

only of the fourth Gospel, but of Paul also, is based upon a gi-eat illusion. As to

the Synoptics, see on Matt. xi. 27, viii. 20.

' Godet, according to his rendering of ver. 62 :
" which you will see to vanish

£t my ascension.

"
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divelling-place is the flesh, i.e. the corporeal manifestaiion of

Christ, the corporeity which must be offered up in His

atoning death (ver. 51), in order that believers might experi-

ence the full power of the quickening Spirit (vii. 39). When
Harless, following Luther, understands by the flesh which

profiteth nothing, the adp^ of Christ in His humiliation, and

by the quickening Spirit, " the spirit which perfectly controls the

Jlesh of the glorified Son of man" he imports the essential point

in his interpretation, and this, too, in opposition to the N". T.,

according to which the conception of crap^ is quite alien to

the cr<y/ia T^9 ho^rj<i of the Lord, Phil. iii. 21 ; see 1 Cor. xv.

44-5 ; so that the awiia TrvevfiarLKov cannot possibly be

regarded as flesh pervaded by spirit (comp. 2 Cor. iil 18).

In no form is adp^ ever ascribed to the exalted Lord. The

antithesis here is not between carnal flesh and glorified flesh,

but simply between flesh and spirit. According to others, to

TTvev/jLa is the human soul, which makes the hodg to have life

(Beza, Fritzsche in his Nov. Opusc. p. 239). But ^woiroiovv

must, according to the import of the preceding discourse,

be taken in a Messianic sense. Others say : to Trvevfia is

the spiritual participation, rj adp^ the material (Tertullian,

Augustine, Kupertius, Calvin, Grotius, and most others ; also

Olshausen, comp. Kling and Eichter) ; but thus again the

peculiar element in the exposition, viz. the partaking of the

Lord's Supper, is foisted in.^ Others, interpolating in like

manner, interpret ro irvevjia as the spiritual, and r] a-dp^ as the

unspiritual, sensuous understanding (Chrysostom, Theophylact,

Euthymius Zigabenus, Mosheim, Lampe, Klee, Ammon, etc.^ ;

comp. Tholuck. Others differently still.^ " Quantopere sit

^ Kahnis (Abendm. p. 122) has explained the passage in this sense seemingly

in a manner most in keeping with the words :
" What imparts the power of

everlasting life to them who feed upon my flesh, is not the flesh as such, but the

spirit which pervades it. " According to this view, the glorified flesh of Christ,

which is eaten in the Supper, would be described as the vehicle of the Holy

Spirit, and the latter, not the flesh itself, as that which gives life. Comp. also

Luthardt. But it is self-evident that the thought of glorified flesh has to ba

imported from without.

2 So also Luther : "Ye must indeed have the Spirit likewise, or olitain a

spiritual understanding, because it is too high and inconceivable for the flesh."

See the striking remarks of Calovius against this interpretation.

* "Wieseler, on Gal. p. 445, takes <rafl in the sense of origuml sin ; sinful
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hie locus variis expositionibus exagitatus, vix credibile est,"

Beza.— TO, prjjjiara a i<yo), /c.t.X.] This does not mean that

we are to hold to His words instead of to His corporeal Jlesh

(Eiickert, Keim), His words which remain as a compensation

to us after His death (Liicke, De Wette, B, Crusius). It

stands (seeing that adp^ has already its full antithesis in what

precedes) in close connection with the following dW' elalv e^

v/jbcjv Tcve^ ol ov TTccTT., aud therefore a comma only is to he

placed after ^coij eartv. " Tlie words which I have spoJcen unto

you " (meaning the discourse in the synagogue just ended ^),

" so far from containing any real ground for aKavhaXov, are

rather spirit and life, i.e. containing and revealing the divine

spirit in me, and the Messianic life brought about by me
;

but the real guilt of the offence lies with you, for among you

are many v;ho believe not." He, namely, who does not believe

in Him as the true Messiah, who secures by His death the

life of the world, but expects Messianic salvation by His

corporeal manifestation alone, which is not to die, but to

triumph and reign—to him who is such a [xadrirr}<i of Jesus

the discourse concerning feeding upon His flesh and blood

can only be a stumbling-block and an offence. And of such

TLvh there were iroXkoi, ver. 60.— i<ya) and e^ vjxoiv stand

in emphatic antithesis.— irvev/jia ia-ri kuI ^corj iarcv] The

two predicates are thus impressively kept apart, and the desig-

nation by the substantive is fuller and more exhaustive (comp.

iii. 6; Eom. viii. 10) than would be that by the adjective

(TrvevfiariKa kol ^(orjpd, Euthymius Zigabenus).— fj^€i ^dp,

K.r.X.I an explanation added by John himself of the preced-

ing words, dXX elalv, k.t.X., which imply a further know-

ledge ; comp. ii. 24, 25.— o'l ov 'jrta-Tevova-tv] result of

their wavering ; for they are jxaOrjral, who, from an imperfect

and inconstant faith, have at last come to surrender faith

human nature can do nothing for man's salvation ; the Spirit of God produces this.

But o-a^l must take its stricter definition from the Joregoing discourse , and if it

were intended as in iii. 6, oLx u^iXi: olViv would be far too little to say of it. This

also tells against the similar interpretation of Hengstenberg :
" The -rviZfi.a. is

the Spirit represented through Christ, and incarnate in Him, and the a-a^g

humanity destitute of the Spirit."

' The usual but arbitrarily general rendering brought with it the reading ia.Xu.

Tholuck and Ebrard have the right reference. Comp. upvix, ver. 65.

U
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altogether. They had been irpoa-Kaipot, (Matt. xiii. 21).

Here we have ov with the relative, then fjb'q with the par-

ticiple accompanied by the article (iii. 18), both quite regular.

— e^ apxv'i] neither "from the first beginning" (Theophylact,

Eupertius) ; nor " he/oix this discourse, and not for the first time

after the murmuring" (Chrysostom, Maldonatus, Jansenius,

Bengel, etc.) ; nor even " from the beginning of the acquaint-

ance then existing" (Grotius, De Wette, B, Crusius, Maier,

Hengstenberg, etc. ; comp. Tholuck, " from the very time of

their call ") ; but, as the context shows (see especially Kal TL<i

ia-Ttv, K.T.X.), from the beginning, when He began to gather dis-

ciples around Him (comp. i. 43, 48, ii. 24), consequently

from the commencement of His Messianic ministry. Comp.

xvi. 4, XV, 27. From His first coming forth in public, and

onwards, He knew which of those who attached themselves to

Him as fiaOrjraC did not believe, and in particular who should

be His future betrayer. On this last point, see the note

following ver. 70. "Were we, with Lange and Weiss, to render

:

"from the beginning of their unbelief" this would apply only

to disciples in constant intercourse with Him, whom He
always could observe with heart-searching eye,—a limitation,

however, not justified by the text, which rather by the very

example of Judas, as the sole unbeliever in the immediate

circle of His disciples, indicates a range beyond that inner

circle.

Ver. 65. See on vv. 37, 44.— tia tovto] because many
of you believe not, and therefore, though there is in them the

outward appearance of discipleship, they lack the inward divine

preparation.— e/c tov irarp. /a.] from my Fatlier. See Bern-

hardy, p. 227 f; comp. Plat. Lys. p. 104 B: tovto he /mol

7r&)9 €K deov ZiZoTai. Soph. Philoct. 1301 : Ta<i fiev e'/c Oecov

Tux^'i BoOela-a^. Xen. Anab. i. 1. 6 ; Hellen. iii. 1. 6.

Vv. 66, 67. 'E/c TovTov] not: "from this time foinvards"

(so usually even Llicke, De Wette, Hengstenberg), for a going

away by degrees is not described; but (so Nonnus, Luthardt)

:

on this account, because of these words of Jesus, ver. 61 ff.,

which so thoroughly undeceived them as regarded their earthly

Messianic hopes. So also xix. 12 ; Xen. Anab. ii. 6. 4, iiL

3. 5, vii. 6. 13. Comp. e'^ ov, qiia^ro'pter, and see generally,
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concerning the e/c of canse or occasion, Mattliiae, II. 1334;
Ellendt, Le,x. Soph. i. 551, who justly remarks: "His etiam

subest fontis, unde aliquid exoriatur, notio."— et? to, oiriaai]

they went away, and went lack, so that they no longer accom-

panied Him, but returned to the place whence they had come

to Him. Comp. xviii. 6, xx. 14; 1 Mace. ix. 47; Prov.

XXV, 9 ; Gen. xix. 17 ; Luke xvii 31 ; Plato, Phaedr. p. 254 B ;

Mmex. p. 246 B; Polyb. i. 51. 8.— Tot9 SwSe/ca] who and

what they were, John takes for granted as well known,— /i?)

Kal vfieL<;, k.t.X.'] hut ye too do not wish to go away? Jesus

knows His twelve too well (comp. xiii. 1 8) to put the question

to them otherwise than with the presupposition of a negative

answer (at the same time He knew that He must except one).

But He wishes for their avowal, and therein lay His comfort.

This rendering of the question with /x^ is no "pedanterie

grammaticale " (Godet, who wrongly renders " vous ne voulez

;pas ? "), but is alone linguistically correct (Baeumlein, Partik.

p. 302 f.). According to Godet, the thought underlying

the question is, "If you wish, you can" which is a pure

invention,

Vv. 68, 69. Peter, according to the position, for which the

foundation is already laid in i, 43, makes the confession, and

with a resolution how deep and conscious!— aTreXeuo-o-

^ie6a\ 'Future, at any time. "Da nobis alterum Te" Augus-

tine,— prjiiara ^(orj'i, /c.T.X.] Twofold reason for stedfastness :

(1) prjixara . . . €')(et<;, and (2) Kal i^/xet?, k.t.\. Thou hast the

words of everlasting life (^(orjv alcoviov irpo^evovvra, Euthymius

Zigabenus ; more literally :
" whose specific power it is to

secure eternal life") ; an echo ot ver. 63. The p/jfxara which

proceed from the Teacher are represented as belonging to Him,

a possession which He has at His disposal Comp. 1 Cor, xiv,

26.— Kal 97/xet9] and ive for our part, as contrasted with

those who had fallen away.— TreirtaT. k. iyvcoK.'j " the faith

and the knowledge to ivhich we Imve attained, and luhich %ve

possess, is that" etc. (Perfect). Conversely, xvii. 8 ; 1 John

iv. 16. Practical conviction may precede (Phil. iii. 10) and

follow (comp. viii. 32) the insight which is the product of

reason. The former quite corresponds to the immediate and

overpowering impressions by which the apostles had been won
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over to Jesus, eliap. i. Both, therefore, are conformahle with

experience, and mutually include, and do not exclude, each other.— o ay 1,09 Tov deov (see the critical notes) : He who is conse-

crated of God to be the Messiah through the fulness of the

Spirit and salvation vouchsafed Him. See on x. 36 ; 1 John
ii. 20; comp, Mark i. 24; Luke iv. 34; Acts iv. 27; Eev.

iii. 7.—The similar confession, Matt. xvi. 16, is so different in

its occasion, connection, and circumstances, that the assumption

that our passage is only another version of the synoptical

account (Weisse and others) is unwarrantable. Who can take

exception to the repetition of a confession (of which the

apostles' hearts were so full) upon every occasion which pre-

sented itself? Certainly, according to John (see already

i. 42 ff., ii. 19), it is untenable to suppose that in our passage,

according to the right reading (see the critical notes), we have

not yet a complete and unhesitating confession of the Messiah

(Ewald) ; or that the disciples had only now attained a full

faith in Him (Weizsacker). We would have to assume in the

earlier passages of chap. i. a very awkward va-repov irporepov

on the part of the evangelist,—a view in which even Holtzmann

acquiesces {Judenth. u. Christenth. p. 376).

Vv. 70, 71. Not a justification of the question in ver. 67,

nor any utterance of reflection generally, but an outburst of

grief at the sad catastrophe which He foresaw (ver. 64), in

the face of that joyous confession which the fiery Peter thought

himself warranted in giving in the name of them all.—The

question extends only as far as e^eke^. ; then comes with the

simple Kal the mournful contrast which damps the ardour of

the confessing disciple. Comp. vii. 1 9.—Observe the arrange-

ment of the words, iyco and e'f vficov impressively taking the

lead : Have not I (even /, and no other) chosen you the tivelve

to myself? And of you {this one chosen ly myself) one is

devil! not the devil, but of devilish kind and nature. Comp.

^609, i. 1. In what an awful contrast the two stand to each

other! The addition of Tov<i hdiheKa to vijba<i heightens the

contrast, laying stress upon the great significance of the elec-

tion, which nevertheless was to have in the -case of one indi-

vidual so contradictory a result.— Zi,a^o'\o<f\ not an in-

former (Theophylactj De Wette^ Baeumlein), not an adversary
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or "betrayer (Kuinoel, Liicke, B. Crusius, and earlier "writers),

but, in keeping with the deep emotion (comp. Matt. xvi.

23), and the invariable usage of the N". T. in all places

where Sia/3. is a substantive (in John viii. 44, xiii. 2 ; 1

John iii. 8, 10): devil, whereby antagonism to Christ is set

forth in its strongest manner, because in keeping with ita

demoniacal nature. That John would have written v'io<i, or

reKvov Bia^oXov (viii. 44 ; 1 John iii. 1 0), is an arbitrary

objection, and does not adequately estimate the strength of

the emotion, which the expression employed, never forgotten

by John, fully does.— Ver. 71. eXeye 8e rov, /c.r.X.] He
spoke of, like ix. 19 ; Mark xiv. 71; see Stallb. ad Flat. Eep.

p. 363 B. As to the name ^laKop.} man of Karioth, see on

Matt. X. 4. Observe the sad and solemn emphasis of the full

name ^lovBav ^lfia)vo<i ^laKapKorrjv, as in xiii. 2 2. 'laKapicoTTjv

itself is used quite as a name, as forming with ^lovS. Xip-wvo^

one expression. Bengel, therefore, without reason desiderates

the article rov before ^la-Kap., and prefers on that account

the reading ^IcrKapiwrov (seethe critical notes).— tjfjbeWev,

/c.T.A,.] traditwnis erat, not as if he was already revolving it

in his mind (see, on the contrary, xiii. 2), but according to

the idea of the divine destiny (Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 72).

Comp, vii. 39, xi. 51, xii. 4, 33, xviii. 32; Wisd. xviii. 4:

hC wv ^fieWe . . . Si8oa6ai ; Judith x. 1 2. Kern has erro-

neously lowered the expression to the idea of possibility.—
€69 wv, /c.T.X,.] although he, etc. Still tjv is critically doubtful

(omitted by Lachmann), and without it the tragic contrast is

all the stronger.

Note 1.—With respect to the psychological difficulty of Jesus
having chosen and retained Judas as an apostle, we may re-

mark : 1. That we cannot get rid of the difficulty by saying that

Jesus did not make or intend a definite election of disciples

(Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 370 ff.), for this would be at variance

with all the Gospels, and in particular with ver. 70. 2. Jesus
cannot have received Judas into the company of the apostles

with the foreknowledge that He was choosing His betrayer
(Hengstenberg ; comp. Augustine in Ps. Iv. : electi undecim
ad opus probationis, electus unus ad opus teritationis) ; this

' Not equivalent to D"'"lp{J* B*"'X, man of lies, as Hengstenberg maintains, after

Pi'ov. xix. 5 ; the Greek form itself already forbids this.
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would be psycLologically and morally inconceivaHe. He must
have had confidence that each one of the twelve, when He
selected them according to the variety of their gifts, tempera-

ments, characters, etc., would become under His influence

an effective supporter of His work ; and, at any rate, the

remark in ver. 64 is only a retrospective inference from the

iuconceivableness of so hideous an act in the case of one

selected by the Lord Himself. The view in question also

goes too far in this respect, that it attributes the crime not

to the dangerous disposition of Judas, but to the knoAvIedge

of Christ from the outset, which would logically lead to the

outrageous and inadmissible thought of Daub, that He 'pur-

posely chose Judas, in order that he might betray Him. Comp.
Neander, Liicke, Kern, Ullmann {Sundlosigk.) , Tholuck, De
Wette, Ewald, and many others. 3. Although the bent of

the man, and his inclination towards an unhallowed develop-

ment,—which, however, did not lead to a complete rupture

until late (xiii. 2),—must have been known to Christ, the

reader of all hearts, yet it may have been accompanied with

the hope, that this tendency might be overcome by the pre-

sence of some other apostolic qualification possessed by
Judas, perhaps a very special gift for external administra-

tion (xii. 6, xiii. 28), 4. As it became gradually evident

that this hope was to be disappointed when the care of the

money affairs became a special temptation to the unhappy
man, it was the consciousness of the divine destiny herein

manifesting itself (vv. 70, 71 ; Acts iv. 28) which prevented

Jesus from dismissing Judas, and so disturbing the further

progress of the divine purpose ; while on the part of the Lord,

we must, in conformity with His calling, suppose a continual

moral influence bearing upon Judas, though this to the last

remained without effect, and turned out to his condemnation,

—

a tragic destiny truly, whose details, besides, in the want of

sufficient historical information concerning him before the com-
mission of his bloody deed, are too far removed from the reach

ot critical judgment to enable them to lend any support to the

difficulties arising therefrom as to the genuineness of vv. 70,

7 1 (Weisse, Strauss, B. Bauer), or to warrant the assumption of

any modification of the statement, which John, in accordance

with his later view, might have given to it (Liicke, Ullmann,
and others).

Note 2.—The aim of Jesus in the discourse vv. 26 ff. was to

set before the people, who came to Him under the influence of

a carnal belief in His miracles, the duty of seeking a true and

saving faith instead, which would secure a deep living recep-
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tion of and fellowsliip with Christ's personal life, and that with

a decision which, with an ever-advancing fulness, lays open

this true work of faith in the appropriation of Himself to the

innermost depth and the highest point of its contents and
necessity. Baur's opinion, that the discourse sets forth the

critical process of the self-dissolution of a merely apparent faith,

so that the latter must acknowledge itself as unbelief, has no
such confession in the text to support it, especially as the &%Xog

and the 'lovdaToi are not identical. See, besides, Bruckner, p.

143 ff. Eegarding the di^culty of understanding this discourse,

which even Strauss urges, it may partly be attributed to the

Johannean idiosyncrasy in reproducing and elaborating his

abundant recollections of the words of Jesus. The difficulty,

however, is partly exaggerated (see Hauff in the Stud. u. Krit.

1846, p. 595 ff.) ; and partly it is overlooked that Jesus, in all

references to His death and its design, had to reckon on the

light which the future, would impart to these utterances, and
sowing, as He generally did, for the future in the bosom of the

present. He was obliged to give expression to much that was
mysterious, but which would furnish material for, and support

to, the further development and purification of faith and know-
ledge. The wisdom thus displayed in His teaching is justified

by the history.
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CHAP TEE VIT.

Ver. 1. (liTo. raura] B, C. D. G. K. L. X. N Cursivcjs, Verss.

CjT. Chrys. have these words before -s-gp/fr. So bcuolz, Lachm.
Tisch. Considering the preponderance of testimonies, this

arrangement is to be preferred. Were it an alteration in imita-

tion of iii. 22, V. 1, vi. 1, the xal deleted by Tisch. would be
omitted to a greater extent, but it is wanting only in C.** D. N.

and a few Cursives and Versions.—Ver. 8. The first radrriv is

wanting in B. D. K. L. T. X. n\** Cursives, Verss. Cyr. Chrys.

Eejected by Schulz and Einck, deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.

;

a mechanical addition, in imitation of what follows.— ovx] Elz.

Lachm. read oOtw, according to the preponderance of Codd.

indeed (only D. K. M. N. and three Cursives have ovz), but
against the preponderance of Versions (even Vulg. It.), most of

which have ova. Of the Fathers, Epiph. Cyr. Chrys. Augustine,

Jerome have oix. Porphyry, in Jerome, c. Pelag. ii. 17, already

found ojx, and inferred from it the accusation of vacillation.

Just on account of this objection, o'jirca was introduced.— Ver.

9. avToTg] Tisch. ahrog, following D.* K. L. T. X. N. Cursives,

Cyr. Augustine, and several Versions. Testimony preponderates

in favour of the Eeceived Text, and this all the more, that ahrog

might have been easily written on the margin as a gloss from
ver. 10.—Ver. 12. After aXKoi, Elz. Lachm. have hi, which has

many important witnesses against it, and is an interpolation.

—

Ver. 15. Instead of xa/ i^au/xa^. we must, with Lachm. and
Tisch., read sdav/j,. oliv, and still more decisively is o5i/ confirmed

after u'Tixp., \ev. 16 (which Elz. has not).—Ver. 26. After ianv

Elz. has again aXrjdug, against decisive testimony. An inter-

polation (which displaced the first dXnd. in some witnesses)

;

comp. iv. 42, vi. 14, vii. 40.— Ver. 31. The arrangement Ix.

Tov 'ox>-ov Bi vo'kXoi Iff. is, with Lachm., to be preferred. Tisch.,

following D. N., has toXX. hs Jt. Jx t. o.— oti] wanting indeed in

B. D. L. T. U. X. N. Cursives, Verss. Cyr., and deleted by Lachm.
and Tisch. But it was greatly exposed to the danger of being

overlooked between on and o, as well as because it was un-

necessary.—For [jj^Ti we must, with Lachm. Tisch., following

decisive testimonies, read [i^. In like manner, toutuv after c^i/a.

is, with Lachm. Tisch., to be deleted. An addition to explain
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the genitive uv. For e-^or/ieev, To/£?'(Tiscli.) is too weakly attested.

— Ver. 33. After oZv Elz. has avToTg, against decisive testimony.

— Ver. 39. viffrsvovTsg] Lachm. •jriarsuaavrsg, upon too weak and
(in part) doubtful authority.—After '^rvsZfia Elz. Scholz have
ayiov, Lachm. didofMmv (B. and a few Verss. and Fathers). Both
additions are glosses ; instead of diSofi. there occur also do6iv or

acceptum, or I'tt avrolig or f^r' auToTg.— Ver. 40. voXXol oZv ix r.

o^Xov] Lachm. Tisch. : Ix rov o^Xou oZv, following B. D. L. T.

X. N. Verss. Origen. Eightly ; the Eeceived reading is an inter-

pretation.— Tov Xoyov] Lachm. Tisch.: tuv Xoyuv rovruv, accord-

ing to preponderating witnesses. The genitive and plural

were certainly more strange to the transcribers.— Ver. 41.

dxxoi ds] Lachm. o/ ds, following B. L. T. X. Cursives, Verss.

Origen, Cyril ; Tisch. also, following weighty witnesses (even

D. E. N.) : aXXoi. The original reading is o/ 8i, instead of which
iixxoi was mechanically repeated from what precedes, sometimes
with, sometimes without 8t.— Ver. 46. ourug iXdX. av&p. ug

dlrog av&p^ Lachm, has merely: IxdX. oUrwg avdp., following

B. L. T. two Cursives, Copt. Origen, Cyr. Chrys. Aug. But how
superfluous would have been the addition, and how easily might
their omission have occurred in looking from the first av&p. at once

to the second ! The order, however, tXdx. o'oTug (Tisch.), is attested

by preponderating evidence.— Ver. 49. l-r/xarapaT-o;] Lachm.
Tisch.: i'Ttdparot, after B. T. N. 1, 33, Or. Cyr. Chrys. Eightly

;

the Eeceived text is from the familiar passage, Gal. iii. 10, 13.

— Ver. 50. o 1X6. vuxrog cr/jog aur.] Lachm.: 6 iX&. tt. a. vporspov

(after B. L. T. N. al.). Nuxros is certainly an explanatory addi-

tion (comp. xix. 39), which also has various positions in the

Codd. ; but irponpov is SO decisively attested, and so necessary,

that Lachmann's reading is to be regarded as the original one,

although the whole 6 1X6. . . . aWov is not to be deleted, as Tisch.

(so N.*) thinks. — Ver. 52. lyriyiprai] Lachm. Tisch. : syslpsrai,

following B. D. K. S. (in the margin) T. r. A. N, Cursives, Vulg.

It. Syr. Goth. Aeth. Or. An early emendation of the historical

error. Copt. Sahid. have the Future.—Ver. 53, see on viii. 1.

Vv. 1, 2.^ MeTa ravTo] after these transactions, chap. vi.

— ov jap ijdeXev iv r. 'lovB. TreptTr.] whither He would

already have gone for the approaching Passover (vi, 4), had

He not had been influenced by this consideration (comp. v.

1 As to Baur's assaults on the Tiistorical character of the rojitents of chap, vii.,

see Hauff in the Slitd. u. Krit. 1849, p. 124 fi". According to Baur, the object

of chap. vii. is to show how the reasoning on which iinbeliel ventures to enter

only becomes its own logical refutation.
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16, 18"). "We musfc not assume from this, as B. Crusius does,

that John regarded Judaea as the proper seat of the ministry

of Jesus ; nor, with Schweizer, make use of the passage to

impugn the genuineness of vi. 1-26
; nor say, with Bruckner,

that John here again takes up the theme of the hostility of

the Jews, because this had not been dropped in what precedes

(vi. 11, 52), where so late as in vv. 60, 61 even, a division

among the disciples is mentioned, and does not immediately

become prominent in what follows. — To this sojourn in Galilee,

to describe which was beyond the plan of John's Gospel, most

of the narrative in Matt. xiv. 34-xviii. belongs. It lasted

from a little before the Passover (vi. 4), which Jesus did not

attend in Jerusalem, onwards to the next feast of Tabernacles

(ver. 2) ; hence also the Imperfects. — he\ leading on to what,

nevertheless, afterwards induced Him to go to Jerusalem. —
r) aK7]vo'jr'r}yla] nil! DPI JH^ beginning on the 15th Tisri (in

October), and observed with special sacredness and rejoicing.

Lev. xxiii. 33 ; Josephus, Antt iii. 10. 4, al. ; Plutarch, Symi).

iv. 6. 2 ; Ewald, Alterth. p. 481 f. ; Keil, Archaeol. I. § 85.

Ver, 3, The hrothers (ii. 12 ; their names are given. Matt,

xiil 55, Mark vi. 3) were still unbelievers (ver. 5), because

biassed by the prevailing Messianic views ;
^ yet, allowing to

themselves, because of the miracles, the possibility of His

being the Messiah, they are anxious—partly, perhaps, for the

sake of their own family—for the decision of the matter,

which they thought might most appropriately take place at

the great joyous feast of the nation, and which certainly must

occur, if at all, in Jerusalem, the seat of the theocracy. A
malicious and treacherous intention (Jva avaipedfj irapd iwv

^ifTovvTcov aitoKT&lvai avToVy Euthymius Zigabenus, also Luther)

is imputed to them without any foundation. They are of cold

Jewish natures, and the higher nature belonging to their

Brother is as yet hidden from them. The light of faith seems

^ Hengsten'berg is not deterred even by this passage from recognising in these

hrothers of Jesus His corcsins (the sons, he thinks, of Cleopas and Mary ; but see

on xix. 25), and from maintaining, with all the arbitrariness and violence of exege-

tical impossibilities, that three of them, James, Simon, and Judas, were apostles,

in spite of vv. 3, 5, 7 (comp. xv. 19). Against every attempt to explain away

the literal brothers and sisters of Jesus, see on Matt. i. 25, xii. 46 ; 1 Cor. ix. 5 ;

also Laurentius, N. T. Stud. p. 153 fl. ; comp. Pressense, Jesiis Chr. p. 287.
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not to Lave dawned upon them until after His resurrection,

and by means of that event (1 Cor. xv. 7 ; Acts i. 14). This

long-continued unbelief of His own earthly brothers (comp.

Mark iii. 21) is important in estimating, the genuineness of

the accounts given in Matthew and Luke of the miraculous

birth and early childhood of Jesus.— Kal ol fxadrjTal aov]

This expression entirely corresponds with the position of

the brotliers as outside the fellowship of Jesus. It does

not say, " thy disciples fJwe also " (so usually ; even Baur,

who takes it to refer to those who are first to be won over

in Judaea), for the word there does not occur, nor " thy

disciples collectively" but simply, " thy disciples also," They

would be gathered together from all parts at the feast in

Jerusalem, and He should let Himself and His works be seen

Inj them also. It does not, indeed, clearly appear from this that

coldness began to be exhibited towards Him within the circle

of His disciples (Weizsacker), but rather perhaps that Jesus

had gone about in Galilee and worked miracles very much in

secret, without attracting observation, and not attended by any

great following, but perhaps only by the trusted twelve, which

silent manner of working He was perhaps led to adopt by the

lying in wait of the Jews (ver. 1). Comp. ver. 4 : ev KpviTTcp.

According to B. Crusius, the brothers speak as it nothing

miraculous had been done by Him in Galilee. Contrary to

the narrative ; and therefore a 7roiec<; cannot mean " what you

are reported to have done " (B. Crusius), but " what thou doest"

i.e. during thy present sojourn in Galilee, although iv Kpyrrrw,

ver. 4. According to Briickner (comp. Ebrard, and substan-

tially also Godet), the brothers express themselves as if Jesus

had made and retained no disciples in Galilee, and, indeed,

with malicious and ironical allusion to the fact stated vi. 66,

and to the report (iv. 1) which they did not believe. But,

considering the long interval which elapsed between chap. vi.

and vii. 2, such allusions, without more precise indication of

them in the text, are all the less to be assumed. Luthardt

attributes to the brothers the notion that in Galilee it was

only the multitudes that followed Him, and that there was no

such personal adherence to Him as had taken place in Judaea

(in consequence of His baptizing). But it is incredible that
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they should entertain a notion so obviously erroneous, because

the events which they were continually witnessing in Galilee,

as well as those which they witnessed in Judaea on occasion

ot their journeys to the feast, must have been better known
to them.

Ver. 4. " For no one does anything in secret, and is iJierehy

personally striving to he of a frank, open-Jiearted nature ;
"

i.e.

no one withdraws himself and his worTcs also into quiet

secrecy, and yet strives frankly to assert his personal position

(as you must do if you are the Messiah). The two things

are, indeed, contradictory! On iv Trapprjcr. comp. xi. 54;
Wisd. V. 1 ; and Grimm, Exeg. Handb. p. 110 f

.
; Eph. vL 1 9

;

Phil. i. 20 ; Col. ii. 15. The word does not signify "mani-

fest " or " known " (De Wette, Godet, and most others), but it

means the opposite of a shy and timid nature, which shrinks

from playing the part of a fearless and frank character.— rt]

is the simple aliquid, not magnum quid (Kninoel and others)

;

and Kai does not stand for 09, so that avT6<i would be super-

fluous (Grotius, Kuinoel), but is the simple " and," while

avTos:^ is ipse, thus putting the person attributively over-against

the work (Herm. ad Vig. p. 735 ; Fritzsche ad Rom. II. p. 75),

and not merely resuming the subject (Llicke, Tholuck), as also

it must not be taken in Matt. xii. 50.— As to elvat iv, versari

in (Bernhardy, p. 2 1 0), thus designating the adverbial predicate

as po-manent, see Buttmann, N. T. Gr. p. 284 [E. T. p. 330].

— 6t ravra Trotet?] answers to the Ta epya aov a Trotet?,

ver. 3, and to ovSeh . . . rrroiec, ver. 4, and therefore, according

to the context (comp. also the consequent clause, which cor-

responds with Kal ^Tjrel avTo<;, k.t.X.), refers to the miracles

which Jesus did in Galilee. Tavra has the emphasis :
" If

thou doest these things, i.e. if thy work consists in such wonder-

ful deeds as thou art performing here in Galilee, do not act

so foolishly as to confine thyself with such works within so

narrow and obscure a range, but present thyself openly before

' The reading alri (Lachm. following B. D.*) is only an error in transcrip-

tion. Ebrard, who maintains its genuineness, yet marvellously renders :
" but

he strives, that it may take place openly." Kal, meaning " but," is said to be

Johannean; it is really neither Johannean nor Greek at all, but simply wrong.

The frequent Greek use of it in John in the sense of "and yet" is something

^uite different ; see on ver. 29.
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the world, as thou must do in Judaea, whicli during tlie feast

is the theatrum mundi." Xeavrov, like the preceding auT09,

gives prominence to His person, as opposed to His work. But

the el is not expressive of doubt (Euthymius Zigabenus : el

raxna (jrj^eta iroiei^ koI ov (f)avTdt,et'i ; Liicke, De Wette, and

most : as if we were to supply, it it be really as we hear

;

comp. also Briickner, who considers that it is intended to

intimate in a disagreeable manner that the fact was doubtful),

it is argumentative ; the brothers know that His works are of

an extraordinary kind, as was evident to them in Galilee

(7rotei9 denotes a permanent course of action ; Bernhardy, p.

370); and they consider it absurd that He should withdraw

HimseK personally from the place whither all the world was

flocking.

Vv. 5, 6. For not even His brothers, whom we might have

expected to have been foremost, etc. ; otherwise they would

not have urged Him to the test of a public appearance. They

urged this upon Him all the more, because He had absented

Himself from the previous Passover at Jerusalem,—a fact which

could not have been unknown to them.— eVtcrT. et9 avr.']

in the ordinary sense ; they did not believe in Him as the

Messiah. To take the words to mean only the perfect self-

surrender of faith, which they had not yet attained to (Lange,

Hengstenberg), is an inference necessitated by the mistaken

notion that these brothers were not literally brothers (see on

Matt. xii. 46; Acts i. 14; Mark iii. 31; 1 Cor. ix. 5).

iSTonnus admirably says : aTretOie^ oldirep dWoi, Xpca-Tov irafi-

/AeSeoz/To? dSeXipeiol irep e6vT€<i. See ver. 7.— o Katpo^ o

e/xo9] cannot mean the time to make the journey to the feast

(Luther, Jansen, Cornelius a Lapide, and most expositors)

;

the antithesis o Kaipo'^ 6 vjx. demands a deeper reference. It

is, according to the context, tlu time to manifest myself to the

world, ver. 4, by which Jesas certainly understood the divinely

appointed yet stiU expected moment of public decision con-

cerning Him (comp. ii. 4), which did come historically at the

very next Passover, but which He now felt in a general way was

not yet come. Thus the explanation of Chrysostom, Euthymius

Zigabenus, Lampe, and most others, who refer the words to

the time of His passion, is not wrong, only that this is not
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actually expressed, but was liistorically the fulfilment of what

is here said. The corresponding o Kai,po<i 6 vfMerepo'i in

like manner means the time for shoioing themselves openly to

tJie world, which the brothers might do at any time, because

they stood in no opposition to the world (ver. 7, xv. 19).

Vv. 7, 8. Ou BvvaTai] "psychologically it cannot, because

you are in perfect accord with it." " One knave agrees with

another, for one crow does not scratch out the eye of another

crow," Luther ; to ofioiov ra> o/xola) avdjKt] del (plXov elvai,

Plato, Lys. p. 214 B; comp. Gorg. p. 510 B.— o /tocr/io?]

not as in ver. 4, but with a moral significance (the unbelieving

world). Comp. here 1 John v. 19.— i^oi ovk dva^aivw,

k.tX^ not an indefinite answer, leaving the matter spoken of

uncertain (Hengstenberg), but, as the Present shows, a direct

and categorical refusal : I, for my part, do not go up. After-

ward He changed (ver. 10) His intention not to go up to the

feast, and went up to it after all, though as secretly as pos-

sible. Porphyry's reproach (in Jerome) of inconstantia is

based upon a correct interpretation, but is not in itself just

;

for Jesus might alter His intention without being fickle,

especially as the particular motive that prompted the change

does not appear. In the case of the Canaanitish woman also.

Matt. XV. 26 ff.. He changed His intention. The result of

this change was that once more, and for some length of time

before the last decision. He prosecuted His work by way of

opposition and instruction at the great capital of the theocracy.

The attempt to put into ovk the sense of oviroi, or to find this

sense in the context, is as unnecessary as it is erroneous.

Either the Present dva^. has been emphasized, and Slvvv intro-

duced (Chrysostom, Bengel, Storr, Liicke, Olshausen, Tholuck),

or dva^. has been taken to denote^ the manner of travelling,

viz. with the caravan o) pilgrims, or the like ; or the meaning of

eoprojv has been narrowed (Apol. : oi /juera ikapoTrjTc; ; Cyril

:

oi3p^ owTO)? eopTa^cov), as, besides Hofmann, Weissag. u. Erf. II.

p. 113, and Lange,^ Ebrard's expedient of understanding the

^ Comp. Bengel, Luthardt (who would supply "as ye think"), Baumgarten,

p. 228; Baeumlein ; in like manner Godet, who explains iia^aivu, "I go not

up as King Messiah." As if one had only to foist in such interpolations !

* See his Lclen Jesu, II. 927 : He did not actually visit the feast, but He
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feast " in the legally prescribed sense" does ; or ovic has been re-

garded as limited by the following ovirw (De AVette, Maier, and

most), which is quite wrong, for oviroy negatives generally the

fulfilment of the Kaip6<i in the present (i.e. during the wJiole time

01 the feast). So little does the true interpretation of the olk

justify the objection of modern criticism against the evangelist

(B. Bauer :
" Jesuitism ;" Baur :

" the seeming independence

of Jesus is supposed thus to be preserved
;

" comp. also

Hilgenfeld), that, on the contrary, it brings into view a

striking trait of originality in the history. — Observe in the

second half ol the verse the simple and emphatic repetition of

the same words, into which tuvtijv, however, is introduced

(see the critical notes), because Jesus has in view a visit to

a future feast. Observe also the repetition of the reason

already given in ver. 6, in which, instead of irdpecrTLv, the

weightier ireifKi^pwTai occurs.

Ver. 10. 'Sl<i he avk^.l Aor. pluperfect; Winer, p. 258

[E. T. p. 343]. — o)? Gv KpvTTToj] He went not openly {(^avepoi<i
;

comp. Xen. Anab. v. 4. 33 : ep,(f)ava)<i, instead of which iv

6)(X(p follows), but so to speak secretly (incognito), not in the

company of a caravan of pilgrims, or in any other way with

outward observation, but so that His journey to that feast is

represented as made in secrecy, and consequently quite dit-

ferently from His last entry at the feast of the Passover. On
(u?, comp. Bernhardy, p. 279 ; Ellendt, Zex. Soph. II. p. 1004.

Otherwise in i. 1 4 (against B. Crusius). The context does not

intimate whether Jesus took a different road (through Samaria,

for instance, as Hengstenberg wil^ Wieseler, according to Luke

ix. 51 ff., supposes), De Wette, Krabbe, and early writers, but

shows only that He was without any companions (except His

disciples, ix. 2). Baur (also Hilgenfeld) finds in ov ^av.,

aA-V &)? iv KpuTTTQ}, something Docetic, or at least (N. T. Theol.

p. 367) bordering upon Gnosticism (besides viii. 59, x. 39,

vi. 1 6), which it is easy enough to find anywhere if such texts

are supposed to be indications. See, on the contrary, Briick-

ner.— This journey finally takes Jesus away from Galilee (i.e.

until after His death), and thus far it is parallel with that in

went up in the second halj of the week of the feast, and not before. Jesus never

resorted to any such subtleties.
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Matt. xix. 1, but onlij that far. In other respects it occurs in

quite a different historical connection, and is undertaken with

a different object (the Passover). The journey, again men-
tioned in Luke ix. 51 ff'., is in other respects quite different.

The assumption that Jesus returned to Galilee between the

feast of Tabernacles and the feast of the Dedication (Ammon,
Lange ; see on x. 22), is the result of a forced attempt at har-

monizing, which exceeds its limits in every attempt which it

makes to reconcile the Johannean and the synoptic accounts

of the last journey from Galilee to Judaea. Comp, also

Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 491, ed. 3.

Vv. 11, 12. Ovv\ For He did not come with the Galilean

travellers.— ol^Iovhaloi] not all the people (Hengstenberg,

Baeumlein), but the opposing hierarchy ; vi. 41, 52, vii. 13, 15.

Their search is prompted by malice, not by aimless curiosity

(Luthardt) ; see vv. 1, 13. On €Ketvo<;, which means the

well-known absent one, Luther well remarks :
" Thus contemp-

tuously can they speak of the man, that they cannot almost

name Him." The people's judgment of Him was a divided

one, not frank and free, but timid, and uttered half in a

whisper (yoyyvafio^;, murmuring, ver. 32).— Observe the

change of number: iv rot? o')(\ot<i: among the multitudes (the

plural here only in John); tov ox^ov: the people.— aya66<i]

upright, a man of honour, no demagogue, seeking to make the

people believe falsely that He was the Messiah. Comp.

Matt, xxvii. 63.

Ver. 13 is usually, after Augustine, only referred to the

party who judged favourably (so also Liicke, De Wette, Ewald,

Baeumlein ; not B. Crusius, Bruckner, Tholuck, Hengsten-

berg, Godet). All the more arbitrarily, because this was first

mentioned, and because the general expression iXdXec irepl

avTov is quite against any such limitation ; ovSeh onwards to

avTov can only be taken as corresponding to the yoyyva-^o^ iv

T0i9 6x^oi<i, ver. 12, which refers to hoih parties. Both mis-

trusted the hierarchy ; even those hostile in their judgment

were afraid, so long as they had not given an official decision,

that their verdict might be reversed. A true indication of

an utterly Jesuitical domination of the people.— hia tov

<i>6^ov'] on account of the fear that prevailed.
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Ver. 14. Trj<^ eopr. flea.'] when the feast was half way
advanced, ijyovv rrj Terdprrj rjf^^epa. (or thereby) : eTrra <yap

r]fjbepa<i (yet see on ver. 37), eoapra^ov avT7]v, Euthymius Ziga-

benus. Jesus was already, before this, in the city (ver. 10),

but in concealment ; now He goes up into the temple. The

text does not say that He had only now come into Jerusalem.

f/,€arovv (comp. Ex. xii. 29 ; Judith xii. 5 ; 3 Mace. v. 14)

only here in the IST. T., but very common in the classics. That

the day was just the Sahhath of the feast (Harduin, Bengel,

Kuinoel, Wieseler, Synopse, pp. 309, 329) is uncertain, as

jxeaovaT]^ is only an approximate expression. For the rest, the

discourses which follow, and the discussions onwards to chap.

X., are not (with Weizsacker) to be ranked as parallel with the

synoptical accounts of proceedings in Jerusalem, but are wholly

independent of them, and must be attributed to the vivid recol-

lections of the evangelist himself regarding a time unnoticed by

the Synoptics. Over and above this, we must, as an historical

necessity, expect to find many points of resemblance in the

several encounters of Jesus with His Jewish opponents.

Ver. 15. 01 ^IovhaloL\ as in vv. 11, 18. The teaching

of Jesus produces a feeling of astonishment even in the

hierarchy ; but how ? Not through the power of His truth,

but because He is learned without having studied. And with

a question upon this point, they engage in conversation with

Him, without touching upon what He had taught. The ad-

7nission, indeed, which is contained in their question, and that,

too, face to face with the people, is only to be explained fi'om

the real impression produced upon their learned conceit, so

that they ask not in the spirit of shrewd calculation, but from

actual amazement.

—

jpdfjbfjuaTa] not tJie 0. T. Scriptures

(Luther, Grotius, and many), but literas, (theological) hnow-

ledge, which, however, consisted in scriptural erudition. Jesus

had doubtless exhibited this knowledge in His discourse hy His

interpretations of Scripture. Comp. Acts xxvi. 24 ; Plato,

Apol. p. 26 D : otet avrov<; direipov^ 'ypafifidrcov elvai, and the

citations in Wetstein. Upon SiBdaKetv ypdfifiaTa, used of

teachers, see Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 299.— /xr) fiefiaO.]

though he has not learned them (Buttmann, N. T. Gk. p. 301
[E. T. p. 350 f.]), perhaps in a Eabbinical school as Paul did

X
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from Gamaliel. The members of tlie Sanhedrim do not thus

speak in conformity with the author's representation of the

Logos (Scholten) ; they know, doubtless, from information

obtained concerning the course ot His life, that Jesus had not

studied ; He was reckoned by them among the arypdfi/xaroi

and ISicoTai,, Acts iv. 13. This tells powertully against all

attempts, ancient and modern, to trace back the wisdom of

Jesus to some school of human culture. Well says Bengel

:

" non usus erat schola ; character Mcssiac" This autodidactic

character does not necessarily exclude the supposition that

during His childhood and youth He made use of tlie ordinary

popular, and in particular of the synagogal instruction (Luke

ii. 45). Comp. Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 120 f., and in par-

ticular Keim, Gesch. J. I. p. 427 ff.

Ver. 16. Jesus at once solves for them the riddle. "The
contradictory relation : that of learning in the case of one who
had been uninstructed, would be found in my teaching only if

it were miTie," etc.— »7 e/jitj and ovk e. i/jbi] are used in diffe-

rent senses :
" the teaching which I give" and " it is not mij

possession, but God's;" how far, see ver. 17, comp. v. 19, 30.—
Tov irkfji-^. fie\ a carefully-chosen designation, because the

Sender has communicated to His messenger, and continually

communicates what He is to say in His name.^— ovk . . .

aWa\ here also not : non iam . . . quam, but simply excluding

human individuality. Comp. viii. 28, xiv. 24.

Ver. 1 7. The condition of knowing this is that one he loilling

—have it as the moral aim of his self-determination

—

to do

the will oj God. He who is wanting in this, who lacks funda-

mentally the moral determination of his mind towards God,

and to whom, therefore, Christ's teaching is something strange,

for the recognition of which as divine there is in the ungodly

bias of his will no point of contact or ot sympathy ; this

knowledge is to him a moral impossibility. But, on the con-

trary, the bias towards the fulfilling of God's will is the sub-

^ Bengel (in "Wachter in the Beitr. z. Bang. Schr'>fterHcir. 1865, p. 125) .
" If

we may speak after the manner of men, the heavenly Father gives him a

colleghan privatisdmum, and that iipon no author." This relation, however,

dues not justify such onesided exaggerations as those of Delitzsch, Jcaus u.

Hillel, 1866.



CHAP. VII. 18. 323

jective factor necessary to the recognition of divine doctrine as

such ; for this doctrine produces the immediate conviction that

it is certainly divine by virtue of the moral ofjLotoTrj'i and

ofiotoTrddeca of its nature with the man's own nature. Comp.

Aristotle, Eth. ix. 3, iii. 1 : to ofioiov tov o/jlolov icpieTai. See

also on iii. 21 and xv. 19. It is only in form, not in reality,

that the tt]v a'ydirrjv r. 6eov €)(^6lv ev eavru), v. 42, differs from

the OeXecv to deXtj/jLa r. 6eov Troietv here, for this latter is the

moral praxis of the love ot God. Accordingly, we certainly

have in this passage the testimonium internum, but not in the

ordinary theological sense, as a thing for those who already

believe, but for those who do not yet believe, and to whom
the divine teaching of the Lord presents itself for the first

time.— The OkXrj is not superfluous (Wolf, Loesner, and

most), but is the very nerve of the relation ; note the " suavis

harmonia" (Bengel) between OeKy and dekTjfia. The OeXTj/jba

avTov, however, must not be limited either to a definite

fo7'm of the revelation of it (the 0. T., Chrysostom, Euthy-

mius Zigabenus, Bengel, Hengstenberg, Weiss, and most), or

to any one particular requirement (that of faith in Christ,

Augustine, Luther, Erasmus, Lampe, Ernesti, Storr, Tittmann,

Weber, Opusc, and most expositors ; comp. the saying of Augus-

tine, right in itself, intellectus est merces fidei), which would

contradict the fact that the axiom is stated without any limi-

tation ; it must be taken in its full breadth and comprehensive-

ness
—

'' that which God wills," whatever, how, and wherever

this will may require. Even the natural moral law within

(Eom. i. 20 ff., ii. 14, 15) is not excluded, though those who
heard the words spoken must have referred the general state-

ment to the revelation given to them in the law and the

prophets. Finally, it is clear from vi. 44, 45, viii. 47, that

willingness to do God's will must be attributed to the gift and

drawing of the Father as its source.

—

irepl Trj<; BtS.] con-

cerning the teaching now in question, ver. 16.— iyon cnr

kyuavTov\ I of myself, thus strongly marking the opposite of

in TOV deov. Comp. v. 30. The classical expression iroTepov

. . . rj occurs only here in the N", T.

Ver. 18. Here is the characteristic proof and token, given

almost in syllogistic form, that He s^polce not oj Himself.— rriv
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So^. T. 18. t^T.] that is, among others. Comp. v. 41.— 6 Se

^ijrMV, K.T.X."] minor ^premiss and (ovro'j, k.t.X.) conclusion, in

which, instead of the negative, " He speaks not of Himself," we
have the vositive, " the same is true," etc. But this positive

conchision is logically correct, both in itself, because aj) iavrov

\a\€iv is throughout the context regarded as something untrue

and immoral (Grotius :
" sua cogitata proferens, cum Dei man-

datum prae se ferat"), and with reference to the hierarchy,

and some of the people, who took Jesus to be a deceiver.

Observe further, that o Se ^t^tcov, k.tX., is in the form of a

general proposition, corresponding with the opposite proposi-

tion, a(^' iavTov \aX(ov, k.t.X. ; but it is derived exclusively

from the relation of Jesits, and is descriptive therefore of no

other than He. — aSt/cta] impjvhitas, immorality of nature,

a stronger antithesis to aXr)6ri<i than -v/rey^o?, for which rtye?

in Euthymius Zigabenus, Grotius, Bengel, B. Crusius, Maier,

and many take it,—a view which cannot be justified by the

inexact LXX. translation of Job xxxvi. 4 (Ps. lii. 4 ; Theod.

Mic. vi. 12). 'ABiKta is the inner (ev avToi) moral basis of the

T^fcCSo?. For the contrast between akrjOeia and aBiKia, see Eom.

i. 18, ii. 8 ; 1 Oor. xiii. 6 ; 2 Thess. ii. 12 ; see also on viii.

46. An allusion to the charge of breaking the Sabbath (Godet)

is not indicated, and anticipates what follows, ver. 21.

Ver. 19. There is no ground for supposing that some unre-

corded words on the part of the Jews (Kuinoel and many
others), or some act (Olshausen), intervened between vv. 1 8 and

19. The chain of thought is this: Jesus in vv. 16-18 com-

pletely answered the question of the Jews, ver. 15. But now
He Himself assumes the offensive, putting before them the

real and malicious ground of all their assaults and oppression,

namely, their -purpose to bring about His death ; and He shows

them hoiu utterly unjustifiable, on their part, this purpose is. —
The note of interrogation ought to be placed (so also Lachm.

Tisch.) after the first tov vo/xov; and then the declaration

of their contradictory behaviour is emphatically introduced

by the simple koI. In like manner vi 70. — ov M(ovaf]<;,

K.T.X.] The emphasis is upon Mwva: as the great and highly

esteemed authority, which had so strong a claim on their

obedience.— rbv v6,fMov] without limitation; therefore neither
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the commandment forhidding murder merely (Nonnus, Storr,

Paulus), nor that against Sdbbath-hrea'king simply (Kuinoel,

Klee. So once Luther also, but in his Commentary he refers

to Eom. viii. :
" what the law could not do," etc., which, in-

deed, has no bearing here), which, according to Godet, Jesus is

said to have already in view.

—

Kal ovSet? vju,. iroiel r.

vofjLov] so that you, all of yon, are liable to the condemnation of

the law ; and instead of seeking to destroy me as a law-breaker,

you must confess yourselves to be guilty. — tI] ivliy? i.e.

v:ith ivhat right ? The emphasis cannot be upon the enclitic

/Lt6 (against Godet).

Ver. 20. This interruption, no notice of which, seemingly

(but see on ver. 21), is taken by Jesus in His subsequent

words, is a characteristic indication of the genuineness of the

narrative. — o 6^\o<i\ the midtitude (not the same as the

'lovBaioi, see ver. 12), unprejudiced, and unacquainted with

the designs of the hierarchy, at least so far as they referred

to the death of Christ, consisting for the most part, probably,

of pilgrims to the feast.

—

Bai/xoviov] causing in you such

perverted and wicked suspicions. Comp. viii. 48, x. 20. An
expression not of ill-will (Hengstenberg and early writers), but

of amazement, that a man who taught so admirably should

imagine what they deem to be a moral impossibility and a

dark delusion. It must, they thought, be a fixed idea put into

his mind by some daemon, a KaKoBaifiovdv.

Vv. 21, 22. 'AireKpidri] The reply of Jesus, not to the

'lovEalot (Ebrard), but to the o)(Xo<; (for it is really addressed

to them, not in appearance merely, and through an inaccurate

account of the matter on John's part, as Tholuck imnecessarily

assumes), contains, indeed, no direct answer to the question

put, but is intended to make the people feel that all had a

guilty part in the murderous designs against Him, and that

none of them are excepted, because that one work which He
had done among them was unacceptable to them all, and had

excited their unjustifiable wrath. Thus He deprives the people

of that assurance of their own innocence which had prompted

them to put the question to Him ;
" ostendit se profundius eos

ntisse et hoc radio eos penetrat," Bengel. — ev epyov] i.e. the

healing on the SabbatJi, v. 2 £f., the only miraculous work
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v)hich He had done in Jerusalem (against Weisse *) (not, indeed,

the only work at all, see ii. 23, comp. also x. 32, but the only

one during the last visit), for the remembrance of which the

fact of its being so striking an instance of Sabbath-breaking

would suffice.— Ka\ 7rdvTe<; Bavfxa^ere] Trayre? is corre-

lative with eV, " and ye all wonder" (Acts iii. IT), i.e. how
I could have done it as a Sabbath work (v. 16) ; it is the object

of your universal astonishment ! An exclamation ; taken as a

question (Ewald), the expression of disapprobation which it

contains would be less emphatic. To put into davfid^ere the

idea of alarm (Chrysostom), of hlarne (Nonnus), of displeasure

(Grotius), or the like, would be to anticipate ; the bitterness

of tone does not appear till ver. 23. — hi a tovto] connected

with dav/xd^ere by Theophylact, and most moderns (even

Liicke, Tholuck, Olshausen, De Wette, B. Crusius, Maier,

Lange, Lachmann, Hengstenberg, Ewald, Baeumlein, Ebrard,

Godet; among earlier expositors, Beza, Casaubon, Romberg,

Maldonatus, Wolf, Mill, Kj'pke, etc. ; see on Mark vi. 6)

;

but Syr. Goth. Codd. It., Cyril, Chrysostom, Nonnus, Euthy-

mius Zigabenus, Luther, Castalio, Erasmus, Aretius, Grotius,

Cornelius a Lapide, Jansen, Bengel, Wetstein, and several

others, also Luthardt, and already most of the Codices, with

true perception, place the words at the beginning of ver. 22

(so also Elzevir) ; for, joined with Oav/xd^ere, they are cum-

brous and superfluous,^ and contrary to John's method else-

where of beginning, not ending, with Bia tovto (v. 16, 18,

vi. 65, viii. 47, x. 17, al. ; see Schulz on Grieshach, p. 543).

Only we must not take them either as superfluous (Euthymius

Zigabenus) or as elliptical : " therefore hear," or " know
"

(Grotius, Jansen, even Winer, p. 58 [E. T. p. 68]) ; the former

is inadmissible, the latter is neither Johannean nor in keeping

with what follows, which does not contain a declaration, but

a deduction of a logical kind. We ought rather, with Bengel

• How does he make out the ?» 'ipyoy ? It is the one miracle which Christ

came to accomplish (Matt. xii. 38, xvi. 1 sqq. ; Luke xi. 29 ff.), described by

Him metaphorically as a Sabbath healing ; this the evangelist has taken for a

single miraculous act. See Evangelienfr. p. 249.

- This accounts for the omission of S;a -rouro in i\*. Tisch. deletes it, and

with ii* reads o Mo/iV. (with the article).
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(" propfcrm, hoc mox declaratur per ovx on, nempe non quia")

and Luthardt, following Cyril, to regard them as standing in

connection with the following ov-^^ on. With this anticipatory

Bta TovTo, Jesus begins to diminish the astonishment which His

healing on the Sabbath had awakened, showing it to be un-

reasonable, and this by the analogy of circumcision, which is

performed also on the Sabbath. Instead of simply saying,

" because it comes from the fathers" He puts the main statement,

already introduced by Zlo, tovto, and so important in the argu-

ment, both negatively and positively, and says, " TJierefore

Moses gave you circumcision, not because it originated with

Moses, but {because it originated) with the fathers, and so ye

circumcise " {ical consecutive), etc. ; that is, this ov')(^ on, on to

iraTepcov, serves to show that circumcision, though divinely

commanded by Moses in the law, and thus given to the Jews

as a ritualistic observance, was not Mosaic in its origin, but

was an old patriarchal institution dating back even from Abra-

ham. The basis of its historic claim to validity lies in the

fact that the law of circumcision precedes the law of the Sab-

bath, and consequently the enjoined rest of the Sabbath must

give way to circumcision.-^ Even the Eabbins had this axiom ;

" Circumcisio p)cllit sdbbatum" and based it upon the fact that

it was " traditio patrum" See Wetstein on ver. 23. The

anger of the people on account of the healing on the Sabbath

rested on a false estimate of the Sabbath ; comp. Matt. xii. 5.

From this explanation it is at the same time clear that oup^

vn, . . . Trarepcov is not of the nature ot a parenthesis (so

usually, even Lachmann). Of those who so regard it, some

rightly recognise in the words the authority of circumcision as

outiveighing that of the Sabbath ; while others, against the

context, infer from them its lesser sanctity as being a traditional

^ The patriarchal period was indeed that of promise, but this is not made pro-

mment here, and we cannot therefore say with Liithardt :
" Jesus puts the law

and the promise over-against one another, like Paul in Gal. iii. 17." There is no

hint of this in the text. Judging irom the text, there rather lies in ovx on, x. t. X.,

the proof that, in the case of a collision between the two laws, that of circumcision

and that of the Sabbath, the former must have the precedence, because, thougli

enjoined by Moses, it already had a 'patriarchal origin, and on account of this

older sanctity it must suffer no infringement through the law ot the Sabbath.

Nonnus well describes the argumentation by the words a.'fX'7'''^1' '^"'' ^^'M-
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institution (Paulus, B. Crusius, Ewald, Godet). Others, again,

take them as an (objectless) correction (De Wette, Baeumlein),

or as an historical observation (equally superfluous) of Jesus

(Tholuck, Hengstenberg, and earlier expositors) or of John

(Liicke, cf. Ebrard). Above all, it would have been very

strange and paltry to suppose (with Hengstenberg) that Jesus

by this remark was endeavouring, with reference to ver. 15,

to do away with the appearance of ignorance.— Mcyi/cr^?]

Lev. xii. 3.— ov^ otC] not as in vi. 46, but as in xii. 6.

—

€K Tov M(ova-ici)<i] Instead of saying i^ avrov, Jesus repeats

the name, thus giving more emphasis to the thought. See

Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 6. 1, ad Andb. i 6. 11. — e/c t(op

'n-aripcov] Gen. xvii. 10, xxi. 4 ; Acts vii. 8 ; Eom. iv. 11,

—

€v ^a/8;5.] if it be the eighth day. Comp. the Eabbinical

quotations in Lightfoot. Being emphatic, it takes the lead.

Ver. 23. U e

p

i,t o ^rjv] Circumcision, without the article,

but placed emphatically first, corresponding with oKov avOpco-

TTov in the apodosis.— iva /j,t] Xvdfi, /c.t.X.] in order that so the

law of Moses J?e not hroJcen (by the postponement of the rite),

seeing that it prescribes circumcision upon the eighth day.

Jansen, Bengel, Semler, Paulus, Kuinoel, Klee, Baeumlein,

wrongly render iva fii] "without" and take o i/o/x. Mcava. to

mean the law of tlie Sabbath.— ip.ol p^oXare] towards me
how unjust ! On ')(^o'Kav, denoting hitter, violent anger (only

here in the N. T.), comp. 3 Mace. iii. 1 ; Artemid. i. 4 ; Beck,

Anecd. p. 116.— otl o\ov dvOp. vy. ctt. iv tTa^l3.'\ The

emphasis of the antithesis is on o\ov dvdp., in contrast with

\he single member in the case of circumcision. We must not,

(Therefore, with Kling in the Stud. u. Krit. 1836, p. 157 f.,

find here the antithesis between wounding and making whole;

nor, with B. Crusius, that between an act for the sake of the

law, on account of which circumcision was performed, and one

for the sake of the m,an himself ; similarly Grotius. In vy.

eTTOirjaa, further, there must necessarily be expressed an

analogy with what is done in circumcision, which is therefore

equally regarded as a C2ire and a healing, not with reference to

the subsequent healing of the loound (Cyril, Lampe), lor TrepLT.

is circumcision itself, not its healing; nor with reference to the

supposed medical object of circumcision (Eosenmtiiler, Kuinoel,
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Liicke, Lange ; comp. Philo, de Circumcis. II. 210 f. ; see, on

the contrary, Keil, Archaeol. I. 309 f.), no trace of which was

contained either in the law or in the religious ideas of the

people ; but with reference to the purification and sanctification

wrought upon the member by the removal of the foreskin.^

In this theocratic sense, a single member was made whole by

circumcision ; but Christ, by healing the paralytic, had made

an entire man whole, i.e. the whole hody of a man. The argu-

ment in justification, accordingly, is one a minori ad majus

;

if it was right not to omit the lesser work on the Sabbath,

how much more the greater and more important ! To take

o\ov avdp., with Euthymius Zigabenus 2, Beza, Cornelius a

Lapide, Bengel, and Olshausen, as signifying body and soid,

in contrast with the crdp^, on which circumcision was per-

formed, is alien to the connection, which shows that the Sab-

bath question had to do only with the bodily healing, and to

the account of the miracle itself, according to which Jesus only

warned the man who had been made whole, v. 14.

Ver. 24. This closing admonition is general, applicable to

every case that might arise, but drawn by way of deduction

from the special one in point. According to the outward

appearance, that act was certainly, in the Jewish judgment, a

breach of the Sabbath ; but the righteous judgment was that to

which Jesus had now conducted them. Upon oi/rt?, id quod

sid) visum cadit, res in conspicuo posita, see Lobeck, Faralip. p.

512. It does not here mean visage, as in xi. 44, and as

Hengstenberg makes it, who introduces the contrast between

Christ " without form or comeliness," and the shining coun-

tenance of Moses. On Kpiveiv Kpia-cv BiKaiav, comp. Tobit

iii. 2 ; Susannah 53 ; Zech. vii. 9.

Vv. 25—27. Ovv] in consequence of this bold vindication.

These 'lepoaoXvfilTai, as distinct from the uninitiated oxXa
of ver. 2 0, as inhabitants of the Holy City, have better know-

ledge of the mind ol the hierarchical opposition ; they wonder

* Comp. Bammidbar, R. xii. i. 203. 2 :
" praepntium est vitium in corpore."

With this view, which regards the foreskin as impure,—a view which does not

appear till a late date (Ewald, Alterth. p. 129 1.),—corresponds the idea of the

circumcision of the heart, which we find in Lev. xxvi. 41, Deut. x. 16, xxx. 6,

and often in the prophets and the N, T., Rom. ii. 29, Col. ii. 11, Acts vii. 51.
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that the Sanhedrim should let Him speak so lioldly and

freely, and they ask, " After all, do they not know in very deed

that this" etc. ? This, however, is only a momentary thought

which strikes them, and they at once answer it themselves.—
iroOev ecTTLv] does not denote the hirth-place, which was

known both in the case of Jesus (ver. 41) and of the Messiah

(ver. 42), but the descent ; not, indeed, the more remote, which

in the case of the Messiah was undoubted as being Davidic,

but (comp. vi. 42) the nearer—father, mother, family (Matt,

xiii. 55). Comp. xix. 9 ; Homer, Od. p. 373 : avrov h' ov

<Td(f>a olSa, irodev <yivo<i ev^erai elvai ; Soph. Trach. 1006;
Eur. Rhes. 702 ; Heliod. iv. 16, vii. 14.— o 8e Xpt.] is in

antithesis with rovrov, and it therefore takes the lead. The

popular belief that the immediate ancestry of the Messiah

would be unknown when He came, cannot further be histori-

cally proved, but is credible, partly from the belief in His

divine origin (Bertholdt, Christol. p. 86), and partly from the

obscurity into which the Davidic family had sunk, and was

supported, probably, by the import of many 0. T. passages,

such as Isa. liii. 2, 8, Mic. v. 2, and perhaps also by the sudden

appearance of the Son of man related in Dan. vii. (Tholuck),

and is strongly confirmed by the description in the book of

Enoch of the heavenly Messiah appearing from heaven (Ewald).

The passages which Liicke and De Wette quote from Justin

(c. Tryjjh. pp. 226, 268, 336, ed. Col.) are inapplicable, as

they do not speak of an unknown descent of the Messiah,

but intimate that, previous to His anointing by Elias, His

Messiahship was unknown to Himself and others. The

beginning of Marcion's Gospel (see Thilo, p. 403), and the

Eabbinical passages in Lightfoot and Wetstein, are equally

inapplicable.

Vv. 28, 29. The statement in ver. 27, which showed how
utterly Christ's higher nature and work were misunderstood

by these people in consequence of the entirely outward

character of their judgments, roused the emotion of Jesus, so

that He raised His voice, crying aloud (eKpa^ev, comp. 115,
vii. 37, xii. 44, Eom. ix. 27 ; Kpd^eiv never means anything

but to cry out ; " clamores, quos edidit, magnas habuere

causas," Bengel), and thus uttered the solemn conclusion of
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this colloquy, wliile He taught in the temple, and said

:

KUfjLe oXhare, k.t.\. The ev rw lepal StBdaKcov is in itselt

superfluous (see ver. 14), but serves the more vividly to

describe the solemn moment of the eKpa^ev, and is an indica-

tion of the original genuineness of the narrative.

—

Kajxe

ocBare, /c.t.X.] i.e., " ye know not only my person, hut ye also

Jcnow my origin." As the people really had this knowledge

(vi. 42), and as the divine mission of Jesus was independent

of His human nature and origin, while He Himself denies

only their knowledge of His divine mission (see what follows

;

comp. viii. 19), there is nothing in the connection to sanction

an interrogatory interpretation (Grotius, Lampe, Semler, Storr,

Paulus, Kuinoel, Luthardt, Ewald), nor an ironical one

(Luther, Calvin, Beza, and many others ; likewise Liicke,

Tholuck, Olshausen, B. Crusius, Lange, and Godet, who con-

siders the words " legeremcnt ironique," and that they have
" certainement [?] une tournure interrogative "), nor the para-

phrase :
" Ye think that ye know " (Hengstenherg). Least

of all can we read it as a reproach, that they knew His divine

nature and origin, yet maliciously concealed it (Chrysostom,

Nonnus, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigahenus, Maldonatus, and

most). No ; Jesus allows that they have that outward know-

ledge of Him which they had avowed in ver. 27, but He
further—in the words koX air i^iavrov, k.t.X.—sets before

them the higher relationship, which is here the main point,

and which was unknown to them.— kuX air iji. ovk cXj^A,.]

and—though ye think that, on account of this knowledge of

yours, ye must conclude that I am not the Messiah, but have

come by self-appointment merely

—

of myself (avroKeXevaro^,

Nonnus) am I not come; comp. viii. 42. This Kai, which

must not be regarded as the same with the two preceding, as

if it stood for Kal on (Baeumlein), often in John connects,

like atque, a contrasted thought, and yet. See Hartung,

Partikell. I. 147. We may pronounce the and with emphasis,

and imagine a pause after it. Comp. Stallbaum, ad Plat.

Apol. p. 29 B; Wolf, ad Leptin. p. 238.— a\X ea-nv

d\7]d ivo'i'] hut it is a real one who hath sent me, whom ye

(ye people !) know not} *A\7]6cvo<i is not vcmx (Chrysostom,

^ Of course in a relative sense, as in iv. 22. II tliey had possessed tlie true and
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Eutliymius Zigabenus, Luther, Stolz, Kuinoel, Klee, B. Crusius,

Ewald, and most), but, according to the invariable usage of

John (see on i. 9), a real, genuine one, in whom the idea is

realized. The substantive belonging to this adjective is not

irarrjp, which Grotius gets out of irodev; but, according to the

immediate context, it is to be inferred from 6 irefxylra^; fie,

namely TrefXTrtov, a real sender, a sender in the highest and

fullest sense (comp. Matthiae, p. 1533 ; Kiihner, 11. 602).

We cannot take oXtjO. by itself as absolutely denoting the true

essential God (Olshausen, Lange, Hengstenberg ; comp. Kling

:

" one whose essence and action is pure truth "), because

a\r}div6<; in the Johannean sense is not an independent con-

ception, but receives its definite meaning first from the

substantive of which it is predicated.— Ver. 29. / (antithesis

to y/ici?) know Him, for I am from Him, have come forth

from Him (as in vi. 46); and no other than He (from whom I

am) hath sent me. This weighty, and therefore independent

KaKelvo^ fie airiaT., not to be taken as dependent upon on,

comprehends the full explanation of the irodev elfit in its

higher sense, which was not known to the 'lepoaoXvfitraU,

and, with the e^co olBa . . . el/ii, bears the seal of immediate

certainty. Comp. viii. 14.

Ver. 30. Ovv] Because He had so clearly asserted His

divine origin and mission. His adversaries regarded this as

blasphemy (comp. v. 18).—The suhjeet of e^rjTovv is 'lovhaloi,

the hierarchy, as is self-evident from the words and from the

contrasted statement of ver. 31.— /cat] as in ver. 28.— on
ovTTO), /C.T.X.] because the hour appointed for Him (by God

—

the hour when He was to fall under the power of His

enemies) was not yet come ; comp. viii. 2 0. The reason here

assigned is that higher religious apprehension of the history,

which does not, however, contradict or exclude the immediate

historical cause, viz. that through fear—not of conscience

(Hengstenberg, Godet), but of the party who were favourably

inclined to Christ, ver. 31—they dared not yet lay hands on

Him. But John knows that the threads upon which the out-

fnll knowledge of God, they would then have recognised the Interpreter of God,

and not have rejected Him for such a reason as that in ver. 27. Comp. viii. 54,

55 ; Matt. xi. 27.
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ward history of Jesus runs, and by wliich it is guided, unite

in the counsels of God. Comp. Luthardt, I. 160.

Ver. 31. According to the reading e/c rov o)(\ov Se

TToWot (see the critical notes), 6x^o<i stands emphatically

opposed to the subjects of i^TJrovv in ver. 30. Ae after three

words, on account of their close connection ; see Klotz, ad

Devar. p. 378 ; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. 397.— eTria-r. et? avT^

not only as a i^rophet (Tholuck), or as one sent of God

(Grotius), but conformably with the fixed sense of the absolute

expression (comp. ver. 5), as the Messiah. What follows does

not contradict this, but rather sustains their avowal that they

see realized in Jesus their ideal-miracle of the promised

Messiah ; and, accordingly, o X/Jicrro? oTav eXOrj does not

imply any doubt on their part as to the Messiahship of

Jesus, but refers to the doubt of the opposite party. Comp.

Euthymius Zigabenus 2 : Bwixev, erepov elvat tov Xpiarov, to?

ol dp-)(pvre'i Xiyovcriv, etc. — ori,] might be regarded as giving

the reason for their faith (Nonnus : /x^ yap Xpto-ro?, k.t.X),

but more simply as recitative.— iirf\ yet not more signs, etc. ?

To the one miracle wrought in Jerusalem (ver. 21) they

added the numerous Galilaean miracles, which they, being in

part perhaps pilgrims to the feast from Galilee, had seen and

heard.

Vv. 32-34. The Pharisees present hear how favourable are

the murmured remarks of the people concerning Jesus, and

they straightway obtain an edict of the Sanhedrim {ol ^apia.

K. 01 ap^i'^p.,—ol ^apixT. first, for they had been the first to

moot the matter ; otherwise in ver. 45), appointing officers to

lay hands on Him. The Sanhedrim must have been imme-

diately assembled. Thus rapidly did the i^rjTow of ver. 30
ripen into an actual decree of the council. The thing does

not escape the notice of Jesus ; He naturally recognises in the

officers seeking Him, who were only waiting for a suitable

opportunity to arrest Him, their designs against Him ; and He
therefore {pvv) says what we have in vv. 33, 34 in clear and

calm foresight of the nearness of His death,—a death wliich

He describes as a going away to God (comp. on vi. 62).

—

ixed^ v/j,(ov] Jesus speaks to the whole assembly, but has here

the hierarchy chiefly in his eye; comp. ver. 35.— Trpo? rov
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Trifiylravrd fie] These words are, witli Paulus, to he regarded

not as original, but as a Joliannean addition ; because, accord-

ing to vv. 35, 36, Jesus cannot have definitely indicated the

f/oal of His going away, but must have left it enigmatical, as

perhaps in viii. 22 ; comp. xiii. 33. Had He said tt/o. t.

Tre/Ai/r., His enemies could not have failed, after vv. 16, 17, 28,

29, to recognise the words as referring to God, and could not

have thought of an unknown irov (against Liicke, De Wette,

Godet). There is no room even for the pretence " that they

acted as if they could not understand the words of Jesus," after

so clear a statement as 7rpo<i r. irefi-^^. fie (against Luthardt).

— ^TfTijaere fie, k.t.X.] not of a hostile seeking, against which

is xiii. 33 ; nor the seeking of the yenitent (Augustine, Eeza,

Jansen, and most), which would not harmonize (against

Olshausen) with the absolute denial of any finding, unless we
brought in the doctrine of a peremptory limitation of grace,

which has no foundation in Holy Scripture (not even in Heb.

xii. 1 7 ; see Liinemann, in loc), and which could only refer

to individuals ; but a seeking for help and deliverance (Chry-

sostom, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Erasmus, Calvin,

Aretius, Hengstenberg ; comp. Luthardt, Ewald, Bruckner).

T'his refers to the time of the divine judgments in the destruc-

tion of Jerusalem (Luke xx. 16 ff., xix. 43, al), which were

to ensue as the result of their rejection of Jesus. Then,

Jesus means, the tables will be turned ; after they had per-

secuted and killed Him who now was present, they then

would anxiously long, but in vain, for Him, the absent One,^

as the wonder-working helper, who alone could save them

from the dire calamity. Comp. Prov. i. 28. The prophecy of

misfortune involved in ^rjTija-eTe fie, k.t.X is not expressly de-

clared ; but it lies in the thought of retribution which the words

contain,—like an enigma which the history was to solve ; comp.

viii. 21. Theodoret, Heracleon (?), Maldonatus, Grotius, Liicke,

De Wette, take the whole simply as descriptive of entire

separation, so that nothing more is said than :
" Christum de

' They would long for Him in His own person, for Jesus the rejected one, and

not for the Messiah generally (Flacius, Lampe, Kuinoel, Neander, Ebrard), whom
they had rejected in the person of Jesus (comp. also Tholuck and Godet),—an

explanation which would empty the words of all their tragic nerve and forct.
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terris sublaium iri, ita ut inter viros reperiri non possit," Llal-

donatus. The poetical passages, Ps. x. 15, xxxvii. 10, Isa.

xli. 12, are appealed to. But even in these the seeking and

finding is not a mere figure of speech; and here such a

weakening of the signification is all the more inadmissible,

because it is not annihilation, as in those passages, which is

here depicted, and because the following words, Kal oirov el/xl

e7&), K.T.X., describe a longing which was not to be satisfied,

Luke xvii. 22 is analogous. — Kal oirov el^A, /c.r.X.] still more

clearly describes the tragic ov^ evpija. :
" and where / (then)

am, thither ye cannot come," i.e. in order to find me as a deli-

verer, or to flee to me. Eightly says Euthymius Zigabenus

:

SrjXot Be rrjv eiil rod ovpavov ev Se^ca rov 7rarpo<; KaOeSpav.

The elfii (7 go), not found in the K T., is not the reading here

(against Nonnus, H. Stephens, Casaubon, Pearson, Bengel,

Wakefield, Michaelis, and most). Comp. xiv. 3, xvii. 24.

Vv. 35, 36. An insolent and scornful supposition, which
they themselves, however, do not deem probable (therefore the

question is asked with yu,?;), regarding the meaning of words to

them so utterly enigmatical. The bolder mode of teaching

adopted by Jesus, His universalistic declarations. His partial

non-observance of the law of the Sabbath, would lead them,

perhaps, to associate with the unintelligible statement a mock-
ing thought like this, and all the more because much interest

was felt among the heathen, partly of an earnest kind, and
partly (comp. St. Paul in Athens) arising from curiosity merely,

regarding the oriental religions, especially Judaism ; see Ewald,

Gcsch. Chr. p. 110 f. ed. 3.— 7rpo<? eavrov^'] the same as

Trpo? aXkrfkov<i, yet SO that the conversation was confined to

one party among the people, to the exclusion of the others.

See Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 6. 20.— ovro<i\ contemptuously,

that man!— ort] not to be arbitrarily supplemented by a

supposed 'ki'yaiv put before it, or in some other way (Butt-

mann, N. T. Gr. p. 305 [E. T. p. 358]); but the simple

because :
" Where will this man go, because, or seeing, that we

are not (according to his words) to find him ?" It thus states

the reason why the irov is unknown.— et? r. SiaaTr. r. 'JSW.]
to the dispersion among the Greeks. Comp. Winer, p. 176 [E. T.

p. 234]; and upon the thing referred to, Schneckenburger, N. T.
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Zeitgesch. p. 9 4 ff. The subjects of tlie htacyiropa are the Jews}
who lived beyond Palestine dispersed among the heathen, and
these latter are denoted by the genitive twv 'EXKrjv. Comp.
1 Pet. i. 1, and Steiger and Huther thereon. Differently in

2 Mace. i. 27 ; LXX. Ps. cxlvi. 2. The abstract BiacrTropd is

simply the sum-total of the concretes, like Trepcro/nrj and other

words. See 2 Mace. i. 27. "E\\T]ve<; in the K T. invariably

means the heathen, Gentiles, not the Hellenists (Graecian Jews),

so even in xii. 2 ; and it is wrong, therefore, to understand

rcbv 'EWtjv. ot the latter, and to take these words as the subject

of the Siaa-TTopd (Scaliger, Lightfoot, Hammond, B. Crusius,

Ammon), and render BiSdcrK. t. 'EW. :
" teach the Hellenists"

The thought is rather :
" Will Jesus go to the Jews scattered

among the Gentiles, in order to unite there with the Gentiles,

and to become their teacher?" This was really the course of

the subsequent labours of the apostles. — Ver. 36. ri<; ia-rcv]

Their scornful conjecture does not even satisfy themselves

;

for that they should seek Him, and not he able to come to Him—
they know not what the assertion can mean (rt? ea-riv, k.tX).

Ver. 37. As the eighth day (the 2 2d Tisri) was reckoned

along with the seven feast days proper, according to Lev.

xxiii. 35, 36, 39, Num. xxix. 35, Neh. viii, 18, as accord-

ing to Succah, f. 48. 1, the last day of the feast is the eighth,

it is clear that John meant this day, and not the seventh

(Theophylact, Buxtorf, Bengel, Eeland, Paulus, Ammon), espe-

cially as in later times it was usual generally to speak of the

eight days' least of Tabernacles (2 Mace. x. 6 ; Josephus, Antt.

iii. 10. 4; Gem. Eruvin. 40. 2 ; Midr. Cohel. 118. 3). In

keeping with this is the very free translation i^oBiov (termina-

tion of the feast), which the LXX. give for the name of the

eighth day, ^l^VJ; (Lev. xxiii. 36 ; Num. xxix. 35 ; Neh. viii. 18),

i.e. "assembly ;" comp. Ewald, Alterth. p. 481.— t^ ix€<yd\rf\

the (pre-eminently) great, solemn. Comp. xix. 31. The super-

lative is implied in the attribute thus given to this day above

the other feast days. Wherein consisted the special distinction

^ Not tlie heathen, as if h ^latrvr. t. 'Exx. were the same as Dispersi Graeci

(Clirysostom and his followers, Rupertius, Maldonatus, Hengstenberg, and

most). Against this Beza well says :
" Vix conveuiret ipsis indigenis populi"

nomen 'iia<rTi>fxs."
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attaching to this day ? It was simply the great closing day

of the feast, appointed for the solemn return from the booths

into the temple (Ewald, Alterth. p. 481), and, according to

Lev. xxiii. 35, 36, was kept holy as a Sabbath. The explana-

tion of i^oSiov in Philo, de Septenaoio, II. p. 298, that it denoted

the end of the yearly feasts collectively, has as little to do

with the matter (for rrj fzeyoKrj has reference only to the feast

of Tabernacles) as has the designation 3it5 Di'' in the Tr. Succah,

for this means nothing more than "feast day." If, indeed,

this day had, according to Tr. Succah (see Lightfoot, p. 1032 £),

special services, sacrifices, songs, still no more was required

than to honour it " sicut reliquos dies festi." Its fieyaXoTr]^

consisted just in this, that it brought the great feast as a whole

to a sacred termination.— The express designation of the day as

rf) fiejaXrj is in keeping with the solemn coming forth of Jesus

with the great word of invitation and promise, vv. 37, 38.

The solemnity of this coming forth is also intimated in elaTifj-

tcet {He stood there) and in eKpa^e (see on ver. 28).— edv ri^

Sti/ra, /C.T.X.] denoting spiritual need^ and spiritual satisfaction,

as in iv. 15, in the conversation with the Samaritan woman,

and in vi. 35; Matt. v. 6. We are not told what led Jesus

to adopt this metapliorical expression here. There was no need

of anything special to prompt Him to do so, least of all at a

feast so joyous, according to Plutarch, Symp. iv. 6. 2, even so

bacchanalian in its banquetings. Usually, a reason for the

expression has been found in the daily libations which were

offered on the seven feast days (but also on the eighth, accord-

ing to R. Juda, in Succah iv. 9), at the time of the morning

sacrifice, when a priest fetched water in a golden pitcher con-

taining three logs from the spring of Siloam, and poured this,

together with wine, on the west side of the altar into two per-

forated vessels, amidst hymns of praise and music. See Dachs,

Succah, p. 368. Some reference to this libation may be sup-

posed, because it was one of the peculiarities of the feast, even

on the hypothesis that it did not take place upon the eighth

day, derived either from the old idea of pouring out water (1

Sam. vii. 6 ; Hom. Od. (i. 362, al., so De Wette) ; or, according

' Luther :
" a heartfelt longing, yea, a troubled, sad, awakened, stricken con-

science, a despairing, trembling heart, thatwould know how it can be with God.*

Y
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to the Rabbis (so also Hengstenberg), from Isa. xii. 3, a passage

which contains the words sung by the people during the

libation. But any connection of the words of Jesus with this

libation is all the more doubtful, because He is spealdng of

drinking, and this is the essential element of His declaration.

Godet arbitrarily interpolates :
" He compares Himself with

the water from the rock in the wilderness, and represents Him-
self as this true rock" (comp. 1 Cor. x. 4).

Ver. 38, The irlveLv is brought about by faith; hence the

statement progresses: 6 iriaTevav, k.t.X.— Kado)^ elirev r) 7^.]

is simply the formula ol quotation, and cannot belong to o

•Tna-Tevoiv ek ifii, as if it denoted a faith which is conformable

to Scripture (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus,

Calovius, and most) ; o tria-r., on the contrary, is the nomina-

tive absolute (see on vi. 39), and Ka6(o<i elirev, k.tX, belongs

to the following iroTajjiol, etc., the words which are described

as a declaration of Scripture. There is no exactly correspond-

ing passage, indeed, in Scrij)ture ; it is simply a free quotation

harmonizing in thought with parts of various passages, espe-

cially Isa. xliv. 3, Iv. 1, Iviii. 11 (comp. also Ezek. xlvii. 1,

12; Zech. xiii. 1, xiv. 8; Joel iii. 1, 23; but not Cant,

iv. 12, 15). Godet refers to the account of the rock in the

wilderness, Ex. xvii. 6, Num. xx. 11 ; but this answers

neither to the thing itself (for the subject is the person

drinking) nor to the words. To think in particular of those

passages in which mention is made of a stream flowing from

the temple mount, the believer being represented as a living

temple (Olshausen), is a gloss unwarranted by the context,

and presents an inappropriate comparison (/cotX/a?). This last

is also in answer to Gieseler (in the Stud. u. Krit. 1829, p.

138 f.), whom Lange, L. J. II. p. 945, foUows. To imagine

some apocryphal or lost canonical saying (Whiston, Semler,

Paulus ; comp. also Weizsacker, p. 518 ; Bleek, p. 234, and

in the Stud. u. Krit. 1853, p. 331), or, as Ewald does, a frag-

ment of Proverbs no longer extant, or of some such similar

book, is too bold and unnecessary, considering the freedom with

which passages of Scripture are quoted and combined, and

the absence of any other certain trace in the discourses of

Jesus of extra-canonical quotations, or of canonical quotations
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not now to be found in the 0. T. ; although, indeed, the

characteristic e'/c t^9 Koi\(a<i avrov itself occurs in none of

the above-named places, which is certainly surprising, and not

to be explained by an inappropriate reference to Cant. vii. 3

(Hengstenberg). But this expression, " out of Ms hody" con-

sidering the connection of the metaphor, is very natural ; the

water which he drinks becomes in his body a spring from

which streams of living water flow, i.e. the divine grace and

truth which the heliever has received out oj Christ's fulness into

his inner life, does not remain shut up within, hut ivill com-

municate itself in abundant measure as a life-giving stream to

others, and thus the new divine life overflows from one indi-

vidual on to others. As represented in the metaphor, these

irora/ioL take their rise from the water which has been drunk

and is in the KoCkia, and flow forth therefrom in an oral

effusion ;
^ for the effect referred to takes place in an outward

direction hy an inspired oral communication of one's own
experience of God's grace and truth (iria-Tevofjiev, 8io koI XaXov-

fiev, 2 Cor. iv. 13). The mutual and inspired intercourse of

Christians from Pentecost downwards, the speaking in psalms

and hymns and spiritual songs, the mutual edification in

Christian assemblies by means of the charismata even to the

speaking with tongues, the entire work of the apostles, of a

Stephen and so on, furnish an abundant historical commentary

upon this text. It is clear, accordingly, that KoiXia does not,

as is usually supposed, denote the imier man, man's heart

(Prov. XX. 27 ; Ecclus. xix. 12, li. 21 ; LXX. Ps. xl. 9, fol-

lowing A. ; comp. the Latin viscera), but must be left in its

literal meaning " belly," in conformity with the metaphor

which determines the expression.^ The flowing forth of the

' Comp. ipiilo[ji.iii, Matt. xiii. 35.

2 Already Chrysostom and his followers took xoiXia; as equivalent to KapVias
;

a confounding of tlie metaphor with its import. Hofmann's objection (Schriff-

bew. II. 2, p. 13), " that the water here meant does not go into the belly at all,"

rests solely upon the same confusion of the figure with its meaning. According

to the figure, it comes into the xoixla because it is drunk, and this drinking is in

like manner figurative. When Hofmann finds indicated in the word even a spring'

ing place of the Holy Spirit within the body, he cannot get rid of the idea of some-

thing within the body as being implied in Koikla, because the text itself presents

this figure as being in hnrmony with that of the drinking ; unless, indeed, the

concrete expression is to give way to an exugetical prudery foreign to the text
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water, moreover, is not to be understood as something operating

upon the subject liiinsdf only (B. Crusius :
" his whole soul,

from its very depth, shall have a continual quickening and

satisfaction," comp. Maier), but as describing an efficacy in an

outwao-d direction, as e/c r. koiX. shows, and therefore is not

the same as the similar passage, chap, iv. 14. If we join

6 TTiar. el<i i/jui with inveTa), avrov must refer to Christ ; and

this is the meaning that we get :
" He that thirsteth, let him

come to me ; and he that believeth in me, let him drink of me :

for to me refers what the Scripture hath said concerning a

river which shall flow forth from Jehovah in the time of the

Messiah." So Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. I. p. 229 f., and Gess,

Pers. Glir. p. 166. But against this it is decisive, first, that

he who believes on Jesus has already dnink of Him (vi.

35), and the call to come and drink must apply not to the

believer, but to the thirsty ; and secondly, that the expres-

sion e/c T^9 KOL\ia<i avrov would be unnecessary and un-

meaning, if it referred to Jesus, and not to him who has

performed the irtvero) (Nonnus, hia fyacrTpo^ eKeivov).— iiScop

^(ov, as in iv. 10 ; t,(x)VTO<i he, tjjovv del evep^ovvro^, dei-

KLvrjTov, Euthymius Zigabenus.—Observe further the nroTafjcot

emphatically taking the lead and standing apart ;
" not in

spoonfuls, nor with a pipe and tap, but in full streams,"

Luther.

Ver. 39. Not an interpolated gloss (Scholten), but an ob-

servation by John in explanation of this saying. He shows

that Jesus meant that the outward effect ot which He spoke,

tlie flowing forth, was not at once to occur, but was to com-

mence upon the reception of the Spio'it after His glorification.

Be,—self-evidently, and, according to the ov e^ieWov, un-

doubtedly meaning the Holy Spirit,—He it was who would

cause the streams of living water to flow forth from them.

John's explanation, as proceeding from inmost experience, is

itself, and is to be blotted out at pleasure. Ka/X/a in no passage of the N T.

means anything else than body, belly.— Strangely out of keeping with the unity

of the figure, Lange, following Bengel (comp. also Weizsiicker), now finds in

KoiXios. an allusion to the belly of the golden pitcher (see on ver. 37), and Godet to

the inner holloiv of the rock whence the water flowed, so that \k r. koiX. al/rov

corresponds with !|3J3D, Ex- xvii. 6. So inventive is the longing after types !
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correct, because the principle of Christian activity in the

church, especially in its outward workings, is none other than

the Holy Spirit Himself ; and He was not given until after

the ascension, when through Him the believers spoke with

tongues and prophesied, the apostles preached, and so on.

Such overflowings of faith's power in its outward working did

not take place before then. The objection urged against the

accuracy of John's explanation, that pevaovaiv may be a

relative future only, and is not to be taken as referring to

that outpouring of the Spirit which was first to take place at

a future time (De Wette), disappears if we consider the strong

expression iroTafiol, k.tX, ver. 38, to which John gives due

weight, inasmuch as he takes it to refer not simply to the

power of one's own individual faith upon others, so far as that

was possible previous to the outpouring of the Spirit, but to

something far greater and mightier—to those streams of new

life which flowed forth from the lips of believers, and which

were originated and drawn forth by the Holy Ghost. The

strength and importance of the expression {Trorajjioi, k.tX)

thus renders it quite unnecessary to supply Trore or the like

after pevaovcriv (in answer to Lucke) ; and when Liicke calls

John's explanation epexegetically right, but exegetically incor-

rect, he overlooks the fact that John does not take the living

water itself to be the Holy Ghost, but simply says, regarding

Christ's declaration as a whole, that Jesus meant it of the

Holy Spirit, leaving it to the Christian consciousness to think

of the Spirit as the Agens, the divine charismatic motive power

of the streams of living water. — It remains to be remarked

that the libation at the feast of Tabernacles was interpreted

by the Eabbis as a symbol of the outpouring of the Spirit

(see Lightfoot) ; but this is all the less to be connected with

the words of Jesus and their interpretation, the more uncertain

it is that there is any reference in the words to that libation

;

see on ver. 37.— outto) ^yap rjv TrveOpbo] nondum enira

aderat (i. 9), furnishing the reason for the ov e//.eXXoz/ Xa/x-

^dveiv as the statement of what was still future. The rjv^

" He was present " (upon earth), is appropriately elucidated

by Behofxevov (Lachmann ; see on Acts xix. 2) ; Jesus alone

possessed Him in His entire fulness (iii. 34). The absolute
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expression oviro) rjv is not, therefore, to be weakened, as if it

were relative (denoting merely an increase which put out of

consideration all former outpourings), as Hengstenberg and

Briickner take it, but " at the time when Christ preached He
'promised the Holy Spirit, and therefore the Holy Spirit was

Thot yet there" Luther. Comp. Flacius, Glav. II. p. 326 :

" sc. "provalarKh datus. Videtur negari substantia, cum tamen

accidens negetur." See also Calvin. For the rest, the state-

ment does not conflict with the action of the Spirit in the

0. T. (Ps. li. 13 ; 1 Sam. xvi. 12, 13), or upon the prophets

in particular (2 Pet. i. 21 ; Acts xxviii. 25, i. 16); for here

the Spirit is spoken of as the principle of the specifically

Christian life. In this characteristic definiteness, wherein He
is distinctively the irveifxa Xpiarov, the ttv. t?}? €7ra<yye\La<;

(Eph. i. 13), Trj<; vlodeaia'i (Pom. viii. 15), t?}? 'x^dpiro^

(Heb. X. 29), the dppa/3cDv t^9 KXrjpovofiia^ (Eph. i. 14), the

Spirit of Him who raised Jesus from the dead (Kom. viii. 11),

and according to promise was to be given after Christ's exalta-

tion (Acts ii. 3 3), He was not yet present
;

just as also,

according to i. 17, grace and truth first came into existence

through Christ. The reason of the oinroa rjv is :
" because Jesus

was not yet glorified." He must through death return to

heaven, and begin His heavenly rule, in order, as avvdpovo^

with the Father, and Lord over all (xvii. 5 ; 1 Cor. xv. 25),

as Lord also of the Spirit (2 Cor. iii. 18), to send the Spirit

from heaven, xvi. 7. This sending was the condition of the

subsequent elvat, (adesse). " The outpouring of the Spirit was

the proof that He had entered upon His supra-mundane state"

(Hofmann, Schrifthevjeis, I. p. 196); and so also the office of

the Spirit to glorify Christ (xvi. 14) presupposes, as the con-

dition of its operation, the commencement of the B6^a of

Christ. Till then believers were dependent upon the personal

manifestation of Jesus ; He was the possessor of that Spirit

who, though given in His fulness to Christ Himself (iii. 34),

and though operating through Him in His people (iii. 6, vi.

63 ; Luke ix, 55), was not, until after Christ's return to glory

(Eph. iv. 7, 8), to be given to the faithfid as the Paraclete

and representative of Christ for the carrying on of His work.

See chap, xiv.-xvi. Chap. xx. 21, 22 does not contradict
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this ; see in loc. The thought of an identity ^ of the glorified

Christ with the Holy Spirit might easily present itself here

(see on 2 Cor. iii. 17 ; and likewise Gess, Pers. Chr. p. 155).

But we must not, with De Wette, seek for the reason of the

statement in the receptivity of the disciples, who did not attain

to a pure and independent development of the germ of spirit

within them until the departure of Jesus ; the text is against

this. As little can we regard the adp^ of Christ as a limita-

tion of the Spirit (Luthardt), or introduce the atonement

wrougM through His death as an intervening event (Messner,

Lehre d. Ap. p. 342 ; Hengstenberg and early writers) ; because

the point lies in the Bo^a of Christ (comp. Godet and Weiss,

Zehrhegr. p. 286 f.), not in His previous death, nor in the

subjective preparation secured by faith. This also tells

against Baeumlein, who understands here not the Holy Spirit

objectively, but the Si^iiit formed in believers by Him, which

TO TTvev/jia never denotes, and on account of Xafi^dvecv cannot

be the meaning here.

Vv. 40-43. ^Ek tov 6')(\ov ovv aKovaavref; twv Xoycov

TovTcov (see the critical notes), k.t.\. Now, at the close of all

Christ's discourses delivered at the feast (vv. 14-39), these

verses set before us the various impressions which they pro-

duced upon the people with reference to their estimate of

Christ's person. " From among the people, many, after they had

heard these words, now said" etc. With e'/c tov o)(\ov we must

supply Tii/e?, as in xvi 1 7 ; Buttmann, iV! T. Ch\ p. 138

[E. T. p. 159]; Xen. Mtm. iv, 5. 22 ; and Bornem. in lot.

By 6 7rpo(f>'qT7)<;, as in i. 21, is meant the prophet promised

Deut. xviii. 15, not as being himself the Messiah, but a

prophet preceding Him, a more minute description of whom is

not given.

—

fxr) yap e'/c r. FaX., k.t.X] "and yet snrely the

Messiah does not come out of Galilee ? " Fdp refers to the asser-

tion of the dXkoi, and assigns the reason for the contradiction

* Tholuck . "the Spirit communicated to the faithful, as the Son ofman Himselj

glorified into Spirit." Phil. iii. 21 itselt speaks decisively enough against such

a view. Worner, Verhdltn. d. Qeistes, p. 57, speaks in a similar way of "the
elevation ol Christ's flesh into the form of the Spirit itself," etc. Baur, on the

contrary, N. T. Tlieol. p. 385, says :
" Not until His death was the Spirit,

hitherto identical with Him, separated from His person in order that it might

cperato a^ an independent principle."
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of it wliich 01 Be eXeyov indicates. See Hartung, Partihell. 1
475 ; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 73. Christ's birth at BetJikhcm was

unknown to the multitude. John, however, records all the

various opinions in a purely objective manner ; and we must

not suppose, from the absence of any correction on his part,

that the birth at Bethlehem was unknown to the evangelist

himself (De Wette, Weisse, Keim ; comp. Scholten). Baur

(p. 169) employs this passage and ver. 52 in order to deny

to the author any historical interest in the composition of his

work. This would be to conclude too much, for every reader

could of himself and from his own knowledge supply the

correction.— 97 r^pa^rj] Mic. v. 1 ; Isa. xi. 1; Jer. xxiii. 5.

— oirov rjv A.'] where David was. He was born at Bethlehem,

and passed his youth there as a shepherd, 1 Sam. xvi.— A
division therefore (eKaaTov jiepov; ^tkoveiKovvTa, Euthymius

Zigabenus) took place among the people concerning Him.

Comp. ix. 16, X. 19; 1 Cor. i. 10; Acts xiv. 4, xxiii. 7;
Herod, vii. 219 : koX a(f)6a)v iu'^l^ovro 01 <^v(jiix.ai. Xen.

Sympos. iv. 59 ; Herod, vi. 109 ; Eur. Hee. 119 ; and Pflugk,

in loc.

Yer. 44. 'Ef avTSiv] Those, of course, who adopted the

opinion last named. The contest had aroused them. Ttve<;,

standing first and apart, has a special emphasis. " Some

there were among the people, who were disposed," etc.

—

dW^ ovSel^, K.r.X.'] according to ver. 30, through divine

prevention {iirexo/jieva dopdrco^, Euthymius Zigabenus). On
iiri^dW T. %etp., see on Acts xii. 1.— According to De
Wette (see also Luthardt), the meaning is said to be that they

would have supported the timid officers, or would have acted

lor them. A gloss ; according to John, they were inclined to

an act of popular justice, independently of the officers, but it

was not carried into effect.

Vv. 45, 46. Ovv\ therefore, seeing that no one, not even

they themselves, had ventured to lay hands on Jesus.— oi

vin^peTaL] In accordance with the orders they had received

(ver. 32), they had kept close to Jesus, in order to apprehend

Him. But the divine power and majesty of His words, which

doubtless hindered the rii/e? in ver. 44 from laying hands on

Him, made it morally impossible for the officers of justice to
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carry out their orders, or even to find any pretext or justifica-

tion for so doing ; they were overpowered. Schleiermacher,

therefore, was wrong in inferring that they had received no

official orders to take Him.— tou9 apxi'^p- k- ^ap.] by the

non-repetition of the article, construed as one category, i.e. as

the Sanhedrim, who must be supposed to have been assembled

in session. When first mentioned, ver. 32, both divisions are

distinguished with logical emphasis. See Dissen, ad Bern,

de cor. p. 373 f.— iKelvoi] the ap^^ep. k. ^apia. ; of the

nearest subject, though remote to the writer. Winer, p. 148

[E. T. p. 196], and Ast, ad Flat. Polit. p. 417 ; Zex Plat. pp.

658, 659.— Ver. 46. There is a solemnity in the words w?

o5to9 avBp., in themselves unnecessary, " It is a weighty

statement, a strong word, that they thus meehly use," Luther.

" Character veritatis etiam idiotas convincentis prae dominis

eorum," Bengel. It is self-evident that Jesus must have said

more after ver. 3 2 than John has recorded.

Vv. 47-49. The answer comes from the Pharisees in the

Sanhedrim, as from that section of the council who were most

zealous in watching over the interests of orthodoxy and the

hierarchy.— firj koI vixel<i\ are ye also—officers of sacred

justice, who should act only in strict loyalty to your

superiors. Hence the following questions :
" Have any of the

Sanhedrim believed in him, or of the Pharisees ? " The latter

are specially named as the class of orthodox and most respected

theologians, who were supposed to be patterns of orthodoxy,

apart from the fact that some of them were members of the

Sanhedrim.— aWa] at, breaking off and leading on hastily

to the antithetical statement that follows ; Baeumlein, PartiJc.

p. 15 ; Ellendt, Zex. Soph. I. p. 78.— 6 ox^oq ovto<;] those

people tJiere, uttered with the greatest scorn. The people

hanging upon Jesus, " this moh," as they regard them, are

there before their eyes. It is self-evident, further, that the

speakers do not include their own official servants in the

6)(Xo<i, but, on the other hand, prudently separate them with

their knowledge from the 6)(Xo<;.— o /mt) yivcaa-K. r. vofjLov]

because they regarded such a transgressor of the law as the

Prophet, or the Messiah, w. 40, 41.— eVa/jarot elcrt,] they

are cursed, the divine wrath is upon them ! The plural is

justified by the collective o o;^Xo9, comp. ver. 44. The
Y->
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exclamation is to be regarded merely as a blindly passionate

statement ^ (Ewald) ; as a baugbty outbreak of the rabies

theologica, and by no means a d&cree (Kuinoel and others), as

if the Sanhedrim had now come to a resolution, or at least had

immediately, in keeping with the informal words, put in regular

form (Luthardt) what is mentioned in ix. 2 2. Such an excom-

munication of the o'xXo^ en masse would have been preposterous.

Upon the unbounded scorn entertained by Jewish pride of

learning towards the unlettered multitude (pxn DJ?), see Wet-
stein and Lampe in loc, ; Gfrorer in the Tub. Zeitschr. 1838,

I. p. 130, and Jahrb. d. Heils, I. p. 240 f.— eTrapato 9] (see

the critical notes), not elsewhere in the N. T., nor in the

LXX and Apocrypha ; it is, however, classical.

Vv. 50, 51. The Pharisees in the Sanhedrim had expressed

themselves as decisively and angrily against Jesus, as if His

guilt had already been established. But Nicodemus, who had

secretly been inclined towards Jesus since his interview with

Him by night, now raises a protest, in which he calmly,

plainly, and rightly points the excited doctors to the law

itself (see Ex. xxiii. 1; Deut. i 16, 17, xix. 15).— tt/jo?

avrov'i] to the Pharisees, ver. 47.— o e\6(bv . . . avrwv]

ivlio had before come to Jesus, altJwugh he was one of them {i.e.

of the Pharisees), iii. 1.

—

fxrj 6 vo/ao?, /c.r.A,.] The emphasis

is on voiJbO'i :
" our law itself does not," etc. They had just

denied that the people knew the laio, and yet they were

themselves acting contrary to the law. — tov av6p.'] the man;

the article denotes the person referred to in any given case
;

see on ii. 25. We are not to supply /cptr??? to aKova-rj

(Deut. i. 16, 17) and y^w, for the identity of the subject is

essential to the thought ; but the law itself is regarded and

personified as (through the judge) examining and discerning

the facts of the case. For a like personification, see Plato,

de Bep. vii. p. 538 D. Comp. vo^io^ iravTcov ^aaiXev'i from

Pindar in Herod, iii. 38.— re iroiei] ivhat he doeth, what

the nature of his conduct is.

Ver. 52. TIiou art not surely (like Jesus) from Galilee, so

that your sympathy with Him is that of a fellow-countryman ?

' Not of an argumentative character, as if tliey had inferred their disobedience

from their unacq^uaintance with the law (Ewakl). Their frame of mind was not

«o reflective.
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— oTC 'rrpoj>rjTri<;, /c.r.X.] a prophet; not: "no very dis-

tinguished prophet, nor any great numler of prophets " (Heng-

stenberg) ; nor again :
" a prophet has not appeared in Galilee

in the person oj Jesus " (Godet) ; but the appearance of any

prophet out of Galilee is, in a general way, denied as a matter

of history; hence also the Perfect. The plain words can

have no other meaning. To Godet's altogether groundless

objection, that John must in this case have written ovSet?

irpoj)., the reference to iv. 44 is itself a sufficient answer.

Inconsiderate zeal led the members of the Sanhedrim into

historical error ; for, apart from the unknown birth-places of

many prophets, Jonah at least, according to 2 Kings xiv. 25,

was of Galilee,-^ This error cannot be removed by any

expedient either critical ^ or exegetical ; still it cannot be

used as an argument against the genuineness of the Gospel

(Bretschneider), for there was all the less need to add a

correction of it, seeing that it did not apply to Jesus, who

was not out of Galilee. This also tells against Baur, p. 169.

The arguvient in otl Trpocji., k.tX, is from the general to the

particular (" to say nothing of the Messiah ! "), and is a con-

clusion from a negative induction.

Ver. 53. Belonging to the spurious section concerning the

adulteress. " And every one went

"

—every one, that is, of

those assembled in the temple

—

to his own house ; so that the

end of the scene described in ver. 3 7 f. is related. Chap. viii.

1 is against the view which understands it of the members of

the Sanhedrim, who separated without attaining their object

(against Grotius, Lampe, etc., even Maier and Lange). Chap,

viii, 2 forbids our taking it as referring to the pilgrims at the

feast returning to their homes (Paulus).

1 Not Elias also, whose Thisbe lay in Gilead (see Thenius on 1 Kings xvii. 1 ;

Fritzsche on Tobit i. 2 ; Kurtz, in Herzog's EncyU. III. p. 754). It is very

doubtM, further, whether the Elkosh, whence Nahum came, was in Galilee or

anywhere in Palestine, and not rather in Assyria (Michaelis, Eichhorn, Ewald,

and most). Hosea came from the northern kingdom of Israel (Samaria) ; see

Hos. vii. 1, 5.

^ By giving preference, namely, to the reading lyufurai, according to which

only the present appearance of a prophet in Galilee is denied (so also Tiele, Spec,

contin. cmnotatlonem in he. nonnull. ev. Joh., Amsterdam 1853). This lyiiptrxi

would have its support and meaning only in the experience of history, because

•reixpr,^;, without the article, is quite general, and cannot mean the Messiah.

This also in answer to Caeumlein.

^
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