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ARTICLE IV.

EXEGETICAL AND THEOLOGICAL EXAMINATION OF JOBN
1: 1-—18.

By M. Stuart, late Prof. of Sac. Lit. in the Theol. Sem. at Andover.
[Continued from No. XXV. p. 55.]

In the preceding number of this Miscellany, a somewhat extended
view was given of what may be said in the way of illustrating the first
verse, in this portion of the Gospel of John. The importance and dif-
ficulty of the subject required, in order to accomplish my design, a
much more copious discuasion than is necessary in regard to any par-
ticular portion of the remainder of the prologue. The exegetical de-
mands of the text will now be the leading object of our attention; al-
though I do not, in the present case, prescribe to myself the limits
which a mere exegesis would impose.

V. 2. Obros y» év dgyii meos Tov Deds.
The same was in the beginning with God.

The demonstrative ovzog here refers, of course, to the subject im-
mediately preceding, viz. 0 Adyo¢. Xt was perhaps for the sake of such
a reference, that the writer put o Aoyog at the close of the preceding
verse, and not before 75. The reason why John adopted the demon-
strative pronoun here rather than to repeat the noun which it repre-
sents, seems to have been to save the too frequent repetition of o A6yos.
As the text stands, ovzog represents the Adyos who was edg, and so,
in this way, it virtually comprises a repetition of the last clause of v. 1.
As to the reason of the repetition itself which is contained inv. 2, I
bave already stated my views, p. 88 seq. of the preceding Number.
The manifest intensity which is indicated by the repetition, denotes
earnest opposition to false sentiment. A progress in the development
of facts or truths by the addition of new matter, is not made in v. 2.
But the intensity of the writer’s convictions is represented with addi-
tional impetus, in consequence of this verse; and on this account, the
declaration which it makes cannot well be viewed as useless, nor as
mere tautology.

V. 8. Ildsra 8¢ avroi éyévero, xai qoogis avroi dyévero 0idé &, ¢

frosey.
rey g4
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All things were made by him, and without him was no one thing made which
was made.

Iayra, oll things, i. e. the universe. . Paul employs the word with
the article, z& mavra. The usual philosopbic expression is zo mar.
But nayza (without the article) is sometimes employed, as here, by
the heathen writers; e. g. Anton. ad se ipsum, 4. 23. 'What is here
designated by mdrra, is named o xdopog in v. 10 below. Ta marra -
has more the aspect of designating the universe, as made up of various
congtituent parts; while wdyza has the aspect of unity as a generic
whole. It is no wonder that John exchanges it for 6 xdouos¢ below.
The Hebrews often made y-wn (the earth) the representative of the
universe, because in their view, it was the grand constituent of the
whole. Thus we have such expressions as “the God of the whole
earth ;” “the Creator of the ends of the earth,” etc. So John, in re-
peating the sentiment of this verse (in v. 10), says, in accordance with
this idiom, that ¢ the world (6 xoouo¢) was made by the Logos.’ Not,
as the Socinians explain it, the spiritual world, i. e. the Christian
church; for the world which the Logos made, and in which he was,
was a world that knew kim not, (v. 10). This of course excludes the
idea of its being the new spiritual world, whose characteristic is, to
know God and Jesus Christ whom he has sent.

A4 avrov, by kim. The allegation that dic before the Gen. desig-
nates only an tnstrumental cause, is not correct. That this is its most
frequent usage, is readily conceded. But in Rom. 11: 86, & avrov
refers to God himself; and the likein 1 Cor. 1: 9. So in Xen. Mem.
L 2. 14. Cyrop. 1. 4, did stands before the principal cause. — ‘Eyérero,
were made ; more literally, came tnto existence, which has the same
meaning. For the same sense of éyévero, comp. 1 Cor. 15: 45. Heb.
4:8. 11: 8. No other meaning is admissible bere. The verb singular
with the newter plural, is the usual construction in Greek.

In like manner as John has repeated v. 1 in the next following
verse, so here the second clause of v. 3 repeats the sentiment of the
first clause in a negative form, and in such a way as to give much in-
tensity to the expression. Xwpls avrod, without him, lit. separately or
apart from him.—Eyévero 008: &, lit. (as translated above) no one
thing. Some copies read ovdéy, nothing; but the better reading is
ov8¢ &. Tlris has a sense more specific and emphatic. With this,
some authorities conclude the verse, and join ¢ yéyores with what fol-
lows. But what tolerable sense would there be in saying: “That
which was in him was life " The internal evidence in favor of the
present division of the verse, is sufficiently strong to vouch for its cor-
rectness.
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‘With John, the repetition of a sentiment in a negative form is of
frequent occurrence, see v. 20 below, 1 John 1: 5, 8. 2: 4,11, al. In
the present case, the force of the repetition is so manifest, that every
considerate reader is spontaneously inclined to ask: ‘To whom does
the writer oppose himself 7 That he has a polemical design, in part,
one can hardly refrain from believing. And if so, whose sentiments
were in view? A portion of the Gnostics of that time, it is well known,
maintained the eternity of vAy, matter, as being an original chaotic
substance. If now we suppoee that John's no one thing refers to this
exception or limitation which the Gnostics made to the extent of crea-
tion, then is the earnestness of the writer's expression natural and
easily accounted for. John had before denied the Gnostic views re-
specting the nature of the Logos, and now he stands again in opposi-
tion to them, in respect to what the Logos had done or accomplished.
Has not Paul a like reference, in what he says of the creation by Christ
in Col. 1: 16? His method of expression certainly appears to favor
this supposition.

Such are the generic views which John has given us respecting the
condition and nature of the Logos, and of the manner in which he first
developed himself. He is eternal; he was with God; he was God;
and he created all things without the exoeptlon of even one thing in
the creation.

V. 4. ’Ev atr@ Lot g5, xai 4 fog 73 76 @oi¢ 169 dvdooinws.

In him was life, and the life was the light of men.

In kim, é» adz, not through kim or by hém. As has already been
remarked, this expression designates the Logos as the source, the im-
mauent fountain, of life. More fully is this same idea explained, in
5: 26, and 1 John 5: 11. — Zoy, life, without the article and generic.
The writer means to designate a life-giving power, which extends to
the production of all life whether physical or spiritual. The reader
should note the progress of thought. First, we are told what the Lo-
gos is; next the highest exhibition of his power, in the creation of the
universe, is brought to view. Then follows the mention of some par-
ticular, special, and notable developments of his attributes. All Xfe
or animaiion, the highest and noblest quality of created things, is the .
gift of the Logos. Such is also the course of thought in Gen. 1:1 seq.,
where the chaotic material is the result of the first creation, and the
forming of living creatures comes in the sequel. Douabtless John had
his eye upon this. The interpretation which assigns to {wy here the
meaning of Auppiness, or author of happiness or of spiritual Kfe, does
not reach the full force of the author’s meaning. He does indeed com-
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prehend these in his view, but he also comprehends much more.
Hence {my without the article. Had merely the specific idea of kgp-
piness or spirttual life been designated, we should of course have ex-
pected 5 forr.

Before the second clause, however, we have lw} with the article
prefixed. But this is merely the normal construction, which demands
the article when a noun is immediately repeated. In this form the
word is equivalent in meaning to this life, viz. the one just mentioned.
~ Was the lght of men. There is some difficulty here which does
not arise, when Christ says that he himself is the light of the world, 8:
12. 9: 5. The meaning of this is plain. But in the present case, the
Kft is said to be the lght of men. The design of the writer seems
plainly to be, further to characterize or unfold the nature of the kfe
that was in the Logos. Not only was it the source of all life in gene-
ral, whether physical or moral, but one of its special attributes was,
that it was the source of all spinitual light. In calling this light the
&ght of men, the writer gives us sufficient intimation, that he does not
mean to have @dig taken as designating the natural light, as in 11: 9,
But as natural light is essential to all natural life and well-being, so, in
like manner, spiritual light is essential to the existence and well-being
of spiritual life. John means to say, that the &fe which was in the Lo-
gos, was the source of all divine and spiritual gkt of all real wisdom
and saving truth. Such is the view which our text presents. From
the general idea expressed by [w7, he descends to a special but deeply
interesting particular fact, viz. that life, in its highest and best sense, is
bestowed through the medium of light, i. e. of truth. This accords
well with views elsewhere disclosed by him: « This is life eternal, to
know thee, the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent.”
« Sanctify them by thy &uth; thy word is truth.” “The ¢truth shall
make you free.” In other words, all that is truly wise and excellent
and good in the world, is to be traced to the Light-giving source of life,
the Logos who became incarnate.

That the writer still employs the Imperf. tense (7) in this verse,
must be attributed to the fact, that he is still speaking of the Logos as
he was before the incarnation. It is in v. 6, that he is first brought
upon the visible scene of action or of historical development. The
Imperfect is therefore appropriately used; for what the Logos was in
himself and before the incarnation, is still the subject-matter of the
discourse. From this he partially digresses, when he proceeds, in v.
5, to show how the light, which the life-giving source diffused in an-
cient times, was exhibited, and how it was received by the darkened
world into which it then came. I regard it as clear, that v. 5 is to be

.
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understood of the world of mankind previous to the incarnation of the
Logos ; for it is in v. 6 that the first intimations are given of the pre-
paration for the coming of the Logos among men, and of development
in his earthly stage of action.

V. 5. xal 7o gag & 1§ oxoriy qaives, xai g oxotia abro ov xaréda-

And the light shineth in the darkness, and the darkness comprehendeth it not.

That the light of men designates divine instruction or truth imparted
to them, i. e. that the word light has here a moral or spiritual sense,
is clear and plain. Of course the word gxorie, darkness, being the op-
posite of this, indicates & darkened, sinful, and miserable condition. It
is men in such a state, that the abstract word darkness characterizes.
It should be noted here, that light not only designates truth or knowl-
edge, but also things or beings which are of a spiritual and holy nature.
Thus 1 John 1: 5, ¥ God is light, and in him is no darkness.” Chris-
tians are called “ sons of light,” both from their knowledge and holi-
ness. In like manner Eph. 5: 8, ¥ ye were sometimes darkness, but
now are ye light in the Lord.” John 8: 19, « Men have loved dark-
nees rather than light.” Rom. 13: 12, “To turn from darkness unto
light.” When God is said to clothe himself with light as with a gar-
ment, and to ‘dwell in light inaccessible and full of glory, it is the
moral splendor of his perfections which is designated by these figura-
tive expressions. In the case before us, it is plain that truth and
holiness, or holy truth, is presented as struggling with culpable igno-
ravce and sin. — Ey ¢{j oxozig @aiver, shineth in or among the darkness.
The use of the present tense, in this case, deserves some note. This
tense is employed in propositions which are universal, and always
_ true; as “the sun gQaives, shineth,” i, e. has shone, shineth, and will
shine. But this case does not fully reach our present difficulty, for
the proposition or assertion before us is a limited one, having reference
to the past, as the subsequent Aor. xarflafer clearly indicates. We
must refer it then to the Adstoric Present, which is employed when a
writer brings before his mind the past, and speaks of it as now present
before him. This often takes place, as here, even where it is preceded
or followed by Praeterite tenses; as any one may see in a New Testa-
ment Grammar. Even classical usage frequently adopts the historic
Present, in like cases.

The light of divine truth, then, shone on the world before the incar-
nation of the Logos; and shone in and through himself, for his &fs-
giving power was also a Bght-giving power. All then in the works of
creation or of Providence, all that had been given to patriarchs and
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prophets and holy men of old by inspiration —in a word, all that
taught men their relation to God, their duty, and the way of holiness
and bappiness —was a part of that light which came from the life-
giving Logos. The tenor of the text before us clearly evinces this.
X¢ was not then without some good reason, that the Christian Fathers
taught the doctrine, that all the communications spoken of or made in
the Old Testament, were through the medium of the Logos. Does
not John authorize us to make the like conclusion? And has he not
authorized us to do thus, in respect to many Old Testament narrations,
where God or Jehovah simply seems to be brought to view? In Jobn
12: 38—40, he represents the words of Isaiah (in chapter vi.) as ap-
plicable to the Jews of his time, and then adds: «These things said
Isaiah, when he beheld his [Christ's] glory, and spake concerning
him,” v. 41. Now of all the sublime and awe-inspiring representations
of the Godhead, which are made in the Old Testament, the one in the
passage of Isaiah just named is entitled to the preéminence. Jehovah
i seated on his lofty throne of glory. Adoring Seraphim stand be-
fore him, veiling their faces, and erying aloud in holy response : « Holy
holy! boly! Lord God of hosts! The whole earth is full of his
glory I”  Yet John tells us that the glory of this magnificent and aw-
ful scene was the glory of Ohrist. If so, who then is Christ? And if
such glory belonged to him, in the revelation of himself in ancient times,
what praise should those render to him, who have been redeemed out of
every kindred and tongue and people and nation by his leaving the bos-
om of the Father, becoming incarnate, and pouring out his precions
blood for them? Nor can the passage in Heb. 1: 1, be fairly adduced
in order to gainsay the view that has now been taken. It is not the
object of Paul to deny, in that passage, that the Logos had ever made
communications to men before be appeared incarnate. His object is
to show, that God, in ancient times, spake to his people m various
ways by the prophets, but that of late he had spoken to them specially
and peculiarly by his Son. He intends to compare this recent mes-
senger, who had appeared among them and addressed them, with all
who bad done the like before, and to show his high preéminence above
them all. 'What had been done by the Logos before the incarnation,
was not the subject of contemplation before the writer’s mind, when
Heb. 1: 1 was written. The writer hud respect, in bw- comparison,
only to visible and commissioned messengers.

I do not say, that the affirmation of John, in regard to the theophany
in Isaiab vi. viz. that it was the glory of Christ which was then dis-
played, will authorize us to extend the like conclusion to all the other
exhibitions of the Godhead which are related in the Old Testament.
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But this can be truly said, that none of them can be fairly made to
exclude the idea of the intervention of the Logos, any more than Isa.
vi. can be made to exclude it. It is only such disclosures of the
Godhead as the Logos made after his incarnation, which could enable
and authorize us to apply such passages as that in Isaiah to the higher
pature of Christ. The simple text of the prophet does not seem to
suggest such an application. And yet this application is so plainly and
palpably made by John, that it may serve as a key to other passages
in the Old Testament of a similar nature. J am not partial, indeed,
to the extension of this method of reasoning, beyond specific cases that
are brought to view in the New Testament. There may be danger
in a partiality for mystic interpretation ; and in fact experience shows
how greatly such a method of interpreting and reasoning has been
abused. Baut still, after what John has said, it is plain that we cannot
disprove the intervention of the Logos, in any, or in all, of the cases
where God is represented in the Old Testament as having revealed
himself. All that there was of light among the Hebrews of old, all
which unfolded their duty, and pointed to the way of acceptance with
God, and of peace and final bappiness — all this came from light im-
parted by the life-giving Logos.

Nor need we confine this to the Jews. The apostle Paul assures
us, that 70 7900707 500 &sov, i. e. that which was knowable respect-
ing God, was manifest to them, for God had made it manifest,” Rom.
1: 19. He does not mean that God was in all respects fully revealed
to them ; for he proceeds to declare, that from or by the creation of
the world, the eternal power and Godhead of the supreme Being were
disclosed to the heathen. Hence he argues their guilt, because that
“when they knew God (yrésreg zov Oeov), they did not glorify him
as God,” v. 20, 21. Afterwards he declares, that the demands of the
law were written in the bearts of the heathen, so that alternately their
consciences accuse and excuse them, Rom. 2: 15. It follows, then, if
I have rightly comprehended the generic meaning of our text, that all
disclosures of the nature of God and of duty, which were made among
the heathen world, are the consequences of that light which shinea
amid the darkness, and which proceeds from the great Luminary of
the world, the Logos. So John expressly asserts, in the sequel : « Thas
true Light which enlighteneth every mau (i. e. all men), came into
the world,” v. 9. Plainly therefore the tenor of the verse before us
is an aseertion that all which is morally or spiritually true and right
and holy, has for its source the creating and life-giving Logoe.

The extent of oxovia bas been, and still is, a question with many.
Does it embrace all men without exception? or only all, when con-
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sidered as being in their natural condition? Or does it mean, that only
a part or portion of them, in this state, are darkness? We must resort
to the sequel, in order to answer these questions. V. 12 seq. speak
of such as have received Christ, and believe on his nume, and therefore
have the privileges of children. These, moreover, are described as
being born of God, and in consequence of this, as sustaining a new and
endearing relation to him. These of course belong not to the darkness ;
for they receive Christ, and believe on him, and walk in the light, while
the darkness persists in excluding the Light of the world.

But what of all those who are not dorn of God. The inference of
course is, that they belong to the darkness. Again and again has John
intimated and fully declared this. He speaks of the world, i. e. the
mass of mgnkind, as not knowing the Light of the world when he came
among them, v. 10. When the Saviour is represented as conversing
with Nicodemus, John tells us that he declared the absolute necessity
of being born again, born of the Spirit; and that the reason which he
gave for this was, that 4 whatever is born of the flesh is flesh,” i. e. is
carnal, while that « which is born of the Spirit is apirit,” i. e. is spirit-
ual. In John 8: 19, men are said “to love darkness rather than light,
because their deeds are evil.” Christ, in his last supplications, declares
that his disciples are not of the world, that the world hates them, and
also that the world has not known the Father , John 17: 14, 25. John
when speaking of true Christians, says, that « they are of God, and
that the whole world lieth in wickedness,” 1 John 5: 19. How en-
tirely these, and many more of the like declarations in John, accord
with the views of other New Testament writers, is very plain. Paul
says, that “all have sinned, and come short of the glory of God.”
Rom. 3: 23. He declares, that the carnal [i. e. fleshly, natural] mind
is enmity against God, and is not subject to his law, nor indeed can
be,” Rom. 8. 7; and again, “the natural man receiveth not the things
of the Spirit of God, for they are foolishness to him, neither can he
know them, because they are spiritually discerned.” The same apos-
tle says of the regenerate, that % they were once dead in trespasses and
sins” Eph. 2: 1. He adds, moreover, that ¢ by nature they were for-
merly the children of wrath, even as others,” v. 8. Like John he de-
scribes the natural state of man as being darkness: ¢ Ye were some-
times darkness, but now are ye light in the Lord,” Eph. 5: 8.

Such then is the nature of the case before us. The darkness, which
did not receive or comprebend the light, are the benighted and sinful
men of all classes and all conditions, of all times and ages, who are not
born of God (comp. v. 13), and who have not been endowed with a
filial epirit, nor sustained the relation ofspiritual children. The
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special reference indeed of the text is, to those who preceded the com-
ing of Christ; but the declarations made in it are applicable to other
and subsequent periods, as is evident from vs. 10, 11.

Only one thing more needs remark. 'What is meant by xazéiafor?
Thie word sometimes means to grasp kold of suddenly, or in the way
of asgault. Hence some interpreters of ancient and modern times have
given the meaning thus: ¢The light shineth in the darkness with such
power, that the darkness cannot overcome it’ But to overcome or
suppress is never a meaning of xezadapfdvw. To interpret xarsin-
for here in such a way as to preserve the shade of meaning in ques-
tion, would be to make the sentence speak what is plainly incorrect;
for how could it be said, that darkness has made no aseault upon light,
when these words are understood in a moral sense, which is their only
true meaning here? We must resort of course to the tropical sense,
viz. to seize, or take hold of, by the mind, i. e. to comprehend, as we
express it, to percetve and understand the true nature or condition of &
thing. So in Acts 4: 18. 10: 34. 25: 25. Eph. 3: 18, 1t is equiva-
lent here to #yym in v. 10, « The world krew him not;” and also to
magélafor in v. 11, “His own recetved him not.” In our text, ov
xarédufor expresses the idea that the darkness, i. e. benighted and
sinful men, did not admit the light into their minds, so as to com
prehend and appropriate it to their own benefit. It designates not a
physiological inability to comprehend the truth, but a moral disinclina-
tion and inability, which, instead of excusing them, rendered them
criminal. -

Thus much respecting the nature of the Logos, and the manifesta
tion of his attributes during the period which preceded the incarnation.
The writer now brings to our view the formal and solemn preparation
which was made for the entrance of the Logos into the world, by tak-
ing upon him the nature of man, and appearing among men for the
sake of manifesting to them his light and bis love. John, the Baptist,
was the herald of his approach — ¢ the messenger that was sent before
his face.”

V. 6. Eyévero dvBpmmnos dmeoralusvos maga Oeov, vopa avrgp
Twdyyrg -

There was a man sent from God, his name was John.

Chrysostom joins #yévero with dmesraluevos, 80 that both s= dwaon
sdly. It is better to take it here as absolute == our English thers soas.
8o in Luke 1: b, éyévero . . . isgevs si5. In case we take it so, we
have @nzozaluévos mapa Geov as & qualification of Z»dpmmog, which
of course distinguishes the personage in gwestion. from common men.

Vor. VII. No. 26. 25
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~—magd eav, from God, as we translate it, hardly expresses the full
and exact meaning of the phrase. In designating a space-relation,
maga means from the nearness of any thing or person, like the French
e chez quelqu 'un. Its secondary meaning is that of causal relation.
Sent by God wonld give substantially the meaning, inasmuch as God
was the efficient causs of his being sent, Our word from may imply
this, but this is not its ordinary meaning. In respect to being sent by
God, wa should compare Mal 3: 1 and 4: 4—6. John, the Baptist,
was the Elijah of Malachi, see Matt. 11: 14. 17: 12.

"Ovoua avrp, the Dat., avrq, is the usual one of appurtenanee.
The more common construction is ¢ Svope, Luke 1: 27. 2: 25. Still
other forms of expression in such cases are employed, e. g. éroun av-
0¥, or like ordpar: Jwdsyys, Luke 1: 5.

V. 7. Ovros 7l8ey sy pogrogidy, iva pagrvejoey aze: Tob QuTds, ive
marres miarevowot 3 avrob.

The same eame for & witness, that ke might bear witness mpeaing the Light,
that through him all might believe.

The word 7A8ey here means more than simple coming, in relation
to arrival by passing from one place to another. It is very well ex-
pressed by the German auflreten, i. e. to come forth or come out to
public view, to make an entrance on the stage of action. It is to
John's appearance in public, as the herald of the Messiah, to which
the writer has respect.

Eis pagrvgias, lit. for testimony, for the purpose of witness-bearing.
I have rendered it (with our common version) a witness; thus sub-
stituting the concrete for the abstract, the person for his action.. No
serious error arises from this; and the old version has become so fa-
miliar, that it is hardly expedient to exchange it for testimony. The
meaning is equivalent to urprvgsiy, or to sig 70 uagrvpficon. Such an
idiom is very frequent in John, i. e. the abstract noun with &z is sub-
stituted for the Inf. mode.

“Ire pagrvgioy megi tov gurds is epexegetical of the preceding
clause, the latter clause defining the object respecting which testimony
was to be given. The word 748y is to be mentally repeated before
this clause. Magrvgroy denotes not merely the giving of public and
and solemn testimony, but the bearing witness to that which one knows
%o be true, or which he firmly believes to be true, in consequence of his
own observation and experience ; comp. v. 33 below.

“Ira wéwres movsvowos 8¢ avros. Here iva, oo that, in order that,
is connected with the preceding clause, in order to indicate the purposs
for whick the testimony was given. The word mavevewo: is left
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without a complement to designate what is to be believed. But the
reader spontaneously supplies it, viz. eis 76 qady, i. e. believe on or in
that Light concerning which John had testified. — A avrov means
through John. The sentiment of the verse is, that John bore testimony
respecting the Messiah, in order that through his annunciation men
might be led to give heed to him and to believe on him.

V. 8. Obx 7 éxeivos 10 pog, GAL' iva pagrvgjoy megs tob QoTos.
He was not the Light, but — that he might bear witness respecting the Light.

The construction of the last clause here is elliptical. Before {yx we
must supply either §18e» from the preceding verse, or g» from the
preceding clause in v. 8. Constructions of the like kind are not un-
frequent in John.

Bat what is the object of the verse? When the writer had said,
that John came to bear testimony respecting him who was the Light
of the world, is it not sufficiently evident, that John himself was not
the Light concerning which he was to give testimony? So it would
seem to an ordinary reader. I cannot but believe, therefore, that the
spostle, in repeating as it were the idea in v. 7, must have bad in view
such persons as held John himself to be the Light in question. That
such a party existed, seems to be intimated in Matt. xi., where it is re-
lated, that John sent some of his disciples to inquire of Jesus, whether
he were the o fpyousvog, i. e. the Messiah that was to come. I do not
understand this narrative as intimating that John himself doubted, but
that some of his disciples were in a doubting state, and that he sent
them on g mission which would solve their doubts. In Acts 19: 1—5,
we find a society of men described, who were organized under the dap-
tism of Jokn. And down to the present day, the Sabians or Mendastes
of the East form a separate and somewhat numerous sect, professing to
be the disciples of John the Baptist. Their history we know but little
sbout ; but that our text was aimed at an opinion like theirs, seems to
be not at all improbable. Viewed in this light, v. 8 acquires a special
significancy, like the repetitions in vs. 2, 8 above. The next verse
gives still more emphasis to the one now before us.

V. 9. "Hy ¢6 pois 10 @hgdwis, o guzilas ndrra drbowmoy, épydue-
vor eic Tov xdopoY.

The true Light, which enlightensth every man, came into the world.

The true Light distinguishes the gag in question, respecting which
John testified, from all false and all imperfect lights. John himself
was a light, John 5: 85; but not one in the preéminent sense here
meant. John did not enlighten every man or all men. Christ only
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was the Light of the world. His life-giving power was a Bght-giving
puwer; and it was therefore very different from anything that conld
be predicated of Jobn, or of any other man. Jobn often employs
alybivog in the sense of genuine ; see 4: 23. 6: 82. 15: 1. But some-
thing more than simply this is meant by ¢240tvor in the passage be-
fore us. A preéminence is designated; a luminary that scatters its
beams over all the benighted earth, is designated as pure, clear, and an
unfailing sonrce of radiance.

In respect to the enlightening of all men, the reader may be referred
to what has already been said under v. 5 above. It is not to be nn-
derstood, that gazi{e: designates the effect of @di¢, namely, the being
enlightened, i. e. it does not express the idea here, that men actually
reccive and cherish the light proffered. We Lave seen, under v. 5,
that the shining of the light designates its own action, and not the re-
ception which men give it. It is the same here. The light is prof-
fered to all; in a certain sense it actually comes to all; but the dark-
ness does not comprehend it. The present tense of gariles here, indi-
cates what is constant and habitual, like 6 flos Qaises. The light
that came into the world, was designed for all the world; and hence
the repeated declarations of Jesus, that he is the Light of the world.

In my translation above, I have joined 7» with dgyouesor, as a help-
ing verb united to a participle, and thus (in accordance with a some-
what frequent usage in Greek) an equivalent for a definite verb im
some of the praeterite tenses. In this case, we are to construe 1o gog
26 dAy8woy as the Nom. to the verb. If the reader doubts whether
the helping verb and the participle can be separated, in such cases, let
him consult Mark 2: 18. 10: 32. 5: 11 (a striking example of more in-
terposed matter than in the case before us, yet quite a clear one), 1: 4.
2: 6. Luke 2: 8. 24: 53. John 1: 28, al. That 7 . .. dgyouesor hers
designates the relative Imperf. (and not the Aor. as Liicke holds),
seems plain from the consideration, that what the verse designated took
place in the past, while John was giving his testimony. See an ex-
ample of the same nature in Luke 24: 32. The course of thought I
understand to be this: From the general action of the Logos as the
light of men, before his incarnation (v. 5), the writer proceeds to the
appearance of the Messiah on the stage of human action. Jobn pre-
pares the way by antecedent proclamation of his approach. While
John was doing this, Jesus came snto the world. 'The weaning is not,
of course, that he was dorn during this period; but that he made his
entrance upon the stage of action, (like 7Ades in v. 7). That v.9 has
no connecting particle of transition, by which its relation to v. 8 might
be pointed out, results from the aphoristic style of John, and is, as has
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already boen remarked, an idiom that is frequent in this writer; see va.
3, 4, 6, above.

The common method, in ancient and even in modern times, has been
to join Zoyouevor with ZsBpmmos, and to interpret coming tnto the
wWorld a8 w= being Born. In this case, the verse merely affirms, that
Chriat was the true light and the universal one. As I have construed
it, it designates not only these ideas, but makes also an affirmation, that
Christ entered upon his official course of action during the time when
dJobn was proclaiming his approach. As to the making of égyouevoy
x. 7. 1. an appendage to de0gwnoy, it seems to have originated from
the Rabbinical uaage of the phiase ebiy mia by, lit. all world-enterers,
equivalent to all men. In the case before us, however, the phraseology
is different. We have in our text the word &»8owmoy, which is want-
ing in the Hebrew phrase. An exact Greek imitation of the Hebrew
would be, wdvea spydperoy sic 20y xdauor. To justify the junction of
évBoenoy with igydpesor appeal is made also to John 18: 87, where
Jesus says: «For this was I born, and for this 7Aave come into ths
world” Dut even here the latter clavse is not a mere synonymous
parallelism of the former, but a definite expression by itself which
desigmates Christ’s appearance in the world of action. If any doubt
remsins as to this interpretation, the reader may remove it, by com-
paring John 8: 19. 6: 14, 9: 89. 11: 27. 12: 46, 16: 28. In all these

. omses, entrance on the stage of public action is designated, and not

birth. The usus loguendi, then, is wanting, to justify the application
of dgydueroy x. £. 1. to dwBowmor. In 16: 21, eis 70y xdouor is ap-
plied to men in common ; but here it is preceded by dyews;j8y, which
entirely changes the complexion of the case.

But besides all this, what significant addition is made to the senti-
ment, in case we join coming nfo the world with every man? Does
the writer design to tell us, that men, in order to be men and to have
light shine upon them, must be born into the world? This, although
trwe, would hardly claim to be a truth weighty and apposite enough to
demand insertion in this prologue. At most it would be an unprogres
sive and quite unimportant element of the verse, if indeed we musy
view the verse in this light. Or if any ene says that it cannot mean wha
has just now been suggested, then what does it mean? These ocon-
piderations and questions may well lead us to doubt, whether the com-
mon method of translating and interpreting this verse is correct.

On the other band, when translated as above, it makes progress in
the parrative. In v. 7 we are told that John 7i&es, came, in order to
bear testimony. Here we are assured, that he who was proclaimed
by this testimony did actually come, and enter upon the stage of public

26*
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action. He came, who eulightens all men, or who is the light of the
world. The beginning of v. 10 renders this meaning nearly certain,
viz. “ He was in the world,” ete. Al is nataral, when interpreted in
this way. First his coming is annotinced; then his continuance or
abiding in the world is declared, and lastly the treatment which he re-
ceived is described. The world in general rejected him; even his
own peculiar family and people did not receive him, with the excep-
tion of those who were born of God.

There is then, in case we refer Zpydueror to @oi¢, no need of giving
it a future sense. As a name of Christ (o Zpydusvos), it always means
hAe who 15 to come. But it must have the article, in order to distinguish
this personage from other comers. If geig be (as it is) a symbel of
the Measiah, and gycusevor x. 2. 2. be only an attributive addition to
it, or explication, then the article would be quite necessary; and with
this the meaning would be, ¢that light which -was expected or pro-
mised to come.’ But there is nothing in the context, which leads us
to suppose, that the promises respecting the Messiah are here the par-
ticular subject of contemplation or discussion. We must conclude,
therefore, that Zpyopevor constitutes a part of the compound verb, which
is made by a union of the participle with 7»; and that the Imperf.
tense, thus designated, retains its proper significancy, i. e. the designa-
tion of action that took place, while other action was going on. It is
in this way, and in this only, that all the demands of grammar and of
continuous narrative can be answered. In that which satisfies both
these, we may eafely acquiesce.

V. 10. Ey 2¢ xdouq 77, xai 0 xo0uos 3 avzoi &yévero, xei 6 xo0-
pog avroy ovx dyve.

He was in the world, and the world was made by him, and yet the world knew
Jhim not.

Most interpreters, and among them even Liicke and De Wette, re-
;present 7y év £ xoou@ as meaning simply : ¢ He made his appearance
in the world” Yet Liicke acknowledges that xdouog, both here and in
the shird clause, means the world of men. 1If so, then éy means among ;
a meaning which it conveys in cases too numerous to need confirma-
tion here, as the Lexicon will show. He was among men seems, then,
to be the sentiment of the clause. I have retained the common ver-
sion, because among the world sounds as unusual to our ears. Under-
standing-this clause in the way just proposed, we have an advance
upon the preceding verse. That designates the general fact of Christ's
entrance on the stage of action. This goes on to show more specially
4in what spheve he.acted. That world, in the clause the wordd knew
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Aim not, means the mass of sinful men, there can be no room to doubt.
That world has the same meaning here, in the first clause, seems alto-
gether probable; for in this case there is an advance in the writer's
assertions, and there is a good reason assigned for the criminality
(which is implied) of the men who did not acknowledge him. He was
conversant with them, was among them, so that they might have known
him and acknowledged him.

That this verse has no particle connecting it with the preceding, is
to be attributed to the Hebraizing and aphoristic style of John, as has
been above remarked.

The world was mads by kim is a virtual repetition of v. 3, and xdouog
here means the same as narra there. The reason for adopting this
extended sense of the word xoguos here, may be found in the wider
extent which it gives to the idea, that men were bound to receive the
Messiah. He was not only the Creator of men, but of the world and
all which it contains. If the reader has any difficulty about the em-
ploying of the same word in different senses, when in such close con-
nection, let him compare such phrases as “ Let the dead bury their
dead,” and many others of a similar tenor. In all such inatances, the
nature of the case and of the context indicates the true meaning. 8o
here; a comparison with v. 8, gives us the meaning of the clause
before us.

In the use of ¢ avrov and of avzor in the next clause, where the
Logos is referred to by the masculine pronoun, may be found a reason
for the translation of 7¢ by HE was, instead of 1T was. The latter
would refer to @ay. _

No time need be spent on the exegesis, which makes world in this
clause mean the moral reformed world of Christians. In what sense
ecan it be true, that this world did not know Christ? And above all
we may urge this consideration, since it is the distinguishing trait of
Christians, that they “know the only true God and Jesus Christ whom
he has sent,” John 17: 8,

And yot the world knew kim not. Here 1 have ventured to translate
xai by and yet. That the sense is adversative, or at least that the last
clause has such a relation to the preceding one, is plain, as nearly all
acknowledge. If indeed we were to clothe the sentiment of the verse
altogether in an English costume, we should construct it thus: He was
among the world of mankind, and although the world was made by
bim, yet the world knew him not. John in fact omits although and
yet, because be writes in his simple, Hebraic, aphoristic way. We
may imitate his manner; yet our usual idiom would seem to demand
the particles, that indicate the relations of the different parts of the
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verse. In supplying these particles, we do not ehange the meaning of
John ; we merely clothe the whole in our own costome.

Ovx fyvm, knew not. It is not a mere knowledge of the intellect
which is here spoken of. The word #wm is used afier the manner of
the Hebrew ¥, i. e. {0 know and approve of ; much like our wored
acknowledge. This meaning is not unfrequent in the New Testament ;
see John 10: 14. 15: 29. 2 Tim. 2: 19, and also Hebrew examples in
the lexicon. The meaning is, that the world did not take knowledge
of Christ in his proper character, so as duly to receive him and
regard him.

V. 11. E; ra i3 §i0¢, xai of i8so: avzoy ov magélafor.
He came to his own, and his own received him not.

He came to kis own, in Greek zi; 7a i1, neuter plural. Many
interpreters, and even Kuinoel and Tholuck, refer this to the earth,
because the earth is the Lord’s; and then they make 8t0t, in the next
clause, to designate mankind. But so interpreted, this verse wonld be
nearly a downright tautology. Verse 10 has already asserted the same
thing. Why repeat it again here? Verse 3 also implies the like idea.
Instead of this, it seems to me that we here have plainly a progress in
the course of thonght. Verse § exhibits the action of the Logos before
his incarnation. Verses 6—9 present the forerunner of Christ in his
real character, as distinguished from the true light of the world. Verse
10 announces the appearance of the Messiah among men, in general
terms. Verse 11 particularizes a part of what is comprehended under
this general idea; a method of writing which is very common with
John, and not unusual elsewhere. The particular in question is, that
the Messiah came to his own peculiar heritage or home, and that the
members of his own household refused to receive him. In sucha
sense, very plainly, does John employ /3ta in his Gospel; see 16: 82
and 19: 27, where it designates the private home of an individual. In
the same way have the Sept. (Esth. 5: 10) translated the Hebrew
irma b8, lit. to Ads Aouse. Of course, from the nature of the case before
us, the word Aome is used in the more extensive sense. As the land
of Judea was the dwelling place of God’s peculiar people, who were
selected from all the nations of the earth as the family with whom he
would in a special manner dwell ; and moreover, since his temple was
in the midst of them, and his presence there (in a certain sense) visibly
manifested in the glory over the mercy seat; John might well speak
of Judea as the Aome of the Logos, who, according to this Apostle’s
views (v. 5) made such manifestations. In its appropriste sense, idu:
means all which belongs to any one as properly Ais own. The plural
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number and neuter gender indicates a generic and comprehensive
sense, and this is appropriate to the meaning required. The verb
740e» here, as in v. 7, signifies making a public appearance, coming
upon the stage of action.

0i idi0t, his own [family], viz. those who dwelt in the Aouse, the Jaws.
In other words, the Jews in general, or as a people, rejected him. — 09
nagelafor did not receive ; differing in shade from ov xazédagor (v. 5),
but substantially the sams in sense. It is usually stronger than #afor,
by remson of the prefix preposition. Yet here it seems equivalent to
@lafor in the next verse. In Euglish, we might give nearly the shade of
it, if taken in its augmented sense, by translating, did not heartily receive.

It appears then, that while the writer descends in his course of
thought from generals to particulars, bie meaning becomes more in-
tense. In v. 5 we have a view of the treatment of the Logos, in re-
spect to his infiuences, before his appearance on earth. Inv. 11 isa
general statement of his reception, after his coming in the flesh. But
the consummation of wickedness in those who reject him, is made ap-
parent by the treatment which he received from the Jews, among whom
and of whom he was born and edacated, and with whom the whole
period of his ministry was spent. One needs but to compare the sen-
timent of John 15: 22 with the verse before us, in order to see whai
design the apostle had in view, by thus particularizing the case of the
Jews in v. 11. There Jesus says: “If I had not come and spokea
to them, they had not bad sin; but now, they have no cloak for their
sin.”
The declaration that Ais own received kim not seems, at first view,
to be a universal one. And o0 indeed it must be deemed to be, did
not the context come to our aid in the interpretation of it. Vs. 12, 18
disclose to us, that a portion of the Jews did receive the Messiah, and
believe on his npame. The language in which this declaration is couch-
ed, is that which belongs to the New Testament dispensation, and not
to that of the Old. From the manner in which v. 12 is connected
with v. 11 (by 3¢), it becomes plain, that v. 11 is to be regarded as
pertaining to the new dispensation, and not to ancient times, as many
have interpreted it

V. 12.°0cos 3z iAafor avzdy, i8wxey avrols E5ovaiay vixva Geob
yevéadas, 70is maTavovsiy i 70 Gyopua avrov.

But as many as received him, to them gave he power to become the children of
God, [even] to them who believed on his name.

By éSovoiar in this case is not meant privilege or dignity, as some
maintain, but an ability external and internal of sustaining a filial re-
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lation. By the interposition of Christ, the anger of God against sin
is appeased, the curse of the law is removed, and the fact that the zéxya
©@eov have once been sinners, no longer debars them from claiming the
relation of children. Then, moreover, a new spiritual life is given to
them, through him who has a life-giving power (v. 4); new light is
imparted to them by him who has a light-giving power (ib.) ; and they
bave the apirit of filiation (vie&2slag) bestowed upon them, comp. Rom.
8:15. For all thess reasons, they may claim to be the children of
God, and may approach him, saying: « Abba! Father! (ib.) Hence
we may say, that é5ovsiay implies an external and internal ability ; the
external hinderances are all removed, and the internal temper of the
mind has become filial and obedient.

TI'evic@as is rendered to becoms, and rightly so here, for in passing
from a state of enmity to God to that of loving him, from darkness
unto light, they decome what they were not before. Liuicke refers ys-
ssafai, however, to the gradual transformation of Christians into con-
formity with Christ. I must doubt of this shade of meaning here.
Believing on his name and being born of God comstitute them sons;
and these are both predicated of them in this place. As chsldren they
may be more or less dutiful; but there is no point where fiiation be-
gins, except the one described in v. 13. The writer is not treating of
graduoal sanctification, but of the commencement of it, and the power
or ability which is conferred upon believers from that period. I say
oonferred on them, for ifovainy implies this. A pative power or faculty
would be designated by dvramus.

‘What is meant by receiving (#1afor), he next proceeds specifically
to designate. It implies two things of essential importance; (1) That
the sons of God delfeve on the Messiah, or (as it is here expressed) on
Ais name. (2) That, in order to become such children of God as re-
ecive the Messiah, they must be born again, that is, be the subjects of
anew and spiritual birth, here expressed by dorn of God. In the
clanse before us, viz. voit mgzevovsy el 10 dvoua avrod, which brings
t0 our view the first of these two things, what is®the meaning of Ais
sname? Does it differ from delieving on Adm? And if so, how?

‘We must go back to the Hebrew idiom in order to get a satisfactory
view of the expression before us. In cases too numerous to mention,
name is employed to designate God himself, or rather, that Being who
has the exclusive and incommunicable name, or who is what that awful
name imports. So “the name of the God of Jacob defend thee! The
name of the Lord is a strong tower. To praise — bless —exalt—
hovor — love — speak of -— extol — spread abroad — the name of God,”
are phrases that often ocour.  « His name is glorious — holy — reverend
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—enduring forever — excellent,” and the like. Name thus employed,
has reference, as it seems to me, in all cases to rim, that most sacred
and significant of all names, and being thus employed it becomes ine
tensive in ite meaning. When applied to Christ, as in the case before
us, it retaina a like significance. John frequently employs it in this
way; e.g. 2: 28. 3: 18. 1 John 5: 18. 8: 28, al. It often occurs
throaghout most of the N. Test., in conneetion with some of the appel.
Intions of the Messiah ; as ¢ the name of Christ, the name of Jesus, the
name of Jesus Christ, the name of the Lord Jesus,’ ete. In our text,
to believe on his name indicates the idea of receiving Christ with a con-
Jiding and affectionate temper of mind, and heartily acknowledging him
to be all which kis name imports, viz. the Lord’s Anointed and the
Saviour of sipners. It is a stronger mode of expression, than the sim-
ple migreveey 2 709 Xoiorér. That at least this would appear to a
Hebrew to be so, seems to be plain from the manner in which name is
employed in the Old Testament. The great mass of mere English
readers cannot well understand the true and full import of this idios
matic Hebraistic phraseology.

That belioving (miarsvovaes) is something more than a mere inteliss-
tual conviction that Jesus is the Christ, is quite plain. «He that be-
kieveth shall be saved ; and be that believeth not shall be damned.” Ine
tellectual conviction or belief may exist, where the affections of the
heart are not regulated by it, and where, of course, the subject of it is
not prepared to be saved. To be acknowledged as a ckild of God im-
plies, from the very nature of the case, love, confidence, and obedience,
in respect to him “ whose name is the only one under heaven, given
amoog men, whereby we can be saved.” If we truly believe on the
pame of Christ, we must believe that he is the only and all-sufficient
Saviour of sinners. 'We must come to him as such, feeling our need
of him. We must look to him as % the Lamb of God, who taketh away
the sin of the world,” John 1: 29. We must believe that «his blood
cleanseth from all sin ;” that he is “ the propitiation for our sins ;" that
4 he hath redeemed us from the curse of the law, by being wade a
eurse for us;” that “he himself, in his own body, bore our sins upon
the tree;” that “ we are redeemed by the precious blood of Christ;”
that “ he was offered to bear the sins of many ;" that «his blood puri-
fies the conscience from dead works ;” that “ he gave his life as a ran-
som for many;’ that “he was wounded for our transgressions and
bruised for our iniquities;” that # by his stripes we are healed;” that
when “he was made an offering for sin, the Lord laid on him the ini-
quity of us all;” and that by such offering, “he has procured eternal
redemption for us.” It is in this way, and in this only, that we can
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believe in all that his name imports, and with affectionate confidence
receive him. We must go to him with the apirit of that apostle, who,
in reference to his preaching the Gospel to the Corinthians, says: “I
determined to know nothing among you, save Jesus Christ and /nm
eructfied,” 1 Cor. 2: 2; and who, when addressing the Galatians, from
his inmost soul exclaimed : “ God forbid that I should glory, save in
the croes of ChristI” The sequel of John’s Gospel, and his Episties
and Apocalypse, abundantly illustrate and confirm all this. In heavea
the redeemed sing: “Thou wast slain, and hast redeemed us to God

by thy blood !

V. 13. Oi ovx & aipdrar 0vds éx Geljuaros cagxog ovdé éx dely-
paros asdgog, ald’ éx Geov iyevviBnaas.

Who are born, not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man ;
but of God.

The second particolar above mentioned, viz. spiritual &irth, is here
brought to view, and described, first by negatives declaring what the
birth in question is not; and then by the positive declaration, that this
same birth is of divine origin. It was common among the heathen to
ascribe the generation of distinguished men to some of the gods. But
still there waa nothing spirstual in this, but all tock place, in their
view, more humano. 1t is not probable, however, that John had them
directly in his mind, in writing the verse before us. The Jews of his
day had a rooted belief, that because they were descended from Abra-
ham, they were the children of God in such a sense as to be entitled
to the benefit of nll the promises made to the father of the faithful
Both John the Baptist and Christ bring this false notion into view, and
condemn it; see Matt. 3: 9. John 8. 33, 41, and comp. Rom. 2: 28, 29.
Gal. 3: 8—14, 29. The apostle means to deny that such an opinion
as the Jews held, viz, that natural descent from Abraham constituted
them the children of God, had any foundation in truth. The sum of
the negative part of the verse before us is, that no filiation of mere
natural and human origin could constitute the relation of which he
speaks, or entitle them to its privileges. All this lies on the face of
the verse. The explanation of its particular and peculiar phraseology,
however, is a task of a difficult nature, and one that has hardly been
performed, as yet, to the entire satisfaction of critical inquirers.

Not' of blood, in Greek ovx £§ aiucraw, lit. not of bloods, which
however our idiom will not well bear. But why the piwral? Pro-
bably, it is said, because both parents are referred to as contributing to
the conception of an infant. It is plain that the &ood was considered
by the Hebrews as the essential principle of natural life; 4 Thou shait
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not eat flesh with the life thereof, which is the dood thereof, Gen. 9: 4
The same in Lev. 17: 14. Deut. 12: 23. In Acts 17: 26 Paul declares,
that God “ hath made of one blood all nations of men.” In other worda,
the material, whence springs the living principle of animal life, is the
same in all, and this is dlood. Liicke adduces a passage from Euripi-
des (Ton. 605), which exhibits the like view among the Greeks: o maig
v+ . GAAary TQaQels dQ aipdrow, a child . .. nourished from different
bloods. But in the Wisdom of Solomon, there is & passage more to
our purpoee, still, which I have not seen adduced. The writer is
speaking of his own formation in the womb, and says: mayeis év aipars
8 cacouaros dvdeds, i e. formed by Nood of the seed of man. All this
shows what the Heb. idiom was, in relation to the seminal or formative
vital principle. As both parents were regarded as contributors, so the
plural (in our text) may have sprung from this. Or it may be, that in
speaking of the Jewish world en masse, the apostle may bave employed
the plural in relation to the multitude of parents. If John’s view of
the case was like that in the book of Wisdom, where only the male
parent seems to be regarded, then this latter solution of the plural is
the more probable one. Or the plural bloods, may perhaps have rela-
tion to a series of successive ancestors. In either case, the meaning
is substantially the same.

But what of the two particulars which follow ? Are they mere sub-
divisions under the general idea of ovx & aipdrwy, i. . subordinate to
ity or are they codrdinate, designating different things although con-
nected, each of which may stand by the side of the first clause, and be
of the like rank, while at the same time they help to explain and to
limit it? In pursuing this inquiry, the use of the particles must be
consulted. John here employs ovx . . . 0983 . . . 0034 . . . and Dot ovx

..o078...00rs. Now 34 even in composition (as here), still re-
tains its meaning of separation or diversity; while s& in such cases also
retains its usual meaning, viz. that of connection. The first case is
strikingly illustrated by Matt. 6: 26. 12: 19; the latter, by Matt, 12:
82. 6: 20. Acts 24: 12. 25: 8, specially in Rom. 8: 38 seq. Particu-
lars under a genus take ofze . . . ofizs; particulars standing each by
itself take ovds . . . 00ds. See Win. Gramm. § 59. 6. Of course we
must consider the second and third clauses here (which bave ovdy), as
standing in a measure by themselves, altbough connected in sense with
the first clause, and serving the purpose of unfolding or defining the
general idea, viz. birth, physical or natural, in opposition to, or in dis-
tinction from, a spiritual birth. ) )

The succession of particles, then, in the present case, bids us to re-
jeet that exegesis, which makes & aiuarms generic, apd the other

Vo. VII. No. 26. 26
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two clauses to designate species under this, i. e. parts which comprise
or constitute the genus. That interpretation which refers éx Oedjua-
#0¢ dagxds to the female, and éx Oedijuaros drdpdc to the male, as
specific and constituent agents in the act of generation, must on this
ground be rejected. But not merely on this ground; for that cde}
aanywhere designates woman, in reference to her sex, cannot be shown.
The word flesh often means (like to the generic word man) fruil,
physieal human beings, and so comprehends woman. But as a dis-
tinctive appellation of the female sex, it nowhere occurs. Equally re-
mote from any philological probability is the distinction, which has
sometimes been wmade, between #¢iype in the first case and the second,
by suppesing the first to mean unconscious sexual desire, and the
second that which is conscious. What wnconscious desire means, it
would be difficult to say. At any rate, the distinction has no founda-
tion in the language here.

I have sometimes been inclined to believe, that the passage refers to
the three modes of filiation among the Jews, viz. by lawful marriage,
by concubinage, and by adoption. All three were common. Then,
moreover, 0vds . . . o33 may reimin its ordinary meaning, for here
would be three peparate and coordinate particulars. But this would
make O¢lqua, in the last case, so different in sense from that in the
preceding case, amd so unlike to it, that probability seems to be against
this solution, although the sense which this mode of interpreting would
give, would be altogether apposite. The whole, thus regarded, would
be as much as to say: No human method of filiation can constitute
any one a child of God.

‘What theu, if we lay this aside, is the meaning of the second und
third clavses ? That édypua may mean the same as dmbvuin, i. e.
sexual desire, seems t0 be certain here, from the nature of the case
and from the connection. Elsewhere in the N, Test., in such a sense,
1 take it #¢Ayna camot be found. But supposing it to mean sexual
snll or desire, then how are the two clauses to be distingnished? The
answer to this question is not easy. In the first case, will of the flmh
is, according to the Heb. idiom, a generic expression designating sezual
desire; comp. Eph. £: 3. 'What is here designated, differs from what
is expreseed by 8§ wigdray, and refers to the agent in the yérryoss, and
not to the material source of the embryo. I have called this phrase
an idiom of the Hebrews, as plainly it is, in both the O. Test. and the
New: The Greeks did not express the idea in question by the em-
ployment of such phraseology. How then is the next phrase to be
regarded? Does 0v8: éx Gedjuatos drdoéc mean anything diverse
from thin? It seems plain, here, that dsdpds is not designed to dis-
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tinguish the male from the femmle, but is to bé taken in a senss in
which it is contradistinguished from &20¢ which immediately follows;
as in the Greek : maryp dedgosr v2 Psody v2. Like the Hebrew om,
it is generic. What else then can we make of it, than that it is a re-
petition in the proper Greek idiom of what was eaid, in the preceding
clause, aftar the manner of the Hebrews? Nor is analogy wanting
here. Thus Rom. 8: 15, dffd, o mergp! Many repetitions in the
New Testament, at least many that are apparently repetitions, are
made in this way, viz. by explaining in the Greek idiom what had
already been eaid in the Hebrew ane. The consideration that both
Greeks and Hebrews are almost everywhere addressed in the N. Test.,
may eesily serve to explain this. If this view, however, bs not ad-
mitted in the present case, then I should, on the whole, prefer the solu-
tion last presented above, notwithatanding an apparent philological
difficulty as to the diverse use of @sdnua.

Were born . . . of God, ix 0aob. That éx often desigrates the of-
esent causs, is plain; see Rom, 9: 12. Gal 5: 8, 1 Cor. 8: 6. Matt. 1:
18, 20, al. — EysvriiOyaey, lit. were begotten ; but as born agrees some-
what better with the first clause in the verse, I have retained it in
the version above, inasmueh as the sense is not obscured by it. De
Wette says, that this last clanse “is tautologous, because it is impossi-
ble to define that which is divine.” If tautologous, it must be because
sixva Gsov, in the preceding verse, had already expressed the same
idea. Here, bowever, contrasé between what is divine and human
moved the writer to repeat that idea, by the words éx 8eos. If these
were omitted, it would detract much from the strength of the verse.
But that it is lautologous “ because it is impossible to define what is di-
vine,” is a ground or reagson which I do not understand, and which at
least seems to me unmeaning and inapposite.

Bat what is the meaning of being born of God, or being begoam of
God? All that is fleshy, physical, or carnal is out of question here.
1t is so from the nature of the agent concerned, and from the contrast
with nataral birth. Whatever is designated by the phrase must be of
a spiritual or moral nature. Happily we are not left in the dark, on
this great subject, notwithetanding the doubt and umcertainty of De
Wette and many others. We will resort, first of all, to Jobn himself
for further explanation.

The most explicit and important disclosure, that is made in the
writings of John, is that in the third chapter of his Gospel. Our Lord
declares to Nicodemus, that “a man must be borm again, in order to
see the kingdom of God,” John 8: 8. In v. 5 this is explained by the
declaration, that “a man maust be born of water and of the spirit, in
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order to enter into the kingdom of God.” To see that kingdom (v. 9),

-and to enter énto it (v. §), are for substance one and the same thing,

and both words designate the idea we should express, by saying to de-
come a partaker of that kingdom, or to enjoy its privileges and blessings.
Dismissing the clanse in v. 5 which respects being born of water, it is
plain that to be dorn of the Spirit is the same as deing Born again.

-Here we learn, moreover, that the Holy Spirit of God is the special

divine agent in the new birth. That the change here insisted upon is
altogether of a spiritual nature, and entirely distinct from all that is
conferred upon men by natural birth, lies upon the very face of the
whole conversation with Nicodemus. In all the Scriptures there is
not a declaration so express, eo significant, so intense and all-compris-
ing, in regard to the corruption of the natural man and the necessity of
his regeneration, as the Saviour uttered on this occasion. Nicodemus
is told that lie need not wonder when it is said, that the natural man
must be born of the Spirit, in order to be admitted into Christ’s spirit-
ual kingdom. ¢That,” says the Saviour, “ which is born of the flesh,
is flesh,” i. e. is carnal or carnality ; “and that which is born of the
Bpirit, is spirit,” i. e. is spiritual or spirituakity. In other words, all
that is produced by, or is the result of, natural birth, the entire natural
wan with all his powers and faculties, is still nothing more than a
earnal man; and to be %carnally minded is death.” The Saviour
excepts none of the human race. All partake of the same vicious and
depraved nature, for that which ¢s born of the flesh, viz. whatever or
all that is naturally born, is flesh. All are without his spiritual king-
dom; and to enter it, they must pass throngh a great and most impor-
tant change.

How deeply these declarations were engraved on the mind of John,
is evident from the frequency with which he recurs to them in his first
epistle, « Every one that doeth righteousness is born of him,” i. e. of
God, 1 Jobn 2: 29. <« Whosoever is born of God doth not commit
sin,” 8: 9. « Whosoever believeth that Jesus is the Christ is born of
God,” 5: 1. % Whatsoever i8 born of God overcometh the world,” 5: 4.
% Whoeoever is born of God sinneth not,” 5:18. “Every one that
loveth is born of God.” 4 7. Many other passages, with a different
phraseology, have their basis in the idea here conveyed.

There is then, according to the view of John, a great spiritual
change, which is essential to the future welfare and happiness of man-
kind — of all men without exception. Natural birth fits us for action
in tbe world of nature only; a spiritual change must come over us,
before we are fitted to be agents and to be happy in a spiritual world.
I have eaid that this change is a great one. This might easily be illus-
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trated and confirmed here; but as this topic will again come up in the
sequel, I sball refrain from fuxther remarks on it at present.

In consideration of the importance of the main subject before us, vis.
regeneration, and insamuch as I have reserved to myself the liberty of
sometimes thoologising, let us, for & few moments, tura our attention to
the modes in which other New Testament writers have presented this
deeply interesting and important matter,

Jobn almost alone has described the great change in questian, by
calling it regemeration, i. e. the being born again, or born of God. Twe
other aposties speak indeed of God as begetting hia spiritual children ;
but both of them in connection with the instrumentality of his word or
gospel. In James 1: 18 it is aaid: « He [God] hath begotten us by
the word of truth.” In 1 Pet. 1: 28, Christians are described as “ ber
gotten agnin, not of corruptible seed, but of incorruptible— by the word
of the living and eternal God.” All this harmonizes with the declara-
tions of John; with the exception that an efficient instrumentality is
indicated, which serves to distinguish the new birth from the natural
one.

Paul has adopted quite a different phraseology, but not less expres-
sive. By him the change in question is named a CREATION, “If
any man be in Christ, he is a new creature,” xauey xzioig, lit. a new
creation, 2 Cor. 5: 17. « Circumcision is nothing, and uncircumcision
is nothing, but & mew creation,” (wxioi), Gal. 6: 15.  Created in
Christ Jesus unto good works,” Eph, 2: 10, * After God, created in
righteousness and true holiness,” Eph. 4: 24, Many other paseages,
more or lees expressly, recognize the same ides, and have their basia in
this mode of expreasion.

Agnin, Paul calls it & RESURRECTION, i. . & communication of new
spiritoal life to those who were dead in sin. “ You bath he guickened,
who were dead in trespasses and aing,” Eph. 2: 1. “When we were
dead in sive, [ God] hath guickened us together with Christ . . . . and hath
raised us up together,” Eph. 2: 5, 6. “ And you being dead in your

.  hath he guickened together with him,” Col. 2: 13. « Reckon
yourselves to be dead unto sin, but alive unto God through Jesus
Christ,” Rom. 6: 11.

I abstain purposely from any effort to adduce all the texts which are
sobstantially of the same import. From those adduced, however, the
suljeot is now fairly before us; and in respect to it as now presented, I
must crave the liberty of making a few remarks.

(1) According to all the New Testament writers, (with whom how-
over the Old Testament substantially agrees), the change in guestion
must be a very great ome. 'To be born, to be crested,tobe quickened,

26
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i. e. made alive from the dead, are the three highest matural changes
that occur, or can take place, in the present world. When this lan-
guege, then, is transferred to the designation of a moral or spiritual
change, it cannot reasonably be supposed to express less than a very
great change. A mere reformation of the outward conduct, a mere
persuasion that a virtuous life is our duty and would be our happiness,
does not reach the point in question. Paul seems to have foreclosed
all attempts to reduce and weaken the strength of such declarations as
those before us. «That ye may know what is the exceeding greatness
of his power towards us who believe, according to the working of his
mighty power which he wrought in Christ, when he raised him from
the dead, and set him on his own right hand,” Eph. 1: 18—20. In
Subetance this is repeated in Eph. 4: 16. Col. 1: 29, and elsewhere.
Now if there be any propriety in the language chosen by John and his
fellow-laborers, to designate the spiritual change which Christianity
demands, that change must be a great one; and if Paul is in the right,
in saying that this change is wrought by a mighty power, such as that
exerted when Christ was raised from the dead, how can we escape the
conclusion, that the change is very great?

(2) The change is moral or spirstual, not material or physical. So
the contrast in which John places the new birth decides. So the
nature of the case. If a new physical or physiological change takes
place, then which of the three changes is it? Is it the new Wrth, or
the new creation, or a resurvection from literal death? It is neither;
for if we assume that either of these three is to be &terally understood,
we are altogether unable to tell which to choose; and either of them,
so understood, would indicate something contrary to experience and to
the tenor of the Scriptures. Paul haa told us what the nature of the
change is, by saying:  Be renewed in the spirit of your mind,” Eph. 4:
23. And again: “ Be ye transformed by the rencwosng of your mind,”
Rom.12:2. The faculties of man are not substantially new modelled ;
no new faculty or power is created; but his mind is renewed, i. e. it is
brought to a state in which it exercises new affections. It loves what
God loves, and hates what God hates. Before this change it was enmity
against God, now it is love and obedience.

(8) The author and efficient cause of regeneration is God, i. e.
specially considered, the Spirit of God. So all the texts cited virtually
declare. Whatever secondary causes or instrumentalities there may
be, (and often and usually there are many), yet the causa causans, the
source from which all these come is God; for the appointment and
adaptation of them to certain ends is of him, and it is to him that we
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are uitimately to aseribe the influence of divine truth, or of divine provi-
dences, you, all the powers and faculties of man himself.

It would be out of place for me to enter into any controversial and
protracted view of the subject last named, viz. the regenerating infln-
ences of the Spirit of God. 1 can only express, in the briefest manner,
& few things in order to prevent my being misunderstood.

Does the Holy Spirit operate by giving special power to the word
of his trath, or to the influence of his providential discipline? Or does
he operate directly on the heart and mind, and thus prepare them to
be doly impressed? Questions still and alwaye disputed, and not
likely to be fully settied to the satisfaction of all. From anxioualy
secking after a specific answer to these and the like questions, it seems
to me the Saviour has intentionally excluded us, by the declaration,
that as we omnnot tell whence the wind cometh, nor whither it goeth,
although we hear the sound thereof, 50 we cannot describe the modus
1 quo of the new birth. Its effects are palpable and certain; but of
the manner in which these are brought about in the soul of man, we
ean give no certain account. The fact of & spiritual change is cer-
tain aud cognoscible ; but Aow the mysterious and traneforming power
of the Spirit is exerted, none of the sacred writers have definitely
told us.

At all events, however, experience and the nature of the case assure
us, that the free agency of man is not infringed upon, in the production
of such a change. He is as much a voluntary agent, in the exercise
of his first holy affection, as he ever was in the commission of any sin.
God makes bis children willing, in the day of his power. It is God
that worketh in them both to wsZl and to do. But still, they are not
mere passive recipients; they are active free agents. Nor is there
anything in this position which is more incredible, than in the declara-
tion, that “in God we live, and move, and have our being,” while we
are still free and accountable agents. Is it ineredible, that he, who
created the soul of man, and endowed it with all its powers and facul-
ties, can move and mould it as he will, without destroying its freedom,
or reducing it to such a state that it is merely a passive subject of im-
pressions made by an irresistible omnipotence? Whatever the influ-
ences of the Holy Spirit are, they are not irresistible. «Ye do always
resist the Holy Ghost,” said Stephen to his murderers, “as your fathers
did, s0 do ye,” Acts 7: 51. And Paul says to Christians: « Grieve
not the Holy Spirit of God,” Eph. 4: 30; and again: % Quench not the

" Spirit,” 1 Thess. 5: 19, The Spirit of God, then, may be resisted.
Whether he can eventually be overcome, i. e. in other words, whether
he is snvincible, is another and very different question, and one which
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thosa who beliave in the doctrine of election mmet, I think, unitedly
answer in the negativa. When God works, who shall, in the end,
defeat his design? When he makes willing, who oan abide stedfast in
his unwillingpess 7

My limits absolutely forbid me to say but one thing mare; which
however is of importance to my deeign, This is, that we camnot truly
say of the natural man, that he has not pewers and faculties which are
sufficient, if he were properly disposed, to prodiice the change in quee-
tion. Every such man has reason, a conacience, or moral sense of
right and wrong, a power to feel obligation and the pressure of duty
npon him; for without these he would not be an acocuntable being.
Every such man is sinning by his delay to repent; which he would
Bot be, if he had no powers ar faculties adequate to perform the duty
of repentance. To sum up all in a word; “ God commands all men,
everywhere, to repent,” Aots 17: 80; God commands all men, more-
aver, “lo make to themaclves a new Aeart and a new apivit,” lest they
ahould die, Exzek. 18: 31. Now it is not compatible with any view
that we can take of divine justice or compession, to “ command all men
to repent, and to meke to themeelves a new heart and a new apirit,”
if they have no powar, no faculty, no ability, adequate to do this. It
is impossible to vindicate the dealings of God with men, if we give up
the position, that they have powers and faculties t0 repent and rske a
new heart. And greai as the work of God is, (as we have already
seen above), in bringing men to a state of filial love and obedience,
yet that power is not strictly speaking of & miraculous nature. If we
say it is so, then we come at once to the position, that God has com-
manded all sioners to repent and make a new heaxt, on pain of ever-
lasting death, while this work at the same time i pothing less thasn &
miracle wrought only by omnipotence. In other words, we should
maintain, that God bas commanded sinners to do what his omnipotence
only can do. How can we reconeile such a view of this subject, either
with his justice or his mercy? Allowing, on the other hand, that sin-
ners have power or ability to repent, then they are the proper aubjects
of command, and may be justly blamed for disobedience. The fact that
the carnal mind s enmsty against God, and enmity deeply rooted, is
the reason why his interposition becomes absolutely necessary to bring
about the new birth. 1t is the strength of that enmity, and its deeply
rooted pature, which sufficiently acoount for it, that the worksng of Aus
mighty power must supervene, in order that the enemies of God may
become bis friends and children. There may be a mighty moral or
spiritual working, as well and as truly as a mighty exertion of physio-
logical omnipotence ; and i is to the first of these that the declarations
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above quoted have respeet, and not to the last. When God is said to
have wrought in the regenerate, “according to the working of his
mighty power, when Christ was raised from the dead,” the meaning is
not that the former act is the same in kind as the latter. The Ilatter
raised Christ from the death of his body ; the -former quickens those
who are in a state of moral death, « dead in sins.” The comparison,
then, does not respect the ksnd of power displayed; it has respect only
to the greatness or degree of power.

It is then quite clear, that whatever may be the powers and fa-
calties of the natural man, whatever efficacy may be attributed to in-
strumentalities, however numercua these may be, and however well
sdapted, — it is clear that the Scriptures assert the necessity of divine
interposition, in an extraordinary degree, when any one is bomn of
God. It is equally clear, that all men without exception are by nature
children of wrath and disobedience, that « whatever is born of the
flesh is flesh,” and that the emmity of the carnal mind is such, that
God alone can be looked to as the adequate source of deliverance from
such a state. With all this fully conceded and maintained, we must
not deny the free agency of men, even in the change of heart itself}
we must not regard them as destitute of powers and faculties to repent,
nor in any way exempt them from accountability for impenitence.
The great truth in respect to the whole matter of regeneration is, that
the nataral man needs a change of disposition or heart to fit him for
the happiness of heaven. The natare of the case when viewed in the
light where Christ has placed it in his colloquy with Nicodemus, the
present state of man, the holiness and purity of heaven, unitedly com-
pel reason and sound philosophy to acknowledge, as well as the Scrip-
tures, that except a man be born again he cannot see the kingdom of
God. No man can enjoy a happiness for which he is not fitted.

V. 14. Kai 6 Adyos cagl éysvero xai oxiyacey dv fuiv, xai é0sa-
oausda 1y d65ar avrov, dofar wg povoyesois maga mazeos, mANeYE
Foeezos xai alydsiag.

And the Word became flesh, and dwelt among us, and we bebeld his glory, the
glory as of the only begotten of the Father, full of grace and truth.

Became flesk, i. e. assumed a human nature. 'We are not for a mo-
ment to suppose the meaning to be, that the essential nature itself of
the Logos was changed into flesh, i. e. into a human nature, but that,
a8 expressed above, a human nature was assumed in conjunction with
his higher nature. 'We may adduce other declarations of Scripture
respecting this, in the way of explanation and confirmation. Thus
1 John 4: 2, “ Jesns Christ has come in the flesh;” 1 Tim. 8: 16, « He
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was manifested in the flesh ;” Rom. 1: 8, « Born of the seed of David,
ancording to the flesh;” Phil. 2: 7, 8, « Born [or made] in the like-
mess of men, and found in fashion as man * Heb. 2: 14, « He became
partaker of flesh and blood.” The meaning in all these passages s
the same in substance. The idiom ia purely Hebrew; for in cases
almost numberless we find flesh (“ion) used in the Heb. Scriptures as
sw appellative of man. The adsignification of & frail and perishable
body is doubtless coupled with this word, and i to be taken into the
secount. Zaua, dedy, would indicate something very different here
from qagf ; for soun means a corporeal organism, in which many
pants are compacted into a unity of system. The simple idea is plainly,
that the Logos appeared in buman form, with human attributes, and a
human personality, Unnumbered passages of the N. Test. speak of
the incarnate Logoe as having all the qualities of a perfect human, al-
‘4hough sinless, nature.

How this incarnation was accomplished ; whether it was by the mere
indwelling of the higher nature with the man Jesus; or whether it was
by some principle of union between the divine and human, utterly be-
youd our power of discovery or even comprehension; are questions
that we casnot definitely answer, and need not attempt to answer, since
the whole matter is beyond the present circle of human knowledge.
& Groat ss the mystery of godliness, God manifest in the flesh,” remains
enstamped upon the whole of this sacred and awful subject. We
should not even sttempt to lift up the veil which hangs before this
moet holy place, in the temple of divine truth, unless the sacred writers
bave led the way. Have they so done?

I know of but two or three passages, which wear the appearance of
spproach to any explanation of the matter before us. The first of
these is in Col. 2: 9, “In him dwelleth the fulness of the Godhead
bodily, coparixsg” This seems to import for substance nearly the
same as our text, “ became flesh,” only that the mode of expression
and shade of meaning varies. ¢ That the fulness of the Godhead dwells
in the human, corporeal, physical body of Christ,is the sentiment.
The word dwells (xazoixei), in the present tense, designates the per-
manent habitual dwelling of divine fulness in the man Jesus. The
whole expression looks like a designed opposition to the Gnostie no-
tion, that only an Aeon dwelt in the apparent (not real) body of Christ,
and that this immanence was only from his baptism down to his cruci-
fixion. Paul aseerts that the fulness of Godhead dwelt habitually and
permanently in & real and proper body. But Aow? Not a word in
answer to this last question.

Agsin, in Phil. 2: 6, 7, Paul, afier adverting to the fact that Christ

-
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did not tenmelously rewin his v0 alvas low Geg, i 6. his equality with
God, or (in other words) his glorfous majesty and divine homors, gees
on to sy, that * dxpvor éxéveee, lit. he emptiad AMmesls, taking the form
of a servant,” eto. I must regard the three particulars that follow
davedy éxdreocs, as showing the consequences of the uésesoes, or the
way and mmnaner in which it exhibited itself, and not as deseriptive of
the nature iteolf of the sévmery. This, 80 far as any disclosure is made
Tespecting it, can be dincovered only by looking at the contrest between
being in a stato of equality with God, sad being in that condition
which was assumed ts necessary to the incamnation, Christ did net te.
saciously retain the firet, but éavroy éxsrmee, i. e he divested himaelf of
bis divine homors and majesty, in order that he might become incsr
nate, and hamble himself by becoming s servant, and being obedient
oven unto the death of the cross. But when we express his xéveroip
by eaying that he divested himself of divine honors end maejesty, we
of course cenmot rationally mean, that he put off, or freed himaself from,
Ms proper, essential, divine, and immutable atiributes; for sach he
must bave possessad if he were equal with God. All we can suppose is,
that the mantfastaiton of his majesty and glory were suspended in their
development or exhibition. So mach the nature of the case sesms o
demand, and 50 mach we may interpret the text as meaning. But
how? This question again meets us, and meets ws in & position of
uiter inability to answer it. But there is one text in John 17: §,
which may aid us in conflrming the views here given. The Savioar
there prays for the restorstion, after his death and resurrection, of that
“glory which he had with the Father before the world was,” i e,
from eternity. This presupposes that he had laid aside, in some im-
portant sense, his original glory, during the period when he became
flesh and dwelt among us. In his glorification, then near at hand, he
was to receive again what he had for a time relinquisbed, when
$avzor ixévmos.

These are all the texts which scem to have any direct bearing on
the sabject befote us. But these at most lift up only the border of the
veil which covers the “ great mystery.” We must wait until we shall
wo longer see through a glass darkly, but face to face, for a fall and
satisfactory disclosure.

Kui doxsiymaey év gpiv, and dwek ar tabernacled among us. The
word dox;ymoey appears to be designedly chosen, for the sake of spe-
eial significance. In the tabernaole (oxyrr) God of old dwelt, Zoxmprece.
Hence the later Heb. idiom employed the word ro"zd (from y2@te
dwell) Shechinak, as significant of the abiding divine glory over the
mercy seat, & symbol of God’s presence among bis people. Bat now,
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« God was manifest in the flesh,” « his fulness dwelt in Christ ceopase-
x0¢,” bodily, for the body of Jesus was the tabernacle of the Logos.
In this he appeared among men, and became, o to speak, the Sheckinak
of the new dispensation. Viewed in this light, the language of John is
very expressive.

‘What follows, moreover, shows that there is good reason to suppose
his language to have the special reference and significancy that has
been attributed to it. .And we bekeld kis glory, vy 305ar avrov. The
Hebrews called the “light inaccessible” which surrounds Jehovabh, his
713y, i. e, splendor, glory. 1t was, with them, the symbol and emblem of
his awful majesty and excellence. 'What the Logos incarnate exhibited,
while he tabernacled among men, is, in allusion to this, called his do5e,
i e. his 1iap. The glory of which John here speaks, is different, in
some important respects, from that glory which originally belonged to
him simply as Logos. Of this John 12: 41 says, that Isaiah beheld it, viz,
in the theophany described in Isa. vi. Again Christ speaks of it as
what “ he possessed with the Father before the world was,” John 17: 5.
But in Jobn 2: 11, the working of a miracle, i. e. changing water to
wine, is ascribed to Christ as a manifestation of his glory; and in John
17: 22, Christ speaks of & glory given to him, which he also gave to
his disciples; and this glory was probably like that mentioned in the
preceding passage, viz. miraculous power. In17: 24 there appears
to be a different shade of meaning or rather an enlarged sense of the
word glory, when viewed as belonging to the risen and glorified
Saviour. Christ prays that his disciples may be with him in the hea-
venly world, that they may behold the glory there, which the Father
will grve him, viz. as the mediator, and give it to him in all the excel-
lency and plenitude of what belongs to that high character and office.
‘This glory is what belongs to Christ as “ being highly exalted by God,
and having a name given to him above every name,” Phil 2: 9,
These texts may serve to give us the lead, in our exegesis of the
verse before us. The context goes to show that Christ, the incarnate
Logos, was “full of grace and truth.” He was still « life-giving and
light-giving.” And the manifestation of these attributes constituted the
glory which the disciples beheld, and of which Jesus speaks. It was
such as became the only begotten of the Father.,

In the clause 86§ar wg porvoyevois naga mazpos, occurs an appella-
tion of Christ which is peculiar to Jobn. He alone names bim only
begotten. The full phrase is o uoroyerys vios ; and so it occurs in v.
18 below, and also in 3: 16, 18. 1 Jobn 4 9. The original and
proper meaning of the word is an only child, sole progeny, (see Luke
7: 12. 8: 42. 9: 38), as its etymology indicates. Applied to the Logos
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tncarnate, (for it was Ads glory which the apostles saw), of course it
cannot be taken in a literal sense, for this would imply a natural physi-
cal generation. The word cannot mean begotten in a spiritual sense,
#a believers (for example) are said to be begotten or regenerated.
Liicke and De Wette understand it as contrasted with the reéxra Osob
of v. 12. Ordinary men, they eay, become children of God by believ-
ing on Christ, and obtaining é5ovaiar from him to be sons; but Christ
has his filiation, in its highest sense and with all its privileges and pre-
éminence, by nature, i. e. by the constitution of his being. It isin
this sense that they believe he is the only begotien, i. e. because no
others bave a like filiation. With this exposition, however, I am not
sstisfied. I concede fully, that only begotten is not, as some have under-
stood it, a mere appellation of endearment, like dyanyeds. Nor does
i designate simply what is peculiar in its kind. This does not reach
the deep meaning of the appellation. The true source of explanation,
as I apprehend it, may be found in Luke 1: 85, « A holy spirit [not
the Holy Spirit] shall come upon thee, and a power of the Most High
shall overshadow thee, therefors the holy progeny shall be called the Son
of God” That myebua cyiov lacks the article, is sufficient indication
here of the meaning I have given to it. Besides, ifthe Holy Ghost
a8 the thérd person in the Trinity is supposed to produce this
8on, in what special sense is the first person of the Godhead to be
called Father? Here then we have an express reason given for the
appellation Son of God. This is the basis. There are other reasons
why Christ is called Son ; but this lies at the foundation. And a
birth, a filiation, thus produced, is without a parallel. Sarah bore her
son Isaac, and Elizabeth bore her son John the Baptist, after the pow-
er of conception had ceased in the course of nature. They were
supernaturally aided in their maternity ; but all else was in the natural
course of things. In the ease before us (Luke 1: 35), no natural fath-
er intervenes. Divine influence, and that alone, causes the concep-
tion. No other conception was ever like it; and therefore “the holy
Progeny is not only Son of God,” but the only begotten Son.

I am aware that many have believed and maintained, that Christ is
Son in his divine nature; and of course, that the Logos before the in-
carnation was Son. That he was the person in the Godhead whom
we now designate Son, I am fully persuaded, and have already main-
tained. But of eternal generation I can form no definite conception.
Be it that the manner of this is mysterious, and beyond our compre-
hension. I readily concede that it may be so, and if the thing is true
it must be s0. But this does not relieve the difficulty. Generation
imports at least dersvation. If not, then it has no assignable meaning.

Vou. YII. No. 26. 27
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Let it be as is affirmed, that it is eternal. The difficulty is not at all
met. Derivation, whether commencing in time or not, implies of ne-
cessity dependence. Derivation stands opposed to self-existence. To
say that the Logos is begotten, i. e. dertved from the Father, in time
or from eternity, is saying, if language has any definite meaning,
that he is dependent, and is not self-existens. How then can he be
GoD, as John asserts? Of all the attributes of proper Gedhead, sxn-
dependence and self-existence are the most easential and the most con-
spicuous. They are indispensable to our idea of true divinity. If any
being has not these attributes, and etill is called God, he must be a
8e0¢ Bruregos, and nothing more. The pneumatology of the present
day puts us beyond the reach of supposing supreme and proper God-
head to exist, where there is neither self-existence nor independence.

Not so the Nicene Fathers. « God of God, Light of Light, very
God of very God,” is their creed in respect to the Son. In other
words, he is a God derived, and not seif-existent. Very God they as-
sert him to be, and so they meant to show that they believed in his
true divinity. Doubtleas they did believe it. Bat how difficalt it was
for thew, surrounded by and mixed with the Greeks and Romans, te
attain to the highest and most accurate pneumatic conceptions, must be
evident, The heathen of the West in general believed in the bound-
less propagation of gods or an endless theogeny. In the East, the
emanation-system spread over a boundless extent of country. All the
Auvons of the Gnostics were emanations, like to those of Zoroaster.
Between the emanation-theosophy on the one hand, and the theogony
of the western heathen on the other, there was no little difficalty in di-
vesting one’s self at the period of the Nicene Council, of tendencies to-
ward & grosser system of pneumatology. Spini, with most of the
church fathers, was but sublimated transcendental matter. Neo won-
der, then, that when the Nicene Creed was formed, it was not regarded
by its authors as being inconsistent with true Godhead, that the Sen
was begotten or derived in his higher nature. Their Creed was in
substance right ; their pneumatic philosophy plainly inadmissible.

A very common defence of eternal generation has been made by an
appeal to the natural sun. « Light,” say ite advocates, “ proceeds from
the sun. There has been no moment since the sun existed, when light
did not exist. So of the Father and the Son.” Such is the argoment,
or illustration; and that light is coetaneous with the sumn, 1 would
readily grant. But is it not dependent on the sun? Does it exist in,
of, and by itself? These guestions are sufficient to show, that nothing
of this kind can remove the difficulty in question.

Let the reader note well, that John never eqlls the Logos Son, whea
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he speaks of him in his separate nature. It is only after he becomes
Jiesh, that he is named the only begotten. ‘

The main reason, probably, why so many distinguished men in the
church have concurred in the doctrine of eternal generation, is grounded
in the circumstance, that the Son is spoken of in Scripture as having
created the worlds, Heb. 1: 2; and the like in regard to other things
attributed to him, or (with variation of phraseology) to Jesus Clrist,
before the incarnation. But this mode of speaking when well exam-
ined, will bardly authorise us to maintain that the Logos is, in his es-
sential nature, a derived being. Christ is sometimes called Sor in the
way of anticipative prediction, e. g. in Ps. ii. When he is called Son
in the N. Teat., while he is represented as the Creator of the world, it
is because the appellation Son had then obtained all the force of a
proper name, and as such designated the entire person in all stages of
his being. In like manner we speak of what Abrakam did, before he
obtained this name (which was given when he was ninety-nine years
old, Gen. 17: 1—5), and do not stop to distinguish between Abram and
Abrokham. In like manner, the most familiar name is preferred to
other names, in our every day’s conversation. We speak of what the
Emperor of France did, long before he was emperor. And so in the
case before us. Sonm is the incarnate Logos; and it is he who is the
life and centre and soul of all that is called gospel. We easily and
naturally extend the name Sor, therefore, to him in all stages of his
being and development. But this by no means shows, that John ap-
plied the epithet only begatten to his divine nature, as a word ontologi-
cally descriptive of it. A high and holy sense the appellation has,
when viewed in the light which Luke 1: 35 casts upon it. I cannot
satisfy my own mind with reasons for this appellation such as Liicke
and De Wette have proffered. Nor can I possibly bring my mind to
see, how the language of the Nicene Creed can be fairly reconciled
with the position, that « Christ is the true God, the great God, and
God over all.” Such a Being cannot be dependent; he must be self-
existent. That the Nicene fathers acknowledged the Son as true God
in their own hearts and minds, I have already conceded. But in their
spiritaal metaphysies, is plainly discernible a spice of that emanation-
philosophy, which from remote antiquity had overspread the East, and
which atill continues dominant there.

AdSay, without the article in the second instance, might be translated
a glory without prejudice to the sense here. It is one of those cases
in which the omission of the article is indifferent. It might be inserted,
and would be normal. Baut it is not necessary. Movoyerovs is also
without the article. The very natare of the word, in its connection, is
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80 specific and definite, that it comes within the general principle which
permits omission of the article, in cases where no obscurity can arise
from the absence of it.

The oig before povoyerovg has made some difficulty for the critics.
Clearly the clause does not mean, that the glory of the incarnate Lo-
gos was merely like that of the Only Begotten ; for the glory of both
was one and the same. Chrysostom seems to have expounded ¢
rightly ; “ A glory such as was becoming and proper to the Only Be-
gotten.” In this case, we refer the comparison implied by ws to the
tdeal, i. e. to the perfect model, of glory. In other words, the glory was
such as properly belonged to the Only Begotten; and this could be
only of the highest and purest kind. — Jlapa mazeds, of the Father,
says our English version — perhaps ad sensum, although this is not
quite certain. ITagd means with, from with, and so is not unfrequently
employed to designate the original cause or author of anything. If we
translate from the Father, the shade of meaning would be somewhat di-
verse. In John 16:27, 28, Christ says twice of himself, that  he came out

Jrom God,” naga 700 Jeot. But this refers to his official mission into

the world. In our text, the same turn might be given to the expres-
sion, since the incarnation of the Logos, or his coming in the flesh, is
the topic of discourse. It is only by conjunction with uoroyerovs that
mage seems to be here modified, so that it may express the relation
between the Son and the Father. Thus viewed, the words of our ver-
gion, of the Futher, may be permitted to stand. As to the omission of
the article before margds, see Win, Gramm. § 18. p. 139. It is one of
those nouns (and so prz7p), which sometimes dispense with the article
where it would normally be inserted.

Full of grace and truth. So our version, but bardly in accordance,
perhaps, with the exact meaning here. Grace has come to mean
special favor, and in religious matters pardon, or the bestowment of the
snfluences of the Holy Spirit. The Greek mligys ydgisos xai alp-
Bsiay is plainly modelled after the Hebrew muony 7on, which means
Eindness and fasthfulness. The word kindness, yapis, designates the love
and goodness displayed by the author of all the privileges and blessings
of the gospel dispensation. The word digdsia is not to be restricted
bere to the Heb. nun, faithfulness, but to be extended to all the disclo-
sures made by the gospel, respecting God and his will and also our
duty. In other words, Christ was filled with that kindness or love
which procures all spiritual blessings for man ; and Christ was also the
Light of men — the Light of the world —the source of all saving truth.
That sdqens refers to the Logos incarnate, is beyond a doubt. The
clause, however, is constructed in Jokn's aphoristic manner. There is
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also an ellipsis of 79. If we were to fill out the construction, we should
say: xai 7y whijong x. €. 4.

The xai at the beginning of the verse is merely a continuative of the
narration, being connected in sense with the preceding v. 9; like the
) continuative of the Hebrew. 'We might translate it moreover.

V. 15. lmaon,c pqmreu meQi avrov xai nuoaye J.eymv ov & 7"
or almw 0 omices pov igyropevos éumgoctiéy wov yiyerey, 61 meeToE
pow 9.

John beareth witness concerning him and crieth, saying : He was the same of
whom I said: He who cometh after me is before me, for he was before me.

But why this apparent interruption of the discourse, which is again
resumed in the next verse? If the reader will turn back to vs. 5, 6,
he will see the like. V. 5 represents the Logos as shedding light on
the benighted world. John’s testimony respecting him as the Light of
men iz then appealed to— apparently, in the way of confirming the
statement of the Evangelist; really, not for this purpose only, but also
as an argumentum ad hominem addressed to the disciples of John, and to
all those Jews (and they were many), who admitted John to be “a
burning and a shining light,” John 5: 35. Vs, 5—8, then, present a
course of thought like the present. Here the evangelist has just said,
that the Logos became incarnate, in order to display the fulness of his
grace and truth, or (in other words) his lifegiving and light-giving at-
tributes. This is a new and most extraordinary circumstance, one
which, to a carnal mind, would appear the most mysterious and incre-
dible of all the facts that are related. The writer, therefore, again
appeals to the testimony of Jobn, and for purposes of the same nature
as before. In strictness of grammatical speaking, v. 15 is parenthetic,

This parenthesis, however, is introduced in John’s usual aphoristic
way ; i. e. it has no particle designating either connection or depend-
ence. The present tenae, unprvpei is an example of the Aistorée pre-
sent. ‘The writer speaks, as though the events of the past were taking
place before his eyes; a method of narration peculiarly frequent in
John. 'The same is true of xexpaye. It is indeed a Perfect in point
of form, but it is one of those Perfects which are employed as the
Present. Of these there is a considerable number; see my N. Test.
Gramm. §136.8.c. Win. Gramm. § 41. n. 4. The earnestness of
John's declaration is designated by employing the verb xéxpays, to cry
out, openly to cry aloud. — Agyow is subjoined as introductory to the
quotation of the words of the Baptist.

Obz0 7y 69 elnoy I have translated, ke was the same of whom 1 said.
I take ovrog to be the predicate after sv, in point of meaning; and gv

97
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mmy either imply the pronoun Ae, or be used in a kind of abeolute way
and be translated ¢¢ was. — o eimoy is not & usual construetion in the
N. Teet., and the verb simor is not properly transitive. According,
bowever, to classic Greek usage, words of speaking may take the Ace.
of the person spoken of, as well as of the things said concerning him
in the way of praise or blame; Kiihner Ausfihr. Gramm. § 551. 2.
The whole clause that follows elmos, is of course of the nature of an
Acc. after this verb, although the verb is not properly transitive. In
the Greek language, constructions of this kind are of a wide extents
a8 any one may see in Kiihner on the Syntax of the Accusative. Or
the Acc. of 6y may be solved in another way, viz. as the Acc. of a
thing or person tn regpect to whom anything is said or done.

The tenor of the verse shows, that the evangelist here introduces
the Baptist as repeating, on some public and solemn oocasion, the tes-
timony which he had formerly given to Jesus. So é» almoy of whom I
spake, naturally indicates. In the later testimony, the Baptist declares
that what he had formerly said of Jesus, he still adheres to. To this
implied continuation of the testimony, it is probable that the use of the
Present tense in the first two verbs is in part to be attributed ; for the
Present often denotes continued or habitual action. We may also ac-
count without any difficulty for the Imperf. 7, instead of does (as it is
in v. 80) ; for the speaker is represented as describing occurrences in
the past time, and also the person of Jesus as it then was.

He who cometh after me is before me. Both the words, dmiow and
&ungoodszy, may refer to place or to time. 1 take them both to have
reference here to place. Jesus came afier the Baptist, indeed, as to
#ime ; but if we affix to dnricw this sense, then we must regard éungoo-
Osr as having relation to tims also. I take the meaning of the pas-
sage to be founded on the usual fact, that the superior precedes as to
place, and the inferior follows. Here, however, the reverse of what is
common i8 declared to have happened. Although Jesus followed John,
yet he was the superior. That ungoc&er has reference here to supe-
riority of place or rank, there can be no good reason to doubt. The
transition from defore in a local sense to defore in an official one or in
point of rank, is easy and natural. So Sept., Gen. 48: 20, “ He [Ja-
cob] put Ephraim fumgoaOey tov Masacor, before Manasseh,” i. e. he
gave him the first rank. If now (as some have done) we make omicw
to refer merely to &ime, then it would be difficult to make out the an-
tithesis here with dumgosfer. As I understand it, the eentiment is:
<My follower has become my leader. Hence the word yéyose, Aas
become. It was after Jesus had entered on his public office, that John
said this; and it was then, and not before, that he took the lead of
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John. Hbe had repaired to the baptism of John, among the multitnde
who flocked to Enon in order to become his disciples. He was bap-
tized by Jobn. The word snise is the common word, in the Gospels,
to denote following after a master, as a disciple; see Lex. When the
Baptist speaks then of Jesus as coming after him, he seems plainly to
advert to his having come to him in the attitade of a disciple. Bathe
who thus at first came afier Aim, from the time when he was baptised
and thus initiated into office, decame John’s master == ioyvgizepds pov
sovis, Matt. 8: 11. Al ia plain when viewed in this light. The verb
yiyore, has become, is also explained. Jesus, who was a follower, has
now becoms a lsader. In other words: He is now what he was not
before, viz. the leader; and so yéyors is employed. ‘O égyouevos, lit.
Re who cometh is == a comer, at least 80 far so, that the adsignification
of time is dropped.

For Ae was before me — mocizds, by Greek usage is often equivalent
to modregos, and so we may translate defore me. But is reference
made to fime, or rank? Heoitocmyrefer to either, and the sense
will be good In either way, the reason is given in this clause (to
which g7: is prefixed), why the disciple has become the leader or mas-
ter. If then the meaning be made out by reference to rank, it wounld
stand thus: ¢ My disciple has become my master, because ke was afore-
time of higher rank than myself. Observe tbat %7 48 here employed,
v1z he was of this rank in time past. So 7v 6 Adyog . . . Bedg 7w .

7 26 gs¢. De Wette thinks that John the Baptist did not know
enough of Christ, to enable him to utter such a sentiment, and that the
writer must have imparted to the alleged words of the Baptist some-
what of his own more extended views. But if the Baptist were a
commissioned and inspired messenger and berald of the Messiah, and
knew him to be “the Lamb of God that taketh away the sins of the
world,” is it probable that he did not know something of his preéziss-
ence? — On the other hand ; if we refer modizog to time, the meaning is
obvious, viz. he has preéminence now, because he existed before me;
in other and familiar language : Seniority gives him the preference, or,
as senior be is entitled to a higher place. I incline to this last mode
of interpretation for two reasons; (1) Because the Evangelist else-
where employs such a form as mpozog pov, i. e. mpwrog with a Gen.
after it, to designate d¢fore in point of time, John 15: 18, mgdizoy vuey,
[the world hated me] Jefore you. As to mgavos in the adverbial
sense, viz. as siguifying first in point of time, see John 1: 42. 5: 4. 8;
7. 19: 32. 20: 4. (2) The evangelist had already seid in the preced-
ing context, that the Logos was in the beginning—was God — was
Life and Light; and by now employing %7, he means it shall refer to
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the past period as there designated by . He was mpdiros, i. e.
existed before he became a follower of the Baptist; and from being a
follower he became the leader or master, because ke was tn the begin-
ning.

The form of speach here is what the rhetoriclans call 35oumgor (ozgy-
moron ), viz. one in which contrary things are so joined, that if literal-
ly taken they would be contradictory or absurd, but which bhave a
pointed sententious significance, when apprehended according to their
true meaning. This applies well to the case before us. The literal
sense weuld be no sense. But when understood as explained above,
the words of the Baptist must have appeared very significant to his
hearers. The oxymoron is extended even to the smpaizog, which is
employed in contrast with dmiow.

V. 16. Kai éx toi smlngepasos avtov qusis mdsreg dafoper xai
Yoo aYTi YUQTOR.

And of his fuluess have we all received, even grace for grace.

The substitation here of o7t for xa, at the beginning of the verse,
which Lachmann, Griesbach, and several Codices have made, and
which Liicke approves, is unnecessary. V. 16 connects, beyond all
doubt, with v. 14 above. Many have supposed vs. 16—18 to be the
words of the Baptist. But the case seems clear, that yusiy mavres éda-
Boper x, v. L., viz. we [the disciples of Christ] Aave recetved etc., natu-
rally, if not even necessarily, refers to the apostle and his fellow Chris-
tians. But the evangelist connects his own commentary (as it were)
on vs. 14, 15, by employing xai (in v. 16.) in a continuative sense,
equivalent to our moreover. The connection of sentiment seems to be
thas: ¢ The glory of the Logos incarnate was seen by us, even his ful-
ness of grace and truth; the Baptist bore witness to his exalted rank;
moreover, [i. e. in addition to all this testimony’], we have actually ex-
perienced his abundant goodness.” In this way all is plain.

The word mlnpouaros is at once explained, by sijons ». 7. 4. in v.
14. — We all kave received means, of course, all who are the children
of God by being born of God, vs. 12, 18. John the Baptist caunot
appropriately be supposed to have said this, because Christ had not
exhibited his glory (v. 14) when he spake of him as related in v. 1.
— Grace for grace is hardly intelligible, in a specific definite sense,
to an English reader. Even the Greek ydoir dvzi yogizos was mis-
understood by most of the Christian fathers, and has been by many in
modern times. The substance of their exegesis is: “ The New Testa~
ment for the Old.* But the very next verses show, that the Old Tes-
tament is not put in competition here with the New, or placed by the
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side of it. Grace and truth came by Jesws Christ, not by Moses. Of
course the evangelist could not call the Old Testament ydg, in a pas-
sage which ascribes ydges to the Messinh. The true meaning of the
phrase is somewhat obscure, perhaps, so far a3 mere idiom is concerned,
for arei usually means sn the room of, instead of. But this meani
does not fit well here. This particle, however, in the later Greek wri-
ters, is sometimes used to denote an unbrokea succestion or continuancs
of a thing. Not exactly (as some paraphrase it) “ grace upon grace,”
but one grace afier another in constant succession. So Chrysostom
#régar drt’ dtégas gporrida, De Sacerdot. 6. 13. So Theognis dss’
dnoir @viag, v. 344. It should be noted, also, that grace has here the
same sense as in v. 14, i. e. kindness, goodness ; such as bestoww
favours gratuitously and in abundance. The generic idea of the word
rendered it unnecessary, in the view of the writer, to repeat the aiy-
Qsiagof v. 14. Grace exhibited itself in the way of communicating
Light or truth, for this was an exercise of love or kindness. — The xaf
before this last clause is the 8o named xai epexegetical, i. e. xai placed
before a clause which is of an epexegetical nature; a meaniog of ), in
the Hebrew which is very common, and also of xa in the New Testa~
ment which is not uncommon. I have translated it even, which cor-
responds well with its meaning here.

V. 17. Oz o vopog did Mwiioémg 308, 1 ydois xai  dhjbex dia
Inoov Xpsarov éyévero.
For the law was given by Moses ; grace and truth were by Jesus Christ.

Here it becomes clear that ydgic does not mean the Old Testament,
in the preceding verse. Christ alone gave grace, in the sense here
intended. Moses did indeed give the Law, or rather, it was given
by him as the leading instrament. But the law is a dispensation very
different from the gospel. The language of the first is: « Obey per-
fectly, and live; the soul that sinneth shall die.” The second de-
clares, that the penitent shall be forgiven, and all needed grace and
glory bestowed. John assumes here, in regard to the law of Moses,
the like position with Paal, who says that “ the wrath of God is reveal
ed fron heaven” by the law, Rom. 1: 18; that it denounces a curse
on all who fail of perfect obedience, Gal. 3: 10; that the law couid
not give life, Gal. 3: 21; that it is the ministration of condempation
and of death, and has no glory in comparison with gospel, 2 Cor. 3: 6
~11; that it is only the shadow of good things to come, Heb. 10: 1;
that it was not faultless, Heb. 8: 7; that it was a wall of partition be-
tween Jews and Gentiles, Eph. 2: 14; that by its commandments and
ordinances it was the occasion of enmity, ib. vs. 15, 16, comp. Rom. 7:
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7—10; that, compared with the goepel, it contains weak and beggarly
elements, Gal. 4: 9; and many things are said in his epistles of the
like tenor. It is in va. 17, 18, of our text, that John virtually assumes
the same ground. Hence he declares that grace and truth, in the high
sense which he assigns to them, came or were introduced (#yévero)
Suly by Jesus Christ. The whole tenor of his gospel manifests how
deeply thie eentimment was engraven apon his heart.

But why should the evangelist here introduce such a sentiment?
Plainly in order that he might exalt the glory of the only begotten,
full of grace and truth, and might show the Jews what abundant reason
they had, to lay hold apon the hope set before them in and throngh
him. He does not indeed bring any direct accusations against the law ;
but by the force of comparison he points out the great deficiency and
inability of the law, as a remedy for our present maladies. All men
are sinners; and it is only the grace and truth that Christ has exhibit-
od, which can save them from the curse of the law. The oz, at the
beginning of the verse, indicates that some proof is to be given, or
ground alleged, for the assertion which precedes. The matter stands
thue. We have received of At's fulness, for he only has such a fulness,
i e he only is the true source of gospel grace and truth. No other
source was adequate to bestow upon us a eonstant euccession of favors.
— The verb Zyévero is here in the singular, in conformity with its
next preceding subject, alj@eaa; a principle of syntax common in
Latin, Greek, Hebrew, and even English.

V. 18. Oeoy ovdeis fajgaxe mismote: 0 uovoyews vios Wy s TO¥ XGA~
oy 700 nargds, éxsivog éEnyrioaro.

No one hath seen God at any time; the only begotten Son, who is in the bosom
of the Father, he hath revealed him.

Although this verse assigns a fundamentsal reason, why grace and
truth could be exhibited only by the incarnate Logos, yet it has neither
8 ydg nor a dzs to introduce it.  This, as before remarked, is altogeth-
er in conformity with the prevailing aphoristic style of John, and spe-
cially of this Prologue. — Ovdsis, no one, is designed to extend the
denial to all other Old Testament prophets or writers, as well as to
Moses. — ‘Edipaxs, hath seen, expresses with ¢ntensity the action of
seeing. It doubtless has a tropical sense here ; for merely to eay, that
no one had seen God corporeally or physically, would amount to very
little. The impossibility of this was fully believed by the Jews; for
Ex. 88: 20 asserts it, as also do Deut. 5: 24. Judg. 13: 22. 1 Tim. 6:
16, al. The theophanies of the Old Testament, or of the New, are no
oontradiction of this; for in all these cases, only the mim mi23p, the
Shochinah, or défa Kvpiov, is exhibited. Besides, mere corporeal
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vision would not confer the power of revealing divine truth or myste~ -
ries. The vision, in the case before us, is a mental perception of God
in the highest sense, 80 as to comprehend and understand his designs
and purposes. It implies an intuitive knowledge. The Logos alone
possessed this. He was with God, and in Aim was kfe and Kght. He
therefore understood the divine will and counsel, in a manner entirely
discrepant from, and superior to, the perception of any merely buman
being, whether Moees himaelf or his successors.

‘O povoyevsc vids is here employed, in the way of ocontrast with
any son who is born of the flesh in a natural way. The incarnate Lo-
gos enjoys privileges and advantages to which no merely human being
can possibly lay claim ; comp. John 6: 46. 14: 7. — 0 ey ¢is ey xoimes
%0V nat10os, who ia sn (or on ?) the bosom of the Father. Ia the phrase
bere, &is zor xoAnos, equivalent to dy 7 xodmp? Somewhat numer-
ous are the cases in which &i; with the Aecc. is employed to designate
reshing or dwelling ¢m a place, even where the Dative with é» is more
usual; see Rob. Lex. aig, £ Bout conceding this, what is the meaning
of being ¢n kus bosom? Among the Latins, the phrases in gremio pe-
tris positum esse — in sinn getari — in gremio matris sedene — in sinw
esse, and the like, designate the most internal and hearty friendship and
community of feeling. This sense is appropriate in the case before us,
By such a union (mgos 709 Gedr), the Son becomes entirely cognisant
of ali that (so to speak) passes in the Father's mind, and therefore
able to make all his revelations of grace and truth. But perhaps there
lies at the basis of the form of expression, the idea of leaning on the
bosom of another, in the way of affectionate friendship and confidence,
as John leaned on the bosom of Jesus at supper, John 21: 20. Qur
English expressions, dosom-friend, bosom-confident, well express the
substance of what is intended in our text.— As to the o dy, in the
Pres. tense, it is plainly intended to designate what is habitual, con-
stant, and unlimited —a very common meaning of this tense. Some
have referred the Participle to the Imperfect; and this, no doubt, the
Jorm of the Pres. participle is capable of expressing ; see my N, Test.
Gramm. § 178. 2. If so rendered here, the meaning would be, that
before the Logos became flesh he was in the Father’s bosom, i. e. 7gog
€0r Qadév. The sense would be sufficiently appropriate, but not near
#0 energetic and expressive as the Pres. tense makes it. In 8: 13,
Jesus speaks of himself in like manner, as o &y &y v¢ ovparg, i. e
as dwelling habitually in heaven, and knowing all that is disclosed ox
determined there. His ommipresence is hardly deducible from either
of these texts, because a local presence (3o to speak) is not the direct
object of sssertion in either. But still, he who is in the bosom of the
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. Father and is ¢n heaven, at the same time that he is the incarnate Lo-
gos dwelling among men, must at least be a wonderful being (Isa. 9:
6), and cognisant of all things, John 17: 80.

The word éfyyjoaro was used by the Greeks to designate the ex-
plaining and unfolding of holy things. This is altogether appropriate
here. But what is it that the Son reveals or declarss? The verb bas
no Acc. after it, which is expressed. But the context seems plainly to
imply 20# ©eov ; not God as to his mere metaphysical nature, but God
a8 the anthor of grace and truth. It is the Son, and he only, who bas
placed the character and designs of God in the light that the gospel
affords. God was indeed revealed in many respects, in the O. Test. ;
but God as Father, and Christ as Son and Redeemer, and the Holy
Bpirit as Sanctifier, were, to say the most, only foreshadowed in the
Jewish Scriptures. It is Christ, who has “ brought life and immor
tality to light;” Christ who has revealed the new and living way of
access to the throne of merey ; and Christ, who has given the clearest
viewa of God, of the way of duty, and of the way of happiness. Itis
sometimes the case, no doubt, that preachers and theologians inculeate
views of the O. Test. revelations, which are quite incompatible with
the sentiment of our text, and of other kindred passages in the New
Testament. Since all Scripture is of God, they seem to conclude that
all is, even now, equally profitable and instructive; a conclusion which
full surely neither Paul nor John admits. Grace and truth came, in
the highest and most boly sense, only by Jesus Christ. This is the
sheet-anchor of all who are embarked on a Christian voyage. The
glory of the Mosaic dispensation was indeed true and real. But it was
only as the day-star to the rising sun. If then it be only a star, and
nothing more, we should not regard it as rivalling the true Sun in all
its majesty acd glory.

So much room has been occupied already, with the explanation of
the text and with remarks on some of the doctrines which it incul-
cates, that dilation on several topics of interest which the prologue
suggests, is precluded. I shall, therefore, close the present part of my
undertaking, by a summary or synoptical view of the course of thought
or connection of sentiment, in the prologue through which our exasmi.
nation has been extended.

The original state or condition of the Logos, and his essential na-
ture, are first described. He is eternal; was with God; was God.
As such, he was the Creator of all things without exception. In par
ticular, he was the source of all life; and as the author of spiritual life,
he was the source also of all true spiritual light. His light shone on the
darkness of all the ages which preceded his coming; but this darkness
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Wab 50 gtois, thai little impression was made upon it. To prepare the
way for the coming of the Logos to act personally and visibly among
men, in order to save the world from its ruinous state, his herald or
forerunner, John, was sent from God, in order that he might bear such
testimony concerning the Messiah, as would persuade men to believe.
Those greatly mistake the real character of John, who suppose him to
be the Light of the world. The true light, the only personage entitled
to this high eharacter, was he who made the world, and who came
into it, although the world in general rejected him. He came in a
special manner to his own peceliar heritage and people, yet even they
did not receive him. In this last case, however, there were exceptions.
Some did reeeive him, and believe on his name. On them he be-
stowed the power of claiming and enjoying all the rights and privileges
of the children of God, — his children, not in any way of mere natural
generation, but by a regeneration spiritual and divine. In the accom-
plishment of his laet great work among his people, the Logos became
flesh, i. e. took on him the haman form and nature, and thus dwelt among
men, and manifested his glory, which was truly that of the Only Begot-
ten of God. Jolm himself bore wituess also to this wonderful truth
- the consummation of the great plan of salvation. Nor does the ac-
oount of this mysterious transaction depend, for its confirmation, on the
testimony of John only ; for of the fulness of grace and truth, which
abounded in the incarnate Logos, did all his true disciples abundantly
partake. He only could dispense such blessings. The law was given
by Moses; but through the perversity of men, it became the occasion
of their condemnation and ruin, Neither Moses, nor any other pro-
phet, ever understood and disclosed the character and designs of God,
in such a way as was adequate to accomplish the plan of our redemp-
tion. He only, who is in the bosom of the Father, and knows all the
seerets of that bosom, could show grace and revesl truth in such a
way as fally to eatisfy our wants and alleviate our woes, This he has
done ; and therefore he is deserving of our highest confidence, love,
&nd obedience.

8uch is the course of thought in this remarkable proem to the gospel
of John. The eompoeition it singular in its kind, there being nothing
elsewhere in all the N. Test. that resembles it. It brings before us
the Logos first i his simple original nature ; and then in the develop-
ments of himself which hed been made, either in the way of creation
or of redemption. His incarmation, his dwelling among men, and the
¥eception which he met with from them, are also constituent parts of
the piovire. Twice doed the evangelist refer to the rejection of hirh
whe wan the light of the world ; in the first instarice, by the ungodly

Vou. V1L Ke. 26. 28
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world before the incarnation, when Christ spake to them by patriarchs
and prophets, by the voice of conscience and the works of nature; im
the second, by the ungodly in general, but specially by his own peeu-
liar people whom he addressed in person. The design of this repeti-
tion plainly is, to give an intensity of coloring to the picture which the
evangelist draws of the aggravated guilt of the Jews in rejecting him.

The touches of John are very brief and few ; but still, they are ex-
ceedingly significant. The nature of the Logos, the creative displays
of his power, his moral and spiritual operations on the minds of men,
and the reception which they gave him, and his exclusive competence
and claim to be their Saviour — are all presented within the compass
of one short paragraph. We might naturally expect that such brevity
would be the occasion of some obecurity. And eoitis. But a dili-
gent and patient enucleation of all the particulars, and then a compaxi-
son of them with each other, will enable any one to perceive the true
order, the method, and the intimate relation and connection of the
whole discourse. It is very far from being & mere succession of apo-
thegmatic sentences. The bands which unite the whole in one com-
pact unity, are some of them indeed of so fine a texture, that they re-
quire careful inspection in order to perceive and gppreciate them. Bat
when once developed, the reader is struck with the relation and the
harmony of the whole. Well might John suppose, that such an intro-
duction to his Gospel would excite in the reader a strong curiosity to
proceed in the perusal of his work, and see what had been the devel-
opments of that mysterious and wonderful personage, who is thus in-
troduced and commended to his notice.

One question however remains, and it is one of rather serious iro-
port. How comes it that the sufferings and death of Christ, the all
atoning sacrifice for sin, which throughout the New Testament, with
the exception of the historical narratives, is everywhere the predomi-
nating theme — how comes it, that no account of these is introduced
into John’s prologue? The first view that is taken of this matter,
probably awakens in most persons some degree of surprise. Very
naturally will it produce such an effect, whenever the course of further
development, on the part of the evangelist, is not examined with care.
A close scrutiny, however, of the prologue and of the succeeding con-
tents of the book, will lead the inquirer to see, that John has not at-
tempted the completion of his whole picture, in the sketch that he has
drawn at the beginning. 1t is merely an sntroductory sketch. In this,
he gives us only what took place antecedent to the close of the min-
istry of Jesus. But of all the writers in the N. Test., John is one of the
last who can be chbarged with having overlooked, or given only a
secondary place to, the value of the sufferings and death of Christ. In



1860.] Jokn L. 18, 827

the sequel to his prologue, and without delay, he introduces this theme.
He commences so far back as the anticipative testimony of the Bap-
tist. That personage, immediately after baptizing Jesus, directed the
attention of the multitudes around him, to his acknowledged Lord and
Master, and exclaimed : « Behold the Lamb of God, who taketh away
the eins of the world!I” 1: 27. This declaration he repeats on another
occasion, 1: 36. At the outset of the Saviour's public ministry, Jesus
declared to Nicodemus, that 4 the Son of man must be lfted up, in or-
der that they who believe in him may not perish,” John 3: 14, 15.
And again, “ God so loved the world that he gave up (£doxe) his only
begotten Son, (i. e. gave him up to death), that believers might be
saved,” 8: 16. To the Jews, who disputed against him, Jesus declared,
that “ they must eat the flesh, and drink the blood of the Son of man,
that they might bave life,” John 6: 58. Again he declares, that “he .
lays down his life for the sheep,” John 10: 11. The high priest Caia-
phas is represented by John as declaring, under a constraining divine
influence, that  Jesus should die for that nation [the Jews], and for
all the people of God scattered abroad,” John 11: 51, 52. John’s epis-
tles are replete with the doctrine, that “ the blood of Christ cleanseth
from all ein,” 1 John 1:7. 2: 2. 8: 16. 4: 10. 5: 6,al. The Apoca-
lypee above all other books places the blood of Christ on the highest
ground of preéminence. To quote is unnecessary. The fact alleged
lies on the face of the whole production.

It is not then because John overlooked or under-estimated the great,
the all important subject of the atonement, that he has not introduced
it into his preface. It was because his plan of writing remitted the
cousideration of this subject to what follows the preface; for in the se-
quel he makes it occupy the highest place in the testimony of John
the Baptist. It is indeed very natural to raise a question respecting
the omisston of any mention of atonement in the preface to John’s Gos-
pel. But the answer to this question may, with good reason, be re-
garded as sufficient and satisfactory. John’s prologue was not designed
to include an account of the end of Christ's work on earth, but only to
touch on what preceded the incarnation, and what took place after-
wards in the most general sense, while the Saviour was employed in
the execution of his mission to our world. That which respects the
close of his great mediatorial and saving work, is related elsewhere in
John’s Gospel (chap. xiii.—xxi.); and related more fully than by any
other Evangelist.

[It now 1 ins 10 rad the promlise made to my rcaders, to lay before them the discus-
ajon of Dorner respecting the Logos of Philo of Alerandria, with some remarks on the subject,
Bug the spaco which I have alrendy pled, renders It inconvenient to insart it in the pre-

sent number of this Review.]



