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PREFACE. 

-
O

N the new revision of this Commentary the follow
ing works have been chiefly examined. II. 
Bouman, Comment. pei·pct. in Jae. ep., ed. 1863, 
the exposition of the Epistle by Lange (second 

edition, lSGG) in Lange's Bibcl1cerl:, and the third edition of 
de ,v ette's exposition edited by Bri.ickner. ·whilst in thr 
first of these works a deep and thorough examination of thl' 
thoughts of the Epistle is awanting, the work of Lange is too 
defective in exegetical carefulness, which alone can lead tr, 
sure results. In order to comprehend the Epistle historically, 
Lange proceeds from the most arbitrary hypotheses, which 
often mislead him into very rash, and sometimes strange 
explanations. It is to be regretted that, with all his spiritual 
feeling and acuteness, he has not been able to put a proper 
l ,ridle upon his imagination. The second edition of de 
W ette's Handbook, containing the exposition of the Epistle,
of Peter, Jude, and James, had been previously prepared b.'" 
Briickner. When in the preface to the third edition he sap 
that he has subjected this portion of the Handbook to n 
thorough revision, and, as far as possible, has made tl11· 
necessary additions and corrections, this assertion is completel_,
j ustified by the work. Although the remarks of Briickner 
are condensed, yet they are highly deserving of attention, 
being the result of a true exegetical insight. It were to bt· 
wished that Briickner had been less trammelled by "the duty 
to preserve the work of de '\Vette as much as possibk 
nncurtailed." Of the recent examinations on the relation of 
the Pauline view of justification to that of James, I will only 
here mention the familiar dissertation of Hengstenberg: 
"the Epistle of James," in Nos. !Jl-94 of the Enrngclfral 
Clim·ch 11la[f(('Zinc, 18GG; and the expfanation of Jas. ii. 
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24-26, by Philippi in his Doy11wtic,, vol. I. pp. 207-315. 
Both, ,rithout assenting to my explanation, agree with me 
in this, that there is no essential difference between the 
doctrines of Paul and ,Tames. HengstenLerg arrives at this 
result by supposing, on the assumption of a justification 
gradually developed, that James speaks of a different stage of 
justification from that of Paul; whilst J>hilippi attributes 
to Si,caiouv with James another meaning than that which it 
has with J>aul. I can approve neither of the one methocl 
nor of the other; not of the former, because by it the idea c,f 
justification is altered in a most serious manner; nor of tlw 
latter, because it is wanting in linguistic correctness, and, 
moreover, thoughts are by it given which are wholly un
important. I will not here resume the controversy with 
Frank, to which I felt constrained in the publication of thn 
second edition, only remarking that after a careful examination I 
have not been able to alter my earlier expressed view of James' 
doctrine of justification, the less so as it had not its origin 
from dogmatic prepossession, but was demarnled by exe~etical 
co11v1ct10n. }foreover, I am no less convinced than formerly 
that in the deductions made by me nothing is contained 
which contradicts the lloctriue of the church regarding justifi
cation.-·with regard to the question whether the author of 
this Epistle, the brother of the Lord, is or is not identical 
with the Apostle James, I have not been able to change my 
earlier convictions. If in more recent times the opposite 
view has heen occasionally maintained, this is either in the 
,vay of simple assertion, or on grounds which proce(•1l from 
unjnslilicd suppositions. This present e1lition will :--li1111· tlt,Lt 

I have exercised as irn11artial a criticism as pos,-il 1le ,vith 
regard to my own view,,, as well a,; with n.-ganl to the views 
of others. 

The 11uotations from I!aud1 aml < :111tkd refer tn their 
reviews of this c0111mc11tary publishell Lcfure the ~ecoml 
edition ; the one is found in No. 2 0 of the 1'/tcol. 
Litcmll!d,lutt of the ally, ;;1. J{i,·clw1:·,•it11;1y of the year 18,:iS; 
and tlH~ other in the(,'iit/i,1_,1,11 gd . .1L1:.,l'art,; 1O0-ll~ol" 
the year 18 j 0. I I in Ye occasio11ally 1ptuLcLI Cremer\ l,il,lisch

thn,l. 1Viidulmch d,·-~ nrul,sl. (,',·,i,·if,d. The more I k11ow of 
the Yalne uf this "·ork, th(• 111,m~ I rrgret that it cl,w,; nc,t 
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answer to its title, inasmuch as those words are only treated 
which the author considers to be the expressions of spiritual, 
moral, and religious life. A distinction is here made which 
can only with difficulty be maintained. I have quoted 
"\Viner's Grammar, not only according to the sixth, but also 
according to the seventh edition, edited by Ltiuemaun. 

I again close this preface with the hope that my labour 
may help to make the truly apostolic spirit of the Epistle of 
James more valued, and to render its ethical teaching more 
useful to the church. 

J. En. HUTHEU. 

\YnTEXFOI:OEX, Nov, 18139. 



THE EPISTLE OF ,JA ME S. 

-
INTRODUCTION. 

SEC. 1.-JA:IIES. 

D1
HE author of this Epistle designates himself in the 

II inscription 'Ll1uJJfJor;, fhou Kat Kvplov 'I1JCTOV 
~ XptCTTOV oov/\.or;, and thus. announces himself to 

=-----·· be, though not an apostle m the narrower sense 
of the term, yet a man of apostolic dignity. From this, as 
well as from the attitude which he takes up toward the circle 
of readers to whom he has directed his Epistle (Tat, owoe,ca 
cpvXatr; Tatr; EV Tfj OtaCT'TT'opij), it is evident tliat 110 other 
James can be meant than he who, at an early period in the 
Acts of the Apostles, appears as the head of the church at 
,Jerusalem (Acts xii. 17, xv. 13 ff., xxi. 18); whom Paul calls 
o aOeA<por; orov ,cvp{ou (Gal. i. 19), and reckons amoug the 
CTT1.1Xotr; (Gal. ii. 9), and whom Jude, the author of the last 
Catholic Epistle, designates as his brother (Jude 1) ; the same 
who in tradition received the name o o{,cawr; (Hegesippus in 
Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. ii. 23, iv. 22), who was regarded eYen by 
the Jews as an av~p OtKatomToc; (Joseph. Antiq. xx. 3. 1), 
to whom a higher dignity than that of the apostles is 
attributed in the Clementines, and who, aecording to the 
narrative of Josephus, suffered martyrdom about the year 6 3 ; 
according to that of Hegesippus (Euseb. ii. 23), not long before 
the destruction of J erusalem.1 

1 Ko certain decision can be come to on this <liffercncc, especially as the 
narrative of Hegcsippus (comp. Langc's Komment., Eiulcitung, p. 13 [) l.Jcars 
unmistakable mythical traces; and in the relation of Josephus: .,,,p,;,,-.,, ,;, ,,,,,,, 
(~iv id!A~Ov 'l,it.r.,ii, -."ii ,.,,,ovp.fvou Xp1t.r1Toii, 'IfZ,,er.,/30; (/vofttL a.v,,.; XtZI) 'f'llltl,.) (~'TEpw;) 

, •. '71'apii.,~, :i..,urrd""'l'-'"us, the genuineness of the bracketed wor<l8 is ut least 
doubtful ; Clcricus, Lardner, Credner assert their spuriousness. 

lllEn.n,-J.\lIEs. A 
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As regards the question whether this James is to be con
sidered as identical "·ith the Apostle James the son of 
Alphaeus, as is maintained in recent times by Lange, 
Bouman, Hengstenberg, Philippi, and others, or as a difforcnt 
person, the data given in the N. T. are more favourable to the 
idea of non-identity than to the opposite opinion. 1. When 
mention is made in the X T. of the tloeXcf,ot of Jesus, they 
arc represented as a circle different from that of the apostles. 
Thus they are already in J olm ii. 12 distinguished from the 
µ,a0rim'ir; of Jesus; the same distinction is also made after 
the choice of the twelve apostles (:Matt. xii. 4G ; l\Iark iii. 
21, 31; Luke viii. 19; John vii. 3), and in such a manner 
that neither in these passages nor in those where the Jews 
mention the brethren of Jesus (Matt. :xiii. 5 5 ; }.fork vi. 3 1) 
is there the slightest indication that one or several of them 
belonged to the apostolic circle : rather their conduct toward 
Jesus is characterized as different from that of the apostles ; 
and, indeed, it is expressly said of them that they did not 
believe on Him (John vii. 5). Also after the asceusion of 
Christ, when His brethren had become believers, and had 
attached themselves to the apostles, they arc exprcs~lr, and 
in the same simple manner as before, distinguished frum the 
Twelve (Acts i. 14; 1 Cor. h. 5). 2. In no passage of the 
::N". T. is it imlicated that the tloe"Xcf,ot of the Lord were not 
His brothers, in the usual meaning of the word, but His 
cousins ; and, on the other hand, James the son of . .:\.lphaeus 
is never reckoned as a brother of Jesus, nor is there any trace 
of a relationship between him and the Lor<l. Certainly the 
::\fary mentioned in J olm xix. 2 ;j ( 11 Tou K-:\.wr.ii) was the 
111othcr of the sons of Alphacus ()Iatt. xxvii. 5 G ; :\fork 
:xv. 40), as 'At..cpa'io, and K7'..wr.c'"ir; are only different forms of 
the same name c-~~n) ; but from that passage it dOl\S not 
follow that this ::\Iary was a sister of the muthcr of .J csu,; 
(sec Meyer ·in luc.). :J . .Acconling to the Ji,;t;; of the apo:;lle:s, 
rmly one of' the ~ons uf Alphacus, namely ,James, was the 

1 .\c,:nnli11.~ lo th,, Jl, cr1,tI1.,, tl,c 11:1111,·s of the hroth,•rs r,f Jc.,ns arc James, 
,To,,;cs, Jt1<las, arnl Simon. !11stL-a,l of 'rw~,;; in ~[atthcw, Laeh111ann and 
'l'isd,cn,lurf have a<loptcd, a,·eonli11g to p1·,•pnn,l<·!·aliug anlhnrily, 'r.,~,iip; in 
:\lark they, howe\'cr, rea<l 'r.,~r.~:;; yd h,·rc also the Co,l,:x :-;iuailil'us ha~ 
'1,,,;,;,. It remains ,luul,tful whid: is the correct na111c. Curnp. ~!,,y,•r on tho 
11as.;a3e in :;\fatlhew. 
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apostle of the Lord. Although the Apostle Lebbaeus (Matt. 
x. 3), whom l\Iark calls Thaddaeus (Mark iii. 18), is the same 
,vith 'Iovoai; 'IaKw/3ou in Luke (Luke vi. 15; Acts i. 13), yet 
he was not a brother of James ; for, on the one hand, if this 
were the case he would have been called so by Matthew, who 
expressly places thB brothers among the apostles together ; 
and, on the other hand, aoEXcf>6, is not to be supplied to 
the genitive 'IaKw/3ou in Luke,-contrary to all analogy 
-but v[6, (see Introduction to Commentary on Jude, sec. 1 ). 
According to Matt. xxvii. 26 and Mark xv. 40, Alphaeus, 
besides James, had only one other son, J oses. If the apostles 
Judas and Simon were also his sons, his wife Mary in the 
above passages ,voulcl have been also called their mother, 
especially as J oses was not an apostle. From all these data, 
then, the brothers of the Lord, James, Judas, and Simon, are 
not to be considered as identical with the apostles bearing the 
same names. 4. There are, however, two passages, Gal. i. 19 
and 1 Cor. xv. 7, which appear to lead to a different con
clusion. In the first passage El µ,~ appears to indicate, as 
many interpreters asimme, that Paul, by the addition for the 
rnke of historical exactness, remarks that besides the Apostle 
Peter he saw also the Apostle James. But on this supposi
tion we cannot see why he should designate him yet more 
exactly as TOV aOEXcpov TOU Kvplou, since the other Apostle 
Ja mes was at that time dead. The addition of this surname 
indicates a distinction of this James from the apostle. Now 
ei µ,17 does certainly refer not only to ou" eWov (Fritzsche, 
(Id llfatth. p. 482; Neander, ·winer), but to the whole pre
ceding clause; still, considering the position which James 
occupied, Paul might regard him, and indeed was bound to 
regard him, as standing in such a close relation to the real 
apostles that he might use El µ,~ without including him among 
them.1 It is evident that Paul did not reckon James among 
the original apostles, since in Gal. ii. he names him and 

1 Meyer (in loc.) supposes that James is here reckoued by Paul among the 
apo;tks in the wider sense of the term. But it is also possible that the words 
ii I'" "· .-. >.. are not to be understood as a limitation to the thought before 
txpressed, i.-,, .. ~i ,., ... >.., but as a remark addetl to it, by which Paul wouhl 
lay stress upon the fact that besides Peter he has also seen James, the brother 
of the Loni, thus the man who possessed not only :m apostolic dignity, but to 
whom the opponents of Paul directly appealed. 
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( 'ephas and J olm together, not ns npostles, hut as oi OoKouvTf,; 

Eiva{ Tt, oi oo,rnuvn,; O"TIJAO£ dvai. 1 
- In the other pnssage, 

1 Cor. xv. 7, the word 7Tau1v may lie ndde<l liy Paul, with 
reference to James formerly named, iu the seuse: "aftenrnr<ls 
Christ appeared to ,James, and then-not to him only, but
to all the apostles," from which it would follow that James 
belouged to the apostles. But this refcreuce is not ncassary, 
as 7T'auiv may as well be added in order simply to give 
prominence to the fact that all the apostles, without excep
tion, had seen the Lord.2 5. All the other reasons for the 
identity, which are taken from the N. T., as adduced by Lange, 
are too subjective in character to be considered as conclusive; 
as, for example, that Luke in Acts xii. 1 7 would haYe felt 
himself obliged to notice that the James mentioned by him 
here and further on, is not the same with the ,James whom 
he had called an apostle in Acts i. 1 ::l ; 3 that only an a11ostlc 
could have written such an epistle, and have attained to that 
conselptence which James possessed in the Church/ and that 
it is improbable that, besides the Apostles James, Judas, and 
Simon, there should be three of the brother.:; of Jesus Learing 
the same names." 

1 That James is reckoned Ly Paul among the o-rr5J."r, has certainly 1.Jern 
n,l,Im,c,l as an argument for the opposite opinion ; but that Paul docs uot 
n•ckon those name,l as .. ,,.;).., because tll(:y were apostles, is undeniaLle ; an,l 
that only npostlcs could lie consi,lcre,l as .-,,r5J.a,, is an unwarranted assumption. 
Bouman thinks that a mere private po-son could not attain to such an import
mwc; hut he 01·crlooks the fact that James, as the most pmminent of tl,e 
1,rothtrs of the Lord, who arc name,l alongside of the apostles, was more than a 
mere pri vatc 1icrson. 

"Otherwise !11<-ycr (in loc.), who here also 1111,lt•rstnn,ls the expression ,;.,.,.a,;_,, 
in the wider sense, which certainly receives a justilication from the fact that 
t!u, original apostles had before ht'<'n designate,! by Paul as.; .,;,,u. 

" ,\gainst this it is to he allirn11:<l, that Luke might cc1-tainly assume sueh an 
,u-11uaintanec on the part of hi, rca,li-r., with the circum,t:rnccs, that in speaking 
or James in ,Jerusalem lw ,Ii,! not ,Ie,·111 it uecessan· to n·mark which .lanws he 
ml':mt. IIe c1·c11 nalll<'S l'hilip (viii. 1i) without sayin_(( whl'llu·r h,· was the 
apostle or the ,kacon. Hlcck (Eiul. i11 N. 1'. p. f,![,) explains 1111· matkr 
dill"crently; that as the ,\cts of thte ,\postles is not to he consi,lt're,I an in,lc
l""'Hlcnt work of Luk<', we 111ay suppose that he retainc,l the si111p!t• ,1.-siguatiun 
,lauws as he fonrnl it in his ,Io,•.nm,·11!, withlll;t making any r,·mark on tlui 
relation of this James to ,Jesus aml to James the son of Alphaeus. 

1 The ir11portant position of ,Ta111es in .Jcrnsah·m was uot f.,un,lc,1 on the 
a1•c»tolalP, as tI.,,t ollicc points rather to missionary actil"ily thau to an 
episcopal superintenucncc of a church. 

:, Tlii,; similarity cei.,;cs to 1,e rcmarkal,k, when we consi,kr huw frqucntly 
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The testimonies of the post-apostolic age are much too 
uncertain to decide the controversy ; for whilst Clemens 
.Alexandrinus (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. ii. 1 : ovo oe "feyovaaw 

'laKw{3oc Ek 6 OtKato<; ... €TEpor; 0€ o ... KapaToµT]0Et<;) and 
,Jerome declare for the hypothesis of identity, the Apostolic 
Constitutions (ii. 55, vi. 12, 14; in the latter passage, after 
the enumeration of the twelve apostles, there are yet named : 
'luKW/3~,;; TE () 'TOV Kvp,ov tioeAq>O<; Kal. 'IEpouoXvµwv f'TT'L

O"KO'TT'O<; Ka£ IIuvAo<; o TWV ievwv OtOatrKa"i\oi,) and Ensebius 
( commentary on Isa .. xvii. 5 in l\fontfaucon, coll. nova patr. 
II. p. 42 2 ; Hist. Eccl. i. 12, vii. 19) definitely distinguish the 
brother of the Lord from the apostles. The statement of 
Hegesippus (in Euseb. iv. 22), to which Credner appeals 
against, and Kern and Lange for the itlentity, is not in 
favour of it; 1 also the extract of Jerome from the Hebrew 
gospel cannot with certainty be quoted for it (Hieron. de 1.:ir. 
illustrib. chap. ii.); and still less the passage in the Clemen tine 
Homilies, xi. 35, where the words 'Tff "i\ex0evT£ ci.oe"i\q,cp 'TOV 

1wpfov µov annexed to 'laKW/3<p admit of the explanation that 
the designation ,ioEAcp. 7'. ""P· was his familiar surname. The 
opinions of the later Church :Fathers are evidently of no weight 
either /01· or against the identity. 

On the assumption of identity, the word ci.oe"i\q,or; cannot be 
understood in its usual sense. The opinion, obtaining most 
favour since the time of Jerome, is that the so-called a.81i"i\q,oi 

the same names arc given to different persons in the N. T. ; we have only 
to adduce the names Mary, Simon, Joseph, Judas, etc. On the supposition of 
the identity of these three apostles with the three brothers of Jesus, then in the 
passages l\Iatt. xii. 46 C~Iark iii. 31 ; Luke viii. 19) and John vii. 3, 5, only 
one brother of the Lord, Joses (or Joseph), could be referred. to, particularly as 
sisters could not be included in the idea of brothers, as Lange, it is true, thinks 
is the case in Acts i. 13, 14. 

1 The passage is : ,,,.,'Ta, ird P.tLf'TIJf'r.D'a.l '1«.1'6'/30, 'Tow dlitrUoll, ,;; %!:) D ,e,fJpu,; lT; 
i.-o/ a.in·3/ AO,..,,i, ,:{Z,).,., 0 i" l!;ou a.U<To'ii '1.&1/1-E~r D 'TD'ii KA~,:,rti ,ca.d:~,,.a.,:-a.1 f.,,.;e1,r.o-;ro;• O'i, 
-;rpoido-r-, .,,.a,"'Tf' 011-ra. au..J,,Ow ..-oii ,r,up:ou ~!U'T!f"· In this passage the translation ol' 
au.-oii, of "'"A", aml of ;i,.;,,.,p., is doubtful. Kern and Lange refer ,.;,,,.,;; to o 
""P"•• connect "'"-A" directly with • '" d,,ou au.-,ii, aml refer ~'""''P" to ,;,.,,:_,,,, 
.,.,ii ""P''"· But au-.,ii may, as Crcdner remarks, also refer to '1,;_,..,f1,,, and .,-,;_},.,, 
be connected with xa.d:rJ''1'a.'Ttil fi;ritr1'Q.,,.D;, aml ~~u'TEpow with O'i, '7t'frJfdHrro. If a.UTo; 

is referred to 'Iaxo,f3.,, then James is designated as the real brother of Jesus, 
since in another passage (Euscb. J/ist. Eccl. iii. 22) Simeon the son of Clopas is 
calle<l by Hegesippus the son of the uncle of Jesus; if, on the other ham!, it is 
rcfcrrc,1 to a ""P";, nothin~ is said regarding the relationship of Jame, to Jcsns; 
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were the cousins of Jesus, namdy, the suns of the sister of His 
mother, ,,·ho was also called ::\Iary, and was the wife ut' Clopas 
( = Alphaeus). This view is supported by the interpretation 
of Jul111 xix. :.?iJ, according to which the wor<ls llfapi'a ,j Toii 

KXwr.ii nre taken in apposition to the preceding ;, ao€Xcfn1 T~, 

µ17rpu, ailTOU ; and so the passaµ:e is explained b,r Theodoret: 
,i8ct..cpo, TOU 1wp{ou €KaA€'iTo µi11, DUK ,jv 0€ cpvufl . . . TOU 

KAwr.a µEv ,jv u[o,, TDV 0€ ,cupiau uvc,[rta,· /J,TJT€pa '/UP /ix€ 
T1JV «oct..cp~v nj, Toii ,cupt'ou µ17TEpo,. The correct interpreta
tion or that passage remons all ground for this opinion. 
,\cconlingly Lange (in Herzog's Rail-EncyHopiidic, and repeated 
in his C'u1,rn1cntary, Introduction, p. I 0), instead of this view, 
has atl rnnced the theory, that as Clopas, according to Hege
sippus, was a brother of Joseph, the so-called brcthrrn of Jesus 
were properly His stcp-cou1;in.~, lmt afte1; the early death of 
Clopas were adopted by ,Joseph, a1Hl so actually became the 
brothers of ,Jesus. But this opini1,11 is destitute of foundation; 
for even although the narrati n! of Hegesippus is correct, yet 
tradition is silent concerning tho early death of Clopas and 
the adoption of his children by ,T useph, and as little " does 
history know that the sons of .\lphaeus formed one household 
with the mother of Jesus, and \\·ere prvmincnt members of it," 
as Lauge maintains. By the llenial of identity, do.Xcpoc; is to 
be understoocl in its proper seu~c>. Thicrsch (Krit. d. 1101. test. 
Sclmjfr11, pp. 3Gl, 430 ff) adopt;:; the upi11ion contained, accord-

it tlms c.lq,ernb on the interpretation of "'";_,, an,! ;,,.;.,.,,.,, It cannot 1,e ,h·nic,l 
that -::-"J." is more natmally collllt'<'te,l with ""'•;~-.-a.-.-a., .,,.;~"•-::-•; than with the 
wore.ls \\·hich immediately follow, ns in tl,at l'asc it would clearly 111,·an that 
Simeon Lccamc bishop n scrornl time; l,ut o,,7°'f" may nt lcnst as m·ll 1><· coll
nccfr<l with J', ""f'if',,., (ill the sense: "wl"-'lll all appointed the seeon,l bishop") 
ns with ,·,,,.,,, ""'¥· .-. "~f;,Y,-Thus, then, the explanation of Cree.Iner is not 
inferi<>r 10 that uf Kc-rn allll l.aug,·, hut ratl11"I" "i'i'""rs lob,• the more prnb.,l,lc, 
as Il•·;,,·,ippus dsewl1<•rc design:;tcs ,fauu-s ,irn!'IY as the brotlwr of ti,c Lore.I, 
nllll ))l'\"<"l' illllil"aks that he was nu :IJ><•.,t I,·; rat hl'l' in the \\"()1'1ls ; ii,a,i_,~,,. .. , ei 
... ~., ir..~AtHT;", f,L!~a. ~z, a~oo--.OA&11t O aa!A~i; -.o~ xup:ou 'Itr.¥OJ/;o:, 0 lao,Utz(TPJI; u.o 

":"U ►'.(JV o;J!.,~lo; . . • 'I::~1, <;;"aA>.o; 'IU.1tw,S::1 i::G!;:..~;-)'~(l, he S\'l'IHS at ll•asl to tli:--tii:_~nish 

him frc,111 I 1 .. , apostlc·~. _\cconli11g tu 11 ,-.~,-,iJ•[•ll", ( 'lo[':tS was a l,rot her o!" ,Joseph 
1 E11s1•l1. iii. •i I, athl thus Sinn·nu a.,; tlw !--1111 111' t'lopas was i.t.u.-.J,,C; '7,; x.:;plo11, 

Wll(·th,-r this is corn·ct must i11,l,,nl n·rnain 1111e·,•rt;1i11; it tirals no ~ll['[IOrt in 
the "X. 'I'., as tl1<·r,· thl' sons or l'[c,1,a,· (,00 ,\ll'hac•l!,) are only ,Tames aJHI .loses. 
Fro111 tlw:--,~ n·111rnk:-- it follows ]1ow uu,ju-.lili.d,l1• j .... tl1t· a:--s.t·rtion ,,f Lang,·: '· ,, .. n 

learn 1111111 ll,·.~,-,i1•1•us tl,at .Lt,11,·, tl,,, ],,-, :1,,-r ,,r the Lon! \\";lo" l.,rothc·r of 
Simeon, and that ltoth were the sons of l'lnp.1s," 
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ing to his conjecture, in the Gospel of the Hebrews, and 
already advnnced by Origen (on Matt. xiii.), that the brothers 
of Jesus were the children of Joseph by a former marriage ; 
but against this Wiesinger rightly insists on the fact that this 
opinion of Origen " was by no means prevalent in his time." 
It owed its origin apparently to a delicacy to deny the per
petual virginity of Mary, as Thiersch confesses that " it is not 
to him a matter of indifference whether the mother of the 
Lord remained ael 7Tap0Evor;." The evangelists, however, have 
not this feeling, for otherwise Matthew and Luke woulcl not 
have said of :Mary: ETE/C€ TOV vlov avTijr; 'TOV 7TpWTCJTOICOV, 
,vhich points to the birth of later children not only as a 
possible, but as an actual fact. If it were otherwise, there 
would be some indication in the N. T. that Joseph was a 
widower when he married Mary, or that the aoet..cpo'i 'I111,ou 
were not her children. According to the N. T., the brothers 
of Jesus, to whom James belonged, are the children of :Mary 
born in wedlock with Joseph after the birth of Jesus ; as is 
correctly recognised by Herder, Credner, Meyer, de W ette, 
Wiesinger, Stier, Bleek, and others. 

In what the evangelists relate of the brothers of Jesus, 
James is not particularly distinguished. Accordingly we are 
not to consider his conduct as different from that of the rest. 
Although closely related by birth to Jesus, His brothers did 
not recognise His higher dignity, so that Jesus with reference 
to them said: ovx ECTTt r.pocfnJT'TJ<; &nµor;, el µ~ ev -rfi 7TaTpto£ 
av-rou, ,ca't, ev -rfi ol,c{q, avTou (Matt. xiii. 5 G ). Lange incor
rectly infers from John ii. 12, where the brothers of Jesus are 
first mentioned, that "even at the commencement of the 
ministry of Jesus they were spiritually related (that is, by 
faith) to the disciples; " for at that time the brothers had not 
attached themselves to the disciples, but went with them from 
Cana to Capernaum that they might accompany Mary. At a 
later period we find them separated from the disciples (see 
l\Iark iii. 21; Matt. xii. 46; Luke viii. 19);1 they go with 

1 This event, accorcling to the united testimony of the Synoptists, occmTcu 
after the choice of the Twelve ; Jlfark makes it to follow directly upon it. In 
,>.,yo, yJp, vcr. 21, Lange finds an "artifice" on the part of those belonging to 
Jc,us to rescue Him from the death which threatencll Him(!). - Meyer supplies 
to i;,>.&n, "from N nzctrcth ; " but it is probable that the family at this time 
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:\fary to th!' house where Jesus is, because, thinking that He 
,rns m::ul, they wished to bring Him home with them, ,vhich 
wns e\'idently 110 sign of their faith, but rather of their un
belief.1 After the miracle of the loaves, when the feast of 
TaLernacles was at hand, they arc with Jesus in Galilee; but 
that even at this period they <lid not believe on Him, is 
expressly asserted by John (vii. 5). Only after the ascension 
<lo we find them as disciples of the Lord in close fellow
ship with the apostles. ,ve are not informed ,vhen thi;; 
change took place, but from the fact that Jesus on the cl'Os;; 
resigned His mother, as one forsaken, to the care of John, we 
may conjPctme that even then they <lid not believe. It is 
probable that our Lord's appearance after His resurrection tu 
Jame,, (1 Cor. xv. 5) decided his belief, and that his con
version drew his brothers along with him, ns mny he 
infenctl from the force of his character. So Bleck, Bin!. in d . 
. N. 'l.'. p. GL1G. ,Tames at an C[lrly period obtained in tlw 
chureh of .J erusalc111 such a position that he appears as it, 
head (about A.n. J4) ; yet this position is not that of a bishop 
in distindion from presbyters, but he was one of the presbytcr,
(Acts xv. 22, 2:i), whose loftier dignity was not derived from 
any spt>ci:11 oflicial authority, hut only from his personality. 
In thP conference at ,Jernsalem (in the year 50, Acts X\ •. J 

,fames not only took an important part, hut his voice ga\'e tlu~ 
decision. "' e cannot call his advice, in accordance with 
which the definite resolution was arrived at, a compromise; 
for the fp1cstion whether believers among the Gentiles WCl'l' 
obliged to Le circumcised could only be allirmetl or dcnicll. 
,fames decided the question in the negatiYe, grounding hi,
opinion not 011 his own experience, 11or on the co111111u11icalilrn-; 
of l'aul and Bamahas, but on the divine act narrated by Peter, 
\\·herein he recogni.,l!,l the commencement of the fulfilmL•nt or 
the definite -Xo1ot -;-:;Jv r.porp11-rwv. \Vhen he imposed 11po11 

the Gentile C.:hrisLians t'i1r.ix€u0at ,i,.o 'TWV 1i-X1u717µ.,1.-rwv -;-c";_,v 

rlow-Xw1• Kat -rij<; r.opvt:ta', Kat 'TOU 7iVIK'TOU ,ea~ 'TOU a,µa-ro;,, hL· 

,lm·lt JH1 )011_~,-r in Xazar,·th, lmt in Cq,l'rnanm; for in ~L,rk Yi. ~ the inhal,it
ants or );°azan·th s:1y u11fy of the ,id,:r.,, 1,nt not .,f Ilis rnoth,-r an,! brtJth,•1.,, 
that they <lwell with them (comp. also :Matt. xiii. G/i). 

1 Lange also, it is trn,•, fmt!s in the ,!t:111:rn,I of the hroth,'rs a si~n of unl, ·li,·i', 
lmt of the unl,eli,·f of an cuthusiasm whil'h ha,l nut yet risi·n to sl'll'-sacril:r,· ! 
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does so, not in tlte same sense as that in which the J udaizers 
imposed on them the observance of the law; and when as a 
reason he appeals to the reading of Moses every Sabbath in the 
synagogues even of Gentile cities, he intimates that he wished 
to draw the boundary to the freedom of the Gentile Christians, 
within which they must keep themselves, if it were to be 
possible for the Jewish Christians to live in brotherly fellow
ship with them. That James not only recognises Gentile 
Christianity, but also the a.1roo"ro)..~ of Paul, is apparent from 
Gal. ii. 7 ff. ; yet it does not follow that he entered entirely 
into Paul's views. According to Gal. ii. 12, the persons 
there called 1we,; ci1ro • IaKw/3ov were offended because Peter 
and the other ,Jews did eat µeTa, Tw,, l0vwv. "\Ve are not told 
in the narrative of Paul that these did not come directly from 
James, but only from Jerusalem, at least that they had not 
been sent by James, or that they had expressed themselves 
more strongly than the views of James warranted. The 
influence which they exerted on Peter, and even on Ihrnabns 
and the other Jewish Christians at Antioch, would rather 
seem to indicate that their words were regarded as those of 
James, who, when he declared himself against <Tvve<T0frtv µeTa 
TWV e0vwv,1 did not contradict his view expresseu in the COll

vention at Jerusalem. It is clear from Acts xxi. 1 7-26 that 
James attached great importance to the point that every 
a1ro<TTa<Tla of the Jews from :Moses should be avoided, and 
that the Gentile Christians should remain by that fourfold 
a1rixe<T0a, ; he even demanded from Paul a proof that he had 
not ceased to observe the law (TLV voµov f/,v)..a<TlTetV). From 
the fact that Paul complied with this demand, it follows 
not only that he was not hostilely opposed to the view of 
,James, but that he respected it, and recognised in it 
nothing essentially opposed to his own principles. He 
could not have done so had James insisted on the obserY
ance of the law in the snme sense as did the Judaizing 
Christians, against whom I'aul so often and so decidedly con-

1 If Paul by .,.,. ,;,. (Gal. ii. 12) means not Gentiles, but, as is ce1tainly the 
usual view, Gentile Christians, we must su1,pose, with "Wieseler (Komm. ·iiber d. 
Br. an d. Gal.), that the Gentile Christians at Antioch no longer kept the rules 
established at Jerusalem, otherwise Peter woul<l ha\'e ha<l 110 reason to sc•p3mte 
himself from them at their meals. - Yet it is douhtful if we are justilicd in 
assuming this, as the presupposed fact is not in the least indicated by Paul. 
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tcmlcd. .According to James, the law was not a necessary 
rneans of justification along with and in addition to faith, but 
the rnle of life appointed by God to the people of Israel, 
according to which uclici-ing Israel has to conform in the fi-ce 
obcdirncc rif fcu'th. Thus James was and continued to be in 
his faith in Christ a true Jew, without, however, denying that 
Christianity was not only the glorification of Judaism, but 
aho that by it the blessing promised to Israel was imparted to 
the Gentiles without their being subject to the law of Israel.1 

The position of James toward the Mosaic law was accordingly 
different from that of Paul. For whilst the latter was con
scious that in Christ he was dead to the law (µ~ itv v'iT'o voµov, 
1 C'or. ix. 20), so that he felt himself at liberty to be w, 
'IovSa'io, to the Jews but w, avoµo, to the avoµot,, though 
always lvvoµo, XptuT'fJ, the former esteemed it to be a sacred 
duty in Christ to obse1Te the law which God had given to His 
people through J\foses.2 In this legal obedience James showed 
such a strict couscientiousness, that even by the J cws ho 
received the name of "the Just." And considering this his 

1 "' ciss is wrong when he maintains (iu the dissertation "James awl raul" 
in the de11tsche Ztscl,r. f. christl. ll'issensclu!fl, !ith year, 1S5-1, No. !il) that 
.Tames was a stranger to the distinction between the fulfilment of the law from 
a ruotiYc of duty aud from the impulse of a new principle, and that iu this ho 
was in opposition to Paul; that while, according to the latter, the law leads to 
sin allll death, according to the view of James it procluccs righteousness ,rnd 
,!di\·cmnce from death, and that he cherishes the idea, supposed by ,vciss to be 
.. ontainccl in the 0. T., that he only can be declared righteous by God who is 
actually perfectly righteous. In opposition to the first two positions it is to be 
urged, that James in chap. ii. speaks not of the 0. T. law as such, but of the 
:X. T. ''f''• .,.;;r ,,._,ehp:a;; an,! against the third position, that the 0. T. recog
nises clistinctly aforuii·n1css of sins, as well as that James r,-g:1.rds ),,.,.,,;;.,p,,, 1; 
;·_,,.,, as a work of uracc, since he clocs not clcuy the existence of sin among trne 
l ,elicnrs, and in ii. 11 1ll'esupposes that it is only possible to stand in the jn,lg-
111c11t iuasmneh as that judgmrnt is maciful. It is to be obscr'l"Ccl that ,rriss 
adrnnccs tho s:1me view of James iu his bibl. 'l'!teolor,ie. 

"l'anl ancl J:uncs before their conn,rsion to Cl.tri,t certainly occupied ,lill'crcnt 
p,,silions with regard to the hw. '!'he forn,,·r rcgarclccl it-conformably tu his 
l'lrnrisaism-as the nll'ans of procnring righko11sn,·ss, an,! accordingly in his 
slri\'ings he exp<·ri,·nccd it as a l;'ey,, which \H•igl,c,l him down ; James, ou the 
otl11,r hancl, was n·rtainly one or those pious 1u•r.,uus lo whom, iu the faith of the 
CO\'l'n:mt whid, Go,l made with His l'coph·, the law, as the witness or this 
connant, was 1 lu, wor,l or ,li,·inc Ion, an,! thc·rcf.irc in it he ha,! found i,is joy 
ancl consolation (<'0111p. I's. l'Xix. [•:!, xix. 8-11). ran! fomHl his peace, when 
J,c rccc,~uis.·,l hi111s,•ll' in Christ l'rce from the law; James, when he experienced 
in Christ strength to obey the law. 
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peculiar character, it is not at all to be wondered at that the 
Judaistic Christians leant chiefly on him, and that Judaistic 
tradition imparted additional features to his portrait, by which 
he appeared as the ideal of_ Jewish holiness. According to 
the description of Hegesippus (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. ii. ~3), he 
was by birth a Nazarite, he led an ascetic life, he never 
anointed with oil nor used the bath, he never wore woollen 
but linen clothes, he was permitted to enter into the sanc
tuary, and he prayed constantly on his knees for the forgive
ness of the people, and continued in his devotions so long that 
his knees became hard as camels'. This description may 
contain a few genuine traits, yet, as will be generally admitted, 
it cannot be acquitted of " suspicious exaggeration" (Lange). 
The statements of the Ebionites proceed further ; in the 
Clementines, James is raised above all the apostles, and exalted 
to the episcopacy of all Christendom ; indeed, according to 
Epiphanius (Haeres. xxx. 16), his ascension to heaven was a 
matter of narration; and Epiphanius himself thinks that he 
not only went yearly into the holy of holies, but that he also 
wore the diadem of the high priest. 

SEC, 2.-TIIE READERS OF THE EPISTLE. 

The contents of the Epistle prove that it was addressed to 
Christians. Not only does the author-who by the dcsign:i.
tion ,wp{ov •1,,,a-ou Xpia--rou ooul\,o, plainly announces himself 
to be a Christian-address his readers throughout as his 
"brethren" (also as liis " beloved brethren"), but in several 
places he distinctly allirms that they stand with him on the 
same ground of faith; in chap. i. 18 he says that God has 
begotten them (~µas) by the word of truth; in chap. ii. 1 he 
reminds them of their 1rtun, -rou ,wp{ov 'I. Xpta-TOu -r17, 
oog7J,; in chap. ii. 7 he speaks of the goodly name (that is, the 
name of Jesus Christ) which was invoked upon them; in chap. 
v. 7 he exhorts them to patience, pointing out to them the 
nearness of the coming of the Lord; and in chap. ii. 16 ff. he 
evidently supposes that they had one and the same faith with 
himself. Add to this, that if the author as a oou/\,O~ of Christ 
had written to non-Christians, his Epistle could only lw.Ye had 
the intention of leading them to faith in Christ; Lut of such 
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an intention there is not the slightest trace found in the 
Epistle, so that Bouman is completly nujustified when he 
says: n1IL haec esse epistola estque revera christinnae rcli
giouis schola. propaedcutica. Certainly the designation of the 
readers, found in the i11scription of the Epistle as ai owOEKa 

!f,v"71.a, ai iv Ty oiacn.op~'i, appears at Yariance with this Yiew, 
as such a designation p1·operly applies to Jew.~ dispersed among 
the Gentiles beyond the boundaries of Palestine. By this 
11awe cannot he meant Christ-i<rns i'n !Jcncral ( Hengstenhcrg), in
asmuch as they are the spiritual Israel (in contrast to o 'Icrpa1',X 
Ka Ta crapKa, l Cor. X. 18 ; comp. (}al. vi. 16 ), and still less 
the Oentilc Ulu:istia11s (Philippi), because it stamps the nation
ality too distinctly (much more than the expression fKAEKTOt 

'1Tapmio17µ,ot OtaU'TT'Opi'i,, 1 J>ct. i. 1 ), particularly as nothing 
is adJe<l pointing beyuwl the limits of nationality. The appa
rent contradiction is solYe<l by the cousideration of the view 
of ,James, acconling to which the Christians to whom he wrote 
not only had not cea~:etl to be Jews, lmt it was precisely those 
Jews who helieYed in the Messiah promised to them and 
rnanift>,;tetl in ,Tesu,; who were the t1'ltc Jews, so that he 
n'ganbl bdii:ci11g Israel as the true people of God, on whom he 
could therefore ,vithont scrnplc confer the name ai owOEKa 

qiuAa{,1 pointing to the fathers to whom the promises were 
made ; and, l,esides, it is not to be forgotten that the sharp 
distinction between Christianity springing up in J uJaism, antl 
,Judaism called to Christianity, <lid not at first arise, but was 
only gratlually developed by subsequent historical relations; 
yet it is not - on account of the aliorn adduced reasons -
to be inl'crrcd, ns Bouman and Lange assume, that the Epi,;tle 
was not onlv written to the converted, bnt also to the 1111-

converted J ~ws.2 The destination of the Epistle to ,fowi;;h 

1 The solution is unsatisfactory, that ".Tames Wl'ites lo the .Jews with whom h,· 
lias :u·,·,·.,; '" a servant or .Jesus Christ, a11<I 011 whom as sueh he has i11flrn·n,·1·." 

" It i.s lrne that the authnr tlin·..tly :ul,ln·ssl's the rich, wlio ,wr,· lw,lil,·ly 
,Jispo.st:,! tu the Christians; hut it ,\o,·s uot follow from this that th,· Epi,11,· wa,; 
i11 any ,,roper seusc tlircctcJ to tl11·m; it is rather to lit, <·xplaiue,l fro,11 the 
linli11css with which he wrilt-s. The author sc•t•s those who h:111 ,·xposi•,I the 
n·a<lcrs of his EJ,i.,tl,· in a twofol,I 1na1111<·r to lt·rn1,tation (<r"f"~I";;) as pn•sent 
lH•forc hirn, an,\ lhl'n·J«11· fur the ,ak" or !1is r.-a,l,·rs Ji., a,l,ln•sse.~ th,·m 1\in•,·tly: 
as also tl,e l'l'"('l11•ls «lt,·n JiJ in their 1lcnu11ci:1tit111s a~aiust the rn,•mics uf 
hrael. 
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Christians follows from chap. ii. 2, where the place of assembly 
of the congregations is called ,;uva'YW'Y'I; from ii. 29, where 
:\Ionothcism is prominently brought forward; from v. 12, 
where swearing according to forms customary arnoug the Jews 
is forbidden; and from v. 14, where the custom of anointing 
with oil is mentioned. But, besides, ~11 the ethical faults 
which the autho" reproves are of such a nature that they have 
their root in the carnal Jewish disposition (Wiesinger, Schaff, 
Thiersch, and others 1). - The indolent reliance, prevailing in 
the congregations, on a f~ith without ,v_o.rks, cannot be ad
duced as a feature opposed to the Jewish character; for in its 
nature it is nothing else than the pharisaical confidence on the 
superiority over all other natiory~ranted by God through 
the law to the people of Israel. (As_ the ,Jews thought that iu 
their law they had a guarantee for thei1· salmtion without the 
actual practice of the law (comp. Hom. ii. 17 ff.), so these 
Christians trusted to their faith, though defective in wor~s.~ 
That in later times the Jews also placed a false confidence mi 
their knowledge of God, Justin testifies when he says: o[ 

A.f."/OUU£V, O'Tt ,c/lv aµapTw'11..o',, 6JfT£, 0€0V ie "/£VWUKOUfT£V, 01.J µ17 

AO"/{fTTJTa£ avTo'ic; aµapT[av (Dial. p. 370, ed. col.). - It is true 
it is not prominently mentioned in the Epistle that the readers 
were solicitous about a scrupulous observance of the rites or 
~ :i\'Josaic law, but a false estimate of an external 0pTJ<rKEia 

was, according to i. 22 ff, not wanting among them, with 
which also was united, as among the Jews, a fanatieal zeal 
(oP"/1). -The condition of these Jewish-Christian congrega
tions, as described in the Epistle, was as follows : They were 
exposed to manifold temptations (1rEtpauµo'i, 1rotd'11..oic;), whilst 
their members as poor (Ta1rEwot, 1rTwxot) by reason of their 
faith (chap. ii. 5, 6) were oppressed by the rich. But they 
did not bear these persecutions with that patience which 
assures the true Christian of the crown of life ; on the con-

1 ·when Ilriickncr thinks that the <lescription of the rca<lers as ai ;;.;;;,,.,. <;v).a.i 

docs uot rer1uire that they were merely Jewish Christians, but only that they 
who came over to them from the Gentiles must have submitted to the ordinances 
of the Jewish 11ational life, it is to be obscrvcu that circrcmcised Gentiles were no 
longer regarded as Gentiles, but as Jews. 

~ "What James hau in view is simply a Jewish orthodoxy which asserted 
itself amo11g the Jewish Christians iu the forn1 of a dead unfruitful faith in Go,\ 
anu the Messiah," Thiersch. 
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trary, these persecutions gave rise to an inward temptation, 
the blame of which, however, they sought not in themselves, 
in their er.t0uµ{a, but in God. Instead of praying in faith 
for the wisdom which "·as lucking to them, they gave way to 
doubt, which placed them in opposition to the principle of 
Christian life. Whilst they considered their Ta'TT'etvoT'fj<; as a 
disgrace, they looked ·with envy at the glitter of earthly 
glory, and preferred the friendship of the world to that of 
God, in consequence of which, even in their religious assem
blies, they flattered the rich, whilst they looked down upon 
the poor. This worldly spirit, conducive to the friendship of 
the world, was likewise the occasion of bitter strife among 
them, in which they murrnmcd against each other, and in 
passionate zeal contended with Yiolcnt words. These conten
tions were not "theological discussions" (Reuss) or "doc
trinal dissensions" (Schmid), for the Epistle points to none of 
these, but concerned practical life, especially the Christian's 
demeanour in the ,rnrld.1 As the Jews imagined that it 
belonged to them to be the ruling people of the world, to 
whom all the glory of the ,rnrld belonged, so also many 
in these congregations wished to possess even on the earth 
in a worldly form the glory promised to Christians, and 
therefore they quarrelled with " the brethren of low degree," 
who on thefr part were carried along in passionate wrath 
against those of a proud disposition. In serving the world 
they certainly did not wish to cease to be Christians, but they 
thought to be certain of justification (ou,awvCT0at) on account 
of their faith, although that faith was to them something 
entirely extemal ,vhich produced among them a fanatical zeal 
(as the law among the Jews), but not that ·1corl~ of faith "·hich 
consisted, on the one haml, iu TTJpE'iv fouTov a,ro Tov Kouµov, 

nnd, on the other, in the practice of compassionate loYc. Yet 
all were not estrangetl in this manner from the Christian life ; 
there were still among them disciples of the Lord ,Yho were 
and wished to be Tar.Ewa{; yet ,rnrlclliness was so prcYalent 
in the midst of them that even they suffered from it. Hence 

1 'l'he ouscrvation of Hcuss (§ 1-1.J) is mislc,1<1in;: : '' The snprcm:icy of systems 
:rn,l philosophy of faith was to the simple-min,\c,l aml unphilosophical author as 
mndt opposed as the supremacy of mom·y and line clothes," since the ).o:>.,;, 
against which Ja mes r,nntcmls has nothing to ,lo with "~ystcms nnu philosophy." 
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the admonitory and warning nature of the Epistle to all, yet 
so that it is addressed chiefly sometimes to the one party aud 
sometimes to the other, and is in its tone now mild and now 
severe. All, however, are addressed as aoe)\.<pot, except the 
rich, who are distinctly stated as those who stand not inside, 
but outside of the congregations to whom the Epistle was ad
dressed. These faults in the congregations were the occasion 
which induced James to compose his Epistle. The Epistle 
itself is opposed to the opinion of Lange, that its occasion can 
only be understood when it is recognised that the Jewish Chris
tians were infected by the fanaticism of the Jews, in which the 
revolutionary impulse of independence and revenge was united 
with enthusiastic apocalyptic and chiliastic hopes, and which 
was excited by the antagonism of the Gentile world to J uclaism ; 
in the Epistle only in an arbitrary manner can references and 
allusions to these "historical conditions" be maintained. 

The cl!__urches to which the Ep_istle is addressed are, accord
ing to the inscription:- outside orPalestine, chiefly in Syria 
an<l the far East, whilst in the West there were hardly any 
Jewish Christian churches ; yet it is possible that the author 
also included, by the expression employed, the churches in 
Palestine only outsi<le of Jerusalem (Guericke). 

SEC. 3.-CO!-l'TE~TS AND C!IATIACTER OF THE EPISTLE. 

The Epistle commences with a reference to the r.eipauµo{ 
which the readers had to endure, exhorting them to esteem 
them as reasons for joy, to prove their patience under them, 

-to ask in faith for the wisdom which was lacking to them, to 
which a warning against doubt is annexed. To the rich the 
judgment of Goel is announced; whilst to the lowly, who 
endure patiently, the crown of life is promised (i. 1-12). 
Directly upon this follows the warning not to refer the internal 
temptations which arose from their own lusts (hn0uµ(a) to 
God, as from God, on the contrary, cometh every good gift, 
especially the new birth by the word of truth (i. 13-18). To 
this is annexed the exhortation to be swift to hear, slow to 
speak, and slow to wrath. This exhortation forms the basis 
for the following amplifications. The first, " swift to hear," is 
more precisely defined: to receive with meekness the word 
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which is able to save the soul, in such a way as there shall 
he no failure in the doing of the word by works of compas
sionate love, and by preserYing oneself from the world 
(i. 19-2 7). "\\ ith special reference to the flattery of the rich 
aud the despising of the poor occmring in theit· assemblies, 
the sin of respect of persons is brought before the readers aLHl 
pressed upon them; that whosoever shall transgress the law in 
one point, he is guilty of all, and that to . the unmerciful a 
ju<lgment without mercy will be meted out (i~3); where
upon it is strongly affirmed that it is foolish to trnst to a faith 
which without w01·ks is in itself dead. Such a faith does not 
profit; for by works a man is justified, and not by faith only, as 
also the examples of Abraham and RahalJ show (ii 14-:-2-6). -
"rithout any transition, an earnest warning follows against the 
vain desire of teaching, which evidently refers to "slow to speak, 
slow to wrath." The ,rnrning is founded on the tlifliculty, 
indeed the impossibility, of bridling the tongue. IIe:n-enly 
wisdom is then commended in contrast to the wisdom of this 
world, which is full of bitter envy (iii. 1-1 S). The author 
severely reprimands his readers for their strifes arising from 
the love of the world, and exhorts them to humble themseh-es 
before God, and not to judge one another (iv. 1-12). He then 
turns to those who, in the pride of possession, forget their 
dependence on God, points out to them the fleeting nature of 
human life, subjoins a severe apostrophe against the rich, tu 
whom he announces the certain judgment of C:od (iv. 13-Y. G), 
:i.nd, pointing to the Old Testament examples, exhorts h(s 
readers to a persevering patience in love, as the coming of the 
Lord is at hand(,·. 7-11). After a short waming against i1lle 
swearing (v. 12), the author gives advice as to how the sick 
are to behave themselv~s, exhorting them to mutual confe;;~ion 
of sin, and, referring to the example of Elias, to mutual inter
cession ; he then eoncludes the Epistle by stating the lilessing 
which arises from the com·e1·sion of a. sinner(,·. 13-20).1 

1 On the train ofthou;;ht in th,· Epi,t],,, sec "The Conn,·,·lion of the E1,istk of 
.T.1111es," by l'frilkr, in 1/u·ol. Stud. 11. Krilik-11, 18~0, l'art I. In this ,lisscrta
tion the i1111,ort:t11ee of i. 19 for the ,·onstrudion of the Episllr is correctly n~co;;
uiscd; only the two Jlll'Illl,c1·:-; f3fa.(JIJ; ,;; ,;-0 i-.u).T,o-a, :11ul :;,a.;IJ; t;; Cy;,i" arc to1J 

much sq,arat,·,l from <·ach other, an,! a,:,•r,nliu;;ly the co111mcncemc11t ot' a thinl 
,li\'isi1>11 of thl· EJ'istlc is placcu at iii, 13, ,rhcrc, l:owcnr, the rcf,·rcncc to the 
ep-yn in the preccJing paragraph is evident. 
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This Epistle was not addressed to a single church, but to a 
circle of churches (namely, to the Jewish-Christian churches 
outside of Palestine or of Jerusalem), on which account, when 
received into the canon, it was classed among the so-called 
emuTo"'A.a'ii; ,ca0o"A.uca'ii;, by which, however, nothing is deter
mined concerning its peculiar design.1 For, even although 
the seven Catholic Epistles received this name with reference 
to the already existing collection of the Pauline Epistles, yet 
the opinion of Kern (Co1n1,1cntary, Introduction), that the 
collection of these epistles under that name indicates an 
intcmal relationship with reference to the doctrine and 
tendency of Paul, is not justified. As an encyclical epistle, 
the Epistle of James considers only congregational, but not 
personal relations. With regard to its contents, it is decidedly 
ethical, not dogmatic, and that not merely because it treats 
only of the ethical faults in th13 congregations referred to, but 
also because it contemplates Christianity only according to its 
ethical side? It is peculiar to this Epistle that the gospel
the word of truth by which God effects the new birth, and of 
which it is said that it is able to save the soul-is designated 
1•oµoi;. This vuµoi;, more exactly characterized as ,-fi"A.e,oi; o 
Tij, el\.eu9Ep{a,, is certainly distinguished from the 0. T. 
,,oµo,, which only commands, without communicating the 
power of free obedience ; but, at the same time, in this very 
designation the conviction is expressed of the closest connec
tion between Judaism and Christianity, whilst the same voµoi; 
f1au1"'A.iKo'>, which forms the essence of the law in the 0. T. 
economy, is stated as the summary of this N. T. voµoi;. Taking 
these two points together, it follows, according to the view of 
_t,he author, that, on the one hand, the Christian by means of 
7r{uni;, which is implanted in his mind by the word of truth, 
has stepped into a new relation with God (and in so for 
Christianity is a 11ew creation) ; and, on the other hand, the 

1 Concerning the name L,,,,,..~,>..«: ,,_,,,g,;_,,.a:, see In troJuctions to the N. T. 
The most probable opinion is, that x.a~''·'"'' is synonymous with ,,-.,;"'·";, The 
reason why 1 anJ 2 John arc incluJcd, is that they bclongcJ to the First 
:Epistle, anJ were :ippende,l to it. Sec also Herzog's Real-Bncyklopiidie, article 
"katholische Bricfc." • 

• Abo "the mystical element" (liriickncr, Gunkel) is not wanting, as appears 
from i. 18; but this is only indic:itcJ in a. passing manner, without James further 
entering upon it. 

JifEYER,-JA~IF.S, B 
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chief point of Christianity consists in this, that in it such 
a 7ro{7Jrrt<; is possible, by ,d1ich a man is µa,cap1or;, and may 
lJe assured of future rrwTTJPfa (and in so far Christianity is 
glorified Judaism). Hence the author can ascribe no im
portance to a r./.rrnr; which is "·ithout eprya, and hence it is 
natural to him to place all the importance on the ep-ya, that 
is, on the works which proceed from faith ; yet he docs this 
neither in the sense that man by his iprya is placed in this 
new relation to God, for it is only in this relation that he can 
do these wor!;:s, nor yet in the sense that by t1wm he c:111 
JIUTit (TCJJTrpfa or Ot/Catourr0at in the jmlgment (ev 7f 
,cp[vcrr0at), for James does not deny that the believer con
tinues a sinner, and that therefore he can only be acquitted 
in ju<lgment by the mercy of God. - The reticence on 
christological points is another peculiarity of this EJ_Jistle. 
Yet there is not wanting in it a decidedly Christian impress. 
This is seen in two ways : First, ethical exhortations are 
enforced-though not, as is often the case in other X. T. 
Epistles, by a reference to the specific poiuts of Christ's salva
tion-by a reference both to the Sa.Ying act of regeneration 
by the gospel, and to the advent of the Lord, so that as the 
foundation of the Christian ethical life subjectively considered 
is 'TT'IO"Ttr;, so objectively it is the redemption of God in Christ. 
Secondly, the same dignity is attributed to Christ in this 
Epist1e as in the other writings of the N. T. This is 1,een 
from the fact that the author calls himself a ooiiA.or; of Goel 
and of the Lm·d Jesus Christ. It is here to be ol.Jse1Tcd that 
God and Christ arc placed iu juxtaposition, and that the :-;:imc 
name is giYen to Christ as to God, namely ,cupto<;, 1,y wl1ich 
He is placed on an eqnality with God, and specifically 
distinguished from mrm. The circumstance that the author 
directly unites the di\·ine jndgment with the cumin;:; of the 
J,onl, in<leecl designates the Lord Himself as the ,Tndgl', also 
p11i11ts to this higher dignity of Christ. Sec Dorner, I,,./t,., rn;i 

du P,·,·s11n Clli·i,ti, 2d ed. part I. p. !J4 ff; Kern, lu1/il1/lC1lt. 

p. 40; Schmill, Eiul. Theo!. part II.§ 57. 1. Xor are christo
lorrical points wantiwr in the E1,istlc; though the fact that 
th~y are mure repress;! than i., the case elsewl1ere in the :X. T., 
and that spl'cific acts of rn<lemptiou, as the incarnati1111 of 
Christ, His lleath, His resurrcclio11, etc., arc entirely omitted, 
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forms a peculiarity of this Epistle ,vhich distinguishes it from 
all the other writings of the N. T. The view of the author is 
directed less to the past than to the future, as this conesponds 
to his design, which aimed at the practical bearing of Chris
tianity; see i. 12, ii. 5, 14, iii. 1, v. 1, 7, 9. See on the contents 
of the Epistle, W_ciss, Bibl. Thcol. des N. T. pp. 196-219. -
It is undeniable that there is a connection between this 
Epistle and Christ's Sermon on the Mount; Kern calls it a 
counterpart of the same, and Sch_!!iliL(Bibl. Thcol. ii. § 60) 
says that James had it for his model. Yet this is not to be 
understood as if the Sermon ou the Mount, as transmitted by 
Matthew, was influential for the conception of this Epistle ; it 
is not even proved that the author was acquaiuted with that 
writing; and not only do we find in each of these two writings 
many references which are foreign to the other, but also 
where they coincide there is a difference of expression in the 
same thoughts. The relationship consists rather in the fact 
that the ethical view of Christianity, as seen in the Epistle, is 
in perfect accordance with the thoughts expressed by Christ in 
the Sermon on the Mount, as well as in His other discourses, 
and which, before they were reduced to writing, were in their 
original form vividly impressed on the Church by oral tradition. 
Embued with the moral spirit of Christianity announced in 
these words of Jesus, the author of the Epistle regards Chris
tianity chiefly as a moral life, so that eveu the person of 
Christ, in a certain measure, steps into the background ; 
just as Christ Himself, where He treats of the ethical life, is 
comparatively silent with reference to His own person. The 
parallel passages from the Sermon on the Mount are the 
following: chap. i. 2, Matt. v. 10-12; chap. i. 4 (tva 1JTE 

7'€71.Etot), Matt. v. 48; chap. i. 5, v. 15 ff., :Matt. vii. 7 ff.; 
chap. i. 9, Matt. v. 3; chap. i. 20, Matt. v. 22; chap. ii. 13, 
Matt. vi. 14, 15, v. 7 ; chap. ii. 14 ff., l\fatt. vii. 21 ff. ; chap. 
iii. 17, 18, Matt. v. 9; chap. iv. 4, Matt. vi. 24; chap. iv. 10, 
Matt. v. 3, 4 ; chap. iv. 11, Matt. vii. 1 f.; chap. v. 2, Matt. 
vi. 19; chap. v. 10, Matt. v. 12; chap. v. 12, l\Iatt. v. 33 ff. 
There are also parallel passages from the other discourses of 
Jesus: chap. i. 14, Matt. xv. 19; chap. iv. 12, Matt. x. 28. 
Compare also the places where the rich are denounced with 
Luke vi. 24 ff. - But as these parallel passages do not prove 
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the 11se of the synoptical Gospels, so 11eithel' is a me of the 
J>anlinc Epistles <lemonstratell.1 The few 11laces where the 
a11thol' coinci<les with the first Epistle of Peter are to he 
explained from an acq uaintancc of J>cter ,\·ith this Epistl('. 
On the other hand, it is worthy of remark that not only i,; 
there freq11e11t reference to the expressions an<l historical 
examples of the 0. T., but that the i<lea " of the contrast, 
running through the spirit of Israel, between the externally 
fort11natc but reprohate friendship of the world, ancl the 
externally suffering hnt blessc<l friendship of God" (Ueuss), 
pervades this Epistle. - SeYeral passages are evidently foun<led 
on correspon<ling passages in the Apocrypha of the 0. 1' . 

.As, on the one ham.I, the Epistle is a letter of comfort and 
exhortation for the believing brethren, so, on the other hand, 
it is a polemical writing ; but its polemics are directed not 
against <logmatic errors, but ethical perYcrsions. Only one 
pa,-sagc, chap. ii. l-!-~G, appears to combat a <lefinite doctrine, 
and that the doctrine of justification of the Apostle l'nul. Dut 
wlmtcvn Yicw may he taken of this, the polemics arc here 
introduced for the sake of ethical Christian life, namel~·, only 
with the object of showiug that Christians are not indolently 
to trust to a 1rlu-nr; without works, Lnt arc to prove a liYing 
faith Ly good works, so that the proposition ig ip-yc,w 
ou,atDUTat avepw1ro,, Ka~ DU/C €1' 'TrlGTEW, µovov is Ly no 
means employed to coufnte the Pauline principle, ou DtK

atovTat av0pc,nro<; Jg ip-ywv voµou, iav µ1', Ota da-TEW~ 
'I11uou Xpta-Tou, in tlie application in which l'aul made the 
nsse1-tion. Here, then, as everywhere, we sec that the author 
i,; a man whose attention is entirely directed to practie,tl life, 
and who Loth for himself and for otheril has in Yicw, as the 
aim of all striving, a TEAEtOT1J<; ,diich consists in the perfect 
agreement of the life ,vith the diviue will, which the law in 
itself was incapable of producing, hut whid1 to the Christian 
is n,1Hlcred possible, because Gou, according to His will, has 
hy faith implanted Hi,, law as an inner 1,rinciple of life, and 
therefore is to be aimed at with all earnestness. 

111 recent times, the peculiar temlem-y of this Epistle has 
nftc11 been dcsignateu as that of a Je\\·ish Christianity. It is 

1 !11,·nrrPrtly, IIcngstenherg thinks that chop. i. ~. !") 1A,'!"., to 1:,,111. v. 3; 
l'lmp. i. 25, ii. 12, to Gal. i,·. 5; and chap. i. 22 tu i!om, ii. 13. 
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true that there is not the slightest trace of an agreement with 
the view expressed in Acts xv. 1 : eav µ,~ 7r€ptT€JJ,V'Yj(j0€ T<p i!0£t 

Mwi:(jfW<;, OU ouvaa-0e a-w017i1at; neither is circumcision, nor 
the ritual observances of the Mosaic law, anywhere mentioned; 
but the supposition of the unity of the Old and New Testament 
law which lies at the foundation of the Epistle, as well as the 
peculiar importance assigned to 7T'ot17(jtc, Tou ep'Yov, with the 
reticence 011 the christological points of salvation, point cer
tainly to a Jewish-Christian author, who occupies a different 
position to the law from that of the Apostle Paul. So far, 
there is nothing to object to in this designation; only it must 
not be forgotten that, apart from the heretical forms into ,rhich 
Jewish Christianity degenerated, it might assume, and dit1 
assume, special forms different from that presented in this 
Epistle. If, in later Jewish-Christian literature, there are many 
traces of a relationship with the tendency of this Epistle, yet 
there is to be recognised in this fact not less the definite
influence of the person of the author than its Jewish-Christian, 
spirit. 

As regards the style and fonn of expression, the language is 
not only fresh and vivid, the immediate outflow of a deep and 
earnest spirit, but at the same time sententious and rich iu 
graphic figure. Gnome follows after gnome, and the discotm,e 
hastens from one similitude to another: so that the diction 
often passes into the poetical, and in some parts is like that 
of the 0. T. prophets. \Ve do not find logical connection, 
like that in St. Paul; but the thoughts arrange themseh·es 
in single groups, which are strongly marked off from one 
another. '\Ve everywhere see that the author has bis object 
clearly in sight, and puts it forth with graphic concreteness. 
" As mild language is suited to tender feeling, so strong feel
ings produce strong language. Especially, the style acquires 
emphasis and majesty by the climax of thoughts and words 
ever regularly and rhetorically arrived at, and by the constantly 
occurring antithesis," Kern (Commentary, p. 3 7 f.). - Also the 
mode of representation in the Epistle is peculiar : " The writer 
ever goes at once in rcs mcclius; and with the first sentence 
which begins a section (usually an interrogative or imperative 
one), says out at once, fully and entirely, that which he has in 
bis heart; so that in almost every case the first words of each 
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section might serve ns a title for it. Tho further develop
ment of the thought, then, is regressive, expln.ining and 
grounding the preceding sentence, nnd concludes with a com
prehensive sentence, rccapitl!htin:.; tbt with v.-hich he hegan" 
(Wiesinger). 

SEC. 4.-TIIE AUTHEXTICITY OF THE EPISTLE. 

According to the inscription, the Epistle is written by James, 
who styles himself ooiiXo~ of God and of the Lord Jesus 
Christ ; hut this designation is neither in favour of nor against 
the apostolate of the author. Still it is evident from the whole 
contents of the Epistle, m1dressed to the Jewish-Christian 
churches of the Diaspora, that no other James is meant than 
" the brother of the Lord," who is not identical with the 
Apostle James (see sec. 1). Eusebins expresses himself un
certainly conccming its authenticity; he reckons it among the 
Antilegomeua (Hist. Eccl. iii. 25), and says of it: lqTEov w~ 
vo0eveTai µ,iv, that not many of the ancients have mentioned 
it, hut that nevertheless it is publicly read in most of the 
churches (lli'st. Eccl. ii. 23). Of the ancient :Fathers, Origen' 
is the first "·ho expressly cites it (tom. xix. in Joan.: w~ iv Tfj 
<f,epoµ,EV'{/ 'Ja,cw/3ou €7T'lU'TOA.fj avi~;vwµ,ev); in the Latin version 
of Hufinus, passages are often quoted frum the Epistle as the 
words of the Apostle James (ed. de la Hue, vol. ii. Hom. viii. 
1·n EJ:ocl. p. 158: "sed et Apostolus Jacobus elicit;" comp. 
pp. 139, Hll, 644,671,815). The Epistle is uot mentioned 
in the writings of Clemens ..:\.lexandrinus, Irenaeus, aud Ter
tnllian; yet, according to Eusebins (Hi.st. Eccl. Yi. 14), it was 
known and commented on by Clemens ..:-\.iexamlrinus. Diony-
r, ius Alexandrinus expressly mentions it; and .Tcromc (C'atalog. 
c. iii.) directly calls James, the Lord's bruther, the author of 
the Epistle, yet with the rernark: cptac et ipsn. ab alio qnotln.m 
sub nomiue ejus edita asseritur. It is of special importance 
that this Epistle is found in the oltl Syriac Yer:;ion, the l'ed1ito, 
in which are wanting the four smaller Catholic Epi.,Llc;; and 
the Apocalypse. Guericke (Einl. p. 442) with truth remarks: 
"that this testimony is of the greater importance, as the 
co1111try from ,1·l1ic;h the Peshito 11rocccded closely bonlcrcd on 
that from ,rl1ich the Epistle originated, :1rnl a, that testirnnuy 
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was also repeated and believed in by the Syriac Church of the 
following age." The early existence of the Epistle appears by 
many similarities to single passages in the earliest writings. 
The agreement which subsists between some passages of First 
Peter and this Epistle is undeniable; compare 1 Pet. i. 6, 7 
with Jas. i. 2, 3; 1 Pet. ii. 1 with Jas. i. 21; 1 Pet. iv. 8 
with Jas. v. 20, and 1 Pet. v. 5-9 with Jas. iv. 6, 7, 10. (See 
author's Coinm. on First PctCJ', Introd. sec. 2.) That Clemens 
R01~rnnus, in his Epist. cul Corinth. chap. x. xii. xvii. xxxviii., 
allmfe"s-1:o corresponding passages in this Epistle, is not so cer
tain as Kern (in his Commentary), Guericke, "\Viesinger, and 
others assume; for that Clemens in chap. x. adduces, among 
the pious men of the Old Testament, Abraham, referring to 
Gen. xv. 6, is not surprising; also the words o cf,t"Xo,;; ,rpo(Fa

,yopw0e{r; do not prove an acquaintance with the Epistle, as 
Abraham was already so called by Philo ; his offering of Isaac 
is indeed mentioned, but not as an tipryov, on account of which 
he was justified. Similarly with reference to the mention of 
Rahab, of whom it is said in chap. xii.: out 'lfL(FT£V Kat cpiA.o

fev{av f(Fw01J 'Paa/3, 11 1ropv1J, whereupon follows the history.1 

Still less is the connection between chap. xvii. and Jas. v. 
10, 11. It seems more certain that Jas. iii. 13 lies at the 
foundation of the words in chap. xxxviii. : o (Focpoc; evSeiKvu(FO(J) 

Tl]V e,ocf>{av at1TOV µh EV AO"'f0£', u,)\;\,' EV tipryoi,;; aryaOot<;. Some 
similarities to the Epi~tle likewise occur in Hennas ; thus 
III. sim.il. 8: nomen ejus negayerunt, quod super eos erat iuYoca
tum ( comp. J as. ii. 7) ; yet here the discourse is not concerning 
the rich and an invective upon them. :Further, the passages 
II l .. ~ " ~ , ~ ' \ ( \ <:- '/3 ... ) 

• 1)/(l)l(. Xll. u : Eav ovv UVTl(FTTJ', avTOV TOV Ota Qf\,OV , VL1'TJ-

0ek cf,euge-rai ( comp. J as. iv. 7) ; and II. mand. xii. 6 : cf,o/317011n 
' I , ,:S / a ' J ... / ( J -rov ,cvpwv, Tov ovvaµevov U(J)(Fa£ Kat a1rol\,euai comp. , as. 

iv. 12). Of greater importance than this coincidence in single 
expressions is the fact that, with Hermas, a view generally 
predominates which agrees in many ·respects with that of the 
Epistle ; Christianity is also with him mostly considered in its 
ethical sense ; the christological points step into the back-

1 Even Gucrickc au.mits that this pass~.~c nf the example of I:ahab, acconling 
to its actual contents, is a rcmini;w011cc rather of Hcb. xi. 31 tl,an of Ja,. ii. 25. 
llut it is possible that Clemens ha,l neither the one passage 11or the other iu 
view. 
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ground ; the distinction of rich aml poor is strongly emphasized; 
and in the exhortation to 11rnyer, r.iaw:; is expressly insisted 
Oil, and oiyvx(a (II. ?il(llld. 9) is wamed against; so that an 
acquaintance of the author of this writing with the Epistle can 
scarcely be denied. Also the Clementine Homilies, apart from 
their speculutive contents, exhibit an acquaintance with the 
tendency of this Epistle. Kern has collected a great number 
of parallel passages, yet it cannot be cleniecl that in individual 
cm;es 110th the connection ancl the expression of thought arc 
tliffi,1-;•11t. In Irenaeus (adv. lwcl'. iv. 16. 2) the union of the 
words : Abraham credidit Deo et reputatum est illi ad justi
tiam, with those which directly follow : et amicus Dei vocatns 
est, points to Jas. ii. 23 ; also, in Clemens Alex. Strom. vi. p. 
G96, ed. Sylb., a similarity to Jas. ii. 8 can sr.arcely be denied; 
whilst the designation of Abraham in Tertnlli:m (rafr. Jmlacos, 
cap. 2) as amicus Dei, proves nothing. Cyril! of J ernsalem 
( Cafrch. iv. c. 3 3) reckons all the se\"en Catholic Epistles 
among the canonical writings; and since his time the Epistle 
has been unhesitatingly reckoned an apostolic writing belong
ing to the canon.1 

.According to the above clata, a certain 11111,iety umlou1tedly 
prerniled in tradition, which, however, proves nothing against 
the authenticity, as it is easily accounted for from the 11ecnliar 
nature of the Epistle. For, on the one hand, James the Lord's 
l,rother had, it is true, olJtained an apostolic import:mce, so that, 
Paul munbered him among the pillars of the church; yet he 
was not an apostle, aml the more closely the J cwish-Chrislian 
churches attached tlternsclws to him, Ro the more estranger! 
111ust he have become to the other chmches ; and, un the other 
hand, the Epistle was directed u11ly to the Jewish-Christian 
churches, and the more these, Ly holding to the original 
type, <listinguishe<l and separated themselves from the other 
chmches, the more diflicult must it 11:we been to regarll au 
epistle directed to them as the common properly ol' the 
church, c~pecially as it appeared to contain a contradiction to 
the doctri11c of the Apostle l'a.ul. These circumstances, as 
Thierf'ch (Ji:,·it. p. :Li~ f.) nml "\\'iesinger haYe rightly remarked, 
would hi11cler the universal recognition of the Epislle; but the 

1 Only 'l'],,.o,l .. rus )[opsucstius is said to havc f<'jCl'll'•l it, acco1Jiu~ to the 
statement of Lco11ti11s llysantius (co11lra Scsi. et Bat. iii. H). 
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more this was the case, so much the more valuable are those 
testimonies of antiquity, although isolateJ, in favour of its 
genuineness. 

Whilst, in the i\fi<ldle Ages, the crmonicity of the Epistle 
was not questioned, in the sixteenth century ·objections to it of 
various kinds were advanced. It is well known that Luther 
did not regard the Epistle as apostolical. In his preface to it 
(1522) he thus expresses his opinion: "In my opinion, it 
was some good pious man who got hold of and put on pape1· 
some sayings of the disciples of tlie apostles, or perhaps another 
has made notes from his preaching." In the preface to the 
N. T. (1522) he calls the Epistle, compared with the best 
books of the N. T. (which he names as the Gospel and First 
Epistle of John, the Pauline Epistles, particularly the Romans, 
the Galatians and the Ephesians, and First Peter), " a right 
strawy Epistle, for it has in it no true evangelical character." 
In his sermons on the Epistles of Peter (1523), Luther says 
that one may discern that the Epistle of James is "no genuine 
apostolical epistle ; " and in his Kfrchcnpostille ( delivered in 
the summers of 15 2 7 and 15 2 8 ), he again says that it " was 
neither written by au apostle, nor has it the true apostolic 
riug, nor does it agree with the pure doctrine" (Luther's 
Works, edited by Plochmann, vol. VIII. p. 2 6 8). So also, in a 
sermon on the day of Epiphany, he says, "James and Jude 
many think are not writings of the apostles." The reasons 
with which Luther supports his depreciatory judgment of the 
Epistle, and which he gives in his preface to it, are the follow
ing :-(1) That it "proclaims the righteousness of works, in 
flat contradiction to I'aul and all other scripture ; " it is true 
"a gloss (or explanation) of such righteousness of wol'ks may 
be found; but that the Epistle adduces the saying of ::\Ioses 
(Rom. iv. 3), which speaks only of Abraham's faith and not of 
his wol'ks, in favour of works, cannot be defended." (2) That 
it " makes no mention of the sufferings, the resurrection, and 
the Spirit of Christ." Besides, he objects to the Epistle, that 
this James does nothing more than urge men to the law and 
its works, and "confusedly passes from one subject to anothcr." 1 

1 Also in the Table-Tall.: (Plochmann's cJ.ition, yo!. LXII. p. 12i} the same 
opinion is expressed : ")lany have endeavoured and laboured to reconcile the 
Epistle of James with Paul. Philip )lclancthon refers to it in his Apolo:;!!, lmt 
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Assuming tliat some passages arc borrowed from First Peter, 
and that chap. iv. 5 is from Gal. v. 1 7, he comes to the con
dnsion, that as James "·as put to death by Herod before Peter, 
he conhl not be the author of the Epi8tle, but that the real 
author must have lived long after Peter and Paul 1 -With 
the opinion of Luther agree the 1llu!]cfrlmr!Jh Centuries, 
Hunnius, Althamcr, and others ; an<l also \Vetstein.2 On the 
other h:rnd, with evident reference to this opinion, Calvin 
defends the Epistle ; in his introduction to his commentary he 
says: Qnia nullarn ejus (epistolae) repudiandae satis justarn 
eausam Yidco, libenter cam sine controversia amplcctor; he 
repudiates the assertion that the Epistle contradicts the Apostle 
Paul; against the reason: quod parcior in praedicanda Christi 
gratia viLletur, qumn apostolo conveniat, he asserts: non est ab 
omnibus cxigendum, ut idem argumentum tractent; and ho 
then gives his own jmlgment: Xihil continct Christi apostolo 
indignum; multipliei vero doctrina scatet, cujus utilitas ad 
omnes Christianae vitae partes late patet. On the other han<l, 
the Epistle did not remain unattackcd even in the Catholic 
Church ; not only Erasmus, but also Cajetan ( on account of 
the unapostolic salutation, chap. i. 1 ), expressed <loubts of its 
:111ostolic origin. But neither these douuts nor the attacks of 
Luther deprived the Epistle of its ecclesiastical authority ; on 
the contrary, it was regarded in the Protestant not less than 
in the Catholic Clnucl1, as the work of the .Apostle James 
not "·ith earnestness; for 'faith justities' aml 'faith tlocs not justify' arc pl:iiu 
contra,lictious. "Whoever can reconcile them, ou him will I put on my 1':tp 
(B,,ntt), am! allow him to call me a fool." This sayiug, as well as the l'Xpn·s• 
sion in the J,irchu1poslil/,·, prons that Luther, enn iu his lakr yt:trs, contiunc,l 
firm to tlw 01,i11ion cxpressetl in his prefar,, to the Epistle of I~:!~, allil in hi~ 
prr·l'ace to the N. 'f. of the ~ame y,·nr, although in the lakr c,litions of th,: 
~- T. the whole concln,ion, in which he treats of th,· ,listinclion bctwe,•n the 
books of the N. T., is omitterl (sec Plochmann, vol. LXIII. p. 114). 

1 TI.is opiuion of Luther, that th,, ~ll['JH»e,l antlwr is .Tarnl'S I J,., snn of 
Z1·lwtl1·1•, i., surprising, as in the tr:ulitinn of thi, cl1mch of his owu :1111! or thl· 
1,rc,·l'ili11;.; tilllt', not .Ta111es the son or Zd1c,1<~,-, but James th,•son or .. \lpl1:tel1S, was 
n·;.::11,I, ,[ :i., :he anllwr; yd in some )Js:;. uf the l\·,1,ito it is ascrilinl lo the 
former. 

"1\',L-:,·i11's ,,pinion is ns follows: )kam senl,·nli:1m m•mini ol,trmlam, 
fa11tlll11 tlic:1111, me cpi.stolam .J:icobi non cxislimare c.ss~ scriplnm apostoli~um, 
oh )1al11; r.lliont•Jll: primo, ,plia dir,·1·tt~ contr;i Pauhuu t·t omucnt s,·ripturatn 
OJ••·ril,n,: ju,til>:ilinnc·m tril,uit; ,],·ni,j'll', .Ja,·ohns ipsa ita confnndit ornnia ac 
}ll'l"l11i.,l'd, ut 1nihi vir l1011ns ali11ui.-. nl' ~implrx fni:-~v Yi,kntnr, qui nrr,·plis 
q11il,11.s-la111 di..tis ,liscipnlorum :11• .·.,tuli,·ornm ea in d,arlam Culljl'L'crit. 
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the Younger, who was considered as identical with "the Lord's 
brother." -- Afterwanls Faber ( Obscrvatt. in Ep. Jae., Co burg 
17 70), Bolten (Ucbcrs. dcr ncut. Briefc), Schmidt (Einl. ins 
N. T.), and Bcrtholdt advanced the untenable opinion, thrrt 
the Epistle of James was originally written in Aramaic, and 
afterwards translated by another into Greek; de vVette, in his 
Introduction to the :New Testament, asserted that the com
position of this Epistle by the Lord's brother-whom he also 
regarded as the same with James the son of Alphaeus-was 
doubtful. De vVette advances the following reasons for his 
doubts :-(1) That we cannot see what should have induced 
James to write to all the Jewish Christians in the world; (2) 
that the misplaced contradiction to Paul seems unworthy of 
,Tames; (3) that if ii. 2 3 is to be regarded as a reference to 
Heb. ::d. 31, this would betray an author of a fater day; and 
(4) lastly, that it is incomprehensible tlrnt James should have 
attained to such a use of the Greek language. If de W ette 
at a later period somewhat modified his opinion, still he 
remained true to his doubts, which he did not deny even in 
his cxcgct. Ilandl,uch. Against these reasons it is to be 
observed,-1. The occasion of the writing is clearly to be 
recognised from the Epistle itself, namely, the ethical faults in 
the churches referred to ; that only the Jewish Christians in. 
Palestine had separate churches for themselves, is an un
founded assumption of de vVette. 2. The opinion of a con
tradiction to Paul is destitute of all sure exegetical reasons ; 
see explanation of ii. 1-1 ff. 3. It cmrnot be proved that the 
example of Rahab is taken. from the Epistle to the Hebrews. 
4. It cannot be perceived why James should be less skilled in 
the Greek language than must be assumed from this Epistle. -
When de W ette in his cxcgct. Hanclbuch thinks that the author 
has appropriated to himself from Paul (out of his Epistles) 
the free moral spirit, but not his contemplative believing 
view, and that it is very doubtful whether he ever reached 
such a standpoint, it is to be observed that such subjective 
suppositions form no sure basis for criticism. - Schleiermacher 
(in. his Introduction to the N. T., edited by Walde) judges of 
the Epistle even more unfavourably than de ·w ette. He not 
only agrees with Luther that the author " is confused," and is 
destitute " of the trne evangelical character," but he also 
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ol1jects that tlie transitions are "eitl1er ornate and artificial, or 
awkwanl;" that the artilil'ial character of the diction shows 
that the author was a stranger to the Greek language; that 
much therein is bombast. Schleiermacher, indeed, acknowledges 
that the Epistle is addressed to Jewish Christians, th:it possibly, 
in the ~cctiou ii. 14-:!G, "no reference to the P.1uline theory 
lies at the foundation;" that, if the writing is to be placed 
in the canonical period of the apostolic writings, it must lie 
put at au early period, as there is no reference to the relation 
between the Jewish an<l the Gentile Christians; that it i)l(li
cales a view of Christianity out of which afterwards Ebionite 
Christianity may have arisen. But, on the other han<l, in 
opposition to these admissions, Schlciernmcher thinks that if 
the Epistle helougs to the early periOll, it could not haYc been 
addressed to churches oubiLlc of Palestine; that we would 
expect it to have heeu written in Aramaic; that, considering 
the idea of Christianity which predominates in it (namely, 
that it is the fullest development of monotheism), we can with 
difliculty imagine that "this James was the same person who 
was the imme<liate disciple of Christ and the apostles, who 
afterwards became bishop of ,Jemsalem, and was so earnest (?) 
fur the diffusion of Christianity among the Gentiles." - :Finally, 
~d1leiermacher nrriYcs at the conclusio11 that the Epi;;tle is a. 
later production an<l faLrication, ·i.e. not founded on fact, arnl 
not i11le11de<l hy its author for any particular circle of n,aders. 
The explauatio11 of the origin and compositio11 of the Epistl,j 
wl1ich he most favoured was, that "some one wrote it in tl11: 
name of the Palestinian apostle James, and collccteLl re111i11i
:;cences from his discourses not in the happiest manner, and in 
a. language which was not familiar to him." This criticism 
wants a sme grouml to rest upu11, as much as the criticism of 
,le \Vette. - Al~o the recent TiiLingeu f'chool, in conformity 
with their Yiew of the de\'eloprnent of l'hristia11ity, h:n-e 
denied the authenticity of the Epistle. They place its 11rigi11 
in the period when the twu antagonistic principles of ,fowish 
( 'hri.,tianity awl l'aulinism already l,ega11 to lw recuncilecl, in 
r,r<ler to 1,e united together in Catlwlicism. Haur, lJ1Jlh in his 
l',udus (p. G77 ff) an<l in his Chri,trntluu,i da 3 O'olcn Jalt1"
l11!iulatc (p. 0 G f.), has attenq :t,:tl to proYe that the Epistle 
Ld•Jll~s to a 11eriud when Jewi~h Chri~ti:111ity had already 
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mnde nn important concession in relinquishing the nrcessity 
of circumcision to Gentile Christianity, nud that it proves 
itself to be a product of the post-Pauline period, in that it 
opposes Ot/CatouCT0at Jg ep~1wv to the Pauline Ot/CatovCT0at EiC 

7T'LUTEw~, but, on the other hand, does not deny the influence 
of Paulinism ; for, in accordnnce "·ith the Pauline idea of 
making the law an inward thing, " it not only speaks of the 
commandment of love as a royal law, but also speaks of a law 
of liberty." - Schwegler (das nacltapost. Zcitaltcr, vol. J. 
p. 413 ff.) has attempted to justify this view of B::rnr by au 
examination of particulars. The following nre the reasons 
which he assigns for the composition of the Epistle in the 
pv.,t-apostolic period :-1. Its want of individuality; 2. The 
wnnt of acquaintance of Christian antiquity with it, and its 
late recognition as a canonical writing; :). The form of a 
mild Ebionitism which pervades it; 4. The internal congrega
tional relations presupposed; 5. Its acquaintance with the 
Pauline Epistles, the Epistle to the Hebrews, and the Gospel 
of the Hebrews. The Ebionit-ical character of the Epistle is 
proved-(1) from the name of James attached to it; (2) from 
the designation of the readers as the owoc,ca q,v7'.a'i ,c.T.A., by 
which not the Jewish-Christian churches, but entire Chris
tianity is meant ; (:3) from the retention of the old ,Tewish 
name CTVVaryw''/11 instead of E1C1CATJCT£a; ( 4) from the statement 
of the Christian life as the fulfilling of the law, united with 
reticence upon the doctrine of the person of Christ; (5) from 
the relation of the Epistle to the Slll"pl1ercl of Hermas and the 
Clementine Hornili'es; (6) from the use of the Apocrypha; 
(7) from the polemic against the Pauline doctrine of justifica
tion; and (8) lastly, from the antagonism to the Gentile 
Christians, who under the name 7rA.ovCTtot are put in opposition 
to the Jewish Christians, i.e. to the 7T'Twxoi~. The conciliating 
tendency seeking an adjustment of the antagonism is alleged 
to he manifest-(1) from the antagonism of the rich and the 
poor being discussed with the design of paving the way for an 
approximation of these parties by influencing the former (the 
Gentile Christians, regarded as the rich) (!), and by bringing 
about a change of sentiment in them (toward the Jewish 
Christians, regarded as the poor) ; (2) from there being found 
in the Epistle a doctrinal approximation to the Pauline ideas 
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nnd principles, particularly in the idea of the law as voµor; 
€A.€u0€p{ar;, of Christianity as a new creation, of r.1<l'nr; as "au 
internal and confident a1,prehension of the doctrine of salva
tion," and even in the matter of justification itself; whilst to 
the l)auline doctrine is not plainly opposed the S11ca{w<l'tc; ig 
iip-ywv, but the oum{w<l't, Jg iip-ywv, olc; 1j r.t<l'TLc; <1'UVEp1rii, or 
the OtKaLCJJ<l'l', EiC r.{<J'TECJJ<;, 1} TEA.ftOVTat Ota TWV iip,wv ; and 
(:-1) from the fact that by the words: (J'IJ 7olCTT€11fl',, OTL o 01:oc; 
/[<, E<l'Tt • ,caXw:; 7rot€'i,, the agreement of the Gentile-Christian 
and the Jewish-Christian tendencies in this principal and 
fundamental doctrine of Christianity is prominently brought 
fonrnrd. Schwcglcr has evidently most carefully searched out 
nnd employed all those points which can in any way be made 
to support his hypothesis; but it is perfectly clenr that many 
of the points adduced uy him nre pure fictions, ancl that from 
others the most aruitrary inferences are Llrawu. The result 
is a view which is manifestly self-contradictory. Whilst 
f:'.chwegler adopts the fancy that by the "rich" arc meant the 
Gentile Christians, he subjoins to this the inforeuce that the 
Gentile-Christian cause (i.e. the cause of the r.Xov<l'tot) rcp-e
sents itself to the Ebionitic writer as " a proud conceit of 
wisdom," as "loquacious controversy," as "the love of the world 
and its lusts, co,·etousness, insolence, uncharitahleness," as " a 
false aml perverted tendency," and that "to attack on all sides 
these tendencies in their forms, disguises, ancl appearances is 
the object of the Epistle ; " but in spite of thi;;, he says at the 
conclusion of the inquiry : " Tims, then, it is with n call to 
Eip17v71 that the author turns himself to the opposite Gc:ntile
Christian faction, such is the 1mtclucorcl an,l lcadiny p;·actical 
tltought of his .E .. pistlc." The most glaring internal contrmlic
tion of s11rh 11 criticism would not himler m from placing 
the most arlJitrary iiction in the place (,!' history.1 nitschl 
(d. Eatst. 1fr,· altl;at/wl. J{frchc, p. 1 i:i U ff) occupies a 

1 H1·11ss (§ 1-16, uo(1·) corr,-i-lly ol.so·rn-,: The el,ar~.-ter of the J-:l'istk i;inn 1.,y 
tlu.· Tid1i11.~1•n t·ritici~111 .~111•:-. lwyon,l t:\·1·ry :--un· r, ;1,,·n1~ ,·.-l1t·n il pbees it far l1:1l'I:: 
iuto tht :--t·l·11n1l n·11tury, au,l Jnab·s it grow fro111 :·,· ·•·lit :--oul"l't• . .;;. T11at the 
-:,-;.,(,:,., arc tin: l'auline Christians, i., a 1'11,(11lat1• ,,f this eritieism for which 
thtr<: is no J'IW,f. The 1111111erons n-f,-r,·11, ... s to tlw l'.,ulin<" El'istles, the Epistle 
to the ll,-l,r,·11·.,, t!te Gospel of th,· Jl,-1,r,·w,, Jknni-, Philo, l'Xist only in the 
ima.~ination of the critic, and tausc the extreme sirn1,li- i:y aml c,ri~inality of this 
Epistle to be ol"Crlooke<l. 
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different position with reference to the Epistle than Schwegler. 
He asserts expressly that the similarities and points of con
tact between the Epistle and the Clementine Homilies are too 
vague to declare that, on account of them, the Epistle must be 
regarded as post-apostolic, or that a continuity of design in 
these writings can be discerned. He considers, indeed, that 
the Epistle belongs to the Jewish-Christian tendency, particu
larly on account of its polemic against the Pauline doctrine of 
justification; but it is a matter of surprise to him that there 
is in it no reference to the principles according to which the 
intercourse of Jewish with Gentile Christians was arranged 
(namely, the compliance of the latter with the four prohibitions 
expressed in the decree of Jerusalem), and also that the view 
of the Epistle is pervaded by an element essentially Pauline 
(namely, by the idea of the new birth; but which is under
stood, in a manner entirely original, as an implantation of the 
law). Thus Ritschl is constrained to confess that the Epistle, 
viewed on every side, remains as a riddle in the development 
of the oldest Christianity. This unsatisfactory l'esult points to 
the incorrectness of his suppositions. Ritschl does not only 
over-estimate the importance of the decree of Jerusalem in the 
view of James (he likewise overlooks the fact that James, in 
an Epistle addressed to Jewish Cliristians, had no occasion to 
refer to the necessity of keeping to the articles of that decree), 
but he is also wrong in deriving the ideas of the law and 
regeneration, contained in this Epistle, from Paul : as if these 
ideas were not contained in Christianity itself. Ritschl also, 
as Schwegler, maintains that clrnp. ii. 14-26 is not designed 
to combat a perversion of Paul's doctrine; and in this he is 
correct ; but he assumes too hastily that the polemic is 
directed against Paul. Ritschl's judgment on the Epistle 
contains the correct decision, that the reasons adduced by 
Schwegler do not contradict its authenticity. Kern had 
already, in a treatise in the year 1835 (Tiibingcr Zcitschr.), 
partially adduced the same arguments against the authenticity; 
but at a later period he regarded them as unsatisfactory, and 
asserted this in his commentary in the year 1838-of which 
fact Schwegler, who often appeals to him, takes not the slightest 
notice. After a careful review of the historical relations, 
Kern, in his commentary, says not only that the Epistle bears 
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intemal cviJence that it originaleLl rather in the apostolic age 
than in any other period, but also that he cannot lmt consiuer 
it as the production of him to whom it is ascriued in the 
inscription-of James the LorJ's brother, who is called, along 
with Peter and John, a pillar of the church, allll under whose 
superintendence the church of Jerusalem was placed. Kern 
arrived at this conclusion even although he regarded ii. 1-!-Hi 
as a direct attack upon the Pauline <loctrine of justification. 
But this opinion is at variance with the authenticity of the 
Epistle. For how can it Le supposed that J ames-aftcr he 
had <leclarcd himself on the si<le of l)aul in the transaction at 
,Jcrnsalem (Acts xv.), or, if the narrative of Luke regaruing 
that transaction cannot be reckoned as true, after he had given 
to Paul the right hand of 1'otvoov{a (Gal. ii. 9 1)-conld have 
argued, not against an objectionable application of the doctrine 
of l'aul, but against that doctrine itself? Add to this, that 
such an attack, in a writing devoted to J cwish Christians, was 
certainly not necessary in their case. It is true Kern thinks 
that" James might consider it possilJle that hi,, Epistle might 
come into the hands of Gentile Christians, with whom the 
,Jewish Christians were at variance upon the doctrine;" but 
thi.~ is a mere arbitrary hypothesis : in the Epistle there is not 
the slightest indication that the author, in ii. 14, addre.~se;; 
others than those to whom he directed his Epistle. Hut if 
the polemic of the Epistle is not directed against the l'auline 
doctrine of justification, there arc no reasons, either external 
or internal, which constrain us to clcny that James was till' 
authol', and to consider it as the prOlluction of a lat<>r period. 
The late recognition of the Epistle, as has alreally been 
remarkell, is sufficiently explained from the position of the 
author and his readers: the want of personal reference;;; from 
tlw encyclical form of the Epistle; tlic frequent reference,; to the 
Old Testament and to examples there represented, as well a,; to 
the Apocl'ypha; from the individuality of James; and, fastly, 
the facility in the use of the Greek language from the acrp1aint-

1 )1,·y"r, i11 loco, ,rith truth ohs,·rws: "A,·,·onling to the n·1,1·,·scntation of 
VI". 7-!1, tlw :q, ... ,tks n•cognise,I the twoful<l diriw ml/ lo n1,v,,tfrsl,ip; but :t 

111,·1ely external an,! forcl'cl a:.;re,•1uent, 1ci//,011t 1111y acki,011:/rdymcnt of tl,r pr;..,. 
ci11le• of l'a11/, would haw been as little Lon1p:iti\Jle with such a r,·cu;;ni:iun "" 
with tho npostolic clluractcr gcncr:illy." 
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nnce witlt t!tc Hc1lenistic idiom which prevailed in .l'ab;ti11e. 
The organization of the Clrnn::h does not here appear snclt 
as was only appropriate to a later period; if Paul, in his 1irst 
missionary joumey, made it a point to establish the ollice of 
presbyters iu the then existing Gentile churches (Acts xiv. 2:3), 
arnl if, at a still earlier period, such an office was formc(l at 
Jernsalem (Acts xi. 30), its existence in the Jewish-Christian 
churches, to which the Epistle is directed, cannot certainly 
be regarded as anything surprising; and the function which i1; 
here attributed to Lhe presbyters entirely corresponds to the 
relation in which they stood to individual members of the 
church. The opinion that chap. ii. 13 refers to the Epistle to 
the Hebrews, and chap. v. 12 to the Gospel of the Hebrews,1 

is anything but certain ; and as little is a use of the Epistle 
lo the Romans made out from chap. i. 2 ( compared with Rom. 
v. 3), chap. i. 1S (compared with Rom. viii. 2:3), chap. i. 21 
( compared with Rom. xiii. 12), chap. i. 2 2 ( compared with 
Rom. ii. 13), chap. iv. 1 (compared with Rom. vii. 2:3), chap. 
iv. 4 (compared with Rom. viii. 7), chap. iv. 12 (compared 
with Rom. ii. 1), for the agreement is found here only in 
single expressions, which would as naturally present them
selves to James as to Paul (comp. Bruckner in de Wette's 
Commentary, p. 188 f.). It may certainly appear snrprising, 
that in the Epistle the permanent importance for the reacler,; of 
the :Mosaic law, according to its ritual side, is not prominently 
brought forward, especially as James was such a careful observer 
of it; but this objection is completely removed when we con
sider that no doubt of that importance was supposed to exist 
among the rea<l.ers. James here proceeds in the same manner 
as Christ, who, although He Himself observed the law of His 
nation, yet did not inculcate on His disciples so much the 
observance of its separate ritual enactments, as point out to. 
them the way by which the law was observed in its innermost 
nature. Thus, then, there is no reason in the Epistle to assign 
its origin to the post-apostolic age, 01· to ascribe it to another 

1 In the Gospel of the Hebrews (see Clement. Ilom. iii. 55, xix. 2) the pro• 
hibition of oaths is a.s follows : • ill''Tt.J U.uz~ ,,.Q ""' 11al, ~.z; TD oiJ oU· -rO ')'ip ".11't.purt1011 

,,..,;.,..,, b, .,.,;; .,.,~pou ,.,,,.; the second clause is in accorclance with Jllatt. v. 3i, 
the first with Luke v. 12. But this only inuicates a uifl'crcnt form of cxpres~ion 
in the trauition, not the use of a mitten recor,l. 

JllEYE!l,-JA~!ES, (.' 
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author than to him who is named in the superscription. 
Reuss (sec. 146) with truth ohserves: "His ofllcial import
ance gave to James the right to come forward as the common 
lender of all the Christians of the circumcision; and what we 
know or conjecture of his religious disposition is strikingly in 
unison with the contents of this Epistle." 

The authenticity of the Epistle, in spite of the supposition of 
a difference between the doctrine of justification of James and 
that of Paul, has in recent times been generally recognised.1 

Reuss, indeed, expresses himself very cautiously, that the 
genuineness of the Epistle is not raised above all doubt 
because a definite ecclosiastical tradition does not exist ; how
ever, he grants that nothing can be inferred from this against 
its authenticity. Other critics and interpreters have, however, 
expressed themselves more decidedly in favour of the authen
ticity of the Epistle, agreeing with one another that the 
authorship is to he ascribed to James, " the Lord's brother," 
who stood at the head of the Church of ,J ernsalem, aml only 
differing in this, whether he is identical iuith (so Hottinger, 
Sclmeckenburger, Theile, Guerieke, Lange, Bouman, and other;;) 
or dijfcnnt fi'Om the Apostle James (so Credner, Kern, Ncandcr, 
Thiersch, Schaff, Hriickner, ,viesinger, Bleck, and others). -
The integrity of the Epistle in its separate portions has never 
been doubted; only Rauch (Wiener and Engelhnnlt's nwfs l.Ti1• 

Journal dcr tltcolog. Lit. 1827, vol. YI. part 3) has thought that 
the conclusion, chap. v. 12-2 0, proceeds from another author ; 
but the reasons which he assigns for this have already been 
refuted by Schneckcn burger ( 'l.'iili. Zcitsch. f Tlicol. 18 2 \1, part 
3), Kern (in his Ko111mrntal'), Hagenbach (Winer's hit. Jonr,1. 
VI. 395 ff.), and Thcile. 

1 llor the same rca,;ous as tliosc or Luther, Ilic autlicnticity or the Epistlo 
is denictl by K. Strubel. lu the Zeit.scltr. ;: d. /ut/,. Thwf. or l!u.Jvlhad1 
an,l Guer:iekc, 1S57, part II. p. 365, he says: "I.et the Epistle of Jarne,; h,i 
11111lerstoou as you please, it is e\·er in contra,lietion to the whole sacn·,l 
~cri1,turcs of the O1,l auu New T,·sta111cnts, and therefore cannot Le red-011,•,l 
of l'anonical anthority ; ,Yith its well - lll,·auing hnt otherwi,;c completely 
unknown anthor, identical with 110111" of tl11, 11a1111·s of thl' N. T. persons, 
the capacity of teaching falls short of his goo,! inh·ntinn." So also, in a review 
or this comrne11tary (1st e,lition) in the sa111c 111agaziw·, 1StiU, part I. p. IG:! ff., 
Kahuis (d. /11//,. Duyuwtik, Yo!. I. ]•]'. ;;:1:J-;",:\1i1 agn-,·.-, with the "l'iuion of 
Luth<'!' on the content,; of this Epistle, Lut ,l,,cs not l'X[•rcss hilllsdf on its 
uuthcnticity. 
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SEC. 5.-PLACE AND Til\lE OF Wr.ITIXG. 

The place of composition is not mentioned in the Epistle ; 
but from the position which James occupied to the Church of 
Jerusalem, and from the fact thttt he has addressed his Epistle 
to the churches in the diaspora, it cannot be doubted that this 
is Jerusalem. The supposition of Schwegler, that the actual 
place of composition was Rome, requires no refutation. It is 
more difficult to determine the time of composition. It is 
only certain that it must have been before the destruction 
of Jerusalem; but it is a matter of dispute whether it was 
written before or after the ever-memorable labours of Paul 
among the Gentiles, or, more precisely, whether it was written 
before or after the council at Jerusalem recorded in Acts xv.1 

If there is in the Epistle a reference to the Pauline doctrine 
of justification,-whether the attack be directed against the 
doctrine itself, or a perversion of it,-then it could only be 
written after that transaction, as Bleek, among others, assumes. 
But on the other supposition, both opinions are possible. 
Schneckenburger, Theile, N eander, Thiersch, Hofmann, Schaff 
suppose it to be composed bcf01·e, and Schmiel and Wiesinger 
afte1· the council at Jerusalem.2 -The former opinion is the 
more probable; for after that time the Pauline proposition, 
that man is justified not Jg ifp,ywv, but only e,c 1r£,newc;, was 
not only generally known, but so powerfully moved the spirits 
in Christendom, that it seems impossible to suppose that James 
could have in perfect ingenuousness asserted his principle: Jg 
ifp,ywv Ot/Catoii-rat av0pw1roc;, ,ea~ OV/C EiC 1rl<T'T€W<; ,covov, without 
putting himself in a definite relation to the doctrine of Paul, 
whether misunderstood or not. "\Viesinger, for the later com
position of the Epistle, appeals "to the form of t1rn Christian 

1 Lange infers from the political circumstances which, according to his view, 
were the occasion of this Epistle, that it was composed '' at the fatest period of 
the life of James, perhaps about the year 62." For one who calls in question 
the supposition of Lange, this statement of time is destitute of all reason. 

2 Briickner, indeed, denying the assignecl polemics, but supposing that the 
formube ~'"""ii.-da:, ,,. .,,.;,..,,.,;, ~'"· ,; 'P'Y"'' were first brought into vogue by 
Paul, nll(l then were used of an earlier existing habit of thought, which James 
combats, comes to the conclusion that the Epistle indeed belongs to a comparn
tivcly early periocl of the apostolic age, but is not to be trnnsferrccl to the earliest 
periotl of apostolic life. 
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life of ihe rcmlers," wl1ibt, ('ll U1e une halld, tl1l".)' nrc trentcd 
"ns tho~c who an· llwtnrc ill llm:trillc," nm!, on the uthcr hnnd, 
"the faults censmcd in their cuuc.luct arc such ns can only be 
umlerstooll on the supposition ol' a lengthened contiunnncc of 
Christianity among the rcnllers." But, in opposition to this 
view, it is to Le ol.Jscrvc<l that a Christinn church without such 
11wtul'it!J ns is indicntcd in i. 3, ii. G, iii. 1, iv. 1, cau hardly 
he imngineu; nnd that in Je,Yish-Christian churches such faults 
.-:s arc here represented in the Epistle would arise at an earl.'" 
l ,eriod from the unsubdued ,Tcwish carnal disposition, especially 
as the transition to Christianity, particularly among the J cm,, 
might easily occur without any actual internal transformation. 
The inquiry of "'\Viesinger: "'\Vhere, outside of Palestine, before 
1 he apostolic council, shall we look for the Jewish-Christian 
drnrches which will satisfy the postulates of the Epistle ? is of 
less importance, as it cannot be proved that \Viesingcr is 
correct in his undemonstratcd assertion, " that the ,J ewisb
Christian church, precisely in the ten years after that council, 
both iuside and outside of Jcrnsnlem, obtained a great acas.sion 
to their numbers." That dming this period it extended its 
limits is certainly to lie granted, lrnt it cannot be proved that at 
that period it first gained such au extension that Ja mes could 
only then write to rn'i,; owOEKa q,u"},...a'i,; mi, iv Tfi bta<r:rop(i,. 
Ou Wiesinger's view, that James was acquainted with the 
Epistle to the Homans, but wrote ii. 14-26 without reference 
to the doctrine of l'aul, James must bear the reproach 
of having nt least acted very inconsi!lerately in using the 
l)auline mode of expression l·n01m to ltim, nnd in emmcinting 
propositions which in form expressed the opposite of what 
l'aul taught, with the design of snying something which had no 
reference to Paulinism, which contained neither an antithesi~ 
against it nor nn agreement with it, and which was directed 
neither against l'aul himself nor against Paul misunderstood. 
If the reasons assigned by "'\Yiesinger for the later composition 
of the Epistle were convincing,-if, particularly, nn acquaint
ance of James with Paul's mode of thought and expression, 
and especially of his doctrine of justifieation, followed from 
the points of similarity to the Epistle to the Homans, or from 
chap. ii. 1-!-23,-it would result frum this, that James in hi,, 
1>olemics had this in view, aml that lints ""iesiuger·s denial 
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of any reference to it is unjustifiable. If, then, we are 
not to invoh·e ourselves in contradiction, we must in this 
denial maintain that the Epistle "·as composed before the 
apostolic council; and to this view nothiug in the Epistle 
stands opposed. 
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'Ja,cro/3ov lmuToX,f. 

IN several codd. the superscription is more fully expressed, 
whilst to i;.u;-:-01,fi the word ?.aOo,.,,,_;, is added, and to 'Ia,,_wf3o:., the 
"·ords -:-oii a-:-:-oa-:-61.0:.,, also -:-o:; a7io:., a'::oa-:-61,ou, and in one -:-o:i cloe1,
'{:oii 0eoii. 

CHAPTER I. 

Ver. 3. Instead of Ree. -:-1, 00?.1:uov 0;1,wv -:-~, da:""e"';, after A B* C 
G K ~. etc., several vss. (Lachm. Tisch. 7), Buttm. rends, after 
B** some min. etc., ':'~ ooi'.i;1,1ov v.11,wv ,Yithout ':'r,; ,:;-ir;-,-u,J;. The 
addition -:-r,; ~ian"';, it is true, is suspicious, as it may Le derived 
from 1 Pet. i. 7 (de ,vette), Lut the testimonies for its genuinG
ness are too important to declare it spurious. - Instead of 
ooi'.i;uov there is also the reading ooi'.111,iii,v, and in three min. ooi'.1-
11,0,. - Ver. 7. Instead of i; u.1t1pw::o;, Bnttm. reads simply uvtlpw::o;, 
a reading ,rhich Tisch. 7 leave,; entirely mmoticell. -The same 
is also the cnse in respect uf ao;i.,p6;, ver. 9 ; ~ has the article 
in uoth places. - Ver. 11. n omits after ;.por;w;.o:., the llcmonstra
tive au':'o:i. - Instead of ;.op,iw;, A, 40, 8!), 98, ed. Colinaei, read 
;.opiw;, a reading on which Theile rightly remark,;: familiari 
liLrariis -:-ori " et , permutatio11i debetur; there is no ,rnrd ;.opia 
= ,0;.opia in the Greek lnuguagc. Codex 30 apud ::\Iill. reads E0'::o

pia11; evidently as au interpretation. The conjecture: i,11..-::ofia,;, 
which has ueen proposed Ly llarnmond, Castalio, arnl Ju11ius, 
is arbitrary. - Ver. 12. J 11stead uf ci.1i;p, .A, some rni11. and vss. 
read ua1pw;.o;; an nm1ecl•ssary change. -After i-c:-,;i 1,ii.u,o the 
J:rc. has o ?.up,o,, after G 1-i:, de. (i11;.;tcad of which some mi11. and 
vss. read o 016;; C: i'.6fn;), whil'h, howe,·er, after A ]l ~, etc., 
is to be regarded as an i11,;ertion (Lachm. Tisch. Lle '\\"ette, 
,viesinger; on the other hand, Tl1cile, Heiche, Bouman, Lange 
con~ider i; i'.~p,o; as the conect rl'ading). - Yer. 1:3. ~ a lune reads 
i,;.6 im;tl!ad of ac:-6. -The article -:-o~ before 0,o:i is, aceordi11g to 
almost all :rntliorities, to lJe uhlill'ratcll as spmious. - Yer. l!). 
Iustea<l of the Ree. wo--:-,, after G· K, ~ewral min. arnl vss., B C 
(~: '/r;-:-w, conl'cterl '/a,e), Sl'Yl'ral min. Yulg. and other vs~. read 
'"": .A : '/r;-,-, iii ; Lachm. has adopted the rending ~o-.e; Tisch. now 
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(7) rea.ds (;,r;,e; whilst Theile, Lange (,m 1%) consider the read
ing ,15;-, as the original, de ,v ette, Wiesinger, Reiche, Bouman 
have rejected it from internal reasons; as, however, on a careful 
consideration (see exposition), no internal reasons exist against 
its genuineness, and the external testimonies are/or it, it merits 
the preference. - Instead of em,i, Ree., after G K, etc. (Tisch. 7) 
Lachm., reads fm,, oi, after B 0, N. Codex A has xaJ Ecr.w (Lange). 
- Ver. 20. The Ree. ou xanpya~e.a, (Tisch.), after O* G IC, et al.; 
Lachm. has adopted o~x ipya~e.ai, after A B 0*** N, et al. ; 
de ,v ette, \Viesinger, Bouman consider the compound, and 
Lange the simple verb, as the correct reading. On the distinc
tion of these modes of reading, see exposition. - Ver. 22. 1\1~,ov, 
which the Ree., after A O G K N, many min., places before 
i'a.poami, stands after it in B, some min. etc. ; so read Lachm. 
and Tisch. It is possible that the reading of the most of the 
codcl. is a correction, because one united 11,ovov according to its 
meaning with 11,fi ; still the Ree. must be regarded as the original 
reading from authorities. - Ver. 25. o1,o;, which the Ree., after 
G K, many min. and vss., has before oux axpoa-rfi; (Tisch. 7), is 
wanting in A B O N, etc. ; Lachm. has omitted it; it is difficult 
to consider it genuine, for not only is the testimony of the most 
weighty authorities against it, but also the addition from the 
following o~-ro; is not difficult to be explaine<l from the want of a 
connecting particle after ~apaµ,eiva, ; whilst de W ette hesitates, 
,viesinger, Boumnn, Lange are for its retention. - Ver. 2G. After 
el a o~ is found in C (Lachm.), which, however, appears to lie 
inserted only for the sake of a closer connection of the verse 
with the preceding. -The words iv 11,u.iv after dvai are to be 
obliterated (after A B C r:-:, with Tisch. Laclun. Reiche, and 
others). - Ver. 27. Tisch., after C** GK, etc., has omitted the 
article .rji before 0,cji; the weightiest authorities, A B C* r:-:, cor
rected, etc., however, are in favour of its retention (Lachm.). 

Ver. 1. Address and greeting. James calls himself a 
" servant of Goel, and of the Lord Jesus Christ." Oecu
menius correctly: Beau /J,€V TOU 7raTpoc;, ,wptou 0€ TOU VlOU; 
some expositors have incorrectly taken Beau ,cal ,cupiou together 
as applie<l to 'l171J. Xp. There is here no coml>ination of the 
Old and New Testaments in this conjunction (against Lange). 
It is to be observed that in the apostolic addresses our Lord's 
name is always given in full: 'l171Jouc; Xpt1JT6c;. - Llou;\o<,] is 
here an oflicial appellation, which, however, belongs not only 
to the apostles, but to every possessor of an ecclesiastic<1l 
offict1 received from the Lord; comp. particularly Phil. i. 1 : 
IIauA.o<, ,cal Tiµ,60eo<,, OOVA.0£ 'l17uov XptUTOV, and Jude 1. 
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In this name the conscions11ess is expressecl that the ollice i;; 
a se1Tice in which not onr own will, nor the will of other 1ue11, 
lrnt onl.Y ol' God or of Christ, is to he fnlfillecl. Oecurnenin,.:: 
V7itp 'Ti"Ul' oi'c 1w<Tµt,cov rlg[wµa oi 70V ,cup{ov ci'Ti"6<TTOAOt 70 

DOVAOI dvat Xpt<T70V 1CaAI\W1rttoµ1;vot, 70V70 ryvwptuµa EaUTWV 

/30,;AOVTat 7TOtE'i<T0at, ,cat, 1\€,YOVTE<; ,cal. €'TT't<TT€"!1.11.ovTE, Ka~ 

Dt011<T1COl'TE<;. - Ta'i,; owOEKa lf,uXa'i<; rn'i,; iv 7fi Ota<Tr.op~'i] A 
rlcsignalio11 of the people of Israel living outside of l'alesti11e, 
and di,;pcrscd arno11g the Gentiles. On ai owoEKa lf,ull.ai it i;; 
to be ol ,scrved, that although this appellation of the people of 
Isrnd after the exile does not occur in the Apocrypha, yet the 
people who returned were still regarded as the twelve tribes 
(1 Esdr. vii. 8, 9); as the people of the twelve tribes arc 
the cove1mnt people, to whom the promises given to the 
patriarchs refer; from which it is to be explained that in the 
X. T. the number t1tclrc is particularly ernphasizc(l (:\lntt. 
xix. 28; Hev. vii. 4-8, xxi. 12), aud that ,fames designate,; 
hy this name the people to whom the promise was fnllille(1. 
On rfi ota<T7Topi}, see llent. xxx. 4; Keh. i. 9; Ps. cxlYii. 2; 
2 :i\Iacc. i. 27 (Jcr. xv. 7); ,John vii. 35; ·winer's Rml1ciid,T

lm,·h, arlide "Zerstrenung." "rhcthcr this designation is to be 
nrnler;;tooLl in a literal or ,;ymlrnlical sense, sec Introductiou, 
Ree. 2. Lamcntius, Homejns, Hottinger, l'ott, Gebscr, Kem, 
Schnee ken burger, N eandcr, Gnerieke, Schmill (l,il,l. J.'licol.), '\\'ie
siuger, and others correctly consider the Epistle as add1·cssed to 
Jewish Chl'istians; only it is to be observed that with the early 
compositiou of the Epistle these~ arc not here to be considered 
as C'ontrasle<l with the Grntilc C!tristirrns. Had the author 
1,een conscious of such n, contrast, it would 11:we been else
where indicalecl in the Epistle it,elf. - xatpEw] sc. AE,YEI ; sel! 
1 .Mace. x. 18, 2,i, X\". lG; 2 l\facc. i. 1; niHl in the X. T. 
,\ds xv. 23, xxiii. 2G (2 John 11). It is to he ol,~l•r\"ell 
t liri.t this very forlll of greeting, elsewhere not 11~cd in the 
X T. Epistles, occur;; in the writing prncccding from ,Jame,;, 
Acts xY. ::!:1 (Kern); the pure Greek form of greeting is rnure 
folly: xm'pEw ,cat irytalvt1v ,ca1, EU TrparTEtll, 2 2\Iaec. ix. 1 tl. 

VY. :?-1:?. Exhortation i11 reference to the ellllnrance of 
temptations. 

\'l•r. :?. ,James lwgins with the hortalin' won\,;: r.a<Tav 

x11pav 1J"IIJUao-0E] t·~tccm ,it complltc j11y. T,(l(Ta xcipa, co111plcfr 
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joy= nothi119 but joy. Luther: "Esteem it pure joy." l\fany 
old expositors inconectly explain r.aa-a = µ,E71a-T71, summnm, 
perfcctum gaudium ; 1 it is more correct to resolve the adjec
tive here uy the adverb r.aim,,,, o/1.w, (Carpzov), with which 
the explanation of Theile coincides : rem revera omnique ex 
parte laetam. The meaning is : the r.Etpaa-µ,o{ are to you a 
joy which is entire joy, excluding all trouble. See Hom. Od. 
xi. 5 0 7. 7raa-av a/\.710Ei71v µ,v0~iioµ,at, i.e. " of N eoptolemus I 
will declare to thee the whole truth" (i.e. nothing but the truth, 
which excludes all falsehood). - xapa, a metonymy = gaudendi 
materia, res laeta; see Luke ii. 10. - It is not improuable 
that James by this exhortation to joy refers to the xaipEtv in 
ver. 1 ; comp. vv. 5, HJ (Wiesinger). -The address u.Oe/1.q,oi 
µ,ov (or aoe'A.q,oi alone, iv. 11, v. 7, 9, 19; also aoeXq,ol 
µov a,ya'Tt'71Tot, i. 16, 19, ii. 5), which is ,Tames' constant 
form, expresses the consciousness of fellowship, namely, the 
fellowship in nationality and belief (Paraeus), with the 
readers.2 - ifrav 'TT'etpaa-µo'i, r.ept7r€<I7JT€ 'TT'OtKi/1.ot, J 7repir.i'TT'
Tetv involvit (u) notionem advcrsi, (b) notioncm inviti atque 
inoP'inati (Theile); it is synonymous with EfJ,'TT'L'TT'Tetv (see Luke 
x. 30 compared with vcr. 36), but has a stronger meaning: 
to fall into something, so that one is entirely snr1·ounclecl by 1·t; 
thus in the classics it is particularly used of misfortune : 
a-vµ,rf,opa'i,, Plato, Le!]. ix. 8 7 7 C ; l;71µ{ai, ,cal ove{oea-t, Isocratcs, 
i. 39. - By r.etpaa-µot arc commonly here understood the 
07'..{tw,, which are prepared for Christians on account of their 
faith by an unbelieving world (comp. Luke viii. 13: ,cal. iv 
Katpij, 'TT'€tpaa-µou aq,ia-ravTat ; in connection with Matt. 
xiii. :l l : "J€VOJJ,€V'T}, 01\.{,[rew, t, Otw,yµou Ota TOV 'A.o,yov, eu0v, 
a-,cavoa7'..il;eTai); and undoubtedly James had these in view. 
Yet there is nothing in the context which necessitates us to 
such a limitation ; rather the additional epithet 'TT'OLKtA.ot justi
fies us to extend the idea, and to understand by it all the 
relations of life which might induce the Christian to withdraw 
from the faith, or to become wa,·ering in it. ·when Lange 
explains 'TT'etpaa-µ,ot specially of "the allmemcnts and threats 

1 Winer (p. 101 [E. T. p. 138]) explains .,-;;,"" ;.:,a.pa as '' all (full) joy." 'l'his 
wonlcl signify such a joy as wants nothiug; which, howcnr, does not suit the 
coutext. 

2 Incorrectly Semler: Hoe noruen praecipue de doctoribu-s intclliga. 
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Ly which the Gentiles on the one side, and the fanatical Jews 
on the other, and also the Ebionites, who were already in the 
field, sought to draw the readers to their side," he founds this 
particular statement on his erroneous view of the tendency of 
the Epistle. To refer the idea only to ini~w·d temptations 
(Pfeiffer) is the more erroneous, as it is even questionable 
whether Ja mes had these in view at all. - On 7rou,tA.oir;, see 
2 Cor. vi. 4 ff., xi. 23 ff. The adjective does not allude to the 
different sources from which the 7retpauµ.ot sprung, but is to 
he referred to their manifold. forms. In a far-fetched manner, 
Lange finds in 7rouciXoir;, according to its original meaning, 
" an allusion to the 111nnifold-da:.::li11g glitter of coloun of the 
Jewish-Christian and. Jewish temptations, in which they might 
even represent themselves as prophetic exhortations to zeal 
for the glory of Goel." - Inasmuch as the Christian has to 
rejoice not only in the 7r€tpauµo'ir;, but on acronnt of them, 
Oecumenius strikingly observes : 'TIJV /CaTa Beov AV1i7]V Kat. 

TOV', 7r€tpaa-µovr; TOVTOV', /Cat £'i,atv€TOV', oioe Kat xapa.r; ugt'ovr;· 

iea-µur; ,yap ouTOt €L<Ttv cippa,y,;r;, Kat aug,,a-tr; ,i~1a.r.7J', Kat KaTa

vvgewr; ... OU ryup ElTTtV EKTO', ~1vµvau{wv OUT€ KO<Tf-Lt/CWV OUT€ 

TWV KaTa 0eov (T,€<plllJWV cig,w0ijvm. "With reference to joy 
in 0)1.i,[retr;, see )Iatt. Y. 11, l:!; Acts iv. 23 IT, v. 41; Rom. 
v. 3; also Ecclus. ii. 1 ff.; particularly comp. the parallel })assnge 
1 Pet. i. 6. 

Yer. 3. ,ytvwrr1COVT€r;] 1d1ilst ye may !.:now (" in the con
sciousness," de ·w ettc). The participle, when closely con
nected with the imperative, participates in its meaning; see 
author on ~ Tim. ii. 23; comp. 1 Cor. x,·. 58; Col. iii. 24, 
iv. 1 ; Heh. x. 34, and other passages. It is neither simply 
the imperatiYe : Luther, " and know ye," nor simply a 
confirmation, so tl1at it mar be rendered by ~1wwu1CeT1:. ~1J.p 

(J>ott). - OT£ TO OoKiµtov vµwv (Tijr; ,.(u,ewr;). TO oo,dµtov 

( only here and in 1 Pet. i. 7) = -ru 001Ctµe"iov, is properlr the 
means of proving: quo quid cxploratur (Pott); quo rei, rprne 
sub cxamen vocatur, rna11ifcstatur sinceritas eacp1e probatur 
onme iu. intrinseca virtute possidcrc, quod extrinsecus specie 
ac uominc prae se ferL (Heisc11): thus= Kptnjpiov; so in 
Dionysius Halicarnassus, rhctor. 11: oe"i 0€ wur.ep Kavova elva, 
Kat UTc£0µ1]V 7LVa /Cat OOIC!/.LtOV wp1a-µJvo11 r.por; 0 71', 

a,ro{3Xfrwv OUVIJUE7aL 'TIJV Kpi,nv r.01eia0a1 ; yet generally 
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to the idea of proving is attached that of purification and 
verification. Theile = p1"obamcntii11i; thus Herodian, ii. 10, 12: 
tio,c{µwv ti~ ,rrpaT£WTWV dµaTo<, aA.A-' o/J Tpvr/nJ; and the 
LXX. J)rov. xxvii. 21 : oo,c{µiov apryvpfrp ,cal, ')(PVCJ"rp 'TT'Vpwui<;; 
comp. Prov. xvii. 3 ; Ps. xii. 7 ; Ecclus. ii. 5. :Many ex
positors, as Semler, Pott, Hottinger, Schneckenburger, Theile, 
:Bouman, adhere to the import of means, whether of proof or 
of purification and verification,1 whilst they understand 
thereby the above-mentioned 7retpauµol. In this case To 

tio,c{µ,ov stands for TOVTO To oo,clµtov (Pott); but the necessity 
of supplying TovTo is decisive ngainst this interpretation; 
besides, oo,clµiov in 1 Pet. i. 7 cannot have that meaning. In 
that passage oo,c{µtov is = the vcTification cjfcctccl by proof; 
see author in loco: and thus it is probable that this import 
is also here to be retained (Oecumenins = To KEKptµevov, To 

0€00/Ctµauµevov, TO ,ca0apov) ; TO OoKfµtov then is= OOKlµI] 
in Rom. x. 4. The distinction, that in that passage ooKtµ~ 
is designated as the cjfcrt, but in this as the cause of inroµov17, 
is not against this view, for, as Tirinus well says : duae res 
saepe sibi invicem sunt c::msa.2 :Most expositors, both 
ancient and modern, however, explain OoKfµtov here by 
exploratio, probatio, proof in an active sense; thus Didymus, 
Bede, Calvin, Laurentius, Beza, Piscator, Pameus, Serarius, 
Paes, Hornejus, Baumgarten, de ·wette, Kern, "\Viesiuger, 
Lange, etc. Then is valid what Bede says in reference to 
Rom. v. 4 : Verborum differentia non sensuum in his ser
monibus esse probatur Apostolorum, since there OA.'i,Jri<., here 
proof by 0?-..'i,Jrt<., is named as the cause of v7roµov17. Though 
there is nothing against this idea, this explanation is wanting 
in linguistic accuracy.3 The meaning is, in essentials, the 
same, whether we read T17r, 7r{uTew<, or not; for the oo,dµtov 

1 'fheile: Calamitates, q_uac natura sua virtutis "'"P""f'';, earn sub cxamen 
discrimenq_ue vocant, acccllentc clemum hominis strenua opera ejusdcm virtutis 
fiunt d,,.;,.,., earn purgantes, firmantes, commonstmntes. 

2 ,viesinger incorrectly maintains : " It i.s an erroneous idea that verification 
(.-, -;s,-;s,,.,,.,.lfl<t.1) produces ""''f'""" (so also Hauch in his Rei·iew); for the 
Christian always obtains more ""''I'".;,, in which only he can reach the goal of per• 
fcction, not because he is tried, but because he stamls the test and is thus verified. 

3 Cremer (see -;s,,.;,.,,,) is hardly right when he maintained that "the means of 
proof are not only, e.g., the touchstone itself, but also the trace of the metal 
left thereon, therefore ,,., -;s,,.;,,.,., .-;;, "'";"""'"'' (Jas. i. 3) is the rl'snlt of the coutad 
of "''"""'; with <r"f""i'-'7; ;" for "l'l"e arc to consider the ,,,-"P""I'': not as a touch-
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of C:hl'i,;tians con~ist,:; in 11othin~ else than that of their faiLL, 
l1y whid1 they arc ( 'hristians. - -rri'un, is here not used 
oujectiYely = id cni fah•s hal ,etnr, ipsa J csn Chri~truol'tl'ina 
(!loft), but snl,jectivel:r, assured l'0111ide11cc in the gospel, 
"·hose contents arc J csus Christ, as the necessary foundation of 
Christian collllnct. - KaTEp-yat;nat ur.oµov,jv] KaTEp-yat;Eu0at 

is distinguisheLl from Jp-yaf;Eu0a, in that it expresses the Hctual 

11cc(lmplisltmc11t (~[eyer on Rom. i. 27). - u1roµov1j is faithful 
emluraucc (µivEw) un,h•r (v-rro) the temptations (7rupauµo'i,). 

Baumgarten: "enduring constancy;" Theile: "stcdfastncss," 
pe!'scverantia, qnod majus est quam patientia.1 The import
anl'e of u-rroµ,01117 for Christians is evident from l\Iatt. x. 2 ~, 
x:xiv. 13 ; comp. also J as. Y. 7 f[ On the connection of 
u-rroµov,7 with ill.To{,, sec Cremer llllller the words J">,.r.{<; all(l 
v-rroµov,,. 

Yer. 4. The veri Ii cation of faith effected liy the T.Etpauµot 

prn<lnces u-rroµov~, and on this account temptations should be 
to the Christian an object of joy, a., it depends on them that 
v-rroµo1n) is of the right kind. This is indicated in this wrse. 
Oecnrnenins rightly observes: uKo-rrEt ouK EiToE T~v v-rroµov;:,, 

optUTllCW',, O,l EP"fOII TEA.ftoV €Xft, ,i:\.A.a -rrpouTa/CTt/CW', 

f
0

'X,tTW0 OU ~,ap -rrpOt,T,'O/Cftµiv,,v upETIJV -?ga'Y"/EA.A.fl, cit..:>..a vvv 

t
0

"f"'fl-VOµEV1)V, w, XPI/ "f1VEU0at voµu0€TfL. - ~ i;, u-rroµov~ 

1/p-;ov TEA€tol/ ixhw] The emphasis is not. placed Oil ep7011, 

-that u-rroµov,; ha;; an i/p-yov is umlerstoo<l of itsclf,-unt 011 

T£A€t011 (\Vicsingcr). James wishes that the ;p-yov of vr.oµov,j 

arnollg Christians be T€A.Etov, in order that they may he 
TEAEtot: as he, moreover, strongly emphasize;, ,Et..ctov Eivat. 

Jn explaining the thought, de ,v ctte con fournls the abstract. 
\ ur,oµov,j) with the concrete ( o u-rroµivwv ), all(l ullllerstamls 
l1y i/p-yov T€Afto,, " Llw actirn \'irtue whid1 the 1mticnt man 

sh,,,,, bnt as a(,A /,yJirc. llowenr, ('n•nwr ,•xplaitH••l th,• wltoh• i,I,•" c·ot-r,·l'II~
l,y "t/11' reri!imtiun of faith." llis n·mark on ;u,l",i is to be 11nt,·,l: that in it 
we arc 11ot to distinguish 1,clwl'l'll tlu· adi,·c n11,l passi\'e si~11iti,·atio11; that it 
has rathl'r a rrjlex sensr, ,·itl11·r th,· hal'i11~ pro,-,.,l tnw or tltt• J'l'l•\'illt,; lrnl'. 

1 Ci, cro, de i,n·. ii. 54: Palic111ia <·st honcstatis nut utilitatis causa rcrum 
:u-tl11an11u at; tlilllt'iliun1 voluutaria a1· tliut11r11a prrJH·:..:.:--io; /" r.-.tN:rtnlia, est in 
ratjone hl'lll' 1·1111si,lt•rata. stal1ili . ...; t·t pt·q 1l'lua pt·n11a11sin. $c]11u:eke11hnrgl'r 
striki11~ly oli:•,l'n·t· .... : Si s11l1tnissionl'lll (,:-0 t/"':'d ••• ~1 nr.~ea~, pati,·11lian1 ar tolt1r,u1ti:11n 
111al11n1111, !--ill,;-~ f';t!o, 1'Plbta11tialll cl lin11itat,·m, pt·r:--1·Yera11ti;11ll ac l"alamitahnn 
f,:rellllanun f111litlHli11t..·1n al, ill1.:celiri!'i (h•~ei~1·1·11di it1t·11w·11:--. ..:.;un hue \"Ul'al,ulu 
lrnLcbis cxpre,sam. 
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must perfectly lrnxe." Tliis explanation of lle ,v ette ngree,; 
in essentials "·ith the explanations of Erasmus, CaloYius, 
l\forus, Pott, Augusti, Geker, Kern, Schncckenlmrger, ncl'ortl
ing to which l!pryov T€A€tov is distinguished fro1!1 vr.oµovry, aml 
the moral activity which the Christian has to exercise with his 
11r.oµov17 indicated. Thus Erasmus: quernaclmodn m in rnalis 
tolerandis fortis est et alacris, ita in bonis operiLus exercendis 
sibi constet. Pott : pcrseverantiae fructus sit perfectum 
virtutis studium. This interpretation is, however, incorrect; 
it not only gives rise to unjustifiable changes of meaning, as 
that of v1roµov~ into o vr.oµevwv, or of ixfrw into 1rapexfrw 
(Pott), or into KpaTefrw (Schulthess), but gives also a thought 
which with the following Zva K.T.A. woulcl be tautological. 
::Host expositors (even Briickner,1 in opposition to de "~ ette) 
refor epryov T€A€LOV to v1roµo1n7 itself; /!pryov = work, realization 
(Wiesinger) ; comp. 1 Thess. i. 3 : To l!p-yov T~'> T.L<TT1:wi,; for 
the v1roµov17 of the Christian is not only a su{tci'i1u1. but even 
more a.goinq. This doing is to be TeAetov, that is, not only, as 
many interpreters explain, enduring to the end (Luther : 
"patience is to continue stedfost to the end;" Calvin: haec 
vera erit patientia, quae in finem usque durabit; similarly 
,Jerome, Serarius, Salmero, Estius, Gomarus, Piscator, Piraeus, 
Hornejus, Carpzov, Semler, Hottinger, etc.), but complete, and 
that not only in respect of its internal condition,-so that it is 
wanting in no essential points of true v1roµov17,-but also in 
respect of its activity (Lange 2), so that it in no way yields 
to the 1reipauµ,o'ii,, which yielding occurs when a man by the 
temptations is determined to something "·hich does not 
correspond. with the principle of faith. Bouman: Haec 
i.moµ,ovry consmnmatum opus habct, quando ita se gerit, in 
quo habitat, homo, ut u11iversam per vitam et animum et 
linguam et pedes regat ac moderetur. That v1roµov17 in this 
manner has an l!pyov TEAEtov is necessary, in order that 
Christians may be perfect and entire, which as Christians they 
should be. This James indicates in the following words : Zva 

1 '' Nothing dsc can be meant than the perfect work of emlurancc, particulnrly 
ns ,lifforent stages of this arc conceivable." 

' Lange here arbitrarily understands by 'P'l"' ,.,]..,., specially : "the unreserved 
ackuowledgment of their Gentile-Christian urethreu, the open rupture with 
Jewish pride of faith and fanaticism.'' 
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ijTf T€A€10£ «al OAO/CA?]pot] 1'va is not here e«/3aTlKWr; (which 
Tiaurugarten allll Pott reganl as possible), but T€At1'wr;, in order 
that. De \V ette and Wiesinger incorrectly refer it to the 
future judgment. - Tf.Xetot and 0Xo1'A1]pot arc synonymous 
terms ; -riXetor; is properly " that which has attained its aim," 
oXo1'A1]por; " that which is complete in all its parts, is entire." 
Both expressions arc found in the LXX. as the translation of 
C•t.?~ (Gen. vi. !) ; Ezek. xv. 5); besides this verse, oAo1'A1]por; 

in the N. T. only occurs in 1 Thess. Y. 23 (oA01'A1/pta, 

Acts iii. 1 G).1 It is true that both ,iXe1or; (in the LXX. and 
in the classics) and 0Xo,c">..1]por; (particularly in Philo, but not 
in the LXX.) are used with special reference to sacrifice ; to 
which, however, there is here no allusion (against Kern). 
Still more arbitrary is the interpretation of Storr: qni 
superiores e certaminc cliscedcbant. - iv µ170Evl Att'71'oµevoi] 

the negative expression ad<lecl for strengthening the two 
positive expressions; as in ver. 3 : U.77'AOJ', /Cat µ~ 01/etOisovTor;, 

and in ver. G: Ell 77'1UTf£, µ1]0EII (JLalCptvoµEvor;. As regards the 
expression itself, ev µ1]bEvt is not to be taken, with de "' ette, 
as a supplement to Aet7roµ€11ot, as the supplement to this verb 
is always in the genitiYe; therefore the expression has been 
correctly translated by \\'icsingcr and in this commentary, 
not by ,ranting nothing, but by wanting in nothing (which 
Lange has O\'erlouked). The question, however, occurs, can 
Aet1roµe11ot be expbi11ell ns = mmtin!J? This ideri. is not 
contained in the Yerb by itself, and therefore can hardly be 
attributed to it "·hen it stamls alisulutely, as here. It is 
therefore safer to take Ae11mr0at in its usual meaning, and 
thus, with Lange, to explain /\.€t7ioµ€1/0L by comill!J shod <tf. 
namely, short of the goal marked out to the Christian. It is 
incorrect, with l'ott, to 1;ay: tota lol1ue11lli ratio ab iis qui 
cursu ... relinquuutur et sepera11tur (so also Lusner, Krebs, 
Storr, Augusti); for allh1J11gh the verb in classical writers 
has often this rcfcrem:e, yet there is here no mention of a 
relation to others, and accon1ing1y the appeal to l'olybius, p. 
12 0 2' ed. G ronov. : fV T!J r.po, 'Pwµatour; Euvo{q, r.apu, 77'0/\.V 

1 _\ Ji111ilatio11 of this idea to morn/ }ll'rfcetion i,i not l'l'•p1irc,l by the context. 
Lan~c has the following stran;:,· remark: "The .T,•w was a symbolical 1<).r.po; 

of the honschol,l ; a~ a Christiau he was to bceo11w a n·al ,.)..;;,p,;, aml thu~ 
OAO"Ari;os. '' 
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-rci.01:t..cf,ou t..wrroµevor;, does not suit. According to the meaning 
here given, A.€L'TT'oµ1:voL forms a strong contrast to -reXetoL. 

Ver. 5. ei oi TLr; vµ,wv t..d'TT'1:-rai a-ocf,{ar;] is chiefly con
nected with iv µ,11oev'/, t..EL'TT'oµ,evoi. ei is not= quoniam, 
quandoquidem (Estius, Lanrentius), but the thought is hypo
thetical ; 1:f TLr; = oa-w; ; see vV ahl on the word el. - t..d'TT't:TaL 

a-ocf,{ar; is to be explained as ,c-reavwv t..eicf,0dr; ,ca'/, cf,tt..wv, 

in Pindar i. 2. 11, "without wealth and friends," properly 
"left behind of, or falling short of;" accordingly without 
wisdom. Usually the meaning wanting, lacking, is given to 
)l.e{'TT'oµ,ai, which, however, is not linguistically justified. James 
by a-ocf,{a, as Wiesinger correctly observes, does not mean 
" an arbitrary part of Christian perfection," but the essential 
foundation of Christian conduct, To atTLov -rou -re)l.e{ov ifpryov 

(Oecumenius); for a-ocf,{a is here the living insight, rooted in 
the 'TT'la-nr;, i.e. the insight compelling to action in what is the 
Christian's duty, both in whole and in its particular parts, 
especially in the 'TT'etpaa-µ,o'ir; (ver. 2) ( comp. the praise of wisdom 
in the Proverbs of Solomon, in the Wisdom of Solomon, and 
in the Book of Ecclesiasticus). vVisdom can only be given by 
God (,cvpior; oiowa-L a-ocp{av ,cat U'TT'O 'TT'PO<TW'TT'OV au-rou ryvw1nr; ,cat, 

a-vvea-ir;, Prov. ii. 6), and as a divine xapia-µ,a it has an impress 
definitely distinguishing it from the wisdom of the world ; 
see chap. iii. 15, 17.1 The connection does not constrain us, 
with Bouman and others, to conceive the idea of a-o<f,fa only 
in reference to the 7Tt:tpaa-µoL (ver. 2), and to understand by 
it only the doctrine concerning the Christian conduct in the 
'TT'Etpaa-µo,r;, expressed in ver. 2 (Calvin: Sapientiae nomen ad 
circnmstantiam praestantis loci restringo, acsi diceret,: si haec 
doctrina ingenii vcstri captu altior est, petite a Domino, ut 
vos Spiritu suo illuminet), or that conduct itself. The idea of 
a-ocf,la is rather to be understood in its completeness (Theile, 
de W ette, Kern, Wiesinger). The reason why James here 
mentions it is because it was especially necessary to the 
Christian in his 'TT't:Lpaa-µ,o'ir;; Bruckner: "Ja.mes thinks here 
of wisdom (in itself of a more general acceptation), inasmuch 
as it is necessary rightly to estimate and rightly to resist the 

~ The Et_ynwl?rfl_cum ,m~qnum, t,~ns giv~s t_hc ~is~in_ct,~on bet;vecn "•fl!"' ~n•~ 
y·uutr1; \: yo;~t1,; fl,Sll £0''1'1 'TO uf,h.,a, 7u, O'TO:.' trD''" Ch. '"" IT'D "" o,IJ"a ,..,,CirJQ'JG!11i1, x.a., rrtJ '1'&£ 

'Y~fJ~'.U. ?rpa.T'Ttlll'e 
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trial, in <mler tl,at it might not lJe converted into an internal 
temptation, in,;tea<l of L,eing the path to pcrJ'ccLion." 1 

-

aiT<iTw r.apa K.T.A..] the same construction in )fatt. xx. '.W ; 
.\ct.s jii. ~ ; 1 ,John v. Li. - TOU oioovTO', 0eou] insteml o( 
TOU 0eou TOtl oioovTo,, as Codex A reads. By the selected 
owlet· of the words here, not only is the illea of giving 
l'lllphatically place<l near to the request, but also the participle 
almost lJeeornes an attributive adjective; God is indicated as 
the Giver absolutely. Accordingly-as Baumgrnten, Gebser, 
aml others correctly remark-no definite object as T1)v uo<f,iav 

(Bouman) is to be supplied. - r.auw nnd «,r;\.wc, arc added 
ns a more detailed statement ; To'ic, aiTOuuiv is from the con
text to be supplied to ,rauw (Calvin, Estius, Piscator, 
Laurentius, etc.) ; or, better still, Ot', oiow,n. The ad,·crL 
ct'l7'A.wc,, only here in the N. T., is either to he nn<lerstood as 
au ethical additional statement of oioovai = €V lL7TA.OT1JT£ 

(Hom. xii. 8) (so Pott, Hottinger, Kem, Theilc, Bouman, 
uncertainly '\Viesinger), or = simply, 1dtlwut furthcl' ceremony 
(so <le '\Yettc).2 In the latter case it is prominently brought 
forward that God in the giving hnd only this iu view. It is 
incorrectly rendered bcnignc (Be<le, Y ors tins, and others), 
ojilw·utCi' (Erasmus, Grotius, and others), or ns equintlent to 
avvToµw,, ,ca0,,r.ag (Hesychins). By µ,1) OVE£0LSOVTO~ - as 
,cat shows-a'7TA.WS- is not more closely defined, but a new 
point in the mode of the divine giving is added, and so that 
He docs not rc111'oach him to 1clw1n He 9i1:cs, docs not ab11sc 
him. avetUsew is generally taken in the more special sense 
of npbraiding (Lnther: "and uphraidcth no man") ; for 
which the expression in Demosthenes is appealed to: To Ta, 

iota, EUEP"fEUta, IJ1TOJ-1,t}-l,VI/IJ'ICEW /Cat A.€,YELV µi,cpou oe'iv oµotov 

(UT£ T<p ovetoism•; still more smcly docs l'lutarch, de {(l!(l. ;J;J, 

speak for this meaning: '7TO.Ua CJVEL0£SOJ-l,€V1] xc1pt, €7Tax0,), Ka~ 

iixapt,; also in Ecclus. xYiii. 18, xx. l .:i, xli. 2 :2, the won I 

1 La11gc, illlkcd, tll'fcmls the t'X)>la11alion of l'ah·in, Lnl he intcrprds the i,ka 
11I tr,f;a. ,lilfcrc11tly from Cah·i11, dl'ii11i11g it as "tlw ri.~ht p,·re,·ption of the 
,igns of the time.,, mul of the christologi,·al fnllilnu·nt or the thcoeraey in the 
elmrch as '"ell as in the faith of imlivitluals." 

" Both of these t·xplanations l'OlllC essentially to the same thing, for "he that 
gin,th with sim!'licity will simply give; it will he a pmc, 1111mi11gled gh·ing, 
,,,it/ivul any 11dmi,:l111"e" (8ticr). Laugt•, without reason, maiutains that in this 
commentary a.,,;,.;;, will refer not to the giving, but to the gift. 
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appears to have this more special refercnce.1 Still there is no 
proof that James <lid not take it in its more general sense. 
Semler : non tantum significat molestam commemoratiouem 
beneficiorern, sed etiam qualerncunque reprehensionem (so 
also Schneckenburger, <le Wette).2 It is incorrect to explain 
ove,Ureiv as equivalent to aliquem ignominose cum repulsa 
dimittere (Morns, Zachariae, Carpzov, Storr, Augusti, Stolz, 
Hottinger); the refusal of a petitioner may be considered as a 
"aTaiaxvvetv of the same, but oveistreiv never occurs in this 
sense, not even in Ecclus. xx. 15. The reason why James 
subjoins the particular statement a1ri\.wi;- "·T.A. is by it to 
encourage to alTe'iv (Zwinglius: ut mentes alliciat, ut ad 
hunc unum in omni necessitate adcurraut) ; perhaps also with 
"a side glance to the rich" (ver. 10, chap. v. 9 ff.), who do 
not give a1r}..wi;-, and when they do give, give only ovnotrovTei;

(Wiesinger). - Ka~ oo0~auai auTp] impersonal: "it shall be 
given him; " namely, what he asks ; here, wisdom. It is 
erroneous directly to supply ~ uoq,{a to oo0~(j'eTat as the 
subject (Lange), because James here evidently wishes to 
emphasize the relation of the giving to the asking, and 
accordingly the object is suppressed; comp. on this thought 
particularly 1 Kings iii. 9-12 (2 Chron. i. 10-12). 

Ver. 6. A more particular statement how prayer must be 
made ; aLTfLT(J) 01; iv ,rluTet] With aiTfiT(J) the aiTelT(J) in 
ver. 5 is rnsumed ; OE indicates the carrying out of the 
thought. - The prayer, if it is to be heard, must be a euxh 
Tfji;- ,rluTe(J)i;-, chap. v. 15 ( comp. Ecclus. vii. 10 : µh o">,,,i

,yo,frvx~uy,; iv Ty 1rpouevxfi uov). - iv ,r{uTet] that is, in the 
confident assumncc of being heard; on what this is founded 
is not here expressed. The explanation of Calvin: fides est 
quae Dei promissionibits freta nos impetrandi, quocl petimus, 
certos reddit (similarly Baumgarten), expresses what is in 
itself true, but is not here indicated by James. Some ancient 
commentators incorrectly supply to ,ria-TH as a more definite 

1 In this sense exprobare is used in Latin, e.g. Cicero, de amic. : Ocliosum 
sane genus hominum officia exprobantium. 

2 Eustathius : O,s:,Cis'u11 tJiJ !L0,011 <TD EiJ!p"}'ur/a.s a.~fZ,ff~'" ,;o":; EUipy!'T1Jf'S,01; ••• ii...A~ 

xttl Gl.7.'AZ; ti1100-'1'ti -rua. xa:i t1r:fLop,(pa. Aiy!,v. The assertion of Lange is unfounded, 
that James, according to this exposition, woultl. utter an untenable sentiment, 
"because Goel, notwithstanding those who ask, often inflicts injuries on men." 
Lange has not considered that the passage treats only of asking. 

:i\lEYEr:.-JA)IES. D 
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statement 'l'TJtTOu XpttTTou. - The olijcct of 1.he prayer 
(namely, T~v tTorp{av) is 11ot here named, where uuly the 
necessary condition of prayer is treated of. The rem:n·ks 
made Ly many expositors on the manner iu which the 
Christian should ask for c;•;tc;-;wl good things are here inap
propriate. - µ,'T}oev otaKpw6µ,EVo,] expresses the same idea as 
Iv 'TT'LITTEt, only in a negative form; µ,7)oev is here, as frec1uently, 
ndverlJial = on no account, nulla ratione. otaKptvetT0at is, 
according to N. T. usage, to clouit ; compare besides .Acts 
x. 20, xi. 12: particularly l\Iatt. ~xi. 21: iav EX'TJTE 7iluTtv, 

Kat µh OtaKpt01jTE; Rom. iv. 2 0 : OU OtEKpte,,, Tf, U7iL<ITL<f; 

Rom. iY. 23; it is not= ar.ttTTeiv (Luke xxiY. 21), or 
ar.et0e'iv (John iii. 36), but includes in it the essential 
character of a'TT'tlTTla ; while 'TT'LITTL, says "Yes" and c'tr.ta-T{a 

"No," otaKp{v1:1T0ai is the conjunction of "Yes" and "No," 
but so that "No" has the preponderance ; it is that internal 
wavering which leans not to r.itTTL<;, but to a'TT'tlTTLa. The 
cleep-lying grouncl of it is pi'irlc, and so far Theophylact is 
right in saying OtaKpwoµ,EVo<; 0€ o µ,e0' V'TT'Epo,[r{a<; aiTwv, 

v/3ptlTT1]<; oµ,o'A.oryovµevw<;, o OtaKpwoµ,EVo<;; whereas Oecumenius, 
in the ,rnnls : A.erywv f.V ITEavT,j,, OT£ 7iW<; ovvaµ,at aiT171Tat Tl 

r.apa TOU ,cup{ov Kat Xa/3e'iv, 11µ,apT'T}KW, TOITaUTa ei<; auTOV, 

brings out a point which belongs not to otaKp{vetT0at, lmt to 
a yet ,reak faith.1 Comp. "·ith this passage Hermas ii. !) : 

tolle a te dubitationem et 11ihil omnino dul.Jites pdcns 
nliquid a Deo. - The following words : o ,yap OtaKpwoµ,EVo, 

K.T.X., are annexed to the preceding otaKptv6µ,evo,, more clearly 
explaining it (in figurative laugnagc) with reference to the 
exhortation aiT€iTw K.T.X. ; but the reason of this exhortation 
is given iu ·vcr. 7. The first ,yap, accordi11gly, has the weaning 
of namely, whereas the seconcl lws that of Jui'. .Aceunliu~ to 

1 As weak faith is to \Jc ,listingui,hc,l from ;;'""f'"~t",, so also is thv ,].,ul,t, 
oi" which the \Jclicver is conscious a., a trial. ( 'alvin strikingly r,:111:1rb : 
Fi,·ri ,pii,lem non pull'st in (hac) c,m1i., inlirn1it:1tt-, 1111in variis tcntatiu11ilms 
agit,·n,nr, ,1u:w sunt nluti machinac ad lal,l'faclamlam uostmm fiJueiam: it,i 
111-1110 rq>1·riei11r, 11ni uou sc·usu ,·arnis .,uac vacillet ac trcpidct. 8(;(1 <•111,rtct 
ljusrno1li kutalioncs fak talllklll ,111,crari, 11n,·lllailm0Jum arbor, quac lirmas 
m,lic,-s jt·cit, 11ualitur <1ni,h-111 nut i il11['llht1, se,l non rcvcllilur, 1p1in potius ~no 
loco sl,tbilis IIHU1ct.-1\'11ilst the ""'"f";,,,_,.,;, acconling to the propl•r meauiug 
of the term, will uot believe, it is the luugiug of the irieJ to Le coniinu,·,l iu 
the faith. 
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this interpretation, the relation of the thoughts expressed in 
vv. G and 7 is more correctly recognised than when we say that 
the first ryap assigns the reason why we should pray nothing 
doubting, but that this thought is only brought to a con
clusion in ver. 7 (Wiesinger, and so in the earlier edition of 
this commentary, where it is said that the sentence taken 
together would read : 0 ryap OlaKpwoµwor;, €0lKW<; KAVOWVL ... 
µh olfo0w, oTt X~µ,[,'€Tat Tt, K.T.X.). Lange incorrectly supposes 
that the first ryap has a more limited meaning, whilst it 
declares the otaKptvoµ€vo,; as incapable of praying aright ; 
whereas the second ryap refers in a wider sense to the 
unbelieving condition of the man to God, and therefore is to 
be rendered by also. - eotK€] only here in the N. T. and in 
ver. 2 3. - KXuowv 0ar.a<T<T1J'>] only here in the N. T. and in 
Luke viii. 24 (Kr.vo. Tov voaTOr;); usually Kuµa. The verb 
KXvowv£1;€a-0at occms in Eph. iv. 14; Isa. lvii. 20, LXX. The 
poiut of comparison is contained in the subjoined words : 
aveµtl;oµevrp Ka~ /mnl;oµevrp] The verb aveµll;ea-0at is entirely 
an a1rag Xery. occurring nowhere else, equivalent to aveµova-0ai, 
found in classical language (see Hegesippus 6 : aXor; l,veµw
P,EV?J'>) = agitated, i.e. agitated by the wind. The verb pi1ril;etv 
( only here in N. T.) is also elsewhere used to denote the agitation 
or excitement of water by the wind ; see Dio Chrysostom, xxxiii. 
p. 368 B: oi'Jµo,; aa-TaTOV KaKOV Kal 0aXaa-ay 1rav0' l!,µotov, 
inr' liveµov pt1rtl;ernt; Philo, de mnndo: 7rpo,; avEµov pt7rt/;eTat 
TO vowp. Heisen incorrectly explains pt7rtl;ea-0at as equivalent 
to calcfieri et accendi ; the word never has this meaning, 
ultho-.1gh used of the kindling of fire.1 The two expressions 
(which Lange incorrectly denies) are synonymous, and are 
placed together only for the sake of strengthening the idea. 
The opinion that &veµlt. refers to agitation coming from 
1vitliout, and pt7T'tr to agitation coming from within (Bengel), 
is without foundation ; also the assertion that the former 

1 Theilc correctly rejects this explanation, saying: "Hoe, quamr1uam undae 
spumantes veutis revera incalescunt Latinisquo etiam cbullire aestusque dicuntur, 
lougius tamen petitum est."-The verb P'"'~"' comes either from;,.,,-;~= (l)fol!is 
(a bellows); (2)flabellum, having the meaning both of kindling (the fh-e) and of 
fanning (for the sake of cooling); or from P'"'" = vibration, which is also usccl of 
wind; thus ;,.,,.;, Bop,.,•, Jl. xv. 171; ;,.,,.,,,; ,;.,,,...,,, Sophocles, Ant. 137 ; al~o 
;,,r.Ji = storm, Pind. P. ix. 49. The original import of the German verbs 
schwingen, bewegen, is thus entirely equivalent to ""f''~"'· 
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"·ord denotes the caus1• and the bttcr the rjfct (Th0ilr, 
'\ \' icsiugcr) is not entirely concct, ns ,iveµ{l;cu0at itself 
t,x:presscs ihe effect. - By this image the mind of the doubter 
i-, characterized ns unsteady and wavering, to which a calm 
ancl smc rest is wantiug.1 Comp. Isa. lvii. 20, 21, LXX.: 
oi 0€ liOtKO£ KAVOWVt<J'0TJ<J'OVTa£ Ka~ avar.avuau0at OU ovv,;
<J'OVTat, OUK iu-n xalpnv (ci,~) Toi, U.<J'£/3E<J'tv.2 

Yer. 7. µ11 ~1ap oiEu0w] On ryup, sec ver. 6 ; it is neither 
the simple particle of transition (Pott), nor equivnlent to 
ergo (Calvin), nor is it to be explained, with Winer [E. T. 
fi5SJ, according to its derivation from rye and apa, by tlw8 
indeed; but is the reason for the exhortation in ver. li ; 
hence Joi-. - The warning: µ.~ oU<J'0w, supposes the fancy or 
ihe doubter, that he will recefre something from God in 
answer to prayer; similarly l\Iatt. iii. !) : µ~ 06g17TE. - o 
t";vepwr.o, €KEivo,] refers back to O 01aKptvoµEvo,. Although 
uot in EKEivo;; (in itself), yet in the whole moue of expression; 
lhcrc is somethiug disparaging. - By ?...,jµ,y"ETat/ instead of 
000,j<J'Emt (ver. 5), is not intended to be indicated, that the 
fault of not being heard lies not with God but with man ; 
rather he receives not, liecause God gives not. - -rt naturally 
refers to what the doubter asks ; thus scil. alTovµi.vwv. The 
definite object (wisdom) above spoken of is not here mennt; 
for the particular thought is founded on a genernl declaration. 
Hy ,cvpio, Christ is not to be understoo<l, but, as in chap. fr. 
10, v. 4, 10, according to 0. T. usage, God. - The designation 
uf God as the Lord naturally suggested itself to James, 
lJccansc he was here speaking of the power of God manifested 
in giYing or not giving ; it is not, as Lange thinks, chosen iu 
rm1er to characterize God as "Jehovah the living covcnant
God, who has now fully manifested Himself in Christ." 

Yer. S contains neither the subject to ?...1jµ.,fr1;wi (lbum
garten), nor is it to be understood as an exclamation= vae 

1 "A doubtful petitioner offers not to Go,l a steady hand or h,·art, so tl.iat 
Cou cannot deposit in it His gift," Stier. 

' l.:111gc sup1,oses that ,James has use,! these exprcs,ions with a conscious 
1cfl·re111·c to the O. T. symbols, aeeonlin~ to which tlw sea i, "the emblem of 
till' national Iii',·, agitate,! hither and thither in pathologil'al sympathies," whilst 
in his time "these waves of the sea" hat! alrcad.y !Jc/:;un to roar. 

'Tiu· form ) ,.u..;,m,,, for which ll,. authorities cl,Ti,lc, is not classical Greek; 
the lonic form is ;.riµ.,J,•µ."'· 
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l10mini inconstanti (Pott). l\Iany expositors consider av1)p 

oltvxo<; as the subject and a/CaTaUTaTO<; the predicate, want
ing the copula (Luther: " a doubter is unstable;" so Calvin, 
Sclmeckenburger, de W ette, Lange, and others); but according 
to this construction the idea ottvxoi; falls too much into the 
background, and also the train of thought would be too 
unconnected. It is better to take both av~p ottvxoi; arnl 
ciKaTauTaTo<; ,c.T.°'A.. as in apposition to ci av0ponroi; €1CE'ivoi;. It 
is true that the character of the doubter has already been 
given in ver. 6 by iot,cf K.T.°'A.., but, on the one hand, only 
figuratively, and, on the other hand, without giving promi
nence to his ethical character, which James now introduces in 
order strongly to confirm the thought expressed in ver. 7 ; 
which exposition is far from being "a feeble tautology" 
(Lange). Less stress is to be put on the want of the article 
(Sclmeckenburger, de "\Vette), as it would be here hardly suit
able. Correctly Winer, p. 497 [E.T. 670]: "he, a double
minded man ; " so also ,viesinger, Ilri.ickner, Bouman, an<l 
others. Only according to this construction is the full mean
ing given to the idea oltvxoc;. The word is not to be taken 
merely as another expression for otaKpwoµEvoc; (Luther, Beza, 
Grotius, Cremer, and others ; Luther directly renders it " a 
doubter"), but it characterizes the inward nature of the 
doubter. According to the mode in which o,uwµaToc;, 

OL,capoto<;, ole-j'A.(J)UUO<;, and similar words are formed, oltvxoc; 

(which occurs neither in the classics nor in the LXX. and 
the Apocrypha, but besides here only in chap. iv. 8, and the 
Church Fathers) properly denotes having two souls; it thm; 
describes the doubter as a man who has, as it were, two souls 
contending against each other: one of which is turne<l to God, 
nn<l one of which is turned away from Goel (thus io ihe 
world); who, accordingly, will be at the same time cptXoc; Tov 

0Eoii and ef,["'A.oc; -roii ,couµov, although ef,t"'A.{a TOV ,couµou is 
ilx0pa Toii 0Eov (chap. iv. 6).1 This double-mindedness (or 
what is the same thing, division of soul) expresses the 

1 Oecumenius limits the idea too specifically to a care dividctl about the 
present and the future: ~:'f'r1xrn1 /1..•/bpa. ..-011 ,;V!?rEp!lfT'T,n, 'Toll UcM·i1p11''TOV Af;,s,, 'Toll 

µ1ii:-t ,r,p(J; ,.a .ufAAta'T'IZ 'i'1'!Z'Jl;t6), µ.'ll-r£ "ll'pD, i:-a ,;r-dpoo;Ta a(l'q;a.A;;; ?iOpa.rrµ.hoY, ""'"'" 'T~di 
~ti-"EiuE l.G;,0µ.0011 x,d 'll'Ep1,EprJµ.t'IOv, xa,; ?f'(J'Tf _u:f11 Ti:Jv ftEAA;v,_&J.,, -:ro..,E bi rr;;;v ,r.a,p;v'T~JIJ 

""''X'I""'· In the classics related ideas are ?,&1,;,x., f"ff"'f;~,,., Horn. ll. i. 189, 
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wavering to and fro, between 7r{unc; and amu-r{a generally, 
so particularly also in prayer; therefore it is called, Co;1sfitut. 

Ap. vii. 11 : µ,11 ~tf vou ot,[ruxoc; €V 1rpouwxn El E<TTal, ,j ov, and 
Clemens Romanus : -ra/'l.a{1rwpoi oi U,fruxoi, oi StuT<tt;ov-rEc; 
T~V ,frux11v; comp. Ecclus. i. 2 s : µ,~ 7Tpoue">..0yc; auT<jJ ( ,cvp{q,) 
e,c ,capSiq, otuuy. - U,Jruxov Etva, is to be understood neither 
as the reason ('Wiesinger) nor as the result (Lange), lmt as 
the characteristic nature of Sta,cpiveu0a,. - The word av1p is 
here as in Matt. vii. 24; Ps. xxxii. 2, LXX. Lange thinks 
that James used it because the dangers of which he "·:.rus 
them arc more especially the dangers "·hich threaten the men 
among the ,Jews. -As a second apposition Ja mes adds : ,,,ca
-rauTa-roc; EV 1raua'is Tai:c; 0So1c; avTov] for "·here there is a 
want of unity in the intemal life, it is also wanting in the 
external conduct. The U,fruxo,, being actuated sometimes by 
one impulse and sometimes hy another, is nnstcculy and incon
stant in his intentions and actions ( ev mi, oootc; avTou; 
comp. Ps. xcL 11; Jer. xvi. 17; Prov. iii. G, elc.); he walks 
not on one path, but as it is said in Ecclus. ii. 12 : em/3alvet 
E7Tt Suo Tpl(3ouc;.1 The word a/CaTa<TTaTO<; is found only again 
in chap. iii. S and in the LXX. Isa. liY. 11 as the tranf'lation 
of ,µb ; the substantive a,ca-rau-rau{a occurs in chap. iii. 16, 
besides in Luke and in the Epistles to the Corinthians. - The 
reason why the doubter is not heard is accordingly the di,mnion. 
in which he is with himself, both in his internal aml in his 
external life; God gives the heavenly gift of wisdom, which 
according to its nature is a,yv17, only to !tim who ev o">..v -rfi 
,frvxfl (Matt. xxii. 37), has given to God an undivided dis
position. 

Vv. 9, 10. James imhjoins to the idea that the doubter 

ancl frrr1ucntly: ),U11C,;ca Pvp.1, i';t!111, ]lcsiod, 0. 13; ·.J,,;c~ U,:l.p,u.,~-.1;;, J•J1r1cd. 
!!Jc (opp. ,J,ux;, ,,,_,,..,,.,,,.,, l'l. R,,.,J>. viii. 5ii-l), l'!c. In the Ilclm,"·• ::i,, ::i,.::i, 

so in 1 (.'Itron. xii. 33, whl·re :is, ::i,-~,.::i b '''lllirnlcnt lo c,~ ::i::i,.::i, ~:.:r. 38; 
that expression hns another me·~~ing in I's. xii. 3. .. ' ' .. ' 

':--,·hn,.Tkl'nlmrgcr incorrectly l·xplains """'"""'"'·~'-',&; htrc of the Jirt-. of the 
dou11lt·r: 11:il'ltlll eo11slanthw l'Xp(·ritnr in omnihu~, ,p1ac ip:•..i conti11gu11t, sua 
cul1,:1 sortc varia conllictatnr, nflll ''" =/0,-/1111,r; also JI,·is,•n at h•ast in..JnJcs 
this iJc:i: omuia vitae consilia nc facta qnin et fata. '!'his certainly is a 
]lo,•·.,ililc t:x11lauation in ilsdf, ln1t it dn,•:-; not :--nit t Ii,· ('olltl·Xt. Tht• lllt'a11i11g 

atL,cl,c,l tu t lw worJ 1,y Laug,·, ":-c,li lion, ,listmhtr," ,:,ulllot he pro\'C,l I o be 
correct by iii. 1 G. 
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should not tl1ink that he should receive anything, the exhor
tation to the lowly brother; U non solum apponendo, sed 
opponendo gravius hortatur (Theile). At first view the natural 
sense is, with de W ette, vViesinger, and most expositors, to 
take o aOEA-<pa,; as the general idea, which is specified by o 
Ta'TT'Etvor; and o 1r)\.ovuior;. According to this view, -ra1rEtvo,; is 
not equivalent to Ta'TT'Etvo, Tfj Kapotq,, Matt. xi. 2 9, but, in opposi
tion to '1T'A-ovuto,;, must be taken in its proper sense : afflictus, 
particularly poor; on the other hand, o 1r)\.ovuto,; is the earthly 

rich, equivalent to opulentus, fortunatus, affluens rebus ex
ternis. The exaltation (To vto<;), in which the brother of low 
degree is to glory, can naturally only be the heavenly dignity, 
which the Christian by his faith in Christ possesses, and 
whose future completion is guaranteed to him by the promise 
of the Lord ; and, corresponding to this, by Ta7T'Elvwut<; is to 
be understood the lowliness, which "belongs to the rich man 
as a Christian through Christ" (Wiesinger), which is essen
tially the same with his exaltation. There is nothing against 
this idea in itself; the same o:;;ymm'on would be contained in 
the expression, were we to say, according to 1 Cor. vii. 2 2 : 
" the oou)\.o<; rejoices in his EAEV0Epta, and the EAf110Epo<; in his 
oovA.Eia." But the context is against this explanation: not 
only because the distinction of Christians into rich and poor 
would be here introduced quite unexpectedly, but also because 
vv. 2 and 12 show that the connection of the ideas in this 
section is the reference to the 7T'Etpauµot which Christians 
have to endure. Several expositors have assumed this refer
ence in the idea Ta'TT'Etva<; ; thus, among modems, Theile, 
whilst to the explanation of ?.forus : carens fortunis externis 
omninoque caht •• 1itosus, he adds : 7T'Etpauµwv 1rEpt1rEuwv, ver. 
2 ; OEOtwryµevo<; €VEKEV Ol/CatOUUV1]<;, Matt. v. 10 ; 7T'U<TXWV Ota 

Ot1Catouvv7J<;, 1 Pet. iii. 14; but by this the simple contrast 
between Ta1rEtva<; and r.)\.ovuio<; is destroyed; for then o 
'1T'Aovuto<; must be taken as tlte rich Christian who had not 
suffered persecution, which would be evidently meaningless. 
If, on the other hand, the rich man who shares the lot of 
persecution with the poor is to be understood (as Laurentius 
explains it: dives, sc. fratcr, qni ipse erat una cum paupere 
fratre in dispersione, direptionem honorum snorum propter 
Christi e.-.:mgelium passus; sirnilarly Erasmus, Hornejus, and 
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others), such a reference is not to he found in the idea rnr.€nn-, 
in itself; if one puts it into the idea -rar.dvwcn,;;, so that by 
this is to be understood the suffering condition of persecution, 
in which the r.A.0110-w,;; is placed, or by which he is threatened 
(Gebscr: "he rejoices in his lowliness, into which he may be 
brought by persecution"), then there is no reason to find in 
-ra7r€tVor; the idea of poverty expressed. Thus, then, in th-,., 
Yiew the train of thought, referring it to 7r€tpao-µot, becomes 
indistinct and confused; and yet this reference is required by 
the context. But also what directly follows is against the 
idea of considering the r.Aovo-to,;; as well as the -rar.Eivo,;; as a 
Christian (aOEA.4'0,;;) ; for, apart from the fact that such a rich 
man would require no such pressing intimation of the perish
ableness of riches as is contained in the following clauses, it 
is carefully to be observed that in the words on ... 1rapE
A.Evo-E-rat, an~ in ver. 11 : ov-rw ,cal, ,c,-r.A., the subject is o 
r.A.ovo-io,;; and not o ,rA.011-ro,;;, as that explanation would 
rnn<ler necessary; ·winer: dives non lmbet, quo glorietur, nisi 
ab humilitate sua, nam clfritiac rnox periturae sunt; so also 
<le ,v ette, Theile, ,viesinger, and others. This change of the 
subject is evidently unjustifiable. James says, not of riclu:s, 
hut of the 1·ich mm1, ,rap€A€ll0"€-ra1, µapav01JO-€Tat, which evi
dently is only Yalicl of the rich man who forms a contrast to 
-ra,rctvo, iv Xpto--r~v '[710-oii. Ilriickner, in order to avoill the 
change of subject, explains it of "the rich man according to 
his external relations;" but this reference is not only arbi
trarily introduced, but it weakens the train of thought. That 
such a. bad sense should be giYen by the author to the idea. o 
r.A.0110-tor;, is eviJeut both from cha.p. ii\ ~;"7'; where he repre
sents the r,;\0110-tot as the persecutors of the Christians, an1l 
from chap. v. 1-G, where they arc threatened with comlcmna
tion; besides, the word is elsewhere used in the sacred Scrip
tures in a bad sense; comp. Lnke Yi. 24-26; Isa. liii. ~. 
where "1'~'¥ is parallel with C'J?~~ ; Ecclus. xiii. 3 : ,r;\0110-10, 

,jot,a,a-E ... '/iT(J)xor; ,jo{,c71,at; XYii. 18 : ,£ /COLVWVIJ<TH AU/CO'-, 
ciµv~v ; OVTW", ,;µap-rwA.or; r.por; £V0"£/3~ ... -rt, €lp17v7J r.A.ovo-{c:, 
r.po,;; '7Tf.VIJTa. If O r.A.oua-10, stands in relation of contrast 
to o (l0£Acpor; o Ta'7T€tvo,, then the Christian condition 
cannot lJe understood Ly -rar.€i'vwo-t,;;, or scarcely witlt 
Tionrnan : animi, uihil sibi anog:mtis, modcstia; but only the 
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destruction described in the following words: on K.T.-,.,., into 
which the rich man on account of his pride has fallen; comp. 
Luke vi. 2-!-26.1 The verb to be supplied is neither aiaxu

ve(j0w (Oecumenins, Estius, and others) nor Ta'TT'etvou(j0w, but 
"avxa(j0w (comp. Winer, p. 548 [E. T. 777]). This certainly 
does not appear suitable, but the expression of James has its 
peculiar pointedness in this, that the Ta'TT'(,LVW(j£,, to which the 
rich man is devoted, is indicated as the only object of his boast
ing.2 To this irony (if it be called so)-which already the 
author of the commentary on the Lamentations in Jerome's 
works, and after him Lyra, Thomas, Beza, and others have 
recognised in our passage-less objection is to be taken, as 
this was so natural to the deeply moral spirit of James, in oppo
sition to the haughty self-confidence of the rich man opposed 
to the lowly Christian. - For a more exact explanation 
of these two verses, the following remarks may suffice. The 
connection of ver. 9 with the preceding is as follows : let the 
brother of low degree glory amid his temptations in his exalta
tion (Gunkel). The idea ,cavxa(j0ai is neither exhausted by 
laetari, &,,yaXXi0-o-0ai, 1 Pet. i. 6, l\:Iatt. v. 12 (Gebser), nor 
by commemorare, praedicare (Carpzov) ; it indicates rather 
glorying, proceeding from the confident assurance of superiority; 
Theile: notio gloriandi involvit notas 1 gaudendi, 2 confi
dentiae, 3 externe expressi. - o a.01:}.,cpo,, according to the 
above explanation, refers only to o Ta'TT'E£vor;, not to o 7rXou(jior;, 

which rather forms the contrast set over against that idea. 
By () Ta7rE£Vor; is not indicated a kind of a.oe}.,cpoi, but is the 
characteristic mark of true Christians. It is incorrect to take 
Ta7retvor; here as entirely equivalent to ?T'Twxo,; it goes beyond 
the idea of 7rTwxo,, indicating the Christian according to his 
entire lowly condition in the world, which also is not in-

1 According to Lange, the expressions o -ra...-11,,: and o .,,-;.,,;,,..,, are to be taken 
in a prophetico-symholical sense, so that the first ''designates the Jewish Christian 
and the Jew absolutely in their low oppressed theocratic condition as contraste,I 
with the heathen world and the secular power, or still more exactly the theocrat, 
inasmuch as he deeply feels his condition;" the second, "again, designates the 
Jew aml the Jewish Christian, inasmuch as he sees the hopeless situation of the 
Jewish people in a brilliant light, inasmuch as he is not only rich in the con
sciousness of his Jewish prerogatives, but also in chiliastic and visionary expec
tation,'' etc. This interpretation requires no refutation. 

~ A similar connection is found in Phil. iii. I!) : ;, ••;a h .,-; iz/,rx••~ a;,.,.;;,. 
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npplicahle to him who is perhaps rich in worlclly ,vealth, 
especially as these riches haYe no trne Yaluc for him. Comp. 
moreoYcr, 1 Cor. i. 26 : OU 7roi\i\01, OVVaToi, OU r.oi\i\01, eu,yeve'ir;. 
Ta7retva, is the Christian, in so far as he is despised and 
persecuted by the "·orlu (TETar.ewwµevo, Kat KaTTJU-xvµµe11or;, 

Ps. lxxiY. 21, cornp. 1 Cor. i. 27), is inwardly distressed (Ev 
7TaVTI 0Xt/3oµevor;, egw0ev µaxat, fow0ev <pa/30,, 2 Cor. vii. 5), 
and walks in humility before God ; the opposite of all this is 
comprehemlcd in r.>..ouu-wr;. On ih/,ro,, Theile rightly remarks: 
suLlirnitas ... non solum jam praesens sed etiam adhuc futura. 
eogitari potest = tw17 illa, quae in coelis perficiencla in terris 
jam est. Incorrectly, de ,v ette understands by this "present 
exaltation;" as little also does vfo, indicate only "the 
stellfast courage of the Christian" (Augusti) ; and still less is it 
equivalent to divitiae, as l'ott thinks, who finds only the thought 
here expressed: o Ta'1Tetvar; dives sibi vi<leatur. - By Jv is 
not to be understood the condition in which (Sclmeckenburger), 
but, accordiug to the prevailing linguistic usage of the N. T., 
the olijec:t itpon ic!tich the glorying is to take place; comp. 
Rom. \". 3. - The words OTl wr; av0o, xapTOV 7rapei\euu-eTat 

announce wherein the Ta1Tetvwu-tr; of the rich consists. As 
reganls the construction, it forms one simple sentence. 
Baumgarten incorrectly construes 1rapei\euu-eTat with o 
'il"AOl/O"tO,, and considers OTl wr; av0or; xopTov, SC. fU-Tl, as a 
parenthesis, by which an epigrammatic sharpness is conveyed 
to the preceding sentence. The figure, which is further 
drawn out in ver. 11, is of frequent occurrence in the 0. T., 
,rhilst "·ith the quickly fading grass null its flower is not 
only man generally ( cornp. Job xiv. 2 : wu-r.ep civ0or; civ0~u-av 

c!g€7iEU-(V; Ps. ciii. 15 : c'!.v0pw7ro, Wa"EI, xopTOr; ... wu-d a,,0or; 

TOU ,i,ypou OVTW, c!gav0,iu-e£; Isa. xl. G, 7: r.au-a uapg xopTO,;, 

KClt 'il"CtO"a ooga civ0pw7iWV W, Cl!10oc; xopTOV. Jg17p11,v01J O xupTor; 

Ka~ TO iiv0o, Jger.eu-e; Cullip. 1 Pet. i. 24), but alsu !oj'CCially, 
as here tltr: w1godly 1 (cornp. I's. xxxvii. 2: WU-El, xopToc; Taxv 

,'mog17pa1101iuovTat, Kai, wud \.11xava xi\017, Taxv lL7TOT,EU-OUVTa£; 

see aLo l's. xe. G), colllparell. - uv0or; is here, not as in Isa. 
xi. 1, LXX. translalion ()f ie). = germen, smculns (Hottin,;er), 

1 L:n1ge ol)SL•n·es : "This is not her,~ the imag~ o[ the ungo,lly, but i!-,: to l,c 
1111,h-1·,\,.ucl a,; a hi,lorical figmc with n·fc-rc11cc to the ,It-cay of the 0. T. 
glory!" 
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but the flower; however, the combination , 1'¥1; r1
~ is not found 

in Hebrew; in Isa. xl. 7 it is i11.~'l r~. IIapt.pxEa-0ai, in the 
meaning of destruction, often occurs in the N. T. ( so also in 
the Hebrew ,~¥) ; also in the classics : Soph. Trach. 6 !) : TOv 

7rap€71.0oVT' ,!J,poTOV. 
Ver. 11. A further expansion of the image. The aorists 

avETEi71.e, Jg17pave, etc., do not precisely stand for the present 
(Grotius, Piscator, Hottinger, and others), but represent the 
occurrence in a concrete manner as a fact which has taken 
place, by which the description gains in vividness (comp. Isa. 
xl. 7), which is still more vividly portrayed by the simple 
succession of finite verbs. See Winer, p. 248 [E. T. 346, 
347] and p. 417 [E. T. 590]; A. Buttmann, p. 175. It is 
only confusing to convert aV€T€£A€ •.. ef17pav€ into avaT€{71.ar; 

or ia,v avaTEAA'!] ... ef1pav€. - By the word Kav<rwv is often 
in the LXX. (comp. besides Ezek. xvii. 10, xix. 12, Hos. 
xiii. 15 : J er. xviii. 17 ; Jonah iv. 8 ; where &vEµor; or 
r.veuµ,a is added, particularly Job xxvii. 21 ; Hos. xii. 1) 
meant the hot east wind (i:l1"J8), which, blowing over the 
steppes of Arabia, is very dry and scorching to vegetation 
(see Winer's Reallexicon : word, Wind) ; ltcrc, however, as in 
Isa. xlix. 10 (:l1tf closely united with t:i91?), Ecclus. xviii. 16 
(comp. also Ecclus. xliii. 3, where it is said of the sun: Ka~ 

Evav-rtov Kavµa-ror; at/TOI} -r{r; V'lrO<rT~<r€Tai), l\1:att. XX. 12, 
Luke xii. 55, it has the meaning "heat, bnrning" (against 
Grotius, Pott, Hottinger, Kern, Scbneckenburger, Winer, 
Wahl, Lange, Bouman, and others), as the parching effect is 
attributed not to the Kava-wv as something different from 
the sun, but to the sun itself.1 It is arbitrary to explain it 
as if it were written : ~"/Ep011 "JllP, aµa T<j avaT€t71.at TOV 

1171.iov, o- Kavrrwv; as Gebser says : " the burning wind rising 
with the sun is the image." Laurentius incorrectly under
stands by the sun " Christ," and by the rising of the sun 
" the <lay of the Lord ; " thus the whole is an image of the 
judgment destroying the rich, yet so that the individual parts 
are to be retained in their appropriate meaning.~ - Kat 

1 Neither the article before "',.,;,,..,.,, nor the observation that "with the rising 
of the sun and the development of its heat the ycgctation is not forthwith 
imperilled," forms a valicl reason against this CX['lanation (against Lange). 

~ That "with the sun c,[ a Jinished revelation ,ms ,!en loping the hot 11·incl of 
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ig,jpavE K.T.A.] The same expressions in Isa. x1. 7. -
EK7T'L7'TELV, 'i.e. not simply the withering (Isa. xxviii. 1, 4, 
LXX.), but the actual falling off of the flower, is a conse
q ucnce of the blighting of the plant. - 11 Eu7rpe1ma] the 
opposite of a7rpe7rELa is used in the classics chiefly of external 
appearance ; in the N. T. it is au ll7T'. AE,Y. - TO -rrpo<rW7T'OV = 
C'?!p, I's. civ. 30; comp. Luke xii. 56; l\Iatt. xvi. 3: species 
externa. aUTOV refers, not as the first avTOii, to TOV xopTOV, 

but to TO av0o,, on which the emphasis rests (comp. ver. 10, 
<le ,vette, ,viesinger, Bouman).1-ovTw] thus quickly, tlrn.-, 
entirely (Wiesinger); Katis not purely superfluous (Wiesinger), 
lmt, referring back to the image, heightens the comparison. -
o r.;\ou<rio, . . . µ,apavB~<rEmL] It is to he observed that 
here also o 7r;\ou<rio, and not o 7T'AOiiTo, is the subject. 
µapa{vE<rBa,, in the N. T. an a7T'. AE,Y., is found in the LXX. 
as the translation of t:i~:, Job xv. 30; in the same meaning 
in the ,visdom of Solomon ii. 8. The figurative expression 
is explained by what goes before. - lv Tai:, 7ropE{ai, atJTov] 

not "on his journeys" (Laurenti us, Piscator, Herder), alsn 
not "on his journeyings of fortune" (Lange); but= EV Tai:, 

oSo,, avTOV, Yer. 8 (comp. Prov. ii. 8, LXX.). The prominent 
idea is that the rich mau, overtaken by jmlgment, perishes in 
the midst of his doings and pursuits, as the flower in the 
midst of its blossoming falleth a victim to the scorching heat 
of the sun. Luther's trn11slation: "in his possession," is ex
plained from the false reading 7ropla,,. See critical notes. 

Ver. 12. Whilst the rich man is condemned in the jnd.'.!:
ment, the llll€Acf,o, o Ta7T'ELVO<;, who suffers the 7T'ELpa<rµ,ov pro
ceeding from the rich man, is blessed. This ble&sedness forms 
the conclusion of the series of thought begun at ver. 2. To 
µa,cc,pio, civ~p (sec I's. i. 1, and frequently in 0. T.) Mt 
e<r-rw, but Ern{ is to he supplied. No special emphasis is to 
be put on civryp; comp. vv. S, 20; incorrectly Thomas: 
beatus -cir, non mollis Yel cffoeminatus, sed vi,·; nml not lcs,; 
incorrectly Lange, wlio explains civ17p hero as he docs in 
the l:l\\-, whidt scorched the glory of lsr:11'1" (L:rng,·), is :1 remark which is hen, 
t1,· more i11approprialc, as acconling to it th,· snn allll the hot "-in,! are indicall'll 
us two t!ilfcrent powers opposed to each other. 

1 Lall,'sl', 011 the other hand, obserH·s "that :1 [.,lien flower is still to lose its 
l,cauty" <:auuot he imagiucd; hut is it then to be imagined th:tt the grass wht·n 
it is withere,l an<l the !l,,wer ]i;,s fal!,·n fr-,rn it is still to lose its 1,eanty I 
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8 ,. , , ']. t " ~ ver. . - o, vr.oµevei r.etpacrµov 1s no = o, r.Hpacrµoi; 

r.eptr.i1rT€£ or O', ?Tflpaa-µov r.aa-x€£ (Hottinger); comp. ver. ;J ; 

it is the man who does not succumb to the temptations which 
lie has to endure. Laurentius: aliud est ferre crucem, alind 
preferre. To supply oTav ?Tept?Tf<r'fJ (Wiesinger) is unneces
sary. - The following sentence beginning with OT£ adduces 
the reason of the µa,capia-µo,: for being approved, he will 
receive the crown of life. By ootciµo, ryevoµevo,] is given not 
so much the condition as the cause, why he that endureth 
temptation will receive the crown of life; the being approved 
is the consequence of V?TOµevetv '/TEtpacrµov. - Ootciµo<; is not, 
with Krebs, Losner, Augusti, Pott, and others, to be referred 
as a figurative expression to the trial preceding the contests of 
athletes ; but if a conscious figurative reference is to be 
assumed at all (which de Wette, Bri.i.ckner, and Wiesinger 
not without reason consider as doubtful), it is to be referred 
to the purification of metals by fire (Hornejns, Gebser, 
Schneckenburger, Theile, and others 1). In Tov <rT€cf,avov Tij<; 

tw11,] (" not the crown which is peculiar to eternal life, i.e. 
which is imparted to it," Gunkel) T-ij<; tw-ij<; is not the genitive 
of possession (Lange), but of apposition: tw~, i.e. the eternal 
blessccl life, is itself the crown of glory with which he that 
endures is adorned; comp. Rev. ii. 10 ; 1 Pet. v. 4; 2 Tim. 
iv. 8. It is at least doubtful if there is here any allusion to 
the reward of the victor in the Greek games,-which is 
maintained by Zwingli, Michaelis, Hensler, Pott, de W ette, 
\Viesinger, and others, and contested by Semler,· Augusti, 
Schneckenburger, Hottinger, Theile, Bri.ickner, and others,
as even among the Jews, without any reference to a contest, a 
crown or diadem is regarded as the symbol of peculiar honour; 
comp. besides Ps. xxi. 4 (Bri.ickner), especially Wisdom of 
Solomon v. 16' 1 7 : Utcato£ €£<; TOV alwva sw<r£ ... A.1/ t OVTal 

-ro {3aa-tl\.etov T1J<; ei1?Tpe?Te{a<; teat. -ro oiao11µa -rov ,ca;\.;\.ou<; €IC 

xeipoi; tcvptov; with Paul, on the other hand, such an allusion 
frequently occurs. The certainty of receiving this crown of 
glory is founded on the di vine promise : ov E7i1J"f'YE{>..aTO ( o 
tcvpto<; j TOt<; U"fa?Tw<r£V aUTOV] If o ,cupto<; is the correct 

1 Lange asserts that this figurative reference is so far incorrect, as "that 
fi,c:mc presupposes the idea of refining, which, although contained in the trial or 
prout; is not iucntical with it ; " but the identity is not maintained. 
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rrrilliug, "·e are to 1111derstrn1cl 11ot Christ (:Daumgarten, 
Sduwcke11l1Urger), but God (Gebser, Theilc, 1.Yiesinger). -The 
expression ToZ, ci,yar.waw ai17011 (comp. I's. xcYii. 10, cxlv. 20; 
Rom. viii. 28, etc.) intimates that irr.oµE11€l11 r.etpauµov is a 
proof and testi111ouy of loYe to Gou, and is accordingly a proof 
how careful Ja mes was to designate loYe as the essence of 
trne faith (so also Lange) ; therefore the repetition of the 
same addition iu chap. ii. 5. On the whole passage, comp. 
particularly 2 Tim. iv. 8. 

Yer. 13. To &, ur.oµEvei 'TT'etpaa-µ011 ,Tames opposes &, 
r.Etp1U;eTa£ ; 1 whilst the former gains tw17, the end to which 
the latter approaches is 0avaTo, (Yer. 15 ). - First James 
disclaims a vain justification of the latter, and then describes 
the process of '1T'etpasea-0at. The rnin justification is intro
duced with the direct "·ords or the r.etpasoµevor;;: on cir.o 
Bc0u -r.etp1fsoµai, and then disclaimed by the expression : o 
0eo, cir.etpaa-Tor;; f.(JTl Ka/CWII IC.T.A.. - Dy the direct transition 
from the preceding to this verse, it is supposed that by the 
r.e1patvµe11or;; spoken about, in co11trnst to &, U'r.OJJ-€11€£ 

r.e1paa-µ011 (ver. 12), is to be understood the person who does 
not emlnre the temptation, and consequently is 11ot pi'ovccl by 
it, hut who succumhs under it, "·hilst he suffers himself to be 
enticed to falling away-to sin. 1~ott: qui tentatione vinci
tur, ad peccamlum vincitur; Theile: agit Jacobus de turpi 
tentatione per tristem (tentationem) ; so also Olshausen, 
Sclmecken1mrger, Kern, and others. This connection is denied 
by others ; thus Calvin says : de alio tentationes genere dis
serit; and ,viesinger in the strongest mnnner: " this appears 
as the design of the apostle : to distinguish as much as 
11ossible those r.1;1paa-µou, and this 7re1p1ft;ea-0ai, to place the 
latter as totally different from the former." Dut the close 
connection with the preceding constrains ns to the opinion 
tl1at .fames lias considere(l hoth in reference to each other, the 
r.Hpaa-µot occasioning the r.etpctl;fa-0ai which tnkes place when 
Jm0vµ,ia is excited by it.~ It is arlJitrnry to take the verb 

1 \rhtll LJngc meet:; this with tlt,· cp1c-stion : "How coul,l any on<> l·n<lurc 
the ttrn1,tatio11 ,rithont Laving lirst 1,e,·n teml'ktl? ,. h,· only shows that he <lo<'~ 
not unt.lerstaut.l the explanation hero given. 

"It is to Le oli.,crn,l that James dcsig1tates the trials, on which he thinks in 
,·,,.,., ,,..,,,.,,,,.;; ""'f'"i11r,,,.,, vcr. 3, as """f""l'-oi. It may Le ~ai,l that they arc not 
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r.etpaseu0ai in the clause: µ17oek 7retpasoµevar;, in another 
sense than in the following clause: a7ro Beau 7r'=tpasaµat, as 
Hottinger asserts : hie verbnm 7rELpasEu0at bis dicitur sensu 
diversi; priori loco simpliciter: ad versa pati; posteriori: 
malis sollicitari ad defoctionem (similarly Grotius, Semler; 
also Lange) ; for, according to this interpretation, the excuse: 
c5n ,c.r."A.., would not conespond to the supposition contained 
in µ'T}oek 7r€Lpasoµeva,. In justification of this view, Matt. 
viii. 30 cannot be appealed to, where the same word (ve,cpov) 
is used in the same sentence in different meanings, namely, 
in a proper and figurative meaning, as here the relation is 
entirely different. - Some expositors (Pott, Schneckenburger, 
and others), without reason, 1-inraphrase "A.eyfrw by "cogitet, 
sibi persuadeat." Since the 11.:orcls which immediately follow 
are introduced in the direct form, it is better to retain the 
usual meaning of Xhyew, uy which it is in itself evident that 
the external speaking presupposes au internal, on which it is 
here natural to think. - James makes the 7retpasoµevo, thus 
briefly express the excuse, by which he would justify him
self: ()Tl am) Beau 7retpasaµat, by which he transfers the 
guilt from himself to Gocl.1 on is the form of quotation 
frequently occurring in the N. T., except with Paul. a7ro 
Beau is emphatically placed first. a7ro is not equivalent to 
1111'0; the former points to the more distant, the latter to the 
nearest cause, though by later writers a7ro with passive verbs 
is sometimes used as equivalent to v7ro. Here, however, the 
usual signification of a7ro is to be retained, for the 7retpat6-
µevor;, introduced as directly speaking, would certainly not 
stigmatize God as the direct tempter (comp. Matt. iv. 1). See 
Winer, p. 332 [E. T. 464]. James does not with these words 

this in themselves, but only in so far as the Christian is yet a sinner, and can 
thus be enticed by them into sin ; when this liappens, then the "'"P"'~"~a:,, of 
which James here speaks, takes place. 8tier: '' That there is a necessity for 
our all being tested and approved through trial, springs from our sin ; the 
tempting clement in our trial, the evil in it, springs therefore from that and not 
from God." 

1 He might find a justification of this in the fact that "'"P"""'' actually spring 
from God. See l\[eyer on l\Iatt. vi. 13, am! on 1 Cor. x. 13. Lange introduces 
inappropriate matter, maintaining in favour of the concrete relations supposed 
by him, that tl1e Jews and Juclaizing Christians with this word would justify 
their fanaticism against the Gentiles, 11nrticulnrly their separation from the 
Gentile Christians, as an affair of God (for His glory)! 
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refer lo any particular doctrine of religiun and philosophy, 
perhaps to the lloctrine of the Pharisees and Es,;t!llb 011 £iµup

µev17 (Bull, lttig, :-iclmeckenlmrger, au<l other.~), or the doctrine 
of Simon 1'fagns (Calo\'ins), but only con,;illers geuerally the 
peculiar bias of the natural man to charge God somehow with 
the blame oi'7mpat£u0ai, recognisable iu the answer or Adam 
to ihe question of God.1 

- James grounds the rejection of 
the idea contained iu µ7JO£Lc; ... X£,yfrw that the r.£tpitt£u0ai 

proceeds frolll God, by a sentence comprising two me!llbers: 
o "l''P 0£oc; ... ouoiva. The wor<l a7r£fpa,noc;, an ur.a~ A.£"/· 
in the N. T., has in classical Greek-in which, howenr, the 
form cbre{paTor; (a7rdp'T}Tor;) almost always occm·a-eithcr the 
vassivc meaning untcinptctl, that is, what is not tempted or 
prove<l, or the active meaning: he who has made no trial, 
equivalent to i11cxpcricnccd. Some expositors take the word 
in the second meauiug; thus Schulthess: iu lJcmu nulla 
malorum cxperentia ; de ,Y cttc, Briickucr, and others.~ Hut, 
on account of the close connection with r.eipateiv, the ,rnnl 
has here, as most expositors assume, an ethical meaning. Yet 
it is incorrect to explain it actively, with Luther (God is not 
a tempter to e\'il; Yulgate: inteutator), bel:ause ibis clause 
would then be tautological with the followiug. It is rather to 
Le taken passively: untcmptcd of evil, l,y which the idea passes 
from tcntall!s to that of tcntabilis ; ',Viner, p. 1 'i 5 [ E. T. 
:2-!2, 24~=:J. By the Chmch I◄'athera God is often named 
simply o ti7T'£LpauTo<;; so Jguat. acl Philipp.: T{ T,'Etpatei-. TOV 

,,r.e{paO"Tov; Photius, contm 11/anich. iY. p. 22G : r.eipc,teiv 

t!.mxHp1juaui Tov ,i7T'elpauTov. By this pl'<'.llicatc the holiness 
ol' Uo<l, which is raisell above all temptation to e\'il, is indi
('ated, and is the motive likewise to the following thought.~ 

1 l\Ia11y expressions in Gn·ck authors show how natur.il this is to ma11 ; ,·omp. 
ll. ,,., 86: ;,_.; J;' ob,. ,.;,,.,,, ,ii', aHa: Z111r, .u, !'••pa. ; l'laut. Au/11/. iv. 10. 7 : 
D,·us impulsor mihi fuit; Tere11t. E111111cl,. Y. 2. bu : Quiel, si hoe rnluit ,p1ispi:u11 
Ocus ?-Such an excuse snggcstcu. itself lo the Jews the more as it appcarc,l 
.instilie,I hr the language of' the 0. 'l'. Comp. Ex. xx. lll. On t Ill· ctl11trnry, 
l'liilo ((Juod. dder. JJOt. Iii I>) n•m:uks: oU 61; a~,~, 'T;,., u.~,;-.,;:,11, 7:11 t~.:i11 r.t;·,,,., ,.z., 
"~~.;, q,;;.,, ~,.,;;.,;;,. Still more fully in Schncckcnbnrgcr. 

'J:ut1111a1111, p. 1-18 [E. 'l'. liO], contests this llll'aning, whi,-h rath,·r hclongs 

L
0

0 ~he wor,,l ~"""P,'•· llut_ passage?; as I~on~- I/. ml Y ~n •. ,. : 133: -~;I'":•• I-': 
r..t')'a.ye.,, x2, a-:rupr.'l'r." ~,Ao'7',i-ro;; lhcogn1s1 , ,2: ~oAA~, u.,::-i,p,;-rj, do;«~ •...1::0:10-

a;-~f,;,, SJhow that u.:r,;,,..,,, actually has tlmt meaning. 
"La11;;l· 111ai11tai11~, in rcfrrmcc to the interpretation gin-11 alion, that in tl,i, 
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- Ka1Cwv is not mnsculine, but neuter; not misc;·y (Occumenius), 
but cvil.1 - 7TEtpaset 0€ aiho, ouoiva] expresses the conse
quence of the prece<ling and the pointed contrast to a7To 0eov 
7TEtpasoµat. 7TEtpaset is placed first for the sake of emphasis. 
By avTo,, which most interpreters pass over, is brought for
ward not God's action in contrast to "bt:ing tempted" (Theile: 
ipse quoque non tentat idem illc Deus, qui tentari nequit; 
Wiesinger: "He, self-active;" so also Lange), but shows 
that the 1Te1pasHv indeed takes place, but from another cause 
(~ ro,a im0uµia) than from God. The meaning of the whole 
verse is as follows: Let no man, when he is tempted (inwardly 
enticed) to evil, say, From God I am tempted: for God suffers 
no temptation; but (SE) as to the temptation, He (God) 
tcmpteth no man: but every man is tempted, etc.2 As 
regards the apparent contracliction of this with other passages 
of the Holy Scriptnres, where the sins of men are referred to 
God as their reason (Gen. xxii. 1 ; Dent. viii. 2, etc.), Calvia 
correctly remarks : Quum Scriptura excoecationem vel obdura
tionem corclis tribuit Deo, neqne illi initium assignat, neque 
facit mali anctorem, ut culpam sustinere debeat. In his 
autem duobus solum Jacobus insistit. 

Ver. 14. That " 7Tetpal;eCT0a, proceeds not from God," is 
the thought of ver. 13. ·whence comes it then ? The answer 
is given in this verse: "Every 1nan is tempted, wltcn he is 
drawn out (1 nd allnrcd by his own lust." The words v7To 
'T~, ro. E7Tl0uµ{a, belong not to 7Tetpd.l;eTat (Theile, Wiesinger), 
but to €~fA,/(,Oµevor, Kal 0€A-Eal;oµevo, (Luther, Baumgarten, 
Semler, Knapp, Grashof, Hottinger, de W ette, Ilri.ickner, Lange, 

commentary ,¾..,-,;,, """· is explained as ec1ui vnlcnt to " Uotl has no experience of 
evil," aml that it is saiu. that the passive construction: "not tcruptccl," "not 
temptablc," is against grammatical usage and the connection ! In a \·cry strange 
manner he thinks it is here clcsignecl to strengthen the warning : Ltt no man 
say; for this .saying, like all fanaticism, was a tempting Goel, anu. therefore vain 
and impious, because God does not sulfer Himself to be tempted. 

1 lnapposite uniting of various explanations by Thcile :inu. l\forus : "'"'''P· 
"""· dicitur, partim quoniam nnllac miseriac possnnt cvcnirc Dea, partim 
quoniam per eas non potest inclinari ad pcccandnm, au cnpiclitatcm aliqnam 
excrcendam ; Deus igitnr est expers miseriae omnis atquc etiaru peceati vcl 
pravae cnpiclita.tis, et quia est, neqne tentatnr a malis ipse, ncc1ue alium tentat. 

• The passage in Ecclns. xv. 11, 12, 20, is especially to be compareu.: ,,.;, ,r,,,~: 
., ' , , , , , " ., , , , . o' , . ,, , , /3 -
O'T\ OI~ "_"flOJI' ,%:fO''TPIJI', ,,,,.,. \ a,.-rr,: Q~I a.1rrOi· I'! f.,,.Aa.11n:o, "" Sf!'Tll).a'TO OEIOIU tzO'E l,11 

,.,., ou ,;,.,.,,, "''~" ouom "!'"!"""'"'· See also 1 Cor. x. 13. 
lIEYER,-JAl!ES, E 
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and others), ns otlicrwise these illeas woul,l tlrag too mncli, 
:m<l would reccive their clo,;e1· rc.:forc11ce 1111ly liy :mpplyi11g 
so1ucll1i11g, as iJ7r' avTijc; (\\'iesiuger). James will descriLe 
w,1p,tscuOai acc;onliug lo its process ; he thcreforu places the 
idea first, a111l the11 gives in what follows how it oceurs, con-
se1111e11Lly the c1mstrnctio11 r.i:tpttS€Ta£ ... rlf,XKoµevoc; require!; 
110(, to he altcre1l i11lo 7rHpatuµevo,, ... (~(AKIJETU£ (8el111(:ckeu-
lrnrgerJ. ·- 7THpasuµwoc;, as is evi1le11t frolll wl1at goes l,efore, 
is to lie s111,1,li,~il lo i!KaG'TO<; ; it eorrespon<ls to ouoJva, ver. 1 :.,:. 
The aLLrilmtc ioicic; is c111pl1ntic, expressing the eontra.~t tr., 
avTu~· i11 \"(;I'. 1 :;. It is lJrought }Jl'(Jllli11e11tly fonvanl l,eei1ww 
i7Tt0vµ{a has its gro11111l 1wt ill Uorl, l,nL helo11~,:;; to man. -
J:y i7nOvµ{a is uot 1le11oietl " i1111occ11t 1-;c11s11011sness," hut it, 
oce111·.1 lwrc, as r;i:cry1dun ill the X. T. (cxecpt wlierc its 
specilic ol,ject is uamccl, as in Lukci xxii. J;j; ]'hil. i. 23; 
1 Tlic:-;s. ii. 1 7), even without the arl!litioll of KaK1J, uapKtKIJ, 

or so111e sirnilar adjectives, 'in s,:,tsn 'lllHlo ; yet iL is 11ot to Im 
umlcrslood as ,,,·i!Jiwtl sin: "the i-;inl'ul lcudeucy, the sarne as 
l'aul calls uµapTici in Uo111. vii. 7" (IIofrnann, S1:hrijtbi:11J. I. 
)i. •1G'J; "\Viesi11~1:r); rather cr,,Ouµ{a hem is tl1e same as in 
ltolll. vii. 7, 11a11wly, hist for tlu: forl,id,len action sp1-ingi11g 
frolll 01·igi11al sin (which l'aul <lc,-;ignate.~ as the ,'tµapTfa 

whieh xwp'i, vuµov is " vrnp,t," l,11t IJr the COllllJl[Ul(h11e11t 
revive.,, a11d r,u,(J'ctv er.iOvµ[av KaTcp·;,;_(,TatJ. So also 1:riickner.1 

- ,follies d"es not here :-;peak of the origin and duvelopwcnt 
ol' sin iu gcneml, J,nt, lie wishes to uwnliou, in contrast to ,ir.o 
0wu r.npitsoµai, IJy what sinful man is lemplc<l to the 
<lefinile act of Hin, f;t1 that he ha,1 lHJ occa"ioJL to refer to 

l .,_\,:1·r,nli11g 1o ]fr,f111a1111'.,; 1·x1,laualio11, LIii' l'•Jrlll <Jf c:qire:--. i1 ,11 of ,Ja1111•-; \\'ot1l1l 
1,,, di.1111•:lrii:ally '•l'J•O·•·•l lo tliat ,,r ]'au!; for ,·,Jo:,t l'aul ,·all.,"-."-"+~;,,_, .la111, ... 
woul1l ,·all i-:r,Pvfl,;IZ; awl wl1al raul •·all.; i.--:-,1=v,.,.:u, ,f:tllll', \\"c1llltl t·all u.,.,.14p:-,'c ! 
.. \tul ]1ow ,,l1j1'.1:tiouahl1: i."> it to !--a)", with \\'i,- .... i11_!.('•·r: i~,tufL;','., ,·,·ln·n .~lirn·,l 11)', 

proul!CC8 thoso '"'''"!'-'"' '"'P"'' i11 Gal. ,·. }CJ, 2-J, that ,cr,Gvl'-•i• :mu that 
i":"11'uu.1'1, iu l:ora. vii. i, :-,:., It i.; al-.o iiw1,rr1·1·l, \'>ill1 f.~111.~1·, l1J 11111lc·r.-.lawl 1,y 
,"(,,,,. i-.-,i1. "original ~in it:.,df iu il.i ,·c,w·rl'lu adivily, 11 01· 11 tlw f11lly whit·h i1u
j11dirirl11;il 1·111111111ti·r., c·xfrrn:dly, on:r :i.~aiu.,t wl1ir·h tlw In. I lwl1111gi11g to hi111 
i~ c,1,_j,-1"1 ivdy 1,l:tc:1'.d,., aJJtl lo dd,·n11i111: tlw :,.,1111· 11111n· 1lt·li11iLi-ly w; tit•, totality 
of llio , .• , uJitl1•1'iurr vu1·i1••ralt-d, ViJ,iu11arr ('XJw1·lali 1J11:, wl1i,·li ~1•1l111:li\pc]y Jltd 
lu.tl1 llw .I,~\·:-. a~11l tl1

11; ,J1:wi,;h Cl1ri.-,lia11s, ~whi,·h h.ul hJ•r1111g lr11111 ll11! 1nalt1ff 111 

tlw , i1ili:1.ti,:, ,•,·,,rld-l11sti11g, !,piritnal 1,1-idc. ·• .h11w .. do,•:-i 1u,l lu·re !-ifH"flk ,d 

i"T",f:J.,,,_,-,_,,. a,; alta1:kir1;.{ au iwlividual Jn,1u c,ul ,i,l,·, 1,wL 011l!J of t11al wl1i•·li i, 

within him. 
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original Ei11. - ,vith rnganl to t,lw form of expression, Pott 
conectly says: im0uµ,{a, ,'iµ,apTia et OavaTor:; personarum vim 
lialJent; iumgiuem rneretrieis snppeditaut voces uvX)l,a/Niv, 
TLICT€w, ,i1ro,cufw, llec 1101t et igiA.1C€W atquo O€X€as€tv. The 
two words ig1:A.1C€tv and O€A.€asHv sin<l vorba e re ve11atoria et 
piscatoria in n:rn arnatoriallt et in<le in nostrnrn trop11m traus
lata (Sch1tccke11burger); this at least is valid of O€A.€CLS€LV. 
The mea11i11g: protrahere in littus (Pott, and also <lo Wetto), 
tloes not liero lie at the root of the idea igiA.1C€LV (lJ,,rag X€,y. 
in N. T.), for then it would require to be placed after 
O€X€asHv (as also "\\'ic,;ekr, llriidmer, autl Lauge ousorve); 
Sdmltlwss rnore corn;ctly explai11s it : elicere lJestias ex tuto 
nbi latent iu locmn hamis retibusr11w expositma ; but it iH 
probable that ,James had 11ot the origi11al figure so definitely 
before his eyes. ::\fa11y interpreters (1Icuochius, Grotius, 
Lalll'entius, l'ott, Hottinger, llaumgarte11, Theile, and others) 
supply n uono to igc)l,,c, and acl malm,i to O€A.€us'., or something 
similar; yet incorrectly, as the idea is rat]H;r tliat i1ri0uµ,ta as 
a lw.rlot entices mau, that is, his will, to herself; the dg i11 
igi)\.,c. ii:; tlnrn to IJe explaiuecl, that mau, euticecl by the allure
ments of e1ri0uµ-ta, is enticccl to fursaku his former positio11 
(as the place where he remained hitherto concealed); 
Sclmcckenburgcr: stain quasi i:;uo et loco sc extrahi et 
rlimoveri ipse patitnr. It is inconect to explain JgiA.1C€LV a:-; 

n<ptivaleut to 1rpoatA.1C€tV, or as an intensifie1l form i11stea<l of 
;/)1,,cftv.1 The being taken captive l,y i1rt0uµ,{a is imlicatc<l by 
O€A.€asoµ,€voc;;.~ orX1:asHv, ill the N. T. used l1ere only ancl iu 
2 l'et. ii. 2, 14, 18, is also among classical writers used 
Jignrntivcly only ill srn1m nwlo; comp. particularly, Plato, Tim. 
lxix. G : 11oov1', µE•1{a,-wv ,ca,cwv oe)\.mp; Plnt. d,'. sc;·. Nmn. 
Vi,ul. : TO "'/A.UICU TI/', hn0vµ,ia, wa7rEp OEA.Eap eg€A./CfLV 
(av0pw7rovc;). 

Ver. 15. Continuing the image uscrl in ver. 11!, ,James in 
this verse describes what is the fruit which proceeds from 
OcA.casEu0at v-;ro TIJ, loiar:; i1rt0uµ{a<;: LHst luwi;1g concci'Ol:<l 

1 8cc Athcnaeus, i. :J, c. 8 : o,., .,.;,, oµ,,.;,,_, .. ,ii; iyuu .. u; wp,uo,.,.u,.audu,, Ael. 
N. An. vi. 31: ;,.,, ... ;;, ;,,,,;;, ,;1.,.,µiv,;. 

" Lange : 11 'l'o ,!raw ,,/!" :u1<l to allurc'.-G"n11:u1 : Ahlud~r:n au,l Aulor.l.:mi; iho 
mau i~ first drawn out fr1n11 lii., iuw:ml sclf-1:011tr,,l allll fortress, au,l tl1cn 
attracted (urnwn to) by the allurmncuts of the harlot." 
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(i.e. become pregnant) 'bringdh forth sin, and sin 1d1Cn it is 
completed l,ri11geth forth death. The ohject of this representa
tion is not to give a doctrine of sin,-its origin and its end.
but by indicating the fniit of '11'Etpal;Eu0ai, to demonstrate that 
it is not from God. Hy EtTa the rcwlt of r.etpal;Eu0ai, 

namely Tl/CTH ,iµap-r{av, is indicated as directly following 
upon it; uu)..)..a/3ovua forms the transition to it, which occurs 
by e'11'10vµ,{a taking the will of man captive ; it, as it \\'ere, 
becomes pregnant, so that it bears sin. - qu)..)..a/3ovua -rlKTH] 

corresponds to the Hebrew i?,1:1~ ,~J:1\ which is uniformly in 
the LXX. translated by uu)..)l.a/3ovua ETE1Ce (Gen. iv. 5, 1 7, 
xxx. 1 7, and other passages). l1y tiµapTta 1l'it/1011t the article, 
the fruit of em0vµ{a, according to its quality, is indicated in 
an entirely general rummer. Sin born by lust again carries in 
itself its own fruit (Kv1Jµa), which, having come to completion, 
(a'TT'OT€Af0'0e'iua), i,; brought forth out of it~elf (ar.OICI.IH). 
According to de W ette, hy ,iµ,apT{a in the first clause is to l in 

understood "the resolution 01· -i11tcrnul acl," but in the secoml 
clause (~ ,iµapT{a a'11'0T£AE0'0e'iua), "sin accomplished in the 
rxtcnwl act," thus acts of sin. This, however, is incorrect, as 
-(1) by ~ Se tiµapT{a the uµ,apT{a already mentioned is again 
taken up, and therd'ore must l1ave the same meaning; and 
(2) ,i'11'oTeAeiv ,iµapT{av cannot mean " sin accomplisheLl.'' 1 

,v icsinger, ,rith regard to TlKTE£ ,'tµ,apT{av, correctly obserYes: 
",iµ,apT{a is sin, but whether the internal or external act is 
not stated ;" yet a7rOTfAfu0E'iua added in the following clause 
shows that James considerell ciµapT{a ns something gradually 
tlcvclopecl, for ci.7roTEAEiv is not equivalent to T[1CTew (so 
that a'11'oTeXeu0eiua wonld he= -rex0Eiua, Baumgarten: "sin 
Lrought or prOlluced into the ,vorhl in such a manner''), but 
completed: thus 11 aµ,. ,ir.oT. ="sin id1 ir-h has atlt1 iuol tv ii.~ 
complete dcrclopmcnt." It is not entirely corresponding to the 
iuea of James when Cahin (with whom most recent critics-

1 De ,Vdtc incorrectly nppcnls to the ,·xpr,•.ssion ,.,,.,.,i.,~, ,..,.,;",,_;,., in Plato, 
au,·a. p. !i03 D, nn(l 'TlA!7i, '7"~~ ;~,Pu,.,.:rn, as thl're !~,P:.,~iz [t!Hl a,u,z,p--:-la. arc uot 
similar, llllt ,lif!'crcnt i,lcas. 1YIH•ll Wicsing,·r, against the explanation of <le 
"'ctt,•, says that uvi,.i,.,./3,iiua: in,\icnll's that "the will cunsi•nts to the clcmnn,I of 
the dcsii-c·, ,1·hid1 is the resolution or in!Prnal ad," it is, on the contrary, to l,~ 

ohscrn,I that these two nrc Ly 110 mcnns iclentic;d, as the rl'solution is nn act or 
the will, allll thus is actually sin, whilst Ly uuH,.,,,ii,a: is in.!ieatc<l a point 
preceding .,,nw a.papTia.,. 
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Kern, Schneckenburger, Theile, Wiesinger, and others-agree) 
explains it as "the entire sinful life" (non unum aliquod opus 
perpetratum, sed cnrsus peccandi completus; vita impia et 
scelerata). As ,James considers a1iapT{a itself personified, it 
is a7iOTEAeu0f!iua when it has grown to such fulness of power 
that it rules man's whole life. According to this idea, it is 
indeed correct when several interpreters explain a,roTEA. by 
adulta; thus Bouman : peccatum, quum ad adultam pervenit 
aetatem ; yet, linguistically, this explanation is not to be 
justified, as a,roTeAe"iu0at is not equivalent to adolescere. The 
explanation given in the earlier edition of this commentary, 
that by aµ,apTia is meant the act of sin, is erroneous, because 
such a limitation of the general idea is not indicated; 01-1 this 
account it is not correct to think on brt0vµ,{a and aµ,apTta 
as a single definite lust and sin. - Bruckner considers 
the addition of a'1ToTeMu0eiua is made only " in order that 
aµ,apTla, which was at first represented as a child, might 
again be represented as a mother." This, however, is incorrect; 
the origin and growth ( or, more correctly, tl1e completion) of 
sin by no means occur "in reality together at one moment;" 
sin bears death, which it carried in itself at the first, only 
when it is not interrupted in its development by a higher life
power, but has attained to its complete form. - By 0avaToi;, 
by which J arnes indicates the fruit of completed sin according 
to its nature, is to be understood, not only twiporary death 
(Pott: homines peccando mortales factos esse omnes con
sentiunt N. T. scriptores), but, as the opposite of the sw~ 
which God has promised, and will give to them who love 
Him, eternal death; see Rom. vi. 23: Ta ofwvta T~', 

aµ,apTlar;, 0civaTor;· TO (')f xaptuµ,a 8eou, tw~ aiwvto',. If, 
therefore, nothing lmt 0dvaTO<; is the end to which '1T€tpaseu0at 
conducts, this cannot possibly have its reason in God, \\"ho 
works sw~, and therefore it is absurd to say a7ro 0eou 
'1Tetpal;oµ,at (ver. 13). -The expression a'1ToKuet (only here and 
in ver. 18 in the N. T.) is distinguished from TLKTE£ only in this, 
that it indicates more definitely that aµ,apT{a from the begin
ning is pregnant with 0avaToi;. By the explanation : meretur 
mortem (Bede, Lnurentius, and others), a relation is introduced 
foreign to the context. On the mode of writing a71"otwEi: and 
a7ToKun, see \Viner, p. 8 0 [E. T. 10 7 J ; Schirlitz, p. 18 4 f. 
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Ver. 16 introduces the statement which follows as one 
particularly important. Not only the exhortation: µ~ r.Xaviicrlh, 
but also the n1lded address: aoEXcpo{ µou ci~;ar.7JTO{, shows 
how important this observation appeared to the anthor. A 
new line of thought, unconnected "·ith the preceding, does 
not indeed begin with this verse ; µ17 r.Xavacr0e must not 
therefore be considered, with Hornr,ius, GelJser, and others, 
only as the concluding formula to what goes before. Theile 
correctly obsen·es: ubi antecedentia respicit, 11unq1w.m finit 
cohortationem, sed ita interpositum est, ut continuet ae firmet, 
nunc illustrando, nunc cavendo. The snme formula is found 
in 1 Cor. Yi. 9, xv. 33; Gal. vi. 7 (similarly 1 John iii. 7); 
in all those places it precedes a thought certain to the 
Christian conscience, hy which a preceding expression is 
confirmed in opposition to a false opi11ion : this is also the 
case here. Grotius inserts an entirely foreign reference when 
he says: hoe vult: ne putate nstrum studium sufficcre sine 
precibus ; see Luke xviii. 1. There is here no reference 
whatever to prayer. 

Ver. 17. The :,entiment in thi~ Yersc, introduced by Yer. 
16, is designed for the complete rcj ection of cir.a BEoii 
r.Etpaf;oµat; the good comes from God, therefore r.Etpctf;£cr0at 
cannot come from God. The idea of the gootl is indicated 
by two synonymous cxpre1,sions: OOCTtS' ll"/a01; awl owpl]µa 
-reX€tov. By oocrts-, which has hrre nut an actiYe, as in 
Phil. iv. 5 (Bouman, Lange), hut a p::i.ssiYe si;.mification (as 
frequently in classical Greek and in the Apocrypha), and by 
Swp17µa, the same thing is imlicated-in contrast to loi'a 
ir.,0uµ{a, ver. 14-as something ginn aHtl presented, "·hil'h 
thus proceeds not from man him,,elr. By owpT}µa T€A£tov thL· 
idea already contained in OOULS' 1i";a01i i;; IH)ight011e1l, owp11µ.a 
lllore definitely indicating the gifr (oocru;) as a/1\1" ]1/'C!Vill (which 
C:unkcl incorrel'tly denies; sec l:um. Y. 1 G' where owp11µ.a is 
parallel with x11p1uµa), a1Hl T€A£tov the iLlea uf the good 
(a"la011) as morul!y pc;j<'cl.1 1t i,; arlJitrarr to rder the two 

1 1rJ,ibt tlr· \\·et1,, linols thl· , mpl,a.,is nnl_\· in t!,,, :1,!_j,•,·tiw,. Thdh• corrcctl~
n·marks: Et ~nlistauti\·a d ad,i,·cti\·a dillinu:t it:1, ut 1,,,.,1,-rins J<riorc ~it 
dcfi11itius i,h·wtlh' n1aj11s. :,.;o abo \\"i1.- .... i11_~•-r an 1l lh\t,·1'11,·r. l.:1n_~e hy ~::,;. ,:-!) .• 

u11u1•rstan,ls "the gift of (;o,I complctnl in l'11risti111it"·:" an,\ I,"· ;,,, . .iy. 
"cnrything whivh ~C'rn,l to 1•rcparc this C'c•lll]•l•·tc-,1 ;:ifr, ,,:,,·,·i.,11)· in the ol,l 
conmmt." 
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expressions to dijf'crcnt gifts, and by ooaw to understand the 
gifts of the kingdom of nature or of the present life, ancl by 
owp71µ,a those of the kingdom of grace or of the future life. 
Also arya0~ is not, with Didymus, to be restricted to the idea 
of the useful. Several interpreters (Raphelius, Stolz, Rosen
mti.ller, Bengel, Augusti, Pott, Hottinger, and others) put an 
exclusive force on 7ra,c;, as if it were= non nisi, "nothing 
but;" but the thought is weakened thereby. James designs 
to say not only-in contrast to the derivation of '7T"Etpa{;Ea0ai 
from God-that only good (thus not evil) gifts come from 
Him, but likewise that good gifts all come only from God 
(thus from none else) (Stier); 7ra,c; is accordingly to be taken 
in its usual meaning ; but arya017 and TEA-Etov are to be 
emphasized. Schneckenburger arbitrarily explains it as if 
.James had written: '7T"aCTa ODC1'l~ Kai 7rav owp71µ,a &vw0w 
JCaTa/3a'ivov T€A.€lDV f<TTL.

1 
- avw0Ev] = oupavo0€V (Acts xiv. 

17, xxvi. 13; EK Tou oupavov, John vi. 32, 33), is put first for 
the sake of emphasis. - EUTL Karn/3a'ivov J are not, with vVo1f, 
Bengel, Kern, Douman, and others, to bo separated, so that 
Jan is to be joined to avCJJ0Ev, and 1eaTa/3a'ivov is added as an 
epexegesis; but to be united, and are put instead of KaTa/3alvet, 
only that by the participle the quality of the verbal idea is 
more brought out; see chap. iii. 15 ; so also Wiesinger and 
A. Buttmann, p. 266 [E.T. 310]; Winer, p. 311 [E. T. 438], 
and Schirlitz, p. 317, on the other hand, regard the expression 
as entirely equivalent to Karnf3a(vct. - The expression 
1ea7a{3a'ivov is explained from avCJJ0Ev. The explanation of 
Laurentius: non cadens, sed descendens, quia ordinaric bona 
sua dona dat, is far-fetched. - a'7T"6 TOU '7T"aTpo~ TWV <pWTWV] 
an epexegesis to the preceding. By Ta <pwTa is to be under
stood neither spiritual light, whether knowledge (Hornejus), 
or joy (Michaelis), or goodness, wisdom (Wolf: omnis 
perfectio, bonitas, sapientia et prosperitas), or something 
similar, nor the spirits of light (Schol. op. Natt. : 77Tot 
TWV U!Y,Y€AtlCWV ovvaµ,Ewv· ,t, TWV '7T"€<pWn<TµEVWV av0pw7T'CiJV; 
Lange: "the whole series of organs of revelation from 
Abraham to Christ, as the representatives of all good spirits"). 
Nor is there here any allusion to the Urim and Thnmmim 

1 On the accidental hexameter which the worJs .,,-iida. • •• .,.,,.,,,. form, see 
Winer, p. 564 [E. T. 7D8]. 
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of tl1c high priest (Reisen) ; but by it arc meant, as almost 
all modern expositors recognise, the hmrcnlif bodic:; (see LXX. 
Ps. cxxxv. (cxxxYi.) 7; ,Tcr. fr. 23) = <f,r,,u-rijpEi;, LXX. 
Gen. i. 1-1. God is designated as the r.a-r~p of these, because 
He is their Creator and l'rescrver. This designation, for 
which ,Job xxxYiii. 28 c:aunot be appealed to, is surprising, as 
it is without analogy either in the 0. or X T. (otherwise with 
profane writers and I>Jiilo). It has, however, its ground in 
this, that J amcs considers the light of the heaYenly bodies as 
a reflection of the essential light of God. Since God is the 
Father of light, the symbol of the holy ones (Wiesinger), so 
He Himself must be li~ht, and thus nothing dark (con
sequently not r.npc,r;1:u0at), but rather only all that is light, 
can proceed from Him. As the Father of lights, God, howeYer, 
outshines these: their light is changing; His, on the contrary, 
is without change. The following words: with 1('ho1n there 
is no 'cariation nor shadow (in co11scq11n1cc) of chrrngc, express 
this idea; i.e., whilst with the stars a -rrapaXXa'Y'l or -rpo,rry,; 
ar.ou,dauµa occnrs, there is nothing similar to this with God.1 

According to Grotirn,, with whom various expositors agree, 
these expressions arc termini tcclmici of astronomy. Hut, in 
oppositiou to this, it is to Le obserYed that r.apaX'Aa'Y'l never 
occurs as an astronomical term (see Gebser in loco), and 
the astronomical signification of -rpor.11 = solstitium, solstice 
(Tpo7ra',, 81:pwat and XHµEptvat; comp. ,visd. Yii. 1 S: 
-rpo-rrwv u"l\Xa'Y<t,), is not here snitalilc, ns the snn is not 
mentionc1l specially, nor is an ar.ou,dauµa effected hy the 
solstice. ,James here uses not the language of astronomy, bnt 
that of onlinary life (\\'iesingPr). - r.apaX'Jl..a~,,; is to be 
understood quite generally, rnriation. ,Tames adds to this 
general i1lca, in order to bring prolllincntly forward that the 
essential light of God is not, as is the cnsc with the stars, 
obscured by anythin~. the more llefinitc ilht -rpor.,j,; 
<Lr.OuKi'auµa. /ir.ouK{auµa has nut nn active (de "'ctte: 
" casting a shallow "\ Lnt a p;1,;c-i re si~nification, l,, i11g slw1fol 

1 Flatt (SJ>icil. r,/1.<0">'llll. ml '1'· .Taco/,i\: .\nctor si,!L"run, 11iti,lorum ipsis 
diam 11ili,lior c·t 11itoris, nnllis u11qu:1m t,·11chris i11!t-rnq,ti, lll:ljori consta11ti:\ 
fnl~t•Jl!-,:. f-.:.itnihrly it is ~:1i1l of ,ri!--do11~ : r,,., 1 -~.' a~·-=-,: l~-Tp!'T!5'':'ffa. ~).:w, 1'(%; 

i,7':'tp 'T'CLO'av u~~rc.J}I (i:-n1 , ~(J;'~ UIJj'"-f1W1,ui.r; ,;.,p:ux!o:z, -:rp:,t,%, ,ri:--l!Olll of Soleman 
vii. 29. 
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(so Bruckner); and -rpo'TT'ijc; assigns the reason (ar.or;,c{ar;µa 
quae oritur e -rpo'TT'f,, Schneckenburger) : thus the shadowing 
of the stars, which is effected by their changeable position :1 for 
that James has founded his idea in a change in the stars 
themselves is not probable.2 Luther's translation: "the 
change of light nud darkness" (similarly Stolz: "changing 
obscuration"), is only justified if it were said -rpo7r~ a7ror;,cuzr;
µa-roc;. Deviating entirely from the above explanation, the 
Greek interpreters take a'TT'or;,c{ar;µa = rxvoc;; Oecumenius: 
av-rl -rov· ovoe P,EXPt', V'TT'OV01ac; -rwor; V'TT'0/3o'A.1j ; Suidas : 
av-rl -rov· a'A.XotW<TEW', ,cal µErn/3oXijc; rxvoc;· ,cal aµo{wµa 
cpav-rar;{ac;; and following them seYeral recent writers; 
:Uorus: ne tantillum mutationes ; Hosenmi.iller: no shadow 
of change; so Hensler and others. But in this signification 
a'TT'or;,c[ar;µa never elsewhere occurs; also the here essential 
idea of obscuration (Bengel: a7ror;,c{ar;µa, oppon1'tm· luininibus) 
would be lost. - The form iv, (Lesides here in the N. T. 
in 1 Cor. vi. 5 ; Gal. iii. 2 8 ; Col. iii. 11) is not, with 
Buttmann, II. 375; Winer, p. 7-! [E.T. 96]; Schirlitz, 171, 
and others, to be taken as a peculiar form of iv, but is the 
abbreviation of ivE<Tn (A. Buttrnann, p. 64 [E. T. 72]); 
comp. 1 Cor. vi. 5: OV/C fVt iv vµ'iv r;orf,or; ovoe ek (see :i\Icyer 
in loco). lvt, however, is not, with Pott, to be explained as 
precisely equivalent with er;-rw, yet the meaning of the pre
position iv is so weakened, as the verb could be construed 
with any other preposition, as here with the preposition r.apa, 
which here, as frequently in the X. T., stands for "what 
spiritually belongs to another, is in anothe:-'s possession ; " 
Demosthenes, de COi'. p. :J 18, 1 :J : d o' ovv f(jT£ Ka£ r.ap' lµo/, 
nr; iµ'TT'etpla -rotav-r11. 

Ver. 18. l\Iost interpreters subordinate the thought con
tained in this verse to the preceding, regarding it either as 
an example (Laurcntius: loquitur Ap. in his verlJis de gene-

1 Incorrectly Lange e:q,lnins the •~xprcssinn : '' of the obsrnration of the earth 
cffecte,l by the diurnal phe11omcnal revolution of th<' s1111, moon, an<l stars." 
.\I)(]. the proper idea "·hich James has in view is, according to Lauge, that Go<l 
"makes no revolution with the 01,l Testament ,Yhieh woukl east a 11ight
sha<low on the New, nor <loes He ,rnlfer the X,·"· T,·st:uncnt to cast a 11ight
sha<low on the Ohl l ! " 

2 \\'ithout reason, llaumgarten, Sclrncc-kenli11rg(•r, an,\ others as,11111c that 
James here allmlcs to the astrological superstitions of the Jews. 
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r:1tio11e spirituali ut sit quasi exemplum aliquod istorum dono
rum spiritualium, quae sunt desuper) or as a co11ji rmation and 
a pl'oof (thus Gebser, Kern, "\Yiesinger, Bouman; also Lange 1) ; 
on the contrary, according to Theile and de W ette,2 its relation 
is that of co-ordination. But in both explanations the peculiar 
significance which this verse has in the context is mistaken. 
It is to be recognised as a principal thought, not only because 
the succeeding exhortations flow from it, but also because the 
preceding development only comes to its close in it; whilst 
only in /3ovX7J0E'i<. ,17iE"u1JUEv 17µas is not only the assertion 
ri,ro BEOv T.Etpasoµat completely refuted, but also all the 
earlier mentioned assertions have their sure foundation. It is 
accordingly not a confirmation of ver. 17, but rather a special 
inference from the !JCncml idea of that verse. - /3ov'A.7J0E',,~ 

,'ir.E1Cu1Jaw 11µa'>] The verb itself testifies that here the dis
course is of the new birth, and not of natural birth, for a7iO• 

,dmv is synonymouc.; ,rith "fEVv~iv; but the man "JE"fEVV1Jµevo<. 

l,c Brnv (1 John iii. 0; see also 1 Pet. i. 23) is not man in 
himself, Lut man born again. Unsatisfactorily Pott explains 
/:.-r;oKuElV = facac, (tficuc, since b_r this the specific idea of the 
wrb, that the foundation of the life of him who is born again 
lies in Goll, and that he is 0da, cpu(]'fW', "OlVWVO', (2 Pet. i. -!), 
is lost. -17µ.as J not 11s as men, nor us as Jewish Christians, but 
us as Christian;;. - The verse emphatically commences witl1 
/3ov?\.170Ei,, by whid1 is expressed not a contrast to the merit of 
human ,rnrks (Bede: 11011 nostris, sed heneficio suae volnntatis ; 
similarly Calvin, Horncjns, Grotius, etc.), nor to "the ,Tewish 
claims of righteousness" (Lange), but it is designed pro
minently to bring for\\"ard the thought that the new birth rests 
on the dh·ine will-the work is that which God has peculiarly 
1cil[,,d. nut if this he the case, how can 7r€1p<tsE(]'0at procectl 
frnm Him ? "\Yithout sufficient reason, ncngel, Kern, Schneck
cHlmrger, "\YicsingL'l", and others put the additional idea of fort' 

in /~oVA1J0E[r;.,; - ?\.o~n ci?\.170e/a<,] The instrnment of 1£7.0ICVIJUat 

1 Lu,_~e &:rangdy designates the Ill'\\' 1,irth as the effed or the •~i"-'"' -.-,,.,,., 
which came down from heaven. 

'Th,-ilc: Dens, lnmimun pater, <iiam parl'ns est wnrratinui, 110,tra~. D,• 
,rcttc: In 1,bce of all goo1l gifts, the gracious gift of the Christian salrntion is 
likewise mentioned as a proof that God can he no tempter. 

" lkngel: volnntatc aniantissima. ~l'hnel'kcnlonrg1'r: non merum voli·ll<li 
actum sed bcnignam et benigna rnluntatc ortam vulitintH'lll c:q,rimit. 'l'he 
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is the -Xo'Yor; a-X110elar;, that is, the gospel,1 which is so called 
because " &:x,,,0eta in its entire reality is inherent in it" 
(Harless on Eph. i. 13). The words: elr; To elvai ~µ,ar; a7rapx~v 
,-wa ,-;,v av,-ou ,cnuµ,aTc.>V] express the aim of this new birth, 
by which is not indicated what Christians, as those who are 
born of God, ought to become, but what they a1'C, according to 
the intention of God.2 By nva added to a7rapx~v the mode 
of expression is indicated as figurative, for, as Calvin correctly 
remarks, nva similitudinis est nota, nos qnodammodo esse 
primitias (so also Gebser, Hottinger, Kern, "'iesinger, and 
others). Also Bengel recognises this, but he puts therein a 
:false reference, observing : quacdmn habet modestia1n, nam 
primitiae proprie et absolute est Christus. Still more incorrect 
is it, with Lange, to explain Ttva, that James considered the 
nngels of God as a different kind of first-fruits of creation. 
Laurentius correctly says: a7rapx~ allusio est ad ritum legalem 
in Vetum Testamentnm de consecratione primogenitorum, 
frugum, jumentorum et hominum (so also Calvin, Hornejus, 
'\Viesinger, and others ; unsatisfactorily de '\Y ette : " chosen 
and holy"). The word has here, as everywhere in the 0. T., 
and predominantly among the classics, a religious signification, 
namely, " the jfrst-jritits dedicated to God; " so that J arnes by 
this expression indicates Christians, as a fruit dedicated to 
the service of God. But ~µar; emphatically repeated shows 
that James does not here state the nature of Christians gene
rally, but what the position is which he and those Christians 
occupy who, according to Rom. viii. 23, possess ,.hv a7rapxhv 
Tou 'Tivevµ,aTor; ( see Meyer in loco). They are a kind of first
fruits of God's creatures, because they, as being born of God, 
are dedicated to God first among all His creatures. The 
glorification, which is destined for the whole world, was first 

vi;w o.f Oe?ume~ius ~s evi~lent)y ~ntirelr perverted : ,,., /3,o}.r.P,;; ,r,,,.,,, ,,,,.,,,.,,.,,u;;.,, 
':'D~; a.u,:-op,.a.7't,,JS Uo;fD(f,r'lj'iltr.l 'TO;S '1'0 '1'1ZV At1pov'JJ'Ta;. 

1 If the want of the article shoultl constrain us to translate J.oy,; ,h"P,:a; " a 
word of truth," that is, a word whose nature is truth (see Meyer on 2 Cor. vi. 7), 
yet by this word of truth here the gospel can only be umlerstoo,l ; lmt it is more 
1,robable that the article is omittetl because J.oyo; !,J.,P,ia;, as an idea tlefinite in 
itself, did not require the article to designate it. 

" .According to Lange's supposition, "this teleological moue of expression is 
chosen in order to indicate that the Je1l's should become what Cltristians already 
are." This is purely arbitrary, as such a distinction is not indicated in the very 
slightest tlegree. 
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impartecl to Christians then lfring.1 In the X. T. a-:rap;,d is 
!'ometimes so used that the religious signification steps i11to 
the background (thus in 1 Cor. x,·. 20, 23; Tiom. viii. 23, 
xvi. 5 ; 1 Cor. x,·i. 15 ; otherwise in Rom. xi. 11.i and Rev. 
xiv. 5); and accordingly several expositors explain the expres
sion of James as equivalent to ol 7rpwTo£ -rwv ,cnuµa.Twv 

avTov. But against this is, on the one hand, the added -rwa, 

ancl on the other hand, the existing necessity of conceiving a:~ 
ad<lecl to KTtuµa-rwv an attribute, as vewv or ,ca{vwv, since 
the expression Ta KTtuµaTa 01;ov is not taken hy itself, those 
who are born again, but generally, the er,:at-arcs of God. It is 
still more arbitrary to take a7rapx11 as equinlent to 7rpw,ot, 

in the sense of -rtµtw-ra-ro, (Oecumenius; l\Iorus: omnium 
creaturarum carissimi et clignissimi; the favourites among His 
creatures), ancl then to refer the verse to the dignity of mm1 
generally, as the Scholiast explains : T~V opwµEVT}V KTLULV i/iTJulV, 

-ry,;- -rtµicJ,-r1;pov TOV av0pwr.ov €01;£~fV.2 By au-rov (Lachmann 
and Buttmann, avTov; Tischendorf, eavTov), crnphatically 
added, the creatures are indicated as God's property. 

Ver. 19. To ver. 18 is annexed at first the exhortation to 
Imo-, and then in ver. 22 the more extended exhortation, not 
only to he hearers, but also doers of the word. By the read
ing wu-r1;, the connection with the preceding is eYidently 
exprcs~ed, wu-r1; being with the following imperative, as in 1 Cnr. 
iii. 21, Phil. ii. 12 = 1·taquc, thc1°((ol'c. This reading is, how
ever, suspicious, as not only predominant authorities declare 
for the reading tuTf, but aho l'u-r1; might he easily changed 
into wu-r1;, in orde1· to mark the thon~hts in this verse as an 
inference from ver. 18. It is true the Si after ta-Tc.:, conj()inl'd 
with this reading (in n and C), appears to he han;h; l,ut it 
may be explained from this, that the senteuce €UTW ... ,axv, 

1 It is, howcvrr, also pos,ilih· that .Tarnes l,y "i'-"' !,as h,nl in \'i,·w, 11"1 the 
,]isti1l<'tion u<:t,nc·n the thl'n existing a111l tl11· lat<:r l'hri.,ti:111s, l,ut only th,· ,Iis
tindion l,ttw<'en l'l,ristians an,l tl,c othl'r ncatun·s, since Christians of all ag1·s 
for111 tlic CL..-arxYi -:-6J, ,:.-:-ur,uti.-:-tJ", nntil the co11111u·11l'Cllh:llt of tlie wnrl,l's gloril:c·a
tim1. Lange wit!, truth l,riugs f,,rwar,l tl11· i,Ica that if l'hri,ti:11ts are a~a,.tr., 
tl,, y ar,· surdi,·s f,,1· thl' fntun· glorilit'ation of the worlil; hut that th,: fir.,t 
],..Ji1·n·1., ,,f ]sra,·l in tl11·ir unit\' are ,urcti<'s for the fnturc l'Ollnrsion of tl1t• 
nation, is an introilucecl idea whi~h is not indicate,! by James. 

:.: Tlrn.-; ~d,ultlu-:--:;: di,·i11u 2·atiouis l'f qratiouis 11111nl·r,·, (·njus C'X tot :u1irn;?ll• 

liu111 g•·J1c·ril1u..., at•pll' uaturis lw1110 ~vlns l':-,.t parti,·q,:-;, JJrilh_·ipatu1u <lignit.di-; ci 

datum ccrni111us. 
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Ei<; -ro ci,coiiuat K.T.A-. is introduced as being almost a proverLial 
expression. The reading of A: E<TT€ oe ... ,ea/. ecnoo, appears 
to be a correction, in order to unite this verse more closely 
with the preceding. t<TT€ may be either indicative (comp. 
Heb. xii. 1 7; usually otoa-rE) or imperative; it is at all 
events to be referred, not to what goes before,1 but to what 
follows, as otherwise -roiiTo, or something similar, by which it 
would be referred back to ver. 18, would require to be added. 
Sernler explains it as an indicative, paraphrasing it : non 
ignoratis istud carmen ; Ecclus. V. 11 : rylvou TaXV<; ev aKpoaG"€£ 

uov K.T.A. As, however, the sentence in question is here 
(•xpressed in different words, so it is not to be assumed that 
James would here refer to that passage in Ecclesiasticus. It 
is thus better to consider t<TT€ as an imperative, as it then 
corresponds to µ~ 7r">,,aviia-fl€ (ver. 16), and serves strongly to 
impress the following sentence on the readers, in favour of 
which also is the address aoEXcpoi µou arya1r"r1-rot, added here 
as well as there ; see also chap. ii. [i : Cl./COUG"aTE, cio. µ. a-y. -

The sentence is entirely general : let every man be swift to 
hcur, .slow to speak, slow to wrath. Whilst Laurentius and 
others consider this as a scntcntin ycncmlis, which stands in 
no internal connection with the preceding, but is pressed upon 
the readers in its entire generality, most interpreters supply to 
ci,.:ovuat directly taken from the preceding Tov ">,,oryov aA7J0E{ac;; 

thus Estins, Gataker, Gomar, Piscator, Hornejus, Baumgarten, 
Rosemni.tller, Pott, Hottinger, Gebser, de \Vette, \Viesinger, and 
others; but this is arbitrary, particularly as 7rar; av0poo7roc; 

poiuts to the universality of the sentence. However, the 
intention of James is not to inculcate it on his reatlers in its 
general sense, but he wishes rather that they, as Christians, 
should apply it to their Christian conduct; so that for them 
czKouuat certainly refers to ">,,oryor; T1J<; aA710ELa<; (Reisen, Schncck
enlmrger/ Theile). vµwv is therefore not to be supplied to 1rac; 

av0poo1ro<;, still we may say with Semler: pertinct ad Chris
tianos, quatenus sunt Christiani; but the expression is, as 

1 De W ettc explains it : "Y c know this, namely, that He has regenerated us ; " 
but this, as he himself confesses, gives a wholly unsatisfactory sense. 

2 Schncckenburger: quarnvis de sensu clubitari nequeat, nempe de addiscendo 
,.,,-,q, ,i.,.~d,,a; cnveas tamen vocem bane ,.,,_,,. putes grammatice subo.udiendam; 
scd Jacobus regulam istnm generalem ... ita hie snbnectit, ut earn ad rem 
christiauam imprimis valerc moneat. 
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part of the gl!ncral sentence, likewise to be rotr.ined in it;; 

gcucral meaning; but what holds good of all mcu, in a pecu
liar manner l10lds good of Christians. - The ideas Taxv, aud 
/3paovr;, in the :N. T. only here (in Luke xxiv. 23, /3paov, has 
a different meaning), form a direct contrast; as in Philo, d,.; 
t"Ollj. ling. p. :127 13: #paovr; wcpEXi'ja-at, Taxvr; /3Xu:ifrai (sec 
Dio 0. 32). Dy /3paour; Eir; op'Y'Jv added to the second clause, 
James announces "·hat kind of speaking he means, namely, 
speaking Jg op'Y~r;.1 But from vcr. 20 it is evident that by on,, 
-which, as Cremer correctly remarks, denotes not the passive 
affection, but active displeasure directed toward any one-is 
to be umlcrstood sinful and passionate zeal. /3paovr; is to Le 
taken in both clauses in the same sense, which-as is often 
the case "·ith expressions in figuratiYe language-goes beyond 
the literal and direct idea of the word, as Hornejus conectly 
explains it in reference to the scconcl clause: ita jubet turdos 
acl iram esse, ut ab eo nos prorsus retrahat. SeYeral expositors 
refer both clauses, others at least the second chiefly or alone, 
to the conduct toward God, with or without an express refer
ence to ver. 13.~ Tlnt this is incorrect; the op'Y'l to which 
James alludes is rather cunrnl zeal, which "·ill censure its 
neighbour, whose fruit is not Eip11v11, but a,ca.aa-,aa-{a ( chap. 
iii. lG). The warning is addressed to those Christians who 
misuse the gospel (the Xo'Yor; u.X178dar;) as the l)harisccs did thL· 
la\\·, not for their own sanctification, but for the gratificatiou 
of their censoriousness and quarrelsome temper; sec chap. iii. 
Although J amcs with this exhortation has specially in view 

1 The circmnstancc is in fa,·our of this dose connection of these two l.ht 
tbuses, that if J_,.,_;;.-a, is here taken in a wi,kr sense (as G1111kcl thinks), then a 
lliffcrcnt signitieation 1uust 1Jc gi,·l'n to (:,;2;IJ; in the two clau:--e!'>, as lri"~ hcr1·, ;h 
the following verse shows, must J.,, takcu iu a bad scns,•. Lange thinks that 
.hmcs docs not al,solntely reject 'f'Y" ; 1,ut whibt he un,.h·r,tands hy 'f'Y" eag,·r
l1L·ss of passion \r, which one is 1,-,1 from cag,'rn,·ss in sp,·aUn;..: !ty warmth, lie 
,-,·idcntly mHh-rstauds this as somc·lhiu;..: \,. 1..- ,-ntirdy rejccte,l. .\ccor,liu;.; t,i 
BCJU1Ha11, the auger here i:; nu.:aut lu y,·l1i,:h one is iull~,111,-,l l1y the ).:t.)_;;-., nf 

another. 
c On {3pa."6. ,;; .,-J '-"'-• llcngcl remarks : ut nil loqnatur contra Dcmu, uce 

~i11istl'l' lh· lJco ; awl un &p,,r.: ira :--i\·c irnptttil'lllia. L'rga JJl'\1111, iracundia t:rg.t 
proxinuuu. Udiscr explains 'fi'" ~ anger, clb['lcasurc at God 011 account of tlw 
1,cr,ccutiuus. Calvin also has this rcfcl"l"u~c i11 vicr, when Ju; says: eerie n,·111n 
11nr111a111 1,ouns nit Dci disdpulus 11isi <1ni ~ilcn,lo <·tm1 auuiat; ... non cnim 
lJrns 11i.,i sc,l:ito ,mimo au,liri 1•otcst, as is e1·i,h·nl frum the 11otc : (Jacol,no) vult 
protcrviam nostrnm corripcrc, nc ... intcmpcsti,·c obstrcp:unns Dco. 
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the conduct of Christians in their assemblies, yet "ll.aA.fj,mt 
must not be restricted to the idea of mere teaching (Bede, 
Hornejus, Hottinger, de Wette, Bruckner, and others). "ll.aA-1j
uai is a more comprehensive term than otoauJCetv, which is 
included in it. 

Ver. 2 0 gives the reason of the exhortation /3paou, el, 
opry~v: /OJ' the wrath of man works not the righteousness of God. 
The preponderance of authorities decides against the reading 
JCaTepryal;eTat, and in favour of lpryal;eTat. From the fact that 
ou,atoa-uv1Jv is twice in the N. T., namely Acts x. 3 5 and 
Heb. xi. 33, joined with the simple verb, it does not follow 
that lpryal;eTa£ is a later correction ( against de W ettc, 
"\Viesinger), especially as JCaTepryal;eu0ai is also found united 
with abstract substantives, as iu Rom. i. 2 7 with T~v 
aa-x'l]µouvv'l]V, in Rom. ii. 9 with TO JCa,cov, and in Rom. 
vii. 18 with TO Ka'Aov. With the reading EP"/af;;ewt, - and 
also with JCaTepryal;eTai, when this latter, as is frequently 
the case (see especially Rom. ii. 9, 10), is synonymous with 
the former, - ot1Catouvv1J is equivalent to TO oiJCatov, as is 
frequently the case in the 0. and N. T.; see Acts x. 33 
above referred to, and the frequently occurring phrase : 
1rote'iv T~v oi,catoa-uv1Jv, Gen. xviii. 19 ; Isa. lvi. 1 ; Matt. 
vi. 1; 1 John ii. 29, iii. 7, 10; Rev. xxii. 11. 0eou is 
added in contrast to avopor, for the sake of a more exact 
statement, so that Ot1Catou11111J 0eou is the righteousness willed 
by God 1 (similar to To U,caiov lvw1rto11 Tou 0eou, Acts iv. 19; 
Luther: " the wrath of man works not that which is right 
before God") ; so Beza, Hornejus, Wolf, Bengel, de W ette, 
Bouman, and others correctly explain it. The opposite of 
Ot/CatOUIIV'IJII 0eou lpryal;eu0ai is aµapTlav lpryal;eu0at, chap . 
.. 9 ( M t •• 1 ' Y ' ' ' 1 l\,r • 9'"' u. comp. at . vu. : eprya.,,. T'IJV avoµiav; :1.acc. 1x . ..,.::, : 
lpryal;. T~V aot,clav; also comp. Rom. ii. 10 : lpryaf;;. TO arya0ov ; 
Gal. vi. 10). James was the more constrained to give 
prominence to this idea, as opry~ itself and the words flowing 
from it were considered by the pharisaical disposition of 

1 It is true the expression °d11,a.,o.-u,n a .. ;; occurs not elsewhere in this sense; but 
ibis can be the less an objection to it, as the relation in which the genitive 0,au 

is placed to 'o,,.,., • .-6,n is not entirely opposed to the genitive of relation, as is 
evident if we designate the °d,,., 0, as that °du«m.-um which is actually so acconl
ing to the determination of God. 
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Chri,-tians, against whom tl1is warning is directed, and of 
whom it was sai<l : t;.;,xov 0t:oii EXOVU'U', UAA1 

OL/ KaT' 

ir.{,yvwuw, Tiom. x. 2, as something that was pleasing to 
God. "\\'ith the reading ,caTt:p,yal;t:Ta£ this verb may also be 
equivalent to effect, to uring about (as ver. 3). Gcbser, 
Grashof, and others understand, in accordance with this Yit!W, 
lq oi,caiouvv,7 0wii: "the condition of justification before 
God;" but, on the one hand, an unsuitalJle thought is PX

pressed hy this, aml, on the other hand, a mode of expressing 
the idea oi,cawuvv11 Toii 0t:oii, peculiar to Paul, is without 
ceremony ascribed to James. ]~ut as little is it to be justi
Jied when Wiesinger, following Hofmann (Schriflbcw. I. 
c<l. 1, p. 548 f.), finds expressed in the words of James, that 
"one by wrathful zeal effects not on otluTS the OtK. 0t:oii, 1·.c. 
that state of righteousness in which God hegets men by His 
word of truth." 1 Though oi,ca1ouv1111 E>wii can denote the 
righteousnes;, wrought by God, yet this idea is here unsuitabh,, 
since 110 man coukl entertain the opinion that his wrath coulcl 
do what can only be efft>cted by Uod. Also in this case 
,Tames woukl only emphasize an impossibility of op711, whereas 
he was ref1uirecl to bring prominently forward its rejection; 
moreoYer, o;i ull/f'i"8 is inserted into the text.2 The same 
reasons are also decisive against the explanation of Bri.ickner 
(" the wrath of man works not the righteu11s11ess which God 
accomplishes - this generally stated both i11 respect to the 
lwryp and in respect to others on whom one strives to work"~, 
in which a twofold reference is arLitrarily assumed. Driickncr 
correctly rejects the explanation of Lange, that James speaks 
ngainst "the delusion of wrath, which imagines to administer 

1 In the sccon,I c·,lition (p. G2S), IIofm,um has in,leed allcrnl the wortls, hut 
11<it th,· thought, in toe expla11alio11 ginn in till· Jir,I c,liti,m. \\"hc·n he 1ll'ii11,·:1 
the t!istinctio11 in the use of the i,lea o,n.,,.;,. t:l""• in J:om. i. li aml her,·, to 
<'Onsist in this, that l'aul speaks of justific-ation, in ,Tames of r,•g,•neration, th,· 
nnlenablmess of his 1·xph11atio11 is the more• evhlent, for that 'f'Y• prot.luccs 
regeneration coult.l occur to no one. 

" Contrary to the Biblical nse of langn:ig,·, Occumenius ,·xplains the cx1n·cs• 
sion du,a100'Vi11 as c,1uh·alent tor~,; i,- ..J,ux~ J//,a,-:-' a:.;;~lo i.1td0'':"3/ lL-:J"111~,f'l'l.""Ur:~. Pott 
wholly arbitrarily rckrs the verse to tlw tt-achers of tlw Christian religion, 
paraphrasi11g it : iratus ncquit tloe,•re religionern chrislia11u111 prout fas est Dco11u~ 
probatur. -1-.. \·.-ral commentators (also Kern) to this wrsc cite Ecclus. i. 21 : ,;, 
Ouu1o-!-:-a, lrJ.u.0; "Ou:.,,; ;,.1ta:,&1l;j,a,; but incorrectly, sinee O,c!Z:u,,lr.'ta:, has an cntirdy 
different meaning from ,.,,.,,.,P'Y"~'"'"'' ),.,,.,..,,;,., a .. ii. 
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arnl accomplish in the worl1l the righteousness of Goel 
especially against t111uclicvers," because there is 110 reference 
to this in the context ; it is, moreover, linguistically unmain
tainable, as ip'Yateu0a, docs not mean " to administer aml 
accomplisl1." - av8por; stands here as in vv. 8 and 12 ; it 
forms a contrast neither to the child (Thomas : ira fortis 
et deliuerate non elicit pueri, qui cito transit), nor to the 
11Joman (Bengel: sexus virilis maxime iram alit), nor to 
av0pr,nror;, ver. 19 (Lange). 

Ver. 21. James iufcrs (oto) from the thought in ver. 2 0 
the exhortation iv 'ITpafiTTJTL 0€gau0e -rov eµif,v-rov "'A.07ov, with 
evident reference to a1TeKu1Juev 17µas ).,07~0 aXTJ0e{ar; (ver. 18). 
He places before this exhortation the participial clause : a'11"o-

0€µevot ... ,ca,c{ar;] laying Cls-iclc all filthiness mul abundClncc of 
wickedness, i.e. all filthy and abundantly prc1:alcnt wickedness_ 
The word pv'11"ap/.a (ar.. AE"f. in the N. T.) is here figurative, 
(synonymous with a,ca0apu{a in Hom. vi 19 and other 
place&), as pv7rapor; and pv7rapeuw, Rev. xxii. 11 (pv'11"apor; 

occurs in its literal sense in chap. ii. 2 : pur.or; in 1 Pet. iii. 21 ). 
Several interpreters (Calvin, Rosenmi.iller, Baumgarten, 
Hornejus, Bouman, Lange, and others) take it here as standing 
alone, equivalent to 1110ml 1inclcanncss (see 2 Cor. vii. 1: 'll"us 

µo"'A.vuµor; uap,cor; ,ca1, '/TIJEuµa-ror;), either generally "every 
immoral disposition," or specifically as avaritia (Storr), or 
scortatio (Laurentins), or v1tm intemperantiae, gulae et 
hsciviae (Hcisen), or "filth in a religions thcocratical sense" 
(Lange); but it is better to join pv'11"ap{av with ,ca,dar; (Thcilc, 
llc Wette, Wicsingcr, and others), so that the ethical judg
ment of the author on the ,ca,da is thereby expressed (comp. 
Acts xv. 20; Rev. xvii. 4), equivalent to 7riiuav Ka1Cta1J 

pv1rapav, or less exactly pv'11"a/.vovuav TOV av0pw7rOV (Schol. on 
Jfatt.); only the idea. is more strongly brought forward by 
the substantive than by the adjective. The word '11"€piuuela, 

united to pv7rapfav by the copulative ,ea{ (not as Sclmecken
lrnrgcr thinks exegetical ; in the ci tecl passages, John i. 16 
and 1 Cor. iii. 5, the position of ,ea{ is entirely different), 
foreign to classical Greek, has in the N. T. the signification 
cibnndancc, properly : " abundance flowing over the measure," 
which Lange incorrectly renders " outflow, communication of 
life;" see Uom. v. 1 7 ; 2 Cor. viii. 2, x. 15. N cverthelesf! 

?lhwr.r..-JA)rr:s. F 
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the word has been here taken in a meaning corresponding to 
pur.apla, and has been explained a;, = r.epi'uuwµa excremen
t um (Ileza, Piscator, Erasmus, Schmid, and others), or also 
.'Jl'01dh (Leisner, Pott, Hottinger, Kern, Sclmeckenburger, de 
Wette). Ilut hoth meanings are arbitrary. The defenders 
of the second explanation indeed appeal to the passage iu 
Philo, de vict. off: p. 854 B: 7rcp£TEµveu0e . .. Ta<; 7rt:p£TTll<; 
ipvuw; (fortasse lµipvuet<;, de ,vette) TOU 1jryeµovucou; but 
from this passage it does not follow that r.eptuue{a can lw 
explained de ramis in vite vel arbore abundantibus falcequc 
resecandis (Losner). It is equally unjustifiable when Kiittner, 
:Michaelis, Augusti, Gebser, Bouman, and others explain r.eptu
ue{a /Ca1dac; as " Ka,cla surviving from earlier times," and thus 
take r.eptuue{a as synonymous ,vith r.ep{uueuµa (Mark viii. S). 
Against all these arbitrary views Theile, "\Yiesinger, Tiriickner 
correctly retain the word in the same sense which it has 
elsewhere in the N. T., so that r.eptuue{a Ka1dac; is ill( 

abnndancc of KaK{a, i.e. the abundantly existing 1ea1cla; only 
iv vµ,v is hardly to he supplied as if James had only his 
readers specially iu view (Theilc : quod lectorilms peculiarc 
crnt). - KaK{a is not here synonymous ,rith r.ov71p{a (1 Cor. 
v. 8) = vitiositas (Semler, Theile, and others), but, according 
to the context, in contrast "·ith iv r.patiTTJTt, as in Eph. iv. 31, 
Col. iii. 8, Tit. iii. 3, 1 Pet. ii. 1, a more special idea, 
namely, the hostile disposition toward our neighbour which 
"·e call mctlignity (Cremer: malevolence, as social faultiness). 
,viesinger iuaccurately takes it as equivalent to op,y17, as that 
is only one of the proofs of KaKi'a; incorrectly Rosenmiiller, 
morositas.1 On ar.oOiµwo,, comp. Eph. iv. 25; 1 J>et. ii. 1: 
Heb. xii. 1.~ The participle prccel1es as a suLon1inatc thought 
to oifauOe, because in consequence of man's sinful nature 
room can only be made for the good by the rejection of the 

1 l\le)'l'r's translation : ?11alice (1:0111. i. ~f•), mri/icio11s di.sposition (Col. iii. 8), 
\\'onl<l also 11ot Le entirely s1.:it:1Llt•, lntt tOJo ,pcci,,I. How Luther has umh·r• 
,toOll the it!c:i cannot be t!etcrrninc,l front his translation wickcd11e-'s (Boshcit): 
since he thus constantly n•n,lers ,.,,,.;~, il may be taken in a general or in :L 

,pccial st·nse; the wort! haclncss (Schlt:ehtigkeit) ,Joe's not occur with him. 
"'J'o tlw assertion of Lange, that i,,,.-,,;;_,.,_,.,. is nut lo be n·n,lcrc,l 1mtti11g off, 

l,ccausi, tlw r<:!'en·nce is not figmativel~- to the putting off of filthy garments, 
lnit r1·11wri11:1; the passage., Tiom. xiii. l:! (""'""!'';"' ... .. ~.r.;,uda) and Eph. 
iv. 22, 24, anti the etymology of the wonl arc opposed. 
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bad. Also, where similar sentences are co-onlinate, the 
exhortation to ur.oTt0eu0a, precedes; comp. Rom. xiii. 12, 
Eph. iv. 22, 23, and also the exhortation of Christ: µeTa
voeiTe JCar, 7TUTTeueTe, 1:Iark i. lG. - In the positi,·e exhorta
tion : EV r.pafiT7JTL oegau0e TOV i!µrfJl./TOIJ A0"/011] €1/ r.paGTTJTL 
emphatically precedes, in contrast to the 1Ca1C1a from which 
flows op,y1;. r.pafiT7Jc; ( = r.paoT17c;) denotes a loving, gentk 
disposition tozr;cml our neighbour; comp. 1 Cor. i,·. 21, 
2 Tim. ii. 2 ,j, Tit. iii. 2, and other passa~es; the opposite is 
api"i...0T17c; (Pape's G1·. TVortcrb.); incorrectly Cah-in: hoe verbci 
significat moclestiam et facilitatem mentis ad discendum com
positae. lv r.pafi-r17n does not therefore mean <locili animo 
(Grotius, llosenmiiller, Hottingoc), nor "with a modest dis-
1iosition, which recognises the good deeds of Christianity " 
(Gebser). Also lv wp. oegau0e is not a pregnant constructio11, 
as if the sense were : monet ... illo "A.0•1~1 cluce r.pafiT7JTa 
exerceant (Schneckenhurger) ; but ,James exhorts to the 
reception of the word lv r.p1.d,-r17T£, in contrast to those who 
hear the word in order to use it as a wca11on of hatred 
(condemning others). - LUgau0e (opp. to 11.a"A.ijcrat, Yer. la) 
corresponds to aKouuat, but expresses more than that, namely: 
" the inner reception, the taking hold of it with the heart;" 
comp. 1 Thess. i. G. The object belonging to it: Tov Xo•1ov 
i!µrf,uTov, can only he the same as what \\·a~ called the "A.o,oc; 
ci11.110elac; in ver. 18 (Wiesinger) ; it is neither " the rea.s(lll 
innate in man" (Oecumenius : Tov otaKptTtKov TDU /3e11.-rfo110, 
Kal TOU x1dpovoc; • Ka0' ~ Kar, A0"/£1C01, duµEv Kat l\.f."/Oµe0a ; i;ee 
Uonstit. Apost. viii. 12: voµov OEOWKac; i!µ,<pV7011), nor the so
called innc1· light of the mystics, nor tlw go,pel "in its snlJ
jective form of life" (Lange). The verlJ cExeu0ai i, oppose:d 
VJ these explanations. James designates the gospel a Xo·;ov 
i!µ,cpvTov, inasmuch as it was no longer strange to the !warts 
or his readers as Christians; also became it was not merely 
transmitted (Hottinger: i!µrf,vToc; = tradilus;, but i;ilplcrnfrd. 1 

The verb oegacr0e does not conflict with this, as the word by 
which the new birth is effected among Christians is to them 
eYer proclaimed anew, and must by them he eYor recoivcrl 
anew, in order that the new life may be preserved and 

1 Lange incorrectly explains the 1, "I'-~' to 1,(; s;1p1,iic,,l to r.u.;,.,-,, "in :rnc 
among yon," referring it to the Jewish Christians an,! the Jews. 
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increased in them. It is therefore not necessary, against the 
use of language, to change the idea: verbum quod implantatum 
or insert um est, into: verbum quod implantatur or iuseri
tur, or to assume here a prolepsis, as is undoubtedly the 
case in 1 Cor. i. 8, Phil. iii. 21 (sec :!\Ieye1· in loco), and 
1 Thess. iii. 13 (Liinem::mn in loco), aml with Cah-in to explain 
it: ita suscipite ut verc inseratur (similarly Semler, de ,v ette,1 

and others). The mode in which the adjective is united with 
the substnuti'vc is opposed to a prolepsis, which would be only 
imaginable were it said: Tov Xo'Yov Eµ<pvTov Tai, Kapo/ai, 

vµwv, or something similar. - For the strengthening of the 
exhortation expressed, James annexes to Tov Eµ<pvTov Xo"/011 
the clause TOV ovvuµ1:vov uwuat TGS ,frvxn, vµwv, by which, 
on the one hand, the value of the XoA10, is prominently 
brought fonrnrcl, and, on the other hand, is indicated what 
result ought to arise from the hearing of the word. By the 
Yerb ovvuµ.1:vov not the freedom of the human will (Serrarius : 
quod JJVlf.st salvarc, ut arbitrii libertas indicetur), hut the 
JJOWCI" of the word is emphasized ; it is, as Paul says, ovvaµi-. 

Ehou 1:i, UWT'T/piav r.avn T<f r.tUTfVOVTt (Rom. i. 16 ). But 
if it has this power, man must receive it, and that in a right 
manner, so that it may prove its efficacy in him and save his 
soul. It is to lie ouserved that James says this of his readers, 
whom he had previously designated as Lorn again (ver. 18). 
Thus, at:cording to James, Christians by the new birth <lo not 
as yet possess uwT11pfa (the future salvation), lint its obtain
meat is conditioned hy their conduct. - Instead of Ta, ,yvxc}, 

vµwv, James might simply have written vµa,, hut Sclmecken
liurger correctly warns: cave pro mera smrnts circnrnscriptionc 
personalis; a ni 1,1 i enirn proprie rcs agitnr; sec chap. Y. 2 0. 

Ver. 22. The exliortatious given iu vcr. 1 ~ furm the 

I De "·dte "xpressrs hi111s..Jf ,1,rnl,tfully: "Eith,·r the a,l,j,,cti\'c is nse,l pro
J.·ptieally, or, which I }'l'l'frr, it is tl,c word impla11t,,,l 1,y tlH· ,,,,·01Hl l,irth; lmt 
I,.\. this also, (Jll account of di;a.O'r1

!, a prulepsis orcurs, 'r,·n·in' the word of truth, 
that it may ;_,'l·ow in you hy that new birth.'" Hut OJ'["""'! to this, it is to Le 
ohsen·c<l that the won! is 11ot i111plant<·,l hy tlw seeo11t! hirth, hut that the 
steon,I hirth is tlw frnit of the i111pla11h',l wonl. In ,·011,·lusion de 'Welte 
remarks: "It must lw taken rallll'I' as a n·f<-n·111·c lo the whole of l'hristcn,lo:n 
than to in,liYi,luals: the won! i111pla111t-,l in us I 'hristiaus." llut th~ in,li
vhlual is only a 1m·111lwr of th0 rhmeh by haYing the won! of (;o,l i111pla11ku in 
liim. Briicknrr has giYCn the correct cxplan::ition. 
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starting-point for what follows. The next section, to the end 
of chap. ii., is attached to the thought Taxv;; Eir; TD UIWU<Tat, 
which is continued in OE~aCT0€ TDV iiµcfwTOV Xo,yov. The word 
must be so heard and received tlmt it produces a correspond
ing activity. James first expresses this thought briefly and 
definitely: "Ile ye doers of the word, and not hearers only, 
deceiving your own selves." The verb ,y{vEu0€ is neither 
intended to express the successionem pcrpetuam horum exer
ci tiorum (Semler), nor to indicate that hitherto the readers had 
not heen 1,0171rn'i. '11.o,you; this indication is contained in the 
whole exhortation, but not in the Yerb, which is to be trans
lated not by become, but by be; comp. chap. iii. 1; Matt. vi. 
lG, x. 16, xxiv. 44; John xx. 27; Rom. xii. IG.1 The par
ticle oe unites this verse with the preceding as its completion. 
The readers ought to be 71'0t1Jw',, Ao,you, namely, of the AO"/or; 
ilµcfwTor; ( ver. 21), or of the Xoryor; uX710E{ar; ( ver. 1 S), the 
gospel, inasmuch as it requires a definite Christian conduct, 
and on this account in ver. 2 5 is expressly called a voµor;. 
On '1T'Ot1}Tal, comp. Jas. iv. 11; 1 l\facc. ii. 67; Rom. ii. 13 
(John vii. 1 9 : 'TT'OtE'iv Tov voµov) ; in the classical language, 
o T.Ot'TJT1Jr; voµou is the lawgiver. Theile correctly observes: 
substantiva plus sonant quam participia; the substantive 
expresses the enduring relation.- In the reading µq axpoaTa, 
µovov, µovov is closely united witl1 u,cpoaTai: not such who 
are only hearers. The word d,cpoaT1r;, in classical Greek " an 
attentive hearer," occurs in tJ.ie N. T. only here and in Rom. 
ii. 13, but both times without that additional meaning. On 
the thought, comp. besides Rom. ii. 13 (where the same con
trast is expressed), Matt. vii. 21 ff. ; Luke xi. 28 ; John xiii. 
I 7. - 7rapaXo'YitoµEvot] belongs to the subject contained in 
,ylv€<T0€ ( Lle vV etie, "\Viesinger), deceiving yom· own selves, and 
not as a more exact definition of a,cpoaTa{, "hearers who 
deceive themselves" (Stolz, Gebser, Schneckenburger, Lange). 
The import of the word (besides here in the N. T. only in 
Col. ii. 4, in the 0. T. Gen. xxix. 25, LXX.; synonymous 

1 :illcycr certainly explains the imperatirn 'Y'"", y,.,.,o,, uniformly by "become 
thou," "hecomc ye;" but this meaning is frequently rctaiucu in a. manner 
rn1Jre or less forcetl; comp. especially John xx. 2i. The :N". T. usage, to cousiuer 
'Y'"" as cquirnlcnt to ;·.,o,, is explained from the fact that the Christian must yet 
i:vcr more becornP that which he as a. Christian is. 
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expressions are found in ver. :2 G ; Gal. vi. 3 ; 1 ,T ohn i. 8) is 
to drnw f,.dsc iujt"J'CilCfs, to dcccfrc &!f sophistical reasoning. 
The warning is directed against such who deceive themselves 
by sophisms on the utility of mere hearing. 

Yer. 23. This exhortation is confirmed by n. comparison. 
Therefore: oTI, which is not superfluous (Pott). This ver;,.e 
expresses the similitude; ver. 24 the tcl'timn compamtionis. 
A hearer, ,,·ho is not a doer, is to be compared to a man wlto 
contemplates his bodily form in a glass. Homejus, Rosen
mi.iller, Semler, Pott, antl others, attach to the word KaTavoiiv 
the additional meaning of a transitory observation, against the 
etymology and the linguistic use of the ,rnrd ( comp. Luke xii. 
24, 3 7; Acts vii. 31, 3 2, xi. G). The point of transitoriness, 
or, more correctly, of transitory contemplation, is contained 
not in the verb, but in the situation, which in ver. 24 i,:; 
prominently brought forward by Kat a7T€A.1JA.t10ev. On the 
rhetorical usage of again resuming the foregoing subject 
("·hich is here expressed by er Tt<; K.T.X.) by Ol/TO,, sec ,viner, 
p. 144: [E. T. 1!1!:J]; A. Buttmann, p. 262 [E. T. 347]; on 
€0£1'€, sec ver. G ; avopt, a.s in ver. 8, and frel}Uently with 
.Jmnes.1 - TO ,rpo<YW7'0V Tij, ~/f.Vf.(J'f.W<; avTov] By r.po<YW7'0V 

is here meant not the "·hole form (Baumgarten, Hensler, Pott, 
Sclmeckenlmrger), uut the face. By Tijr; "fEVE<Yf.W<; is "more 
plainly imlicated the sphere of mere material perception, from 
wl1id1 the comparison is taken, as distinguished from the 
etl,ical sphere of aKpoa<Y0ai" (\Viesingcr). "fEVE<Ytr; denotes 
not so much the natural life as the natural Z,i,·th, so that the 
phrase is to uc interpreted: the countenance 1thich one posscS8<'8 
l,y his natlli·al birth. Sec Eustathius in Od. ix. p. G G :J, 2 3.~
,vhethcr a,hov lJclongs to the whole idea, or only to the 
genitive, is uncertain. "rincr, p. 212, leaves it undecided; 
\Viesinger is for the first rcmlcring; but the union here (a.:, 
well as in Col. i. 1 :1) with the genitive a1,pears to be more 
natural. 

Ver. 24. "'ith thi,; ver.0 c be~in!', ! he explanation of the 

1 The remark of l'a<'.•, appron·,l of hy L:rng,', is cmious: 1'i,·i obitcr tantnm 
~oll'llt ~1•f•c11la intueri, 1111,/:,l,rf.' aufr11t l'st, 1·nri11.-.l' ~t' :Hl .. ,pcculmn componere. 

~ Lange aq.,'lll'.-; ng-:1in:-.l tl1is explanat!,111, wl1il.-,t, rningliug in a 1nost co11fusl11l 
manner the i111,1g,: elllJ>l"y,·,\ \\'ith tin· tiling it,,·It', he ,·xpbins -.,;~.,,,,.,. :is "tho 
ima~c of the i1111t:r u1a11's appearaure acco1·,liu;; tu his ,iufnl cou,lition. '' 
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image given in ver. 25 (therefore ,yap), whilst Krt,TavaEiv To 

7rpour,J7roV T. ,YEV. avTOU is again resumed by «aTEV01]CTEV EaVTOV. 
By a1TEJ..17?-..110Ev the point of the mere transitoriness of the 
contemplation in the glass only before presupposed is brought 
forward, and by e1Te?-..a0ETa the result of such a contemplation 
is added, by which the points of application, which James 
employs, are brought out. The emphasis lies on a1TEJ..17>..v0Ev 
and Eu0e(J)~ e7rEJ..a0eTa. The form of representation is here 
the same as in ver. 11. It is not a particular instance which 
may occur (Wiesinger), but a general statement which is here 
introduced iu the form of a single incident, as the contemplat
ing oneself in the glass is always only a temporary and not 
a permanent state. The hearing of the word answers to 
«aTavae'iv; the averting of the mind from what is heard to 
a1TEpxeu0at; and the being unconcerned about what is heard, 
by which the realization of the word in the life is prevented, 
to Eu0E(J)~ hn"A.av0aveu0ar,. James can only think on man 
according to his ethical condition in relation to the demands 
of the divine will, as corresponding to 1Tpou(J)1TOV -r. ,y. or 
EavTov in the application. It is true that he does not definitely 
fitate this; but from this it does not follow that James, over
looking all other considerations, has had only in view gene
rally the contents of the word, because the comparison of the 
word with a glass, which gives to him who looks in it to see 
his own image, would be without meaning.1 On the use of 
the perfect (a1TEJ..17J..v0Ev) between the aorists, see Winer, p. 
243 f. [E. T. 340]. - On 01Toio~ 'YJV, Wiesinger correctly 
rnmarks, "namely in the glass." 

Ver. 2 5 does not give the simple application of the image, 
but rather describes, with reference to the foregoing image, 
the right hearer, and says of him that he is µaralpw~ ev -rfi 
7rat1uet au-rau. In this description the three points named 
in ver. 24 are carefully observed: 7rapa«u,ya~ El~ 1'.T."A.. 

t ' (' ' ' ) ' t , " I answers o «aTeva17uev w Eua7T'-rprp , 7rapaµewar:; o a'TT'E"'1J-

1 According to most iHtcrprctcrs, "the depravity of the natural man" is 
chiefly to be thought on ; but this is not entirely suitable, as James addresses 
Christians who as such arc no longer natural men. Inn wholly arbitrary manner 
is the reference inserted by some in r.a:s-"'"6"• to spots which uisfigure the face. 
1\'olr: <le tralatitia speculi inspectione loqnitur Apostol us; talis vero etficit, ut 
maculas non perspicias at<1ne adeo tle iis ab,tcrgendis non cogites; similarly 
Pott and others. 



88 TIJE EPIS"lLE OF ,JAl\lES, 

XvOEv, and OUK aKpoaTIJ<; E'TT'lA.7JG"µov~r; to €7r€A.<i0eTO. The 
sentence consists or a simple combination of subject and pre
dicate; 'Yevoµevor; is not to he resolved into the finite verb 
'Y{veTai (Pott). The predicate commences, after the subject 
is summccl up, in ol!Tor; with µaKap1or;. - This is also the 
case with the tcxtus rcccptns, where a ol/Tor; is put before ouK 

<iKpoaT1J<;; for, since with this reading the first ol/Tor; is simply 
resumed lJy the second ovTo<; (before µaKapwr;), equivalent to 
Jiic, inquam, the words Ol,K aKpoaT;,<; ... i!p"/OV Olli_\· scr\"C to 
give a more exact designation or the sul,ject, r.apaK{,..Jrar; ... Ka£ 

r.apaµelvar; being thus more clearly definecl. Tints these 
words begin not the apodosis or principal sentence, as if 
James would here, in contrast to YCr. 24, show that the right 
hearing ancl appropriation leads to the cloing, (aml thereby) to 
the blessedness of doing (against "\Yiesiuger). Were this hi,; 
object, he would have been ohligetl to put the fiuite verb 
insteacl of the participle "/Evoµevo,, aml a Kai after t!p"/ov. 

The subject is accordingly: but 1dwsocrcr loo/;$ i11lo tlte Jlt',jL·ct 

frm, of hbcdy and continucth tltucin, Ul'ill!J not a fv;·ydf11l ltcarn·, 
but a doer of tltc 1torl.:, tki8 mail. - The aorist participles 
are explai11e1l from the close connection of this wrse with the 
preceding, where the same tense was used. There is no copu
lative Kai before the participial clause ouK tiKpoaT1)r; K.T.X., 

because the doing of the law is the necessary consequence of 
the continued looking into it, and it would otherwise have the 
appearance as if r.apaKJJ1TTftV and r.apaµivnv conhl take plal'c 
without r.ou'iv following. 1 The wrb r.apaK111TTEtV (properly 
bending oneself ucar an object in onler tu Yiew it mor,• 
exactly, Luke xxiv. 12; John xx. 5, 11; 1 l'ct. i. 12; 
Ecclus. xi,·. 2~1, xxi. 2::l) rel'crs uack, imleed, to Ka,avoEiv, lint 
is a stronger i<lea. ,James has fittin:;ly chosen this Ycrh a~ 
verlmm ad imagincm sper:nli hnmi ant mensae impo;.ili :ulap
tatum (Sclrneckcnbnrger; sec al,;o Thcile, "\\'il':-inger). Luther 
inaccurately translates it: luoketh tlt;·o11:1h. ,\,; the accent is 
on r.apa, the Ycrb r.apaµdvar; is u,;cd afterwanb. By Eir; is 

1 Lange agn•es in essentials with this ,·xplanal i,>11, hut lu• thinks that Ly it 
"tlw fnll Cil!'r~y '.'r the i,h•a is nnt_ J•rl's,-rn·,l ; ". it ,hon!,l ~ather h:~\-1! Ul'l'l

0

'. sai,l 
that "the .,,.a.pa.,c11..J,1Z; ancl 'lt'apafl,1"2,, ns .such, ls ':':'tH'i':"1'/i ,p,.,au yuo,~1•~; ; but 
tl11· lookin.~ in a111l 1·u11ti1111i11.~ is cdlh·ntly i11 tli1·111:--1·lrl':,; not i1h,ntie:d with tl1l' 

iloing of wl,ich ,fanll's S['c•aks, how,•n•r 11cc,·s.,arily the latter results from tlrn 
formrr. 
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expressed not only the direction to something, but the intensity 
of the look into the inner nature of the law. r.apaµdva<; 

( not continueth thacin, as Luther translates it, but thaeat) is 
added to ?Tapa,cvya.,,-without the article, because the two 
points are to be considered as most closely connected,-indi
cating the continued consideration of ihe voµo<;, from which 
action necessarily follows. Sclmeckenbnrger incorrectly gives 
to the verb r.apaµeveiv here (appealing to Acts xiv. 22; Gal. 
iii. 10; Heb. viii. !J) the meaning to "obsenc the law;" hut 
the subject treated of here is not the observance, but "the 
app;·opriation which leads to action" (Wiesinger), or "the 
remaining in the yielding of oneself to the object by contem
plating it" (Lange). P,y voµo<; TEA.HO;, o T~', fl\.EU0Epta<; 1 is 
meant neither the 0. T. law, nor lcx naturalis (Schulthess), 
but A.O"fO'- aA.1)0Ela;, (ver. 18), thus the gospel, inasmuch as 
it places before the Christian-by reason of redemption
the rule of his lifo. This evangelical voµo.,, indeed, resembles 
the 0. T. voµo<; in expressing no other will of God, but differs 
from it in that it only is the voµo', T71<; €AEv0ep{a<;, the voµo', 

TEA.EW<;. It not only confronts man as enjoining, but, resting 
on the love of God, it creates the new life from which joyful 
obedience springs forth voluntarily and unconstrained; it gives 
heu0epia, which the 0. T. voµo., was not able to give, and 
thus proves itself as the pci:fcct law in contrast to the imperfect 
law of the Old Covenant. It is true that even in the 0. T. the 
sweetness of the law was subject of 'praise (Ps. xix. 8-11), 
but the life-giving power belonged to the law· only in an im
perfect manner, because the covenant on which it rested wa.'> 
as yet only one of promise and not of fulfilment. It is accord
ingly inconect to explain the additional attribute as if ,Tames 
considered the 0. T. law, according to the I,auline manner, 
as a sv"/o, Sov).e{a., (Gal. v. 1 ), for of this there is no 
trace.~ :Many expositors understand by voµo, TEA.Ho<; K.T.A. 

the gospel, as the joyful message of salvation, or the <loctrina 
1 Kern incorrectly maintains that this expression is formed according to the 

Pauline phraseology : ,Oµ.o; i.oii •1n1Vfl,«To; -r~, C::r.1i; £11 Xp. 'I,io-oU, Ro1n. Yiii. 2 ; 
vOµ,,;; ,rY,; -,:-;,r,;!t.1;, Hom. iii. 27; .,Ofl,os Xp"rrroV, Gal. vi. 2; as if James must have 
borrowed the desiguatiou of what was to him the cardinal poiut of Christi,m life 
from another, nml could not himself originate it. 

2 It is to he obsn-ve,l that even in the so-calle,l apostolic counrll at Jerusalem 
James diJ not, as Peter, call the law a ~"~•;. 
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evangelii, or simply gratia evangelii, namely, in contrast to 
the 0. T. economy, which, however, corresponds neither to 
the language of ,fames nor to his mode of contempln.tion.-
In the additional participial sentence, the ideas aKpoa-r11c; 

€Ti'£A'l}<Tµo111J, and 7rOL7JT~c; lJp,yov arc opposed to each other. 
c'iKpoa-r~, J7ri'A.17r;µo111J, (the word, forci6n to classical Greek, is 
in the K. T. a lira. AE"f. ; it is found in Ecr.lus. xi. 2 7 ; amon~ 
classical writer;;: ir.t'A.~r;µ'I], imX'l}r;µor;uv'IJ) is = u.Kp. im

X11r;µw11, a hearer to ,vhom forgetfulness belongs. To 'TT'OL'IJT7J,, 

ilp"/ov is attached iu order to make still more prominent the 
idea of activity, which indeed is already contained in 'TT'OL'IJT7J<;. 

The singular does not properly stand for the plural (Grotius : 
effector eorum opernm, quae evangelica lex: cxigit), but ." is 
clesigned to import that it here results in something, in tho 
doing of work" (\Viesinger). Those ideas, which appear not 
to correspond, yet form a true antithesis, since the law is 
inoperatiYe on the forgetful hearer, but incites him who is rm 
attentive hearer to a corresponding activity of life. James 
says of him who is thus describetl: ltc ( ov-roc;) is ulcsscd ,[,i !ii.~ 
dad. 'TT'Ot1J<TL<; in X T. a'TT'. A£"f., in Ecdns. xix. 2 0 : 'TT'OL'IJ<TL<; 

vuµov. The preposition iv is not to be exchanged with ouz, 
fur by iv the internal connection of doing and blessedness is 
marked ; Briickner: " the blessing innate in such doing is 
meant." i!r;-rat is therefore not to be referred to the future 
life; but it is by it announced what is even here directly 
connected with the 'TT'OL'IJ<TL<;; James, however, certainly con
sidered this µaKapioT'I}<; as pcrmn.nent. The thought here 
expressed refers to the last words of ver. 21, c01111,leting 
them, showing that the Xo"JO<; has the effect there stated 
( r;wr;at Ta<; ,Jruxu,) in him who so embrn.ccs it tliat it leallS 
him to 'TT'OLTJ<Ttc;.1 

Yer. 2G. \Yhilst James-in contrast to the hearers who 
fail in proof IJy works-will descrihe the trnc 0p17<TKEta 

(ver. 2 7), he first refers to the false 0p1J<TKELa of those who
slothful in action-arc -raxeZ, cl, To XaX11r;ai (Yer. 1 ~I). If all!J 

1 I.anru1tius a,hls to the last wor,ls of the verse: si·. non ,·x nwrito ip,ins 
,,pcris, Sl'<l ex promissione gratnita; liut this is a caution fnl'L"igu to the cont<-xt. 
L:111gl' in,q11,ro1,i-iall'ly i11tl'n11inglcs itll':1!-,:, w)u·n he r1.•(.'ko11s to this -::-a:.,.~,) Jiarti~ 
cnlarly conkssiu11, :1111! tliinks that ,Tn1,a·s alion all things i1Hli<-:tk1l that the 
,J,·ws slionl<l cunfc-ss l'hrist, and that tlw ,!<-wish t'liri,tians slwuhl hilly confrss 
their Christian lm·thrcu from the Gentiles. 
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one tllinks to serve Goel, not bricllin[J ltis ton[JUC, but dcccirin[J 
his heart, his wo1·ship is 'rain. - Er 7W bo,cf'i] bo1C€'i here denotca 
(as in Matt. vi. 7, xxiv. 44; 1 Cor. iii. 18; otherwise in 
1 Cor. vii. 40) the false opinion which one has of something; 
it is not= viclctur (Calvin, Gataker, Theile, n,nd others) ; 
Luther correctly translates: "if any one imagines." - 0pijuKor; 

dvai] 0pijuKor;, which elsewhere occurs neither in the X T. nor 
in the classics (the substantive besides here and in ver. 27, in 
the N. T. in Col. ii. 18 and Acts xxvi. 5), is not equivalent to 
Euue/3Eta, inasmuch as it refers to cxtc1·nal \\'Orship, the mani
festation of euue/3Ha, without, however, having in itself the 
secondary idea of mere externality. Incorrectly Theile = 
religiosus singulatim cujus nimia, nimis externa est religio, 
superstitiosus. In an arbitrary manner, Schneckenburger 
infers from the adjectives Ka0apa JCat aµ,{avTor; (ver. 27) that 
it is here said of 0p7JuKEla, quam in accurata ltstrationum 
observatione constantem putabant Judaei ac Judaeochristiani,1 

of which there is no trace in the whole Epistle. The following 
words: µ,~ xaAtva,yw,ywv T~V ,y)l.wuuav aUTOU, indicate in what 
the 0p1Ju1Ceia of the readers consisted. It is incorrect, with 
Rosenmi.iller, Theile, and others, to supply cxcmpli causa, and, 
as most interpreters do, to resolve the participle by although; 
,James will blame those who reckon zeal in speaking as a sign 
of 0p1J<rKela.2 The verb xa)\ivaryw,ye'iv, in the N. T. only in 
,James, is also found in classical language only in the later 
classics ; comp.' the expression in Plato, de leg[!. ii. : axaALVOV 

JCEICT7Jfl,EVO£ TO uT6µ,a. - By the second participial sentence: 
UAAU ar.aTWV ,capUav aurou, James expresses his jndgment
already indicated by the expression µ17 xa)l.iva,ywrywv-on the 
opinion of serving God by )l.a)l.e'iv iv op,yfJ. Pott correctly : 
sc. eo quod nimian cloceudi liceutimn et linguae extempemntiam 

1 Some Catholic interpreters, Salmero, Paes, anu others, rcfor the expression 
to the obsen•ance of the so-calleu consilia Gliri&ti, particularly to volunfary 
circumcision for the sake of the kinguom of heaven. 

• Rauch also thinks that "the participles must certainly ue resolved uy 
altltouyh;" but by this explanation all indication is ,rnntiug of that on whi(;h 
thoso blamed by James rest ~P""'"''a; also what follows (vcr. 27), where the 
nature of true ~f""?.da. is given, forms no appropriate antithesis to this verse. 
Driickner explains it : "whosoever seeks worship in striving by teaching to 
work on others ; " here the participle is correctly resolved, but the full meaning 
is not ginn to the verb. Correctly Lange : "those who by their fanatical zeal 
wantcu to make goo,l their pretensions of being the true soluiers of God." 
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pro vent Bp17u1tfiq, habet. The clause hclongs not to the 
apoclosis (Sclrneckenburger), but, as in form so in meaning, 
is closely cmrnected "·ith the preceding participle. The 
expression ,ir.aT(tv KapUav avTov corresponds to r.apa'A.ory/.

s•u0at iavTov (\'er. 2 2), but is a stronger form, although it 
does not iuilicate only the consecp1ence resulting from zeal 
(Lange); cornp. 'Test. Kapltt. III. p. GGi:i: µ,,) u1rov8,is£T€ . .. 

Jv Xoryw; Kwo"i, a7iaT~iv TUS 'fruxa, vµwv. Erasmus iucorrcdly 
cxplaius ur.aT~iv by sinac abenare. The apoJosis, which 
emphatically liegins ,rith TovTov, declares tlmt such a 0p71<rK€ta 

is not only without fruit (Baumgarten), Lut without actual 
contents, is tl111s foolish awl Yain, corresponding to the 
thought: opry,', OtKatO<TIJV'T]V 0t0u OU (KaT:€p"/tlS€'ra, (,·er. 20). 

Ver. 27. To 0p71<rK€ta µc;Taio, is opposed Bp71<TKfta Ka0apa 

/(QI, aµlavTor; 1rapa T'!J Elt,jJJ. Ka0apar; and aµ{av-ror; are 
synonymous expressions (Pott, Theile, aml others); the second 
"·ord does not a<lcl any new idea to the lirst. Some expositors 
(Baumgarten, neugel, Knapp, "\Viesingcr) arLitmrily refer the 
first word to what is internal, and the second to what is 
external. The second wonl aµ{avTor; (which occurs only here 
and in Ifob. Yii. ~ G, xiii. 4; 1 Pet. i. 4), corresponding to its 
connection with µta1vw, µuiuµa, brings more \'ivi<lly forward 
purity as a being free from that hy which the holy is defiled. 
The purity of trnc 0p71u1tci'a is, by the words 7rapa T0 0.,jJ 
K.T.'A.., nmrked as al,solnte. 1rapa, 1·n thcjwly111c11t of, eqnirnlent 
to ivw1rtov, ns in 1 I'd. ii. 20; comp. Winer, p. 332 [E. T. 
,1!!3]; Schirlitz, p. 340. Th,lt by this "the attitude of a 
servant before the face of the comrnm1<ling lord" (Lange) is 
indicated, is a )'lire fiction. To T~'J 0tff is emphatically 
added Ka, 7raTpi, hy ,\·hich tit,· relation of Gud, ,d1ich the 
author has cliicfly in view, is expressed: that of luve. God, 
l,y reason of IIis love, can CJnly esteem that ,rnr.~hip as pure 
which is t,he expre;;sion of lo,·c. The contents of pme worship 
is ginu in the following infinitive clan~es, accorcliug to its posi
ti,·e and ucgative si1le; still ,Tarncs evideutly docs not intern! 
to give an exhaustive definition, l111t 111: rnerely brings fonrnnl 
-iu rdcre11ce to the ,rnuh of his rca1lers-two chief points. 
Hennas, I. ~. 111r11ul. 8, r.;ivc.~ a clescription of these two sides 
of worship, com}lrelwndin~ as much as pus~ihle all particulars. 
The first point is: tltc i·isil iil:J <1 the widuws w,d the fathalcss 
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in their affeiction, a!i a manifestation of compa~!iio11atc luvl'. 
If it is saicl that the particular here stands for the universal 
(the species pro gcnere, Hottinger, Theile, and others); yet it 
is to be observed that elsewhere in the Holy Scriptures com
passion is adduced as the most direct proof of love. The verb 
£'Tf'U1'/CE'TT'Tf.u0a, here, as in l\fatt. xxv. 36, 43, Jer. xxiii. 2, 
Zech. xi. 16, Ecclus. vii. 35, refers to the 1:i.s·itiny of the 
suffering, in order to help them. By the explanation: " to 
he careful of them" (Lange), the view of a concrete instance 
is introduced ; opq:,avot are placed first, in close connection 
with 'Tf'a-rpt,1 as God in I>s. lxviii. 6 is expressly called o 'TT'a-r~p 

TWV opq:,avwv ; sec also Ecclns. iv. 10 : "fLVOV opq:,avo'ir; cor; 

7Ta-r1p. -The words iv -rfi 0At'[rEt au-raiv are not an idle addi
tion, but mark the condition in which the orphans and widows 
are found, to show the necessity and object of lmuKE'Tf'T€u0a,. 

- In the second infinitive clause, which is added with 
rl1etorical emphasis, duvvoE-rwr;,2 to the first, au7rtXov stands 
first as the chief idea. The same expression is in 1 Tim. 
vi. 14; 2 Pet. iii. 14 (in its proper sense, 1 Pet. i. 19). The 
addition U'T('O TOU ,couµ,ov, more exactly defining aumXov 

T1JpE'iv, is neither dependent merely on T1JpE'iv (Ps. xii. 8, 
c,di. 9) nor merely on aur.iAov, but on the combined idea. 
The sense is: to prescn·e l1imself from the world (a.7ro = J,c, 
John xvii. 15 ; comp. also the form 'TT'pouexf.LV a7ro, l\Iatt. 
xvi. 12), so that he is not polluted by it (so also Lange). Hy 
,couµ,or; not merely earthly things, so far as they tempt to siu 
(Sclmeckenburger), nor merely sinful lusts (Hottinger), nor 
01]µW01J<; ,cal, uvpef,€TO<; ox">..or;, o Ka Ta T<iS €7T't0vµ{ar; T~<; ar.UT?J<; 

av-rou ef,0€tpoµ,€VO<; (Oecumenius ; according to Laurentius an<l 
others, the homines mundani atque impii), are to be under
stood; but the idea ,couµor; comprehends ail these together; 
it denotes the whole earthly creation, so far as it is cut off 
from fellowship with God and stands under the dominion of 

1 The combinntion 'f!/Jtt."; "a; xiiftt.• is founil only here in the N. T.; it often 
occurs in the 0. 'l'. and ApoCl'ypha, where sometimes ipftt."; nml somctimrs 
7.;ptt.• arc nnmc,l first. 

"The asynueton is thus ex['hinc,1, that James consi,lercrl the visiting of the 
orphans, etc., as keeping oneself unspottcil from the worhl, Lein~ in eontrailic
tion with the peculiar clw.nns of the worhl. Lnnge observes: " the two clauses 
arc not simply co-ordinate, but the scconJ is the reverse siJe or se11ucucc of tho 
lirst, its pure antithesis." 
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J,oxr"v Toii ,couuov (1 ,John Y. 10); thus especially the men 
who ser\'e it in nnd ,dth their sinful lusts-hut also all 
c:irthly possessions by 'l·hich sinful lust is excited, an<l to which 
il not only confon11s itself, but converts them into the instru
ments of its actiYity. - Christians by means of their di vim· 
lJirth, cffectell by the ,,·ord of trnth (ver. 18), are indeed tukcll 
out of the ,co<Tµo,, they arc no longer members of it; lmt, 011 
the other hand, Loth by the sin which is still in them (cha]•· 
iii. 2) and by their external interconrsc, they stand in conncc
ti,)1.1 with the world, on which account they have to presern.: 
themselves from its contarninating influence. This preserYa
tiou, as it is a work of God (John xvii. 15), so it is likc,ris(• 
a work of rnnn (1 Tim. v. 2 2), [Ill(] therefore a tnsk ,rhic:h 
believers must continually strive to perform. 
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CHAPTER II. 

Vim. 2. The genuineness of the article ,f,v before truvet1(,Jyf,v (Ree. 
after A G K ~,corr.Tisch.) is, since B C ~, pr. omit it (fochrn.), 
at least doubtful. - Ver. 3. Instead of the Ree. za} k-1131.i--}r,,:-e, 
after A G ~, several vss. Oecmnenius, Bede (Lachm.), Tisch. has, 
after B C K, etc., adopted k,{3,.s--}r,Te os ; which reading is the 
original cannot be determined. - The a~,;, of the Ree. (after 
G K) is already rightly omitted by Gries h. ; .A. B C ~, etc., do 
not have it; it was inserted for the completion of the expres
sion (against Reiche). In the second clause of the verse the 
Ree., after C** G K ~, reads t1rii01 EXEi r, za0ou i;,c,, ; in A C* ;;,a, is 
wanting (Lachm. Tisch.); B reads t1rii01 il za0ou faei: The latter 
reading is recommended by the sharper contrast of t1,ii01 to the 
preceding za0ou ; but it is also possible that in this lies the 
reason of its origin ; if fae, belongs to t1,ii01, ;;,a, after za0ou could 
be easily inserted, partly from the preceding zci.Oou i;",/l, za1.w;, 
l)artly to introduce the antithesis to fae,; but, on the other 
hand, the original i;",/le might also be omitted as superfluous 
(on account of the following ud ,1, i,r,:-o;.-.). Nothi11g can with 
certainty be decided. - For the addition of 11,ou before ,wv 
;.-oowv, adopted by Lachm., only A and the Vulg. chiefly speak. 
Almost all other authorities are against it. - Ver. 4. According 
to the Ree. this verse commences with zrli ou /Jm:p,Or,,s (thus G 
K, etc., Tisch. 7) ; in A B** C ~, many min. and vss. zaf is 
wanting (Lachm. Tisch. 2) ; ou is also wanting in the original 
text of B : the omission of zal may indeed be more easily 
explained than its insertion, on account of which Reiche and 
Bouman consider it as genuine ; but the most important 
authorities are against it; the reading in Bis to be considered 
as a correction (Buttmann). - Ver. 5. ,o:i zf,t1,1Lou (,o.bu) is a 
reading evidently explanatory (against Reiche, Bouman), 
instead of ,if; z6t1/L'fJ, whose genuineness is, moreover, attested by 
A* B C'" ~ ; the same also with the reading lv -rif; z6t1tL'f. -

Ver. 10. Instead of the reading n;pf,rn . . . ;.-rniw, attested 
almost only by G K, the conjunctives .r;pr,11r, ... .,.,afr171 are to 
be read, with Lachm. and Tisch. (against Reiche and Bouman). 
Ver. 11. The Ree. el iH OU /LOIX,EUt1e1,, tpmur1:1; o§, found only in 
K, several min. Theoph., Tisch. and Laclim. read the present 
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11.011/.}:,!1;, <;c>,:,!1;; thus A C ~; according to Tisch. also B, but 
according to Buttm. B has 11.01x_e:,!1;, ;:ov!:,trsi;. Heiche and 
Houman retain the Ra. as the original reading. - Ver. 1:3. 
The Ree. ci.,ii.i:11; (after U, etc.) is, after A n K ~. Yery many min. 
Oecumenius, to be changed with the certainly entirely unusual 
form avii.Eo; (Lachm. Bnttm. Tisch.); in the mode or writing 
this word there is, however, great variation, the forms ci.,r,i.!o;, 
a,ii.,o;, ri.Hii.Eo;, ci.vr,1.iw;, ri.vr,i.10; occurring in different ::-.rss. It 
i;; surprising that no ::-.1s. has the classical form r.hr,i.n;; or 
a<ii.Er,;. - According to the Ree. r.a.•:w(aux,am, is connected with 
the preceding by Y.a.i, which, however, is fuund only in min. ; .A, 
some min. etc., have instead of it., after uL•:w(. the particle oi 
(Lachm. ed. min.), which, however, appears only to have been 
inserted to avoid the asyndeton. There are rnany variations of 
%'.'J.'/"(J.;(ctUX,U'l"ctl; A has ;(ct'/"C,,;(ct~xao-0w; C** : r.a'/"ar.a~x,ao-0,, reacl
ings which owe their origin to the difficulty of the thought. -
Instead of 'ii,io, (after "a.:-ar.auxa,.w), Ree., after A B (ed. ~Ini) 
~, etc. (Lachm. Tisch. Buttm.), C G K and 1J (apud Bentley), 
and many min. have the form i'i.w, a nominatirn form which 
occurs indeed in the classics, but not in the N. T. - Ver. 14. 
lllstead of the Ree. ,.; '/"i, i;:Ei.o;, attested by A cu G K ~. almost 
all min. Theoph. Oecumenius, Lachru. has adopted 'l"i i;:,1.0;, 
after B C. On the distinctic,n, see exposition. - ,Yhetl1Pr 
after the Ree. we are to read, with Tisch., i.i1r, '/"1;, or, with 
Lachm., '/"1; i.i,r,, cannot with certainty be decided; B U- K ~ 
attest the former, A C the latter reading ; yet the latter appears 
to IJe a conectiun. - Ver. l;j_ ~Hter iuv the particle oi is 
omitted in B ~ ; since its later insertion is not easy to lie 
explained, tl1e Jt,-c. is to be retained as the correct reading. 
Arter i.11~~.,u,o, Lachm. (after A G, etc.) reads wrm, which, how
c,·cr, is a later addition. - Yer. Hi. Also here Laclnn., after n 
C0

, has omitted the article '1"6 Lefore C:;ei.o;. - Ver. 17. Instead 
of the Rcr. ,p1a ,x,r,, 'i;e; ,p,a is to Le read, with (;riesu. Lachrn. 
Tisch. etc., after almost all anthoritics. - Ver. 18. The J.'cr'. i" 
div ,p1wv is attested by too fow authorities (G K, some min.) tu 
he considered as genuine; Uriesb. has conse(1uently correctly 
adopted %wpi; 'l"wv 'i,•,., atte,;te(\ by A B U N, etc. a\lmost all 
recent critics aml interpreter.,, also Bo11111:m, retain %~1pi; as tlrn 
original rending; I:eiche and l'hilippi certainly judge otlu::nvisc. 
,Yith the reading ir. falls also the pronoun aou alter !p1wv, which 
Lachm. and Tisch. have correctly omitted; it is wanting in a\ 
U ~, several min. y,;s. etc., whilst C (} K, etc., ha Ye it. - Also 
after 'l"r,, -::io-m Tisch., after B C N, etc., has rightly omitted the 
pronon11 :1.~u (A c; K, Lacl11u.) ; it appears tu be ,llldcd iu order 
to IJriug more prominently forward the contrast to the first 'l"r,, 

-::/o-:-iv o-~-- - Yer. rn. The R,·c. is r, 0,\; ,i; iG,I; so G. In the 
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most important )[SS., however, eT; :-;tands first ; su iu A D C ~ 
in fan,ur of this rcadiug is also the line of thought; yet the 
diflercnce is found that irtm in A ~ precedes (Lal'.hm.), and in 
n C follows i 0,6; (Tisch.); which reading is the original 
l'annot be decided, yet the former appears to be a correction. 
n omits i before 0,6;. - Ver. 20. Instead of the Rrc. v,r.pu, after 
A C** GK~. several min. vss. Theoph. Oecnmcnins, Lachm. 
and Tisch. have adopted apy~, after B C* etc., which is prcforred 
by ,viesinger, llriickner, Lange; whereas Reiche and Donman 
vrefcr the Ree. It is possible that, in order to avoid the 
freq_ uent repetition of v,r.pu ( see vv. 17, 2G), the word apyr, = rl,py~. 
as corresponding to x~Jpl; ~;, 'ipywv, was substituted; but it is 
also possible that the reference to that verse occasioned the 
llisplacement of rlpy~ ; it is difficult to arrive at a sure decision. 
- Ver. 24. The particle ~o,vuv after opifr, is already correctly 
omitted by Griesbach, being wanting in A B C ~, etc. -
Ver. 23. Instead of rlyii,ou;, C G, etc., have r.am11r.~,;;-o.i;, which, 
however, is evidently borrowed from Heb. xi. 31. 

Yer. 1. In close connection with the thought coutaiucd in 
chap. i. 27, that true worship consists in the exhibition of com
passionate love, James proceeds to reprove a practice of his 
readers, consisting in a partial respect to the rich and a depre
ciation of the poor, which formed the most glaring contrast to 
that love. -After the impressive address cioEX<f,at µau, he first 
expresses the Hhortation with reference to that concluct, that 
their faith should not be combined with a partial respect of· 
persons. Sclmeckenburger regards the clause as interrogative, 
remarking: interrogationis formmn sensus gravitas flagitat et 
contextus (so also Kern); incorrectly, for although the inter
rogation with µ,1 may not always require a negative answer, 
yet it is only used when the interrogator, with every inclination. 
to regard something as true, yet can scarcely believe that it is 
actually the case; comp. Winer, p. 453 f. [E.T. 641]; Schirlitz, 
p. 3GG. This is inadmissible here, as the fact mentioned in 
what follows, the 7rpo1Jw'lT'oX17,y{a of the readers, was un
doubteclly true. µ~ ... ixerE is thus imperative, as i. 1 G, iii. 1. 
- The plural 7rpa1Jw'lT'aX11,ylat, is used because the author 
thinks on individual concrete instances in which the general 
fault manifested itself (Hornejus: multiplex illud malum in vita 
est); comp. Col. iii. 22; 2 Pet. iii. 12. For the explanation 
of 7rpauwT.a°'A.17,y{a ( only here and in Rom. ii. 11 ; Eph. vi. 9 ; 
Col iii. 3 5), foreign to chssical Greek, see l\Iatt. xxu. 16 ; 

MEYEr..-JA~IES. G 
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Luke xx. 21; Gal. ii. 6 (see Meyer in loc.); from the 0. T. 
Lev. xix. 15; Dent. i. 17, and other places (the verb r.pou(J)-

7T'OA1J7T'Tf(J), Jas. ii. !) ; the adjective, Acts x. 34). The phrase 
iv 7ipou<,J'!T'OA1J,Ylair; €XeLV -r. 7r{u-rw is not, with Pott, to be 
explained according to such expressions as gxeiv nva iv op,yfi, 

ev al-r{a,r;, iixeiv ev im,yvwuet (Rom. i. 2 8), for James intends 
not to reproach his readers, that they have a partial faith, or 
that they convert faith into the object of partiality, but that 
they hold not themselves in their faith free from 7rpo<r(J)7T'0-

A7J,Y{a. Also €X€£V does not stand for Ka-rexeLV, whether in 
the meaning prohibcre or detincre (Grotius : detinere velnt 
captivam et inefficacem); but exeiv iv expresses the relation 
of internal connection thus: Have not yom· faith, so tltat it is 
as 1:t were enclosed in r.poU(J)7!'0A7J,Y{air;, i.e. combined with it. 
Thus was it with the readers, who in their very religious 
assemblies made a distinction of persons according to their 
external relations. - De \Vette's opinion is incorrect, that 
7!'LUT£V exew here is to be understood of "the management of 
the concerns of faith." - Faith is more exactly described as 
~ 7!'LUTL<; TOV Kvplov 11µwv ·1,,,uov Xpiu-rov -rijr; oog7Jr;]. )lost 
expositors (particularly Schneckenburger, Kern, de "\Vette, 
Bruckner, Wicsinger) take -rou Kvp{ov as a genitive of object, 
and make -rijr; oog7Jr;, as a second genitive (besides ~µwv), 

dependent on Kvplov; thus: "the faith in our Lord of glory, 
-Tesus Christ." Neither the appellation of Christ as the Lord 
of glory (comp. 1 Cor. ii. 8; Ps. xxix. 3: 0 0eor; T1J<; oog,,r;), 
nor the dependence of tzl·o genitives (11µwv and n7r; oog7Jr;) on 
one substantive (Kvp{ov), see Winer, p. 172 [E. T. 238], has 
anything against it; yet this construction c::nmot be held to 
be correct, because the name 'l7Juou Xpiu-rov, which follows 
-rou ,cvplov -f,µwi•, so entirely completes the idea that a second 
genitive can no longer depend on Kvplov; if James had in
tended such a combination, he ,vould have written either .~v 
'IT'{u-rtv 'l7]<r. Xpiu-rou, TOU ,cvptov 1jµwv n7r; oog7Jr;, or T. 71'. TOU 

1wpfov 11µwv -rij~ oog7Jr;, 'l1Ju. Xpiu-rou.1 It is evidently an 
entire mistake to construct n7r; oog7J~ with 7rpou"'r.0X~1t{air;, 

1 The :;cnitive, inclcccl, not unfrcqucntly is scparnte,l from the wor,l which 
gonrn,; it; sec l'hil. ii. 10; I:om. ix. 21 ; an,l "'iner, p. 1 i':! [E. T. 2JS) : hut 
in that case the i11t,•rn11i11g worcl is nei-cr in appu.,itiun 11i:h the prl'Cl'<li11g iJca, 
with which it is completrly concluclecl. 
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whether it be taken as = opinio (Calvin : dum opum vel bono
rum opinio nostros ocnlos perstringit, veritas supprimitur) or= 
gloria (Reisen: qnod honorem attinet). Some expositors make 
'Tf/'> 00!11'> depend on XpiuTov; thus Laurentius, who explains 
it the Christus gloriae = gloriosus; so also Bouman; also Lange: 
"the Messiah exalted in His glory above Judaistic expectations." 
Decisive against this construction are-(1) the close connec
tion of 'I17uou and Xpunou, as when those two names are so 
directly united as here, Xpunou is purely nomen proprimn; 
(2) the N. T. mode of expression does not admit of a more exact 
statement of being after XptuTov by a genitive dependent on 
it ; also in this case the article Tou before XptuTou would not 
be wanting. In this commentary hitherto (former editions) 
'Tf/'> 00!11'> was explained as a genitive of the object dependent 
on 'TtJV 7rf<J'TLV, and 'TO!) ,cvptov nµ,. 'I. Xp. as the genitive of 
the subject, in the sense : "faith in the glory springing from our 
Lord Jesus Christ,-founded 011 Him," namely, 'T~v µ,e°XAovuav 
o6gav a7ro,ca),.,vrf,Br,vai €le; ,7µas, Rom. viii. 18. This con
struction, although grammatically possible, is unmistakably 
harsh. It seems simpler, with Bengel, to regard 'Tf/'> oog77c; as 
in apposition with 'l17uou Xp.; still the idea Sog77c; is too 
indefinite. The passages cited by Bengel, Luke ii. 3 2, Eph. 
i. 17, 1 Pet. iv. 14, Isa. xl. 5, are of another kind, and 
cannot be adduced in justification of that explanation. 
Perhaps it is most correct to unite 'Tf/'> oog77c; as a genitive 
of quality, not with Xpunou only, but with the whole 
expression Tou ,cvp. 'Y//J,· 'I17u. Xp., by which ooga is indicated 
as the quality of our Lord Jesus Christ which belongs to 
Him, the exalted One. Similar expressions are o ol,covoµ,oc; 
(Luke xvi. 8), o Kpt'T~', (Luke xviii. 6), 'Tf/'> aoi,c{a,. At all 
events, 'Tf/'> oog.,,,,; is added in order to mark the contrast 
between the 7rpo<1'W71'0A17,fr{a paid to passing riches and the 
faith in Jesus Christ. 

Vv. 2, 3. In these verses the conduct of the readers, which 
occasioned the exhortation of James (ver. 1), is described; 
hence the confirming ,yap. Both verses together form the 
protasis, on which ver. 4 follows as the apodosis; whilst they 
in form appear by their connection with oe (according to the 
Ree. by ,cai) as co-ordinate sentences, in thought Yer. 2 is sub
ordinate to ver. 3 ; ver. 2 assigning the circumstances under 
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which the conduct 1fo,;crihc,l in Yer. ;) occmTcrl. - Hammond, 
Hornberg, Bamngartcn, l\Iichaclis, and lfonlcr as,;ign eYen 
Yer. -± to the protasis; lrnt incorrectly, as in that ca,;e the 
conjuncifre wo11l1l be rc<p1iretl in that Yerse as iu vv. ~. 3. 
As regards the matter itself, the foult is not directed ngainst 
the rnlas <!f the cong1'cgatiun,-the presbyters arnl 1lcacons 
(Grotius, J)ott, Schulthess, Hottinger).-but, a0 the :ul1lress 
,'ioe)...cpot µou (vcr. 1) shows, it is entirely general. lt was nut 
1 he custom in the time of James for the deacons to point out 
places to those who entered their nssemhlies (Uo;18tit. Apost. 
ii. 5 6, 5 S ). - The instance ( Ettv) which ,James states is, as 
regards the 11rn.tter, not a hypothetical assumption, but a fact; 
and certainly not to Le regnnlecl as a solitary instance which 
only once took place, hut as something which often oc:cnrred, 
that e\·en in their religious assemblies the rich were treated 
with distinction, and the poor with disdain. It is not sur
prising that James in the description employed the norist, 
since he generally uses that tense to represcut that which is 
habitunlly repeated as a single fact which has taken place; 
see chap. i. 11, 24. - The words ei,; n7v uuva'YW"f~V iiµwv] 
show that it is an cntl'ance into the religious assemblies or 
the congregation that is here spoken of. It cannot be inferred 
from the usual signification of the word uuva'Yw'Y1 that a 
Jc1cish synagogue is here meant (Semler, Schneckenlrnrger, 
Bouman) ; opposed to this is iiµwv ; besides, the Christians 
would certainly not have the right to show seats to tho~e who 
entered into such a place of worship; but, on the other hallll, 
by uvva'YW"f1/ here is not to he Ullllerstood the Fcl(fJious ass1:1;1bl!J 
(1lc ,vette). The whole description, both eiuf.)...0r, allll the 
pointing out of seats, shows that uuva'Yw'Y11 denotes the pl11c,: 
where the Christian congregation assembled for "·or.-:hip.1 

That ,James calls this hy t/11: ,rord ,Yhich was appropriate for 
,Jewish places of worship, cnnnot ue rcgal'<lcd in !,i.,; mouth as 
anything Sl11'}1l'ising-. Hammond, lbumgmten, ~torr, Hcnlcr, 
and others most arbitrarily umlcrstaml hy fTVJJU"fW"f1/ the jmli-

1 Tl1c wortl o-u,ay:..i;,~ ocl'urs in the X. T. in lJOth J11C':111ings ; usunl1y it tl,·sig. 
Jlall-s the r..Jigiuus plan• of 11111/in:1 of tl,c ,h·ws; lint that it also ,knot,,, the 
,,.,.,0,1/,ly, .\l'\s xiii. •13 ~hows; ''"" also J:n. ii. !1• In th<> .\p,wrypha .,f th,· n. 'l'. 
iL has 011ly the last meaning, a111l, in,ltc,l, in a g,·11cral scu,c; sec "'aid, Cla1· . 
• lpOCl'!JJ!IL '"'",,.,,.,', 
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cial assemblies of the congregation and their elders. Accord
ing to Lange, the name of the Jewish place of worship is liere 
a symbol "of the religious fellowship of the entire Jewish 
Christian dispersion;" this opinion is not less unjustifiable 
than the view connected with it, that "a literal understanding 
of what follows cannot be thought ot:'' - The rich man is here 
described as av17p xpuuaoatcTVAta, €V Ja0iJn Xaµ7rpf,, and the 
poor man as 1T'Twxo, €V pu7rapi tcr017n, the difference between 
them heing represented to the eye in their clothing. - xpucra
oatcTvXta,] a purely U"TT'. AE'Y- = xpuuoxeip (Lucian, in Tim.: 
7rop<f,upat Ka, 'X,PU<TO'X,Etpe, 7rEpt€ PXOVTat ; 'lli Ni grin.: TWV OatcTU
ALWV 7T"A170a, exwv). On ),,,aµ7rpo,, used of clothes, see, Oil the 
one hand, Luke xxiii. 11 ( comp. with :Matt. xxvii. 2 8), and, 
on the other hand, Rev. xv. G. Raphelius : nullum certum 
colorem <leclarat, se<l splendiclum, clarum, niticlnm seu rubrnm 
seu album sit, seu alins generis. The counterpart of the iu011, 
),,,aµ7rpa is the lu0. pur.apa of the poor man. - pu7rapd,] in 
its proper meaning only here in N. T. ; in Zech. iii. 3, 4, it is 
also used of garments. Are Christians or non-Christians 
meant by these incomers ? l\Iost expositors consider them to 
he Christians only, whether they belonged to the congregation 
or came there as f€vot (guests). But the following reasons 
decide against this view :-1. They are distinguished by James 
from the brethren addressed, and are not indicated as brethren, 
which yet, particularly in reference to the poor (ver. 5), would 
readily have suggested itself as a strong confirmation of their 
fo,ult. 2. In vv. G, 7, the rich are evidently opposed to Chris
tians (vµwv, vµas, i<f,' uµas), and reprimanded for their conduct 
towards Christians (not merely toward the poor), which if 
rich Christians had been guilty of, would certainly haYe been 
indicated as an offence against thcfr Christian calling. That 
those who were not Christians might and did come into 
the Christian religious assemblies is a. well-known fact ; 
,;ce 1 Cor. :xiv. 22, 23. The view of Weiss (Deutsch. Zcit
srhnjt f cliristl. Wissensch. etc., 18u4, :Xo. ul), that the 
rich man was not a Christian, but that the poor man ,ms 
a Christian, is supported by no feature in the description; 
in tliut cusc James would certrrinly have indicated the dis
similarity of relation ; then "nnH,t vcr. 5 ff. bring it fonYarcl 
as the grnYest offence, that the brother chosen by God is 
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i:lightcd for the sake of the rich who "·ere not Christians" 
(Wiesinger 1). 

Ver. ~: describes the conduct of the church to,rard the 
two incomers. l\lany aucicnt expositor:, un<lcrstaml this as 
a figurative representation of the preference ,rhich \\'as gcne
mlly given in the cougregation to the rich ; this is arbitrary. 
The whole description points rather to something which ,Jamc>s 
has actmlly in view ; bnt in reprimanding this, he condemns 
partiality generally, which certainly showeLl itself in many other 
ways. lly the descripti,·e "·ords ir.,/3"11,i,y,7TE ... T17v 'll,aµr.pu.11 1 

which precede e'/r.17TE (in reference to the poor there is only 
Et7r1JTE), is indicated in a liYely manner the admiring look at 
the extemal glitter; E7rt/3Atr.Etv, c>mphatice sumernlnm est 
(Pott); the rich man is characl('ristically described as o <f,opwv 
T~v ia-0. -r. ).,aµ7rp1fv; the splcmlitl garment is that which 
attracts the eye, the clwracter of the man is entirely over
looketl; <f,ope'iv, a secondary form of <pEpEtv, is also in :i\Iatt. 
:xi. 8 used of gam1l'nts ; by the article before ).,aµ7,pc11, this 
i<lea is strengthened as the chief idea. - The coutm,;t is 
sharply expressed in the diffcrcut address to the oue antl to the 
otlll'r; already they are di,;ti11gui~hed from one another by 
UV ... UV, aml thcn Kct0ov all(l UT1j0H, WOE and €KE£, KaA.w<; and 
V7r0 TO tl7r0'71'00£0V µov, arc opposecl. The form Ka0ov (i11,;tead 
of K1t0rwo) is foreign to classical Greek ; see ,Viner, p. 7 5 
[E. T. 98].- KaA.w<; refers to comfort (Wiesiugcr); it is not 
= houorifice (Wahl); aml still less is it to be resolved into 
" Be so good a;;" (Storr). A place is pointed out to tlw rich 
man, where he can be l'0111forlal,ly seatctl, whilst to thl' poor 
man it is saill .'dwul there. The secuml danse, scparatell from 
the firi;t Ly i1, is not a special atlllre,;s, lrnt the twc1 t·lauses 
form one saying, "·hilst after i1 ,i thought i,; tu Le supplied, as 
"If tl1"u wilt rather sit;" by the athlition (Ii' tl1cse "·l,nls the 
dcprcciation of the poor is yet wurc stru11gly markP(l. -
vr.o TO vr.or.oOtov] meaus not 1/il(l,;-, lmL l,dutc '/ll,lf footstool 
(Wiesiugcr), by which the lloor is pointed out as the fitting 

1 Laugc <'Ollsi<lcrs the mo,k of r·xpr<',si0n syml,oli,·al ; 1,y thr ri,·h man is 
meant tl11, ,Tcwish Christian, who, as m·a1i11g a gul,1 rinl{, 1,oa,ts of his n,nnant 
right.-;; ,lllll l1y the pour 111an is Jllt'allt tl1c (;l·lltilt' t'l1ri:-,tiau . .Ac·('ul'lling to 
lll'llg:-.k11l1t'rg1 the 111cauiug- is 11n•i:i.-;l'ly the l"l'Yt'r:se. Doth 011i11ion!l arc \111• 
justilic<l. 
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place for the poor to sit (Bouman). "The expression involves 
contempt: as it were under one's feet. Not on the footstool" 
(Lange). The word v7ro7roo,ov (not miicmn, as Wiesinger 
asserts) belongs only to the later classics. Often in N. T., and 
also in LXX. 

Ver. 4 forms the apodosis to vv. 2 and 3, and rebukes 
what is blameable iu the conduct described. Expositors 
greatly differ in the explanation of this verse, according as 
they explain the verb oteKpi07JTe, and understand ou as a 
pure negation, or as an interrogative particle. It is best to 
take o,eKpt07JTe, in form indeed passive, in meaning as the aorist 
middle, as in Matt. xxi. 21, Mark xi. 23, Rom. iv. 20, and 
to give to the verb here the same meaning which it has 
constantly in the usage of the N. T.; so that it denotes the 
doubt, which consists in the assertion of thoughts at variance 
,vith faith; see on chap. i. 6. But then the sentence must 
be taken as interrogative : Did you not then doubt among 
yonrsclvcs ? i.e., Have ye not fallen into a contradiction with 
your faith (ver. 1), according to which external glory and 
riches are nothing, whilst ye by your conduct have attached 
a value to them 1 To this question the second is added, to 
which the preceding ou is also to be referred: and became ye 
not (thus) judges of evil thoitghts? This second question 
indicates the direct consequence of o,aKplveu0a,. James calls 
them "P'Tat, because in their conduct they expressed their 
judgment on the rich and poor. The genitive oia"'J,.o,y,uµwv 
7rov17p[;w is not the genitive of object,1 but of quality. 
oia)l.o,y,uµoL is here, as predominantly in the N. T. in nwlam 
partcm (see especially Luke v. 21, 22), thoughts of doubt ana 
mibelief; the bad meaning is here heightened by '1T'OV7Jpwv. 

Other explanations are as follow:-
(1) a,a;,.pim10a, = separare: then the sentence is interrogative; 

iv ia,n7G = iv a.Ai..~Aois (Gebser, Schulthess, Semler, Erasmus 
Schmid, etc.); the verb being either passive: nonne inter 
vos ipsos estis discreti ac separati 1 or middle : nonne vos 
discernitis inter vos ipsos ? "Do you not separate, divide 
yourselves among yourselves 1" (Lange). 

1 Ebner: iniquas istas cogitationes approbastis ; Dengel: judiccs approbatores, 
11w/a,·11,n cogitationum i. e, divitum, foris splendentium, sed malis cogitationi
bus s~nticntium. 
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(:?) oua.pi,,1,1w = tliscrimen facere. (11) The ,·erb artiz-r-(a) 
i,itarugatirt: llOll!Je discrimen fccistis npud \"OS ipsos '/ 
(Lanrentius, t:rotiiis, Wolf, Hottinger, Knapp). In this ex
planation ~, ia:m,; = i, a,,,.~,.~,;; Sclmeckenlrnrger, howeve,·, 
explains i, iaLJ:-o,; = in animis vcstris; Lut then the meaning: 
<liserimen facerc, would pass into an act of the judgment, 
"statuac." (13) .Xcyotivc: "Then partly ye would not have 
distinguished (according to a sound judgment) among your
selves, and partly also ye would have judged after an evil manner 
of thinking (thus an error of the understanding and of the 
heart)" (Grashof).-(b) The verb passii-c: duplieiter peccatis, 
])l'imo: inter vos ipsos non estis discriminati h. e. cessat piorum 
et impiorum differentia (Oeder). 

(:J) o,axpi,;a0w=jutlicare. (a) The verh actit-c-(a) intaro
gatirc: nonne judicastis, deliberastis ipsi? "Arc ye not your
selves persu::l.(letl how wrong this is?" (.\ugusti). (13) .1.\'i.'gatirc: 
non discrevistis justa duhitatione, considerantia et aestimntionc, 
tptid tribuemlum csset pauJJeri potius vel ccrte non minu~. 
quam tliviti (Bengel). Luther combines this rendering with 
that under 2: "..:\ml ye do not well consider, hut ye 1Jec11me 
judges, mul make an evil distinction." Here also comes i11 
the explanation of Oecumenius: -:-i, il,a,:pmr.i,, ~:1,:;,,, im;,1,:pa:-,, 
f.tr/1:,11.,lu..'II O"LJ,i,':"'1j<11V --::ori,6a~·-:-:; ~6rEpov ':'l/.£r,-:-iCJ'I ••. ci.l.i.' ()J-:-r.,J;, ci.O,ar..r!--:""~;, 
r..al i'I ~pooc,J':;c,i.r;"\flf(f ':"';,'I /.Lf'J i':'1/J.~aa:-: . . . ':"'~'J OE i,--:""1,t.£UO"a':"'=.-( b) 'l'hv 
wrh pas8i1'1' - (a) 1·11tc1"1"o!Jalirr: Konne vos in conscientii,; 
dijudicati h. e. eonvicti estis ? Pameus; so also Donnrnn : 
uomie igitnr in Yestris ipsorum jam jntlicati estis animis ! 
(:3) ~'i .. cyatiff: et (lijndicati inter vos ipsos non cslis nt jndirnstis 
secundum pmrn ratiocinia Ycstra (Ileisen). Differently l'njl"
tauus: haec faeicndo nou estis jndicati iu vestibus et t!iYitiis et 
paupertate; laying the chief stress on iv iau:-o,;. 

(-J-) 01ui!ph,a,1a, = tlubitare, to entertain doubts. ((/) l11l,·;·
rn:f'<l ia: et 11011 tluhitastis aput! vosmet ipsos? et, facti ,•sti:--: 
iniqui jlHlices? "~honltl yon not yom·.sch·es l1aYe enlerl:1ine,l 
duulits? f-ilwuhl yon actually have passed cYil-mimletl judg
nwnts (' (Th(•ile). (1,) Xcyatitc: 11011 tlnliihlstis apnd :111i1nu111, 
II'~ sulJiit 1p1itlem 11:11·,: rngitatio, id faetum forte malnm <'>'SL', 

certo apnd vos statuistis id jnrc ac benc ficri. 

,\11 tlwse Pxpl::tnaliun.~ am 11nte11al ile, because they proccctl 
npun a rne:rni11g ol' Dtai,pfr«r0ai furl'ign lo the u,-age of till' 
X. T. 1\e,-idPs, st•Ycral n•,tnirc arbitrary cnmpletion,;, nml 
rn:llly do nol <"orrespowl to the context. 1:riic·kucr, tlc "'\\'t•ttc, 
and Wic·~ing,·r ltaYe a1:-o here c01T,•clly rnaint:tine1l the rnenn
ing to doulit. De "'\Vette: "J-faYe yon not then become 
doubtful in your faith?" "'\\'iesinger: "Han yon not 
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forsaken the law of faith, which recognises only one true 
riches?" ·with the reading of B (omitting ou) the thought 
is the same; the interrogative (ou), however, serves for the 
heightening of the thought, the readers themselves being 
the!·eby chargecl to pronounce the judgment. The ,ea{, of the 
Rcccptus stands as in :Mark x. 26, Luke x. 29, 1 Cor. v. 2, 
with the question sudclenly introduced. Or, since in the 
N. T. no other passage is found where ,cai is placed before 
a question forming the apodosis of a protasis beginning with 
Uv (on 2 Cor. ii. 2, sec Meyer), it is to be explained 
from the fact that one would make ver. 4 a part of the 
protasis ; see above. 

Ver. 5. ·with this verse the proof of the reprehensibleness 
of the conduct found fault with commences: James showing 
tlmt the comluct toward the poor is in contradiction with 
the mercy of God directed to the poor, and that the conduct 
toward the rich is in contradiction with their conduct toward 
Christi:111s. The impressive exhortation to attention precedes 
a/COU<TaTe with the address iLOeA.cpot µov a'Ya7r1JTOi; see chap. 
i. 16, 19. The proof itself (as in Yer. 4) is expressed in a 
lively manner in the form of a question: Jias not God chosen 
those u·ho arc the poor of the world ( i.e. accounted as such) to be 
rich in faith, ancl heirs of the kingdom whi"ch He has promised 
to tlwn that love Hi1n ? - The verb e!eAigaTO is to be 
retained in its usual acceptation, in that which it has in 
1 Cor. i. 27. ,viesinger, without sufficient reason, will 
understand it here as e<]_nivalent to "God has so highly 
honoured the poor ;" and Lange incorrectly maintains that 
" the word here rather signifies calling with reference to 
ethical good behaviour to the divine revelation." - The correct 
reading: Tov, 7rTWxov, Tij, /CO<TP,<p, is to be explained in the 
same manner as the expressions a<TTeio, T<p EJE<ji, Acts vii. 2 0, 
and SvvaTa T<j, 0e<j,, 2 Ccr. x. 4 (see Meyer 011 these passages, 
and Winer, p. 190 [E. T. 2G5]; Al. Buttmann, p. 15G 
[K T. 17a]). The world esteems those as poor who possess 
no Yisiule earthly riches. "\Yiesinger prefers to explain the 
dative as the dative of reference, thus "poor in respect of 
the world;" yet the former explanation, which also Bri.i.ckner 
:1.11d Lange adopt, in ,vhich O 0Eo, and Tij, /CD<TP,<p form a 
sharp contrast, is more appropriate, and more in correspond-
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cnce with the meaning of the wonl ,couµar; with James. In 
the Rcccptus 7l'TWXOV<; TOU ,couµau the genitive is to be 
understood as in the expression Ta µ,wpa TOU ,couµau, etc., 
1 Cor. i. 2 7 ; see :i\Icyer in loco. - -r.Aau,;{au, iv r.luTEiJ is 
not in apposition with TOV<; 'lrTwxau<; (Luther, Baumgarten, 
Semler, Hottinger, Gebscr, Bouman, Lange, ancl othcrs),1 but 
the completion of J~eA€gaTo, stating to what God bas cho.scn 
the poor (Beza, \\' olf, Morns, Knapp, Storr, Sclmcckenlmrger, 
Kern, Tbeile, de \Vette, \Viesinger, and others); sec 2 Cor. 
iii. 6. - I3y iv .,rluTe,, as in the expression 1rt..avu,a, ev 
£A€€l, Eph. ii. 4 (see 1 Cor. i. 5; 2 Cor. ix. 11; 1 Tim. vi. 18), 
the object is not stated wherein they are rich (Luther: "who 
arc rich in the faith"), but the sphere within which riches is 
imparted to them ; similarly \Viesinger expl.ains it : "rich in 
their position as believers." James ,rished primarily to mark 
the contrast that the poor arc appointed to be rich, namely, 
so far as they are believers; the context gives the more exact 
statement of their riches : riches in the possessions of the 
heavenly kingdom is meant; this the following clause 
inclicates.-Calvin: non qui fidei magnitudinc abundant, secl 
quos Deus variis Spiritus sui clonis locupletavit, quae fide 
pcrcipinrns.2 -The expression ,, /3au1Aeia occurs also else
where, without the addition of 7'oii Beau or similar terms, 
as a designation of the kingdom or God, e.g. l\Iatt. xiii. :JS. 
No stress rests on the article T1J<; ( = helv1J,), as the relative 
;,, referred to it. The relative clause serves not for a 
more definite statement of the idea /3au,Xe{a, as if by it this 
{3aai"A.e{a was to be distinguished from another, but the 
statement efii"A.. . . . ICA1Jpavoµav<; T. /3auLA€La<; is confirmed, 
as a kingdom founded on the promise of Goel. - I~rom the 
expressions ,cX7Jpavoµ,a,; and E7r7J'Y'YdXaTo of the relative clause, 
it is evident that James considered here /3autXE{a as the future 
perfected kingdom of God, not " the joint participation in the 
ufo0Eu{a of the ,Jews" (Lange). On 17, e7r17ryryetXaTo IC.T.X. 

sec the remark on i. 12. The addition of this clause shows 
1 H .,,.>-o•d•••< is bkcn as in apposition, thl'n l1<•r1• ril'hes in faith forms th,, rrason 

o[thc d1oil'c; lmt liy this the kecnn,•s,; ufthe thuu;.:ht cun(ainc,l in the oxymorum 
is u1tircly bluntcll: it is also arhitrary to separate the two i<lcas <r).w,io,, and 
"'-r.p,,,µ,u; united by "'.;· 

" K,·n, : ,, <r,,.,,, indicates that it is faith itself 11'1,ich makes the Clll'istian 
inu:ardly rich. 



CHAP. II. G. 107 

that with James faith nnd love to God are most closely 
connected. -Jnmcs puts TO(/', 7rTwxovc;, to whom 0£ 'r.AOU<rtoL 

nre opposed, ns the object of eg1:,.,JgaTo. He accordingly (the 
article is not to be overlooked) divides men into these two 
classes, the poor and the rich, and designates, not the latter, 
but the former, as those whom Goel has chosen and appointed 
to be rich in faitb,1 namely, to be heirs of the kingdom; not 
as if all the poor received the 1CA1Jpo11oµ{a, but his meaning 
is that those whom God has chosen belong to this class, 
whereas those belonging to the class of the rich had not been 
chosen. James did not require to point out the tmth of this 
statement; the Christians, to whom he wrote, were a living 
testimony of it, for they all belonged to that class ; and 
although some among them were 7r"A.ourrtot, yet, on the one 
hand, what Christ says in l\fatt. xix. 2 3-2 6 holds good, and, 
on the other hand, 1 Cor. i. 2 G-2 8 is to be compared. -With 
this divine choice the conduct of his readers stood in direct 
contradiction when they treated a poor man-thus one who 
belonged to the class of those chosen by God-contemptuously, 
and that on account of his poverty. What directly follows 
expresses this contradiction. 

V Cl'. 6. 11µ,1:'ic; OE] contrast to 01:oc;. - ,}nµarraTE] contrast 
to eg1:"A.EigaTo. The aorist is used with reference to the case 
stated in vv. 2, 3, which is certainly of a general character 
(Wiesinger).2- Toll 7rTwxov, not= paupcrem illmn, but, to be 
understood generally, the poor man as such. That we are 
here specially to think on the Christian poor, is an incorrect 
supposition. -With oux oi 7r°'Aovrriot] James turns to the rich 
as the class opposed to the poor, in order to point out from 
another side than he had already clone the reprehensibleness 
of the conduct denounced. Already from this opposition it is 
intimated that not the Christian rich, but the rich generally 

1 It is to be observed that i!;,>..,~"'"'• docs not here refer only to ,,,.>,.,u.,:,ur, as if 
,,,.;.,'T,r were to be considered as the condition on which the ""'"'X'' were chosen 
to be rich, but to the combinc<l expression ,;:->..,uo-i,u; ,, ,,,.;.,"", so that also .,;.,.,.,; 
is to be consi<lere<l as an effect of the divine choice. The same view lies at the 
foundation of what Paul in 1 Cor. i. 30 (see Meyer in loco) and elsewhere often 
expresses. 

2 According to Lange, the aorist is usc<l to point to "the historical fact in 
which Ju,laizing- Jewish Christians have already taken part with the Jews, 
namely, the dishonow-ing of the Gentile Christians." 
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-not exactly only "tl1e rich Gentiles or the Romnns" 
(Hengstenber!,!)-are llH':lllt. This is also eviuent from what 
is :=-airl of them, anu l,)· "·hich their comlud is uesignatcd as 
hostile to Christians (vµwv) who belong to the poor.1 ,ca,a
ovvao-Tevw,J only here and in Acts x. ::s, frequently in the 
LXX. nnd Apocrypha (sec particularly Wisd. of Sol. ii. 20), 
means " to 11se power ogoinst any to his hurt." J:elatcd ideas 
are ,ca-ra,cvpieuetv and ICQ'TE~OV<T/.CL,EtV, l\Iatt. XX. 2 5. Thi,; 
exercise of power against the Christians might take place in 
various ways ; what follows: /Cat au-rot €A.ICOVO"tV vµas ei-. 
,cpinJpta, mentions one chief mode. - ,cat auToi] emphatically 
put first-crcn they (Theile ). - eA.,cew J indicates the Yiolence 
of the conduct (so in the classics). The courts of jndgment 
(,cptnJpta, as in 1 Cor. vi. 2, 4) may be 110th Gentile and 
,Jewish; certainly not Christian. It is arbitrary, and not 
rnrresponding to the expression eXKetv, to think here on a 
process quilms pauperes propta dcbita in judiciis Yexabant 
(Ilornejus; al;;o de "\Yette aml others). - Since Jame,; so 
strongly contrasts auTOt anu vµas, the former ca1111ot po,;sibly 
be regarded as a part of the latter. 

Yer. i. The description of the conduct of the rich is sliil 
continuetl ; they not 011ly do violence to Christians, but 1.hey 
p\·en n·Yile the holy 11mne of Christ. Do they nut (even) 
l,f,,sphn,1,· that fi,i,· 11a111c 1dL-ich lu,.~ been called 1/JJOn !/011.! 

The pronoun auTO[ is put here as in ver. li ; incorrectly 
Tlwile = hi potissimmu. -The expression To ovoµa ir.tKaX.e'i.ai 

J7r{ Twa] is borrowecl from the 0. T., where it of'te11 occnt·s, 
and in the sense that one becomes the property of him \l·ho:-;e 
name is called upon him; particularly it is said of farad that 
the name of G(J(l was called upon them ; see l leut. xwiii. 10 
(,rhere inf'tead of ir.i the dati,·e is put); 2 l'hron. vii. 14; 
,for. xi,·. D, xv. 1 G; .Amos ix. 12; ~ee aJ,;o Gen. xlviii. lG; 
J~a. i,·. 1. .Acconlingly, hy the 11a111c which is calletl 111,un 
Christia11s is not rneaut the Christian ua111e .'Jfonslcr: numcn 
fralr11111 et snron1m), al~I) ]lilt the ll:lllle r.-,wxo{, but the 
JI:llllL' of Him only to wh"111 they a;; Chri:-;tians lielong-the 
1rn111e of Christ (de ,reue, "\\"iesi11ger, lhnun:111, Lange, aud 

1 H .IC1t11b h~,l 1l1t• ( ·111 i,tian rich in yj,-,•:, he n·rtai11ly wonJ.11,ol hal"e omitt.-,1 
to point lo thl· ec,ntra,l Lctwccu thtir con,lnd lo tl:c J•c•ul" anJ thc·ir Chri;tia11 
calling. 
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others); from ,vhich, ho"·ever, it docs not follow (as Wiesinger 
correctly observes) that ,James here alludes to the name 
Xpurriavoi. - By the adtlition of the attribute ,ca'A.ov the 
shamefulness of /3'A.acnp17µE'iv is still morc strongly marked. -
In support of the hypothesis that the rich are Christians, 
many expositors (also Bri.ickner and ,vicsinger) here arbitrarily 
explain /3'A.aacfnJµE'iv of indirect blasphemy, i.e. of such as takes 
place not by words, hut by works ; but f='A.acnfn7µE'iv is never 
thus used in the Holy Scriptmes ; not oue of the passages 
which "\Viesinger cites proves that for which he adduces them ; 
f3'A.a<r<p71µE'iv always denotes blasphemy by word.1 

- This word 
also proves that the rich who are not Christians arc here meant 
(thus also Lange, who, however, will understand particularly 
the Judaists); ,vhich is also evident, because James otherwise 
would rather have written To hru,X'T}Oev Jcp' avTou, instead of 
To hn,cX. bp' vµar;. - By the thought in this verse James 
indicates that Christians, by showing partiality to the rich, 
not only acted foolishly, but were guilty of a violation of the 
respect due to the name of Christ. 

Vv. 8, 9. ,vith these verses James meets the attempt 
which his readers might perhaps make to justify their con
duct toward the rich with the law of love; whilst he, granting 
to them that the fulfilment of that law is something excellent, 
llesignates 7T'pouw,ro'A.'TJ'1T'TE'iv directly as a transgression of the 
law. This explanation, which among ancient expositors, parti
cularly Calvin, Comelins a Lapide, Laurentius, Horncju$, and 
among the modems Hottinger, Theile, \Viesinger have recognised 
as the correct one, is justified both by the particle µ€vTot and by 
the phrase ,caXwr;; ,roiE'iTE. - µ€vToi has in the N. T., where 
besides the Gospel of John it only elsewhere occms in 2 Tim. 
ii. 19 and Jude 8, always the meaning yet, ncrcrthclcss; but 
this meaning is not here suitable, as ver. 8 contains no con
trast to what goes before.2 It is therefore to be retained in 

1 Were it here asserte<l that the blaspheming of the name of Go,l or of Christ 
,ms occasioned by the wicke<l works of Jews or Christians, this wonlll be 
in,licated not by the active verb, but by the passive with ~ ... ; sec Hom. ii. 24; 
Tit. ii. :.i; 2 Pet. ii. 2; Isa. Iii. 5. l\Ioreovcr, even then blasphemy (namch·, of 
the Gentiles) could only be expressed by words. • 

" llriickner finds the contrast in love being the reverse of partiality; but 
µ,,,,.., <loes not simply express the opposite, lint the a<lnrsatirn meaning of the 
particle in the N. T. is of this nature, that it only occurs ,rhea the sharp con• 
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its original clnssical meaning, as.rnrcdly, certainly, and points 
out that .T amcs grnnts something to his readers, having, 
however, in view the contrast which he expresses in the 
followi11g el OE ,c.T.A.

1 This is also indicated by the expression 
,caA.w<; r.01e'iTe (sec vcr. 19), which is evidently too feeble 
for an earnest enforcement of the law of lo,·e. "'iesinger 
correctly observes that the hypothetical dilemma carries in 
itself unmistakably an ironical character.2 James calls the 
law a')'a'!rlJCTH<; IC.T,A.., which is cited from Lev. XL'\, 18, voµov 
/3aCT1A.t1Cov, because it is the most excellent of all laws, cete
rarum legum quasi regina (Knapp; so also Theilc, ,viesinger, 
de vVette, Bouman, and others), inasmuch as all other hrn·s 
arc contained in it; see Rom. xiii. 8-10; Gal. v. 14 (1 Tim. 
i. 5 ; l\Iatt. xxii. 3 9 ). It is far - fetched to explain the 
attribute f1aCTi>i.uc6v, because it was given by God the great 
King (Raphelius, Wetstein, Wolf, Baumgarten), or by Christ 
(Grotius), or because it applies to kings (Michaelis), or quia 
reges facit (Thomas; Lange combines all these explanations); 
also Calvin's remark is to be rejected as too artificial: regia 
lcx dicitur, ut vin r1:1ia, plana scilicet, recta et aeqnahilis, riui 
sinnosis cliverticulis vel ambagibus tacitc opponitur. -1:6µ0, 
is here (sec also ver. 9), as in Jer. xxxi. 33 (Heb. viii. 10, 
x. 1 G), nsed of a single commamlment, instead of €VT0A.1j 
(which Lange wrongly clenics). The expression TEXE'iv v6µov 
is found only here and in Rom. ii. 2 7 ; it is a stronger 
expression than n7pEiv voµov (ver. I 0). - ,ca-rti, n)v 7pa4>1iv] 
is not to be combined with fJautA.t,cov, nor is the rnode of 
TeAE'iv thereby stated, but it is the simple formula of citation. 

Ver. 9 is in sharp contrast to ver. 8, calling the conduct 
of his readers, in opposition to their pretext, by its true name, 
and designating it directly as sin. The verh r.poCTw1roA.1J'!rTe'iv 
is a complete ci1r. Xery.; James nscs this word with reference 
to the exhortation in ver. 1. Ou ciµapTiav €p,ycitECT0ai, sec 

trnst to an "although" is to he fillc•,l up or cxprc,sc<l; it is arbitrary to explain 
it as C'J.Uivalcnt to "on the contrary." 

1 Su111c iutcrprders explain I'''~" here, ,:,mtrary to linguistic usng,·, as 
c11uivalcnt to igitur, 

" "'h,·u ,h· ,v cttr, against this explanation, says: "How coulcl those blame,! 
appeal to this law for their p;1rtiality 1" it is to he ousel'nll that they ,cck 
tl1<·rd,y to justify only thdr co11,lnet to the rich, by which certainly they lcani 
their conduct to the poor unjustified. 
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Matt. vii. 23; Acts x. 35; Heb. xi. 33. Theile: gravins fore 
est qumn aµap·riav 'TrOUtV, aµap-ravew. For the sake of 
heightening this judgment, James adds the participial 
sentence El\.Eryxoµevot /C,'T,/\,. : being convicted by the law as 
transgressors. If the 7rpo<Yw7ro°'A777T'-rovv-rec; appealed to a law, 
it is precisely the law by which they are convinced as 
transgressors, so that they are without excuse. By v7ro -rou 
voµov is meant not a single commandment, neither the above
mentioned law of love, nor specially a commandment for
bidding respect of persons, as Deut. xvi. 19 (Lange), but 
the law generally; so also 1rapa/3a-rat is general: not as 
transgressors of one comnrn,ndment, but of the law generally. 

Ver. 10. Confirmation of the last expressed thought : For 
whosocrc1· ke11t the whole law, and yet sinned in one (com
mandment), he is giiilty of all (commandments). The con
junctives T7JP1(jTJ, 7rTal(jTJ, certified by authorities, are not to 
be considered as an e1Tor of the scribe (as ·winer, 5th ed. 
p. 356, was inclined to assume); but the particle av is here, 
as frequently in the N. T. contrary to classical usage in 
hypothetical sentences, omitted when Q(j'T£<; stands, because 
"the universality was already sufficiently indic[tted by the 
pronoun (Buttmann, p. 19 7 [E. T. 2 2 9 J).1 av0pwmp is not, 
with Schulthess, to be supplied to iv evt, but voµ~o, with 
Theile, de w· ette, \Viesinger, Lange, and others, " from the 
preceding collective idea voµoc;." The following 7rav-rwv 
forbids us, with Sclmeckcnburger and Kem, to understand 
ev{ as neuter. It is in entire conformity with the character 
of the thought as a general sentence to take evi quite 
generally, and not, with Theophylact, Oecumenius (-rou-ro 7rep'i 
/1,rya7r77c; etp71,ce), Schol. l\fattlmei, p. 18 8 ( EV evt 7r'TaL(jf£V f(jT'i, 
'TO µ~ 'TEAE1av exnv aryamw), and some recent critics (Semler: 
in luinc unam et primam), to refer it to a definite command
ment, particularly to that of love.2 By this general sentence 
James seeks to confirm the thought that respect of persons 

1 Winer, p. 27 5 [E. T. 386], explains the omission of tl.,, because in the writer's 
conception the case is altogether definite ; hut then the future indicative would 
be put; also the case here stated, namely, that one may transgress one command
ment and yet keep the wliole law, is a case which cannot be imagined. 

~ Still more arbitrarily, Grotins, :IIorus, Stolz, and Ja.spar limit the general 
expressions .,; and .,,.,;,,,,..,, to snch commandment, to the transgression of which 
the punishment of t.lcath is assignet.l, 
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inclllllcs in itself the tramgression of the whole la,,·, although 
it appears to be llirected only against a single comrnan<lment. 
-The word ,-Tatf.tv j,, found in the X. T. only in a fignratiYe 
sense; the construction with iv is onl_\· in this place ; in 
chap. iii. 2 the reference of iv is different. Dy "/€"/OVf.V 

7T(lVT<,JV (sc. voµwv) evoxo,, James <leclares the transgressor of 
one commandment to Le guilty of the transgression of all. -
evoxo,] is here, as in 1 Cor. xi. 2 7, used with the genitiYC 
of the thing against which one sins, in the. gnilt of which 
one is thns iuvoh-ed. 1 The same thought is also fonnd in 
the HaLLinical writings, e.g. Cod. J.'alm. Schal,u(lth, fol. lxx. 2 ; 
It. Johanan: Quodsi faciat omnia, unum Yero omittat, 011miuu1 
est siugulorum reus ; see 1,V olf.~ 

Yer. 11. The truth of the aLove thought is founded on the 
fact that all commamlrnents proceed from o;zc hwgiYer. -

' ' , I ' I " ' ' ,I.. I ] I' o ,yap e,1rwv· µ11 µoixeuo--9,, H7Tf.v Kai· µ17 'f'ovwa-v, )aumgarten 
finds the reason why James adduces these two c:ommanclments, 
µ17 µoixf.urJ"[J, and µ17 cpoveva-v,, in this, because " the trans
gression of these two was punished with death ; " 1,\'icsinger, 
on the other hand, Lecause "µo,xf.uf.tv was ncYer laitl to foe 
charge of the readers, whereas µ11 cpovf.uuv, hall the command 
of love as its essence;" and Lange, because "to 'the Israelite 
the prohiLition of adultery was likewise the prohibition of 
apostasy to heathenism, and the prohibition of murder wa,; 
likewise that of uucharitablencss towar<ls our 11eighLour." 
But the reason is rather Lecause thc,se twfJ c:0111111andme11ts 
are the first of those which refer to our duties to our 
neighbour (thus Briickner). That µ~ µoixeva-9, precedes the 
other has its reason in ancient tradition: ~cc on Loth point,-
1\fark x. HI; Luke XYiii. 20; Hom. xiii. ~I (,;cc :\foyer i,1 lol'.); 
J>Jiilo, de decal. xii. 2.J., 32. 1,Yith the words that fulluw: 
tl OE OU µotxevf.lc; K.T."A.., ,Tallies draws the iufereJll·e from tlw 
preceding. The negative ov after f.i: with the inclicatiYc is 

1 The pnni,hmcnt with,.,;;;,; is nsnally in tl11• g,·11itin·, with :\latt. xxl'i. GG, 
:\lai·k iii. 2(1, xiv. 46 ; y,·t als,, in the ,lati,·,·, )[att. ,·. :.!1. In dassi,·al l.111gna.~c·, 
the thing against which one sins is with '".'C'' nu)~· in tl,c clatin•, whilst the· 
cri111e itself of which thl' man is .c:nilty, as well as thl' 1,nni,hmcnt which he has 
to suffer, is a<lclc(l in the gcnitiYc: 

"Kilstl'r (Stud. 11. Kril. 1S6'.!, ]) to thi., pass:,_~•• dt,·s th~ rorrrspnn,]i11g 
Hprcssion of I.ivy (//;.,·/. xxxil'. ~) l'l'fc·ni11~ tu tl,c hwgi•;cr: unam !1Jllt-1,<lo 

lcgcm cclcrac i11 lirman tur. 
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not surprising in the N. T. usnge, the less so as here only a 
part of the conditi01rnl sentence is denied; see Winer, p. 423 ff. 
[E.T. GOl]; Al. lluttmann, p. 296 ft: [E. T. 3-!G f.1

]. With 
the apodosis "Jf.''fOVa<; 7rapa/3an], voµov James refers to ver. ~; 
consequently not tfvoxo<;, as in \'Cl'. 10, but 7rapa/3aT1J<; is put. 
-The reason of the jmlgment here expressed is contained 
in o ei:r.wv ... ££7TE Kai. Since the law is the expression or 
the will of Him who gave it, the transgression of a single 
portion is disobedience to the one will, and consequently a 
transgression of the whole law. Bengel: unus est, qui totam 
legem tulit; cujus voluntatem qui una in re violant, totam 
violant. James might indeed have confirmed the idea by the 
internal connection of all commands, and by pointing out that 
the transgression of one commandment reveals a want ·which 
makes the fulfilment of the other commandments impossible/ 
but as lie does not do so, these considerations arc not to be 
arbitrarily introduced into his words. 

Ver. 12. To what has hitherto been said the general 
exhortation is annexed : So speak ye, and so do, as they that 
shall be judged by the law of liberty. A new section does not 
here begin, as "\Vetstein, Semler, and others assume ; but with 
this and the following verse the course of thought commence<l 
at ver. 1 is concluded; not until ver. 14 does the thought 
take a new tum. The connection with what has gone before 

1 Accortliug to Euttmann, the negatirn ou ·hcrr, even accortling to classie 
usage, is the more necessary, "when to the negative pretlicate another, still in 
the protasis, is imrnccliately so appentle,l with an advcrsati\·c particle that the 
entire emphasis falls upon this second part" [E. T. 346]. It is imlcc,l saitl iu 
Thuc. i. 32: d µ~ µ£-rir. 1t,(l,1t,lar, ;.;~,i; ~£ fL;AA.oi, rl.µapTll.f . .. ha11.,.:a <To'AµZµn; 

bnt here the relation is different, as the contrast 0o;•• .,,,,.,).., could Le left out 
,vithout injury to the thought, which is evi,lently not the case with James. 

0 .Augustine, in his Epistle to Jerome on this pass3gc (Opera lliero11ym., 
Francf. iv. p. 15! ff.), says: Untle fiet omnium reus, si in uno offenclat, qui 
totam legem servavcrit? .An forte quia plenitndo lcgis charitas est, qu,i Deus 
proximusque ,liligitur, in quilms praeceptis charitatis tota Jex pentlet et 
prophctac, merito fit rcus omninm, qui contra illam fccit, in qua pendent 
omnia 1 N cmo autem peccat, nisi aclversus ilium facicntlo.-Ticinus thus well 
expresses the unity of the law: Jex tota est quasi una vestis, <1uae tota violatur, 
si vel unam ex ea partem demus ; quasi harmonia, quae tota, cormrupitur, si vel 
unica vox dissonct; antl Gataker: quasi catena aurca, <11iac tota rupta est, 
~i unicum nexum abrumpas. ·what Gunkel says is iudeetl correct : "The 
solidarity consists in this, that Goel has given with the e,1ual obligation the one 
ns well as the other commamlmcnt;" but the point of equal obligation is not 
hero brought forward by James. 

J!lEYEr:.-JA~IES. H 
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is to lw thus explnined, that ver. 13 evidently points to the 
respect of persons with regard to the poor, and refers to chap. 
i '27. - ouTw,] "is not to be i:eforred to what precedes, but 
to the follo"·ing oo,, thus : so as is necessary for those who," 
etc. ; thus in former editions. But by this cxplmwtion the 
thought is too abruptly introduced; therefore it would be 
more correct to refer ouTw, to what precedes ( oun,,,, i.e. 
according to the rule stated in ver. 10 f., Ilriickner), and to 
take oo, not as an explication, but as "a confirmation" (Lange). 
- James takes up not only the doing (,roiEiT1:), but also the 
speaking ('X.aA1:iTE), to which not only the conduct of his 
readers, specified in ver. 2 ff., bnt their sinful volubility of 
tongue generally led; sec i. 19, iii. 1-12. The repetition of 
ovTw serves for the heightening of the thought ; oia here is 
the same as in Rom. ii. 12; see also John xii. 48, v. 45; 
correctly '\Vicsinger: "the law is a means because a measure;" 
incorrectly Kern: vi ac jnre legcs. The voµo, 1:11.w0ep[a, is 
also here not the gospel, as the publicatiou of the grace of 
Goel, or the Christian religion (Semler, I>ott, Gebscr), also 
not specially the voµo,; /3a<rtAtKo, mentionecl in ver. 7 as a 
single command, but it is the same as is mentioned in chap. 
i. 25.1 The demand which James here expresses is that 
Christians as such, who shall be judged by the voµo, 

l>-..w0Ep{a,, must regulate by it the whole course of their 
liYes. From what has directly gone before, one might infer 
that James ,vishes particularly to warn against the pretext 
corn bated in ver. 10, but ver. 13 shows that he has rather in 
view the want of compassionate love, forming the heart aml 
pulse of the voµo, 1:A.,w0ep1.a,, which was renounced lJy his 
readers in their anµal;Etv TOV 7TTWXOV (ver. 6). 

Yer. 13 refers Lack to chap. i. 27, and conclmll•S the 
section, appending to Ota voµou €A. Kpive<r0a, a closer llciini
tion: Joi' tltc fudymcnt is 1m1;1c;·c1f/ll (lyain~t those 1dw c.-cacisc 

no mercy; 1/lCYC!J rrjoias ayai-;18t jud!fmcut. -Tlmt wliich in 
the juclgment passes sentence· ou Christians, who shall Le 
judged Ota voµou €1\.€V0Epta,, is thus mercy. Against the 

1 K,-rn : "Jame,,, ur the cxprcs,ion '"' ,. ,;,., reminus them thnt the ,,;,o; 
for l'ltrislians is in,lcc,l acconling to fo•-1n a new one, ht·iug com·crtc,l into a 
willi11;; impulse, 1,ut that it ,loes not on this a<"count cease, accoruing to its 
nature. to bo the rule of moral action, and thus also of jutlgmcnt." 
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unmerciful the judgment will be unmerciful. On the form 
dve;\.c:o,, see critical notes ; in Ifom. i. 31 it is aveAe~µCJJV; 
thus also in LXX. Prov. v. 9, xi. 17. Luther incorrectly 
translates it : "it will pass an unmerciful judgment; " ave:\.eo, 
is not an attribute, but a predicate. - Many expositors 
incorrectly explnin e:\.eo, = a,ya'lr'TJ ; the former is a species of 
the latter, although James puts the chief stress upon it; see 
chap. i. 27.-The concluding sentence is subjoined auvvofrCJJ,; 
see chap. iii. 2, iv. 12. "Asyndeton dicti pondus auget." In 
the verb ,caTaKavxuTat (only here and in chap. iii. 14 and 
Rom. xi. 18), ,caTa, on which the genitive ,cp{rreCJJr; depends, 
expresses the opposite tendency. Kp{rrtr; according to its 
nature threatens to condemn the sinner (thus the believing 
Christian does not cease to be a sinner), but mercy has the 
joyful confidence (,cavx&Tai) that it will overcome the 
threatening power of judgment.1 - By a conversion of the 
abstract idea e;\.eor; into the concrete, "the merciful man," the 
peculiar impress is taken from the expression, and a lax 
interpretation is introduced. On the sentiment, see Matt. 
v. 7; Prov. xvii. 5; Tob. iv. 7-11. Several expositors 
(Calvin, Cappellus, Wolf, Laurentius, Baumgarten, Bengel) 
incorrectly supply the genitive 0eou to e;\.eor;, by which a 
thought is introduced entirely foreign to the context. 

Ver. 14. After James, proceeding from the exhortation to 
receive the word (Tov ... AO,YOV 'TOV ovvaµevov (j'OJU'at Tar; 
,frvxa,) in meekness, had enforced the necessity not only to be 
hearers but also doers of the same, and with reference to the 
respect of persons practised by the readers had designated 
the exercise of compassionate love as true Op,,,u,ce[a, he now, 
in close connection with the preceding, opposes the opinion 
that 7r1,rrnr; which has no works (xCJJplr; ep,yCJJv) can save 
(rrwrrai). The section from ver. 14 to ver. 26 treats of this; 
for the correct understanding of which it is to be held fast 
that James considers 1rtunr; as the necessary ground of 
aCJJT1]J!_ta, which is evident from chap. i 18-21, but of coUl'se 

1 Tl.tc explanation of Wiesinger, that James intenu.s to say " that mercy hai; 
nothing to fear, rather that she confounu.s the terrors of the ju<lgment by her 
confldcucc "·ith which she is assured of grace beforehand, and glories in it," is 
not entirely suitable, inasmuch as an objective iu.ea (r.pi.-,;) is thus converted 
into a subjective (the terrors of the judgment). 
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t /,r,t r.{a-.cr.: ,rl1icl1 is 11ot without works. In combating the 
nlJOYt\ clelu,-;ion, ,Tames adopt;; his characteri,-;tic mode of first 
stating in dear aml well-defined language the fnmlamental 
thought on which all the rest depends, and he tloes so hy the 
introduction of brief interrogative ;;entcnccs which reject that 
false opinion. He cornrnenccs with the words -.t To orpiX.ar.:; 

sec ver. lG nnd 1 Cor. X\'. 3~. The :uticlc is not superfluous: 
H7wt ·is tit.- 11s,· ·icltich (l;·iscs fi'om it, if, etc. ; without tlw 
article (according to :U and C) it means : ·what kind of u:;c 
j,_ it= what use is it? thus frequently ,rith the classic~. 
·with rcg::ml to the construction with iczv, sec Matt. xYi. 2G; 
1 Cor. xiii. 3. The following words: iav 7r{anv Xen1 TL\" 

t!xEtv, show that ,fames had in Yiew one who trnsts for 
ac,JT1/p{a, because he has faith, although ,vorks arc wanting to 
him. :.\fany expositors 11lace the emphasis on Xe,yn, as if it 
was thereby indicated that this assertion was a mere pl'cto:t, 
the person introduced as speaking not in reality possessing 
faith. Gataker: emphasis hie est in Yoce rlicrndi; intclligit 
istos fitlem quitlem jactare, non tamen habere ; similarly 
Vorstius, l'iscator, ,v olf, Daumg::ntcn, l'ott, Gebser, Hottinger, 
Kem, Wiesingcr, Stier, Lange, Philippi (Gla11bcnsl. I. p. 2!)8 fl:); 
al,:o de "r etle translates 'Ae'Yll hy "pi•rfr,id-~." This is in
correct, for the sequel docs not giYC the lie to this AE"fEtv, but, 
on the contrary, it is gmnted that the man may have faith 
without ha,·ing ,rork2,. Desidrs, it is self-evident that J amcs 
,litl uot require to ;,;,1y that a faith, which one has not, cannot 
:-;ave him. That it is not simply said iav r.t<rTtV Tt\" €XTJ, is 
cxplaincd from ,Tames' li\·cly mode of representation, hy which 
he introduces his opponent as appealing to hi,; 7r{uw,.1 It is 
abo inconect to emphasize the want of the article before 
r.ianv (Sclmeckcnlrnrger: rcctc articulo caret~ tu have faith, 
r1mmt revcm non habeat T11v r.t<rTtv, nr. 1 ; ita omi;,;siu articuli 
,imn quodamrnodo ;,;criptori;; jmlicium c,-:t). The article is 
here wanting, as is often the case in the X. T. where the 
w<Jnl cxpre;,;ses 1-01m·thiug defiuite in it~clr (thus ]hiickner), 
1,articularly ,rhcu it i:o to lie l1roughL f11nranl acccmliug to its 
•111nlity. Also ,.{.,-:w must not be prt•ei~ely explainc1l as= 

·, ;,;,, is the more ntiproprink, as a fai1h without W<>rk,. a., Janu-s itHlienlcs in 
,·,·r. l.'<, is somdhing which l'a1111ot be pron,1, of whil'h he who possesses it 
can only gi1·c information by"'?'"'· 
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nudri notitia, nor lrnrJly = nudci profcssio ; for those wlrnrn 
James combats could not possibly think that they Ly their 
faith possessed only the so-called theoretical faith, but rather 
they considered it the whole and complete faith. Also this 
faith was not defective in point of confidence, which Lange 
should not have denied, for they thought to be saved thereliy; 
although this was not true confidence, but an empty reliance 
on Christ ;1 they indeed believed, but they did not receive 
Christ in themselves as a principle of a new life; the object 
of their faith remained to them purely external, and thus they 
wanted those works which spring from living faith. 2 

- iip,a 
OE µ,~ €X?7] lprya is here indeed entirely general, but accord
ing to the context those works are meant which arc proofs of 
living faith, by which the voµ,or; iXev0epia,; is fulfilled on the 
ground of 'frlunr;. - After lxn a simple comma (Gcbser) is 
not to be put, but a note of interrogation ; the verse contains 
two questions, the second iuterrogative sentence µ,11 ouvaTat 
K.T.X. confirming the ju<lgment contained in the first, that it 
profits nothing to have faith without works. Some expositors 
incorrectly put a special emphasis on the article before 7rfuTtr; 
(Bede: fides illa, quam vos habere dicitis; or, tltat faith which 
has no works; so also Lange). The article here has not vim 
pronominis demonstrativi, but is used Lecause there is a 
resumption of the previous idea (7r{a-Ttr;); see chap. i. 3 and 
iv. 15. It is also incorrect to supply out of what goes 
before the more precise definition of faith: quae non habetur 
revera sed dicitur tantummodo et jactatur (Theile), or to 
supply µ,ov'T/ (Pott), or to understand by 7r{a-n<; here bare 
notitia. Recourse has been had to these explanations, Lecanse 
it was thought that James otherwise denied to faith its saving 
power, which is not to be assumed. But the force of auTov 
has been overlooked. If this pronoun be taken into con-

1 It was otherwise with them than with those Christians who imlce,1 con• 
~i,lered the teaching of the gospel as true, a1Hl ,lid not <loubt to be save,!, hut 
who restc<l their hopes not on Christ as the object of faith, but 011 their sup
pose,! righteousness, ;.e. on their good works ; for James cutircly denies gn<J<I 
works to them, an<l never indicates that they a1,pcalc<l to their suppose<l good 
conduct. 

2 For the Yiew here rejected an appeal is incorrectly made to ver. 19, as tl10s<'. 
thought to have in their faith the guarantee of their 11',.,,,."f'", whilst their faith 
only pro<luce<l ~,,,m, to the <lemons. 



118 THE EPISTLE OF JA)IES. 

siderntion, it is evident that J amcs docs not affirm generall? 
that faith cannot save, but that it cannot save him whose 
faith, on which he trusts, is destitute of works ; for avTov 
refers back to the subject n~, that is, to the person whom 
J amcs has introduced as speaking - a-wuai] as in i. 21, is 
used here of the attainment of futurn salvation ; the expres
sion is exp1nincd from the fact that eternal condemnation 
belongs to sinful man as such, and thus requires a dclfrcr
ancc in order to be saved. The idea <TWTTJpia generally 
signifies in the N. T. the j1ttm·c salvation ; see besides other 
passages, particularly 1 Thess. v. 8, where <TWTTJp{a is desig
nated as the object of tA:rrl~. Certainly the present state 
of salvation of Christians may also be called <TWTTJp{a, but it 
is evident from the connection with what precedes that 
James lias not that in view, hut the complete salvation 
(against Lange). 

Vv. 15, 16. James illustrates the idea that faith is depen
dent for its proof on works, otherwise if these arc ,muting it 
is dead and profits nothing, by an example of compassion, 
which also, if without the corresponding works, is dead mul 
can profit nothing. The representation of this similitude has 
the same form as the description of the case mentioned in 
YY. 2 and 3 : first, the statement of the circumstances, and 
then of the conduct. The particle U (Lachmnnn, Tischendorf) 
is not merely transitional (1;1ctabasis, "\Viesinger), but is to be 
explained from the fact that in this verse the argument 
against the opponent brought forward commences (Schnecken
lmrgcr, de "' ette). -Those requiring help arc by the name 
aoe""A.qio~ t, doe""A.ifi1 characterized as members of the Christian 
community, in order to bring out more strongly the obligation 
to active assistance. - Dy the words ,yvµi·o'i ... Tpoqi~~ their 
destitute condition is de:-cribcd. There is no need to in
terpret ,yvµvo~ hy male rcstit11s (Lanrentins, "\Yolf, Baumgarten, 
Geh;;cr, Hottinger, Scl11wckenburger, de "rcttc, Theilc, 
Wiesinger); it is rather nmlus, naknl, lmt i,; cert:tinly alsu so 
nse,1 "·hen there is no ah~olute nnkc1h1ess, but whcu the 
clu! !ting can hardly be consi1lered as clothi11~. On ""A.eir.oµevoi, 
,;ee cl1:1p. i . .J., 6. - ief>11µcpo,] in tlw X. T. (ir.. A€"/., is neither 
- ,li11 ,·,w.~ (}Iorus : quod in m111111 diem ;mlJ1ciL) 110r 0= 
lrodfri'ill!S (llutti11gcr); hut ij ~!<fi,JµEpor;; Tpocf,11 is = 11 Ka0' 
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17µlpav ava"/Ka'i,a 7pocM (Pott, Gebser, Schneckenlmrger, 
Wiesinger). 

Ver. 16 describes the conduct towards those requiring help. -
n~ ig vµwv] is to be taken generally, and is not, with Grotius, 
to be limited to those qui fidem creditis sufficere ad salutem. 
-The address: v1ru,r•teTe ev elp11vv] expresses a friendly wish 
at departure j similar to r.opeveu0e EV elp11vv, .Acts xvi. 36 j 

Judg. xv.iii. G. v1Ta"'fELV el~ elp17v71v (Mark v. 34; Luke vii. 50, 
and other places) is somewhat different, where elp~v71 and 
V7TU"'fELV are not yet conceived as united. - With 0epµa{veu0e 
with reference to ryuµvoL, warming by clothing is specially to 
be thought of (see Job xxxi. 30; Hag. i. G); but it is 
inaccurate to explain the Yerb itself as equivalent to vcstfri 
(Lanrentius, Baumgarten, Pott, Dengel, Gebser, Hottinger, 
Theilc). - 0Epµa{vEu0e and xopTatEu0e arc not imperatives of 
the passive, and to be taken in an optative sense (Hottinger: 
utinam aliquis beneficens vobis vestimenta largiatur; similarly 
Grotius, ::\fonts, Theile), but imperatives of the micldle: 1Varni 
yoiirsdi-cs, sati.'ify yon1'sclus; only thus does the contrast appear 
pointed and definite ; that they are not properly to be con
sidered as commanding, but as exhorting, is of itself evident. 
The plural µ,~ OWT€ OE is explained from eg vµwv ; Ta hno~
OEta (a7T. A.€"/,) = Ta ava'Y,ca'i,a (Gloss.: Ta 7rpo~ Tpocp17v apµoota; 
Suidas: acpopµal El~ -rov /3tov; see Herod. ii. 17 4; Tlrnc. ii. 23; 
Cicero, Off. i. 8 : necessaria Yitae praesidia); the things necessary 
for the support of the hotly, namely, clothing and footl. The 
question -rt To ocpe"A.o~; brings forward that such a sympathy 
which is X(J)P'~ EP"'f"'V profits nothing, has no efficacy ; to this 
neither egentibus (Hottinger) nor diccntibus (Gomar, Baum
garten, Semler) is to be supplied. 

Ver. 1 7. Application of the similitude. The verse forms 
one sentence, of which 17 7r{un,;; is the subject and ve,cpJ. euTtv 
is the predicate; neither after r.lun~ (Pott) nor after EP"'fa 
(Michaelis) is a colon to be put. After exv the idea con
tiniwlly (Baumgarten) is not to be supplied. 7r{un~ has here 
the same meaning as in \'er. 14. - From the fact that Ja.mes 
calls faith dead if it has not works, it is evident that by these 
works is not meant something which must be added to faith, 
but something which grows ont of faith; the ep'Ya here treated 
of arc works of faith, in which are the germs of faith. ve,cpa 
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is here not to be explained by operibus destituta, but :: inanima, 
equivalent to a Lleacl body ; 1 correctly, de \V ette : " dead, that 
is, without the power of life ; thus not primurily to be referrerl 
to its effects, but to be understood as its internal nature ; " 
however, James thus designates a faith without works to prove 
that it ov ovvaTat uwuai and ovoev wcpe7'..eiTai. - The more 
precise statement Ka0' eauT11v has Leen variously understood. 
Grotius considers it as simply pleonastic; some critics sepa
rate it from veKpa and take KaTa = against (Moller= Ka8' 

eauTij,, ·i.e. sibimet ipsi repugnat ; Augusti : contra. semet 
ipsam); others unite it with 7rtun, (Knapp= fides sola; 
Baumgarten: "in so far as faith is alone"). But Ka8' eauTij, 

belongs evidently, as its position shows, to veKpa ( de \Y ette, 
Schneckenburger, Wiesinger, Lange). It is thus emphatically 
stated that a faith without works is not only dead in reference 
to something else, but dead in reference to itself. It serves 
fur the intensification of the idea VfKpa, yet not so that by it 
the existence of a 7rtun, without works was denied (against 
Sclmeckenburger). 

Ver. 18. The ,rnrds a7'..7'..' Epei n,, with which this verse 
hegins, apparently introduces an objection, as in 1 Cor. x,·. 
::5; by which under n, a certain one is to be considered as 
an opponent of the thought above expressed, who with uu 

addresses .James, and by Kciryw denotes himself: But ag,tinst 
this explanation the sentiment itself is opposed; for as ,James 
reproaches those, against whom he argues, tha,t they have 
indeed faith but not works, he could not possibly put into the 
mouth of his opponent, that the same had works, Lut he 
(James) had faith. The opinion of Pott, that uv ... Kci•tw =· 
u),.">-..o, Kai a"A.">-..o,, cannot UC justified (so also Bouman: hie ... 
ille). By that explanation it would require to be said: au 

fp'Ya fxet,, Kli'JW 7T'LUTtV ifxw, uarncly, in the sense: If thon 
place all stress 011 works, I am not the less entitled to place 
all stress on faith. Kem attc111pts to remove the difficulty by 
taking the first sentence: uv m'anv iixct,, as a hypothetical 

1 TI"' colllparison of faith without 1rnrks to a <le:ul lio,ly is fonn,l alllong thr 
,,1,1 intcq,n·ters in ,uch a manner that it forrnctl a contrnwr:;y between Catholi.: 
a11,l l'rotl'stant intcrprct,·rs; whilst Lorinus says: mortnum corpus 1-rrum corpus 
,-,1, lit sine op,·ribus ,·t charitatc fitlcs, L:rnn·ntins remarks: sieut homo mortuns 
1wn c.,t i-u~1s homo, ita nee fi<lcs mortua vcra fiucs. 
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protasis, and the second, on the other hand, Kit~;w tp,a txw, 
as the apodosis, and explains it: " If thou hast faith, so have I 
also works, because, as thou sayest, faith and works cannot be 
separated." But to this explanation is opposed not only the 
fact that James has not in what has gone before properly 
expressed the inseparableness of faith and works, but has 
only presupposed it; but also that the opponent should 
appeal to works, whilst James considers him as a person 
who has no works.1 ·with these difficulties it is not to be 
wondered at that almost all expositors have decided for the 
view that ciXX' ipE'i n~ is not here to be taken as the form of 
an objection, and that by n~ not an opponent of James is 
meant, but a" vfr sapicns et intclligcns," to whom James assigns 
the part of canying on the argument in his stead against his 
opponent. 1Viesinger: "uX)..' epEt, TL~ cannot here be possibly 
taken, as in 1 Cor. xv. 35, Rom. ix. 19, as an objection, for, 
as o-iJ 7r{unv i.ixE1s already shows, the person introduced as 
speaking is on the side of James, and like him combats faith 
without works." Accordingly, with uu the same opponent is 
addressed whom James had hitherto in view, and with ,cu.0;w 
the person called Tt~ designates himself as agreeing with 
,James. But against this explanation there are many objec
tions. 1. It cannot be denied that the words ciXX' epE'i w, 
lrnve most decidedly the character of an objection. 2. If 
they are not so understood, then u.XX' is not only an interrup
tion, but inexplicable; Hottinger, indeed, maintains: aXi\.a 
hie non adversativum esse per se patet; but who will agree 
with him in this ? De \Vette assumes that by aXXa here is 
expressed not primarily the contrast with what immediately 
precedes, but with the error already combated. "\Viesinger 
has, however, correctly rejected this opinion, which is the less 
to be justified "as the error has not yet been pci' sc expressed." 
tiXA.<t must at all events be referred to what directly precedes. 
According to Sclmeckenburger, it refers ad negationem, quam 
notitio VE1'po~ involvit, quasi dictum foret: ista tides non est 

1 The explanation or Knapp, that the first words are interrogative : tune 'luia 
ipse li<le care8, propterea cam contemnis? and to which the answer is then given: 
immo vcro plus habeo, <1nam quantum tu et habes et postnlas, fidem videlicet 
eum factis conjunctam, is correctly rclin,111isheu by himself, as it is too artilidnl 
to be considered as correct. 



122 THE EPISTLE OF JA)rES. 

fidcs, scrl dicat aliqnis; but that 7r{unr;, if it has not ,vorks, 
is not r.{unr; at all, is so little the opinion of James that he 
ascribes a r.iuTevew to the devils (ver. 1 !:I) ; veKpa is here 
arLitrnrily explained as = nulla, and not less arbitrarily is it 
observed on r.tunv i!xetr; : "interlocutor ad hominis errorem 
descendens fidem, quam profitetur, eum haberc swllit," since 
James docs not the least indicate that the words uv r.lunv 

i!xctr; arc to be understood in the sense : " I will even assume 
that thou hast faith." The opinion of several critics, that 
aXXa is here (= quin etiam) "a correction of the preceding 
judgment, heightening it" (Wiesinger), and indicates "that the 
opinion that a faith without works is dead is here surpassed" 
(Gunkel), is of no avail, as the opinion containecl in this verse 
on faith without works is cYidcntly not, as Briickner falsely 
thinks, stronger than tliat which is expressed in ver. 17 with 
veKpa iuT1v.1 Accordingly, all atlempts at the explanation of 
aXXa do not attain their object.~ 3. With this explanation 
it is entirely uncertain how for the speech of nr; extends, and 
"·here James again resumes; and accordingly the greatest 
uncertainty here occurs among expositors. 4. Lastly, it 
cannot be perceived ,rhy James should express his own 
opinion in the person of another who is designated by the 
entirely indefinite term nr;. "\Yiesinger and most expositors 
do not touch on this point at all. Baumgarten thinks that 
James speaks here in the words of a stranger, in order the 
better and the more freely to convey the notion of erroneous
ness in severer terms. :Dut this is a pure fiction; that J amcs 
did not shun from expre,;siug himself frec1y and strongly the 
whole Epistle is a proo[~ These ol,jections are too important 

1 "·iesingcr obserrns : The person introduced as speaking not only confim1s 
what was saiu before, but goes beyond it; not only that such a faith is t!r11<l, 
hut that it cannot even prove its cxistcnco without works : it is nntl,i11g. But 
with these last words Wiesingcr iim·rts a thought into the wnnls which they by 
no means contain, the ,:une thought which, according to Schncckenburgrr, is 
contained in m,prl i.--.,. 

"Th .. 1,ointi11g r.,;.;.', ip,i -:-,;, .-;, ~- -:-. ;.. (~d111lthrss, Gchscr, J::mch) docs in no 
way r..i11,,rn thu ,liflienlty, a11,! ha, also this :1gainst it, that the closcly-unitc,l 
form uh r.iD.' ,,,, ,,.,; is thus uisuuited. 

" l.auc;c thi11ks to r~mo,·c tl"" ,lifliculty hy ascrihi11g t,> thr ,rnnls "a gran,l 
prophetical d,aractrr," whilst hy -:-1; is mmnt "the G,·ntilc-Christinn world," 
whi,·h l1a,; J'l""l·cd '· hy its work,; uf faith 1hat it 11:is ha,l the trn,· faith, whereas 
Eliin11i-lll, ,rith its ,r:111t of co11,i,tc·11c·y in Christi:m ,rnrks of Jun·, has prove,! that 
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to permit us in spite of them to rest on the above explana
tion. But, on the other hand, the difficulties which arise if 
a:>..:>..' epe'i -ri,; is taken as a form of objection appear to be 
invincible. They are only so, however, when it is assumed 
that the person introduced with uv as speaking means James, 
and with ,ca,yw himself. But this assumption is by no means 
necessary. Since James introduces Tt<; as speaking, so both 
words uv and ,ca,yw can be understood as well from the stand
point of James as from that of the speaker; that is to say, 
that with uv the opponent with whom James argues, and 
ngainst whom he asserts that 7r{un,; without works is dead, is 
meant, and with i,yw James himself. The meaning, then, is 
as follows: But some might say in answer to what I have 
just stated, defending thee,1 thou (who hast not the works) 
hast faith, and I, on the other hand (who affirm that faith 
without works is dead), have works; 2 my one-sided insisting 
on works is no more right than thy one-sided insisting ou 
faith. By this explanation, which has nothing linguistically 
against it, not only is the nature of d:>..:>..' epe'i n,;; preserved, 
but it expresses a thought entirely suited to the context, 
whilst the following words give the answer by which this 
objection is decidedly repelled. This answer is in form not 
directed to the person introduced as speaking, but to the 
opponent with whom only James has properly to do, and 
whom he in his liYely style can now the more directly 
address, as the objection made was the expression of his soul. 
The meaning of this answer is as follows : Hast thou actually, 
as that person says, faith, and if this is to be of use it must 

its orthodoxy was not a. fo·ing faith." But, a.part from the arbitrariness of this 
interpretation, aAA" is by it referred not to the preceding declaration, but falsely 
to the erroneous opinion of,,.,, (vcr. 14). 

1 The view of Stier, that by the speaker a. Pharisaical Jew is to be understood, 
who takes occasion from the inoperative faith of Christians to mock the Christian 
faith in general, has been rightly rejected by Wicsinger. If Ja.mes had meant 
by,,.,; a. Jew, he would have ca.llctl him such. 

" This is a form of cxpres.sion "'hich frequently occurs. Thus, if one speaks 
with Charles, and says to him : Henry says tltozt hast found the book which I 
l1:1ve lost. Briickncr, intlectl, thinks that this example is not appropriate, hut 
he docs not give his reasons for saying so. Lange calls the explanation hern 
~ivcn artificial, but he does not say in what its artificial character consists. 
'fhe objections which Lange brings against it arc founded on his having rea,l 
erroneously defending Tiimselj instead of defending thee. 
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manifest itself, but thi,; without works is impossil11o; thou 
canst not cn•n sho\\' thy faith without work-; ; as for myself, 
who have works, these nre n proof that faith is not wanting, 
for without faith I could do no works. On SE,gov, Sclmecken
lmrger correctly remarks: vide no verbo tribuas signilicationcm 
,·rhibcndi et manijcstandi (pc1· ritam), scd rctinc primam et 
simpliccm compl'obari quasi anto judiccm. - T1',v wiunv uov 
is said because the opponent ascribed faith to himself (n'r. 
14); thus" the faith which thou snyest thou hast" (Wiesinger~. 
- With the reading of tho Ree. e,c T. ip,ywv (instead of xwpi, 
Twv t'.prywv) the words are to be taken as ironical (so also 
Lange), as the supposition is thnt works are wanting to him. 
- ·with these words not faith generally, lmt living faith 
which Sl~ves is denied to tho opponent; if the snme is not 
Jll'OYcd by works, it is dead. - In what James says of himself, 
llprya aro the works which proceed from faith, ns these could 
not otherwise authenticate it. It is to bo observed that in 
the tirst clause n7v r.iuTtV, nnd in the second h Twv llpryc,,v, 
stand first, because theso ideas arc the points on which the 
whole tums. 

Ver. la. James shows, in the faith of demons, with whom 
it produces trembling, how little faith without works effects 
sah·atiou. "\Vith uu r.tuTEvw;, whid1 is not, \\·ith Laclunann 
and Tischendorf, to lio taken as a question, it is granted to the 
opponent that ho possesses faith. From tho fact thnt what is 
i-pecitically Christian is not uamed as the object of faith, it is 
not to be inferred, with Calvin, thnt in this entire section u,1t. 
the Christian faith (llc fide) is spoken of, but only de rnl.~,ll'i 
] lei uutitia. Expositors correctly assume that this one article 
of faith is only adduced ns an example. The selection of 
precisely this article on the unity or God is not to lie explained 
l1ecanse "iho Jewish Christians "·ere partieularl,v proud of it, 
1;0 that it kept them hack from fully smremlering themscl\'c,; 
to the Christian faith" (Lange), hut becan;;c it distingnislwd 
reninlc1l religion from nil lieatheni,-:rn. Hu,rc,·e1· much the 
po;-;ition of the imliYidnal wunl,; vary (sec critical notes), yet 
the uuity of (;oil ap1,ears in all as the chief i1lea ; cu111p. 
particularly, Dent. Yi. 4; Xeh. ix. G; ha. xli,·. G, xlv. G; )fatt. 
xxiii. !) ; )lark xii. 2:.l, ;;:,l; I:0111. iii. :JtJ; 1 Cor. ,·iii. 4, fj: 

allll, iu thi~ E1,istlL·, chap. fr. 1 :!. In 1Iem1as, I. :!, 1111 1 ,ul. l, 
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it is said: T.pwTav mfvTwv -rr{uTwuav, on EX, Junv o 0€0,. -
De W ette, with whom Philippi coincides, thinks that by the 
construction with on the faith which the opponent has is 
clrnrnctcrizecl as merely thcm·ctical; but it is, on the other hand, 
to be observed, that a construction with Ei, or Jv here, where 
the unity of God is to be adduced, could hardly have heeu 
used (so also Ilriickner). - James grants, by the words ,caXw, 
r.ot€£<;, that this faith is something in itself entirely good (see 
ver. 8). Several expositors, as Calvin, Semler, Hottinger, 
Sclmeckenlmrger, Theilc, vViesiuger, Bouman, find in the 
expression a trace of irony, which others, as Laurentius, Ilaum
gmten, Grotius, l'ott, Gebser, de "'\Vette, deny. Though not in 
lhe statement by itself, yet in the whole expression there is 
something ironical (L:rnge, Eriickner), which, in the combina
tion of muTEuav<nv ,ea~ <f,p{uuovuw (as "'\Vieseler remarks), 
rises to sarcasm. This sarcasm is, moreover, to be recognised 
in demons being placed in opposition to the opponent. - ,ea/, 

before Ta oaiµovta is not to be explained by <lXXa ,ea{ (Pott), 
or atq_ui (Theile) ; by the insertion of a contrary reference the 
peculiar severity of the expression is only weakened. That 
James, in his reference to the miity of God, mentions the 
demons, is in accordance with the view that the heathen 
divinities are demons ; comp. LXX. Dent. xxxii. 17 ; I's. 
xcv. 5, cv. 37; 1 Cor. x. 20; and Meyer in loco: As these 
nre the occasion of polytheism, so they are hostilely opposed to 
the one God ; but, in their usurped lordship over the heathen 
world, they tremble before the one God, who will again rescue 
the world and judge them. It is wholly arbitrary to take Ta 

oaiµovta = dnemoniaci (W etstein ), or to think on the demons 
in the possessed (Semler, Gebser, Schneckenbnrger). Pott 
incorrectly paraphrases the ,ea/, between r.tuTeuavuiv and 
rf,p{uuauur, by ,cat oµw,; the simple copulative meaning of the 
word need not here be altered. rf,p{uuELV, an a:1r. A•'Y·, is 
used particularly of the hair standing on end (Job iv. 15), 
and is therefore a stronger expression than oeooudva, and 
7pEµ€LV. 

Yer. 2 0 introduces the following proof from Scripture, that 
faith without works is dead, and accordingly cannot have 
Ol/Catovu0at as its consequence. The question 0e>..w; 0€ 'YIIWvat 

expresses the conlident assurance of victory over the opponent; 
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~he address iJJ av0pwr.e ICEVf., deep indignation at him. Kwa, 
cloes not here indicate intellectual defect (Baumgarten = stupid, 
incapable of thinking; Pott= short-sighted), but the want of 
tme intrinsic worth, in opposition to the imaginary ·wealth 
which the opponent fancies he possesses in his dead faith. 
The worcl is only here used in the N. T. of persons. The w, 
placed fir;;t, which is frequently used in reproof,-see l\Iatt. xvii. 
17; Luke xxiv. 25; Rom. ix. 20 (Winer, p. 165 [E.T. 228]), 
-intensifies the censure. The thought is essentially the same 
whether vcKpa or ap"/11 is read. - ap016,] equin1.lent to idle, 
'tain, that which profits and effects nothing,1 is also used of a 
capital sum which lies idle, and therefore bears no interest, 
thus is a dead capital. Not because ap"{17 " deserves the 
preference with a view to the sense" (\Viesinger), but only 
because it is difficult to consider it as a gloss, is it to be con
sidered-against the authorities which testify for vEKpa (see 
critical note)-as the original reading. -.As xwp'i, -rwv ilp"fWV 
stands here instead of Nw µh ilna ilxv (ver. 17), the article 11 
is not to be supplied Lefore xwpt, (against Beza, Tiaumgarten, 
and others). 

Yer. 21. The testimony to "·hich James first appeals is 
what happened to Abraham. The reference to Abraham is 
completely explained from his historical importance, and which 
is also indicated by o r.a-rhp 11µwv. - 11µwv] because both 
James and his readers belonged to the nation of Israel sprung 
from Abraham. lly the question with ov the thought is 
characterized as such to which all-thus all the opponents
must assent: 1Vas not Abmluon ow· falltCi" Justijfrd by 'lt:ods? 
The participial sentence which follows declares what works 
procured for him justification: 'ltltcn lie ojj"accl I:;aac his son 
11pon tltc altm· ?- - The reference to the lloctrinc of the .Apostle 
Paul, and especially to his clcclaratiun in Hom. iv. 1 ff., has 
mi~Ied expositors into many arbitrary explanations of this verse, 
and particularly of the "·ord iourntc~0TJ. In order to have 
a sure foundation for interpretation, two things arc to be 
cxaminecl,-(1) the context, and (2) the linguistic usage. 

1 It is inaccurate to take a,;,,; as c11nirnlcnt to a.Y."'f"''; (Frank: u111,roductivc); 
ns 1/,i., indi,:at,·s the con<lition, //,al, on the co11trnry, tl,c l'Ull<iuct of the subject. 
They arc 1111itcd together not as idc11ticnl, but only as related ideas, in 2 Pet. 
i. 8. 
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(1) As regards the context, the question treated in this whole 
section is, How the Christian is saved; 1 comp. the question 
in ver. 14: µ,17 Svva-rai ~ 'TT'{U'nr; U'wU'ai av-rlw; and the con
nection of that section with the preceding, where the discourse 
is about the divine jndgmcnt (ver. 12: "PLVEU'0ai; ver. 1:3 : 
~ "PLU'tr;). As James appeals to Abraham for his assertion 
that faith withont works cannot save, it is evident that by 
loiKaiw07J he cannot mean something which happened to 
Abraham from himself, but only something which happened 
to him from God ; so that the meaning cannot be, " Abraham 
justified himself by his works," but only that "God justified 
him on the ground of his works." 2 (2) As regards the lin
guistic usage, oiKawvv corresponds to the Hebrew i'1"!¥i'.I, which, 
as a iztclicial term, has the meaning : to declare one i'1"!~ by an 
acquittal .froin guilt, and is opposed to ~1thi'J (LXX. : Ka-ra

rytvwU'"Eiv, Ka-raoiKa~Ew) = to declare one l/~ by a sentence of 
condemnation ; comp. Ex. xxiii. 7 ; Deut. xxv. 1 ; 1 Kings 
viii. 32; 2 Cl1ron. vi. 23; Prov. xvii. 15; Isa. v. 23, 1. 8, 
liii. 11; in the Apocrypha, comp. Ecclus. x. 29, xiii. 22, xxiii. 11, 
xxxiv. 5, xiii. 2. tiKawuv has also the same meaning in the 
N. T., where, espeC;ially (besides the passages treating of the 
Pauline doctrine of justification), Matt. xii. 37, Rom. ii. 13, 
Luke xviii. 14 are to be compared. This judicial meaning 
of the word is here to be retained. It is true, as oi"aiovv 

(similarly the English word "to justify") occurs not only in 
the judicial sense, but, also more generally, as also i'1"!¥i'.I, in the 
sense "set forth as righteous "3 

( comp. ~Iatt. xi. 19; Luke vii. 2 9; 

1 Philippi erroneously maintains that the question here treated, is to prove 
that faith has to manifest itself by works if it is to be regarded as true faith. 
But James designates the faith oi his opponents as ""P'", not merely because it 
has no works, but because it cannot effect the .,.,,,."P'"- which they expected 
from it. 

2 Correctly, Wiesinger: "In ld1Y.a,.;Ra the passive sense is decidedly to be 
retained, and, indeed, a Dco ... ; not of the lnunan ju<lgment is the discourse 
here ancl in ver. 23, but of the divine; as it treats of the proposition in ver. 14, 
that only an active faith can save." This is the more to Le maintained, as the 
thought, that faith has to justify itself before men as living, is so void of 
importance that James could not lay such stress upon it. 

" This is the prevailing meaning of i''"!¥i'.J, ,,.hich is dilferently modified 

according to the different circumstances to ,,:hieh it is referred. It is chiefly 
usell of a judicial sentence, whether of God or of a human judge, Ly which one 
is declared P'11'; yet it also occurs in another reference, muncly, of every agency 
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ltom. iii. 4; I Tim. iii. Hi), the passage has Leen explained: 
" .-\.Lraham has been proved righteous," or, " has proved him
r-;clf righteous" (so alreally Cah·iu, aud, in recent times, 
llhilippi). llut this explanation is nnsuital,le, since, acc:onl
ing to this view, justification tlid not happen to Abraham from 
< :od (as rnu~t be conceived according to the context), hut 
from his works; thus it was Abraham "·ho justifie<l himself 
by his works, i.e. proved himself to be righteous. 1 If ,re hold 
fast to the judicial meaning, then it is to be observed that, in 
the conception of the word, ncitl1r1· anything about tltc disposi
tion of liini n,Jw 1·s the object of the declaration of 1·1jJhtcous11cs.,, 
1101· about tltc ground of just(lirntion (whether it rests in the 
judge or in the conduct of him who is justified), is indicated. 
For this reason the explanation of \Yiesiuger: a Deo justns 
aguitus, is incorrect, as the idea of a ratijying recognition of 
the already existing condition is not contained in the wonl. 
As little is it to be vindicated when Hofmann thinks that 
OtKaiovu0ai here imports: " to become a o[Kato<;, inasmuch as 
he then auswered to the will of God relating to him ; " for, 
on the oue hand, by this a meaning (namely, being made a 
righteous person) is ascribed to the word which it has not; 
and, on the other hand, no one can make l;imself a righteous 
per:e:on by his works, but only can prove himself to be such? 

wl,i.-lt causes one to appl·ar as right(•ous, "·hethcr that agency is cxe'rciscel hy the 
person in question or hy othc,rs. The X. 'f. ;;,,«,,,ii, corrcspontls to this usag,·. 
Strictly taken, it is a,·conlingly not correct to translate ••~"'""' hy "pro\"C,l t,, 
\,c righteous," or "approved to he righteous," as the itlcas 1•rori11y andappruriu:1, 
an:onling to tlll'ir proper aml strict llll'aning, am not containc,l in it. l'omp., 
however, the excellent treatment of the wonl in Cremcr's dictionary. 

1 Philippi (•xplains tlu.• wonls: Abraham was justified /Hjure mui 1,y works, a.< 
n j11.;ti/iul 11u111 /,,fun· Uod 1,y Jiti/1,, Jlut lwre there ar,· evi,lcutly intro,lun·,l 
into the it.lt:l ~,JCu.u,U~t'r:ii a Sl'ries of 111orc prccisl' statements whil'h art' 1111t l'OII• 

1:tinl'll in it. The cx1,Ianati()11 of Briickncr is simpler, who consi,ll'rs ii,~,.,.;;" 
to illlli,·ate: "that moral righteonsnl"SS which ,lisplays its.·lf on the• groun,l ol' 
the aeliYity of faith;" but also this interpretation is not to he \'OllsiJl'rc,l 
1·(,1n•et for tl11· n·asons alion stat<-,l. Th~ unsuitahlem•ss of this an,\ similar 
i11t1•q1rdatio11s is particularly l"\·i,h·nt from nr. 2-1. It is also to \Jc ol»;crw,I, 
11,at in these 1·xpla11atio11s the pas.,i\'C is eonnrte,\ into the mi,l,llc voice•. In 
th .. o. T., it is trne, the hithp;1d of p~~ is trn11slateil i11 the LXX. 1,y th,· 

]'rl'l,·rite 1,assive of••~"'""' (see Cl'n. xii,·. lG) ; hut in the X. 'l'. tlw passin> of 
this nrl, w-,·,·r cwcurs in tliis meaning; th,· mi,l,1!1.• ill!}'Ort is here rather 
<·X('n·ssi·,l l,y th,· adiH with the rcfl,.x pro1101111; L·,1111p. LukL' x. 2(1, x,·i. l!i. 

'Tlw l"oll,,wi11g cxpla11atio11s arc also i11cD1r<'l"t: "he was lon•,l as a righteous 
111:111" \Grutius; ; "he was J11a1lc a partaker of tlic farnur of Go,I anti of all thJ 
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,Tnmes says nothing el~c thrm thnt Ahral1nm was dccla,rccl 
righteous (by God) €g fp1wv. By €g fp1wv the reason i,; 

specified, on Abraham's part, on account of which a declaration 
of righteousness was granted to him. By these works arc to be 
nndcrstoo(l not all the works which Abraham has done, nor 
his whole pious life, but, as the clause avfVE"fKar; 'lcrnaK K.T.A. 

shows, the actual o.fli:rin,r; of his son Isaac on the altar. The 
plural €g fp1wv is used because the category, at first entirely 
general, is specified which here comes into consideration. It 
may appear surprising that James here should emphasize pre
cisely that offering as the reason of the declaration of righteous
ness, since in the 0. T. narrative (Gen. xxii.) a oi,cawvu0ai ot 
Abraham is not mentioned. ,vhat James has in view is not" the 
,indgment of God there; Gen. xxii. 12 comp. with ver. 1 G ff." 
(\Viesinger) ; for in these words, which, moreover, only serve 
as an introduction to the declaration which follows, nothing 
is addressed to Abraham, but only it is testified of him that 
God in his action has recognised his fear of God. Not in 
this, but only in what God addresses to him on account of it, 
hecause He has recognised him as a God-fearing man, can 
,Tames have found the declaration of Abraham's righteousness. 
This is the bestowal of the promise (vv. 16-18) by which it 
is expressly said, "bcca7lsc thou hast done this thing" (vcr. 1 G), 
and "bcccmsc thou hast obeyccl my voice" (ver. 18); by which 
is definitely brought forward that the promise was granted 
on account of his obedience-that is, on account of his works. 
Wlmt importance, with regard to the promise, the obedience of 
Abraham had in the eyes of God is clearly brought out from 
Uen. xxvi. 5, where God ratifies this same promise with Isaac 
in these words : "Because that Abraham obeyed my voice and 
kept my charge, my commandments, my statutes, and my 
laws;" and not less is it to be observed when it is said in 
Ecclus. xliv. 20: or; CTVVfT1JPTJCTEV voµov tJ'lfr{uTOv ... Ka£ f.l) 

blessings springing from it" (Theilc·); "his justification was rn.tilie,l hy man" 
\Baumgarten). The tr:mslation: "he was par<lone<l" (Pott), i~ inaccurate, 
because the i<lca of pardon always supposes a crime, which il'""'""' docs not. 
Also the explanation of Lange is arbitrary : il,,.u,oo,, in the N. T. deeper sense, 
denotes that "Goel declares righteousness in the theocratical forttin before the 
theocratical conareaation conceived as permanent;" for how can the precise 
statement be contained in the simple verual i<lca, /J,fore 1l'l,01n the <leclaration 
of righteousness was made 1 

.l'IIEYEr..-JA:'IIES. l 
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r.Etpauµ~ EVpE811 r.tuTO,;; • Oitl, ToVTo Ev OpK(IJ EuT1](j'EV airr<f' 
K.T.A.. It is true that the same promise was rnadc to ,\brahmu 
at an earlier period, and that before he had done anything 
(Gen. xii. 2, 3); but the difference is, that after the offering 
of his son it was imparted to him as an inalicnaulc lhssing on 
acconnt of this action, and that at the close of hi::; tltcocmtic 
hisloi'ical life. In this James could rightly recognise a formal 
declaration of Abraham's righteousness on the part of God. -
On the construction e0t/Catw011 EiC, comp. Matt. xii. 3 7 : €/C TWV 
A.oryCJJv uov Cit,caiCJJ0~uy, "·here the A.oryo, are reckoned as that 
on the ground of which acquittal (or condemnation) takes 
place. - The words : avEvery,car; ... ir.l To 0vutauT~piov] are 
not, with Luther, to be translated: "when he had sacrificed 
his son upon the altar;" for avaqipE£v joined with er.t, with 
the accusative, is not to sacrifice, but to bring as a sacrifice to 
the altm· (comp. 1 Pet. ii. 24); it is therefore incorrect to 
supply the idea icill (Estius: cum obtulisset = offere voluisset). 
Hottinger falsely explains er.l T. 0vu. = brfo1'c the altar. To 
the name 'Iuaa/C is emphatically added TOV viov avTOU; comp. 
Gen. xxii. 16. 

Ver. 2 2. The direct inference from the preceding. Since 
the necessity of faith to the attainment of salvation was not 
contested by those with whom James disputed, but only the 
necessity of u:od,;s; and since James (ver. 21) had adduced 
the example of Abraham to 1n·ove that only a faith which is 
not apry~ and 'X,CJJP'ts TWV epryCJJV profits : in this verse it can 
only be intended to represent how important to .Abraham 
were his wod,s, but not how important to him was his jctith. 
This thought is thus clearly and evidently expressed in the 
second hernistich : ,cal e,c Twv ipryCJJv K.T.">,.. On the other 
hand, the first hemistich: on ,; r.{unr; uvv11p7H To'i, Epryoir; 
avTou, has been generally understood by expositors as if the 
necessity of faith was intended to be brought forward. In 
this meaning Dengel says : duo conunata, <1 uorum in priore, 
8i illud, jidcs, in altero r,pc;-iius cum accentn pronunciaYeris, 
8ententia li<1uido percipitur, qua exprimitur, quid utraYis pars 
alteri confcrat. AccorLling to this, Ja mes wouhl haYe expre;,sed 
in the first hemistich, that faith was not wanting to Abraham, 
ihat rather it was this from which his works sprung, that 
acconlingly ALral1am was jnsLilied ~:, ~'p,c,J11, because they 
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were works of faith. The same explanation is given by 
Erasmus, Tremellus, Bern, Baumgarten, Gebser, Pott, Kern, 
and others ; also by Hofmann and "\Viesinger. But the con
text is against it, as this thought does not follow as a conse
quence from ver. 21. Those expositors have accordingly 
understood the passage more correctly who find in the words 
in q_ uestion the meaning that the 1r£uTt<; of Abraham was not 
clcacl but operative; Estius : operosa fuit, non otiosa, non 
mortun (so Calvin, Laurentius, Hornejus, and others), although 
their interpretation is inaccurate in particulars. - uuv~p,YEt.] 
If uuvEp,yliv is taken in its strictly literal sense : " to be a 
<TVVEpryo<;, to labour or to work along with" (1 Cor. xvi. 16 ; 
2 Cor. vi. 1), and is translated: "faith wrought with his 
works," the idea of James ( according to the usage of the word 
uvvopryE"iv in this meaning) would be, that whilst works 
wrought, faith participated in their work.1 But this thought 
does not correspond with the context, and is, moreover, not in 
itself to be vindicated, since faith and works are not two 
principles working along with one another. - Kern, with 
whom de W ette coincides, takes To'ir; Epryotr; as the dative of 
reference, and explains it: " faith wrought to his works, i.e. 
was the operative principle for the production of works." This 
gives, indeed, a suitable enough thought, but linguistic usage 
is against the explanation ; besides, it is not the case that 
"uvv has only a vague reference, or, to speak more correctly, 
no reference at all" (Hofmann). On this account other inter
preters, as Hofmann, Wiesinger, Bri.ickner, also Philippi, 
correctly take uvvopryliv here in the meaning of: to help (Rom. 
viii. 28; 1 Mace. xii 1). The support which faith gave to 
works is to be found in this, that as it operates to their pro
duction, so also to their accomplishment in correspondence 
with the will of God.2 By this explanation a special emphasis 

1 In the first edition of this commentary it is said : "Faith was the 1to,zpy~: 

of his works-that is, it operated not by itself, but with his works. James will 
here make prominent that with Abraham both were combined, the emphasis, 
however, according to the context, being placccl on <ro'i; fpya,;." This explana
tion, which has found favour with von Octtingen and Rauch, is, however, not 
tenable, as, on the oni> hand, linguistic usage is against it, and, on the other 
hand, it was not insisted on by James that the faith of Abraham wrought not 
alone, but that it was no inactive (inoperative) faith. 

~ The explanation of Hofmann (with whom Wicsiogcr and Driickner coioeide): 
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is placed on the expression uvv,ip"'fH, it 1Jeing thereby brought 
prominently funrnnl that the faith of .Abraham was uot ,ip"'/or; 
(a-Ep"'for;), bnt exercised :111 actiYity, namely, the activity ll1Cll
tio11c<l as helpful to works. Against Lange's explanation: 
"faith manifested itself operatinly at one with the works," 
besides not being lingnistically ,instilied, Briickner rightly re
marks that here the discourse is not concerning a co-operation 
of these two points. - The second licmistich is not in anti
thesis with the first, but constitutes its complement ; whilst 
the faith of Abraham aided his work;;, faith itself recefred 
l,y works its completion. -- £TEAE1w011] is by many interpreters 
1111clerstoocl as Lleclarativc; Gomarus: Jiclcs est causri, opcm 
effectns ; causn. autem non perficitnr a suo effectn, sed perfccta 
dcclaratur, ut fructus boni arborem bonam non 1:/ficiunt, sed 
1·i1dicant. The same explanation 1s adopted by Cah-in, 
Laurentius, Daumgartcn, Gebser, lJengel, Philippi,1 and others . 
.Also "\Viesinger iu<licates the same meaning with the remark : 
"faith could not he 1n·oi:ccl complete if it were not already so in 
itself, for the complete work presupposes the complete faith;" 
lmt TEAEtouuOat docs not signify to he p;-orccl, hnt to be co111• 

plctal.2 Certainly the meaning of James cannot be, that faith 
hitherto incomplete was completed by works, as something 
whicl1 was extemally mldecl to faith, since faith is the impulse 
to the works ; Lnt as little is it his meaning, that faith is 
already complete (TEAEtor;) before works, and is by works only 

"tl,at his action woultl not lrn,·c heen what is l'l'Jll'Cscntcll in an al't of willing 
oh(•1licn<-<•, unless faith had assisted to its pcrfurmancl'," has this against it, that 
the principal thought would not thl·rtby be c:q,rcssc·,l, hut must 1,c a,1,h·,1. 
Philippi correctly : ,\ hrnham's faith was 110 inert faith, hut was IH·lpful tu his 
works, namely, to their pr0tlnctio11 an,l accorn11lisl1111c11t, i.,•. it assi,tnl him to 
the performance of goou works. 

1 Philippi incorrectly ,1ppcals for this llll'aniug to I ,lol111 ii. :., an,l t,, ;,.,,·, i11 
Luke vi. 35. 

".\bo llofmnnn's cxplanatio11: "The ,,.,_,;.,,,; of his faith n111sish•,l 11ot in 
tl,is, th:tt it attained from i1H:omple!l'lll'SS to co111pkte11,.ss, liut in this, that 1,y 
till' action, in which it provc,l itsl'lf, it attai111•,l to its complete formation-lo 
its l,islorical accomplishnH·nt," ,·,rn11ot he r,·ckntl!'1l as appropriate, because 
-.-,;_"'"''"'' ncnr means " to lie co111ph-t,·ly fonn,·,l, '' if by this expn•ssion a 
lwl'o111i11g eomplcte is not inte11,k,l. La11;.:,· agn•,·s with the al,o,·c remark, only 
he intrrnh1,·cs so111l'lhi11g strn11ge whcu h,· says : ".\hraham by his faith-oJl',·riug 
attaim·,l tn,i,:ally and hlcall~· the .-o.,;.,,.,, which th,· Jewish Christiaus w,·1·i, lo 
nttain 1,y tlie fnll proof of Christiau l,rotl«·rly lure uut of faith, :mu wliic-11 1rith 
them nil brae! was to nttain." 
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piwcrl or demonstrated to he so ; but faith and works are in 
his view so closely connected, that faith only when it produce:; 
works or by works (ie Ep"f<,w) becomes ever more completely 
that which it should be according to its nature and destina
tion, and in so far only by works attains to its completion ; for 
as the power of love grows and is completed by the practice 
of works of love, so does faith grow and is completed by the 
practice of works in which it manifests itself.1 Thus was 
.Abraham's faith only completed when he stood the severest 
test, and brought his son as an offering upon the altar.~ 

Yer. 2 3. Since what was said of Abraham in the preceding 
appears to conflict with the Scripture, Gen. xv. 6, James was 
obliged to solve this apparent contradiction, therefore he adds 
to what he has said: ancl (thus) the Scripture was Julfillc1l 
1chich sa!JS, " But Abralwm bclictcd Goel, and it wns rccl~onccl to 
him jvl' rigltteousncss ; ancl ltc was callccl ci Ji'icnrl of God." 
:i\Iost expositors (also von Octtingen) explain 'TrA-'TJpovv by com
probarc, confirmed, and find here the thought expressed, that 
hy Abraham being justified E~ ~prywv, the scripture : " that 
faith was reckoned to Abraham for righteousness," received its 
confirmation. But in this explanation of the word 7rA'TJpovv 
there is an arbitrary weakening of the idea. 7rA-'T}povv signifies 
neither in the X T. nor in classical usage : "to conjfrin," but 
always "to fulfil" (sec Cremer) ; with regard to a saying, the 
realization of the thought expressed iu it by an action follow
ing is indicated by 'TrA'TJpovv, whether that saying be in the 

1 Luther (in l1is introtlnction to First Peter, pnhlishc,l hy Irmischcr, ,·ol. lxx. 
p. 223 f.) says of the fruits of faith : ".\!though they belong to our neighbour, 
that he may be profited thereby, yet the fruit is not extwrnl-faith beco,nc., 
stro11r1er thereby. It is an entirely different strength than that of the body, for 
this decays anti is consumed ; but this spiritual strength, the more one uses arnl 
exercises it, the stronger it becomes ; it decays when one docs not exercise it." 
S,•c also the appropriate remarks of Hcngstenbcrg (Em11r1- Kircl,enz. 1866, 
1'· 1124 ff.). 

" When it is objccte,l against this explanation, that faith must alrea,ly han 
been perfect in onlcr to produce the perfect work, it is to be obsen-e,l, that it i., 
i!i the naturP- of living faith always to be becoming stronger, in anti with the 
produdion of works, and thus to perfect itself in its nature more awl more. 
Ilriickncr, indce,l, grants that the practice of works has a strengthening re!lcx 
rllica,,y on faith, but obs,•rvcs tl,at by tl1is cannot be meant that faith ,ms uot 
hcforc already suflieicnt to jnstify Abraham. Dnt to this it is to be obscn-c,l, 
1hat Ja11H•s does not derive the justification (ml'ant by him) of Abraham from 
his faith prcce,ling ,rnrks, lmt from his faith made perfect Ly wor!.:~. 
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form of a prediction or uot. This rncaning of the wrb is also 
here to lie recognised, and inlleed so rnuch the more as J mnes 
uses the formula with which not only in the N. T. lmt also in 
tl O T (1 I.. •• '),-,. ') Cl • '>? 1 "I •. r:: -) 1e . . \..lllgs u. - , ; - uon. xxxn. :..N; 1, acc. u. DJ 

generally the fulfilment of a proper prediction, ancl alway;; the 
real proof of an earlier spoken thought, is expressed. - The 
scriptme which was fulfilled is Gen. xv. 6, where it is ,;aicl 
not only that Abraham believed J ehonh, but that He 
(Jehovah) reckoned it to him for righteousness. James (as 
also Paul in Rom. iv. 3; Gal. iii. G ; see also 1 l\facc. ii. 52) 
cites the passage according to the LXX., where the passive 
h,o'Y(u-01/ is used instead of the active ~~~;~~; whilst he only 
deviates from the Greek text in this, that he (as also Paul in 
Rom. iv. 3) uses E7rLa-Teua-w U instead of Kal er.ta-TEUU'EV; 

it is to ue observed that in the corresponding passage, 
Ps. eYi. 31, the passiYe :i~;CJ11) is also in the Hebrew. -
Instead of the expression used i11 these passages, the form: 
njn; '?.~~ i1~;¥ 1? i1?J:l, is also fornul in the 0. T. lieut. xxi.-. 13 
and vi. 2 5 (where the LXX. incorrectly translate ;;~"'!¥ by 
EAE1Jµoa-vv1J). The contrary of this is illllic:all'd by the expres
sion : i1??~ i~ ::i~:~r,, ProY. xx.Yii. 1-!. - All these exprcs~iuns 
import a jmlgmcnt ,rhich GOLl pronounces to Himself on a. 
dcfiuile comluct of man, lJ_r ,rhicl1 He either rccko11s it fur 
righteousness or for a. curse; ,1·ith ..Almlham it wns his faith 
on ;1c1·01mt of which God clccl:ned him a righteous per,;on. -
But iu what docs James see the fulfilment of this scriptme, 
that testifies this judgmeut or Goel 011 believing s\.l,raliarn ! 
Eville11Llr in what he had ahead~- ;;aill, namely, that ..Auraha111 
ee :Jp'YWV E0LKatw0'T}, and whid1 lie indicates Ly what f11lluws: 
Kal rpi">..oc; Brnv eKX11B17 ; for tl1e,t! wonb-sincE they hdong 
not lo Lhc scripture-arc co-ordinate 11ot ,rilh Kat e.11.o'Yia-011, 
but "ith Kat er.X17pw0,, K.T.A. It is true Gorl n·gardcd 
.Abraham as His rptAo, (rptX.o, 01:ov i,; not, as IIuf1uanu aml 
I 1hil11,1Ji think, God's friend, whu lo1·ed God, but Cud's f,·irncl 
u·lw111 C:ud lvn·d 1) the instant lie rt.:d;oned hi;; l'ailh to him for 
righteousness; lJUt he wn,; rn//,,1 ~o at a later period, na1Uely, 
only at the time that he was ,/(C/ei'rd righteous by Goel on 
acct,unt of his 1cod:s. The l'X}'l'e~.-ions iX.o~;[u-817 a,iTcp Elc; 

1 L·ll1_'..'.r' ('OlllJ1n·lu·wls both; hul at all 1·\·v11~ . ..;, a•_T•1nli11g to the context, Lhe 
rcfcrcurc given above is to be recognise,! as lhc prcrnili11g one. 
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ou.:atOCTVV1]V and €0t/Catw01] are not regarded by .James as 
equivalent, but according to his representation the former was 
imparted to Abraham pitrely on account of his faith ( i'TT'lu
Twuev), but the latter only when his faith was completed by 
works, thus on account of his works (Jg ~p7ow), so that thereby 
that scripture was fulfilled. It is true this scripture is 
abstractly no promise ; but as it notifies facts which point to 
later actions in which they received theirfull accomplishment, 
,Ta mes might consider it as a word of promise which was 
fulfilled by the occurrence of these later actions.1

- The 
appellation of Abraham as a 'flt'A.o~ 0Eou is not indeed found 
in the LXX.; but in 2 Chron. xx. 7, Jehoshaphat calls him in 
his prayer ':'1?1=1~ (LXX. : o TJ'Ya'TT'1JfLEVo~ uov), and in Isa. 
xli. 8 God Himself calls him •~~~ (LXX. : &v TJ'Ya'TT'11ua) ; 
comp. also Gcs. Ascw. V. 11 : o,a 'Aflpaaµ 'TOV 'r},Ya'TT''T}fLEVOV inro 
aou; also it was not unusual for the Jews to call him 'fliJ...o, 
0rnD; to Gen. xviii. 1 7, the LXX. have added to «7To 
'A/3paaµ the words 'TOU 7T'ato6~ µ,ov, for which Philo puts 'TOU 
<f,[Xov µ,ov. It is evident from what has preceded that we 
cannot, with Grotius, Hornejus, Pott, and others, explain 
J,cX101J = factus est, fuit. 

1-tE)L\UK.-When de ,v ette explains ;.Ar,poi:iv by realized, this is 
so far inappropriate, as ;.Anpoi:iv does not directly refer to the facL 
itself, but to the saying of scripture, and as neither of -;;-1r1n0w 
of Abraham, nor of e}.o1 ,r10n aur'fl ei; il,ii., can it be said that it 
"was something not yet wholly real, but the full realization of 
which occurred only at a later period." For although both 
point to a later period, yet there was in them something which 
had actually taken place, as Lange correctly adduces. Hofmann 
also gave an incorrect reference to the word, explaining it : "In 
the offering of Isaac it was proved that God had rightly 
estimated the faith of Abraham when He counted it for righteous
ness;" for, on the one hand, there was no need of a proof that 
God had rightly estimated something, of which there is no indica
tion in James, and, on the other hand, ,;;-ktJpoi:iv has not the mean
ing of confirming or proving.2 In opposition to the explanation 

1 Namely : the faith with which Abraham receive<l the promise of God 
points to the later obeclienee, :m<l the divine reckoning of his faith for righteous
ness points to the <leclaration of righteousness impartecl to him by God at a later 
perio<l after proof of his obedience. 

e ,\!so in Bruckner's explanation : "Both the fact that Abraham believed 
Go<l, :in,l that this faith was reckone<l to him by God for righteousness, was 
conlirmeJ and proved in the offering of Isaac, leading to this that Abraham •; 
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of l'hilippi: "the ,:criptural exprcs;;iou concerning Abraham';; 
,iustilication hy faith was, lJecause Hi:; jnstificatiou hy faith i,.; 
in it.~dr :t thing in\'isil ►le as it wen•, an uufullille<l prophecy, 
1111lil it l>ecamc Yi.,ilil•! through proof hy work,:," it is, apart 
from the unjustifial>le i11sertion of" os it 1(·ac," to he observe1l 
that Ahraham's act of obedience, happening at a later periorl, 
co11finne1l indeed his faith (thus that i,;;-iG-:-,~,m -:-cji 0;:;,), but 1111t 

the righteonsuess adjudged to him on account of his faith (Ll1at 
ii.1,yi('J',>r, a:.-:-:;, ,i; 1J1i!..), and accordingly i-::-i.r,p;,iJ'lJ won!J he snitalill? 
only for the first half of the scriptural expression. It is 
peculiar that, accorLliug to the explanation of l'hilippi, the s:1111e 
rneaning: " to lJc proYetl," is in essence ascribed to the three 
wnnls-o,r.wo;ia/Jw, -:-si.m;iirBa,, ,.~.r,po=:;aow. 

Yer. 24. An inference unfrersa1ly Yalitl from the :tLhlnce,l 
Pxmnple of Abraham: "Yi· sec thr1t V!J n·orl.·s a man i·s just ijic1l 
(declared righteous), and not V!J Jami olonc." - opan,] is nut 
imperatirn (Erasmus, C:rotius), but imlicati\'e; Griesbach, 
Schott, Sclrnlthess inconcctly undcr.;;tanu the sentem:e as a 
question, ,rhich it is as little as in ver. :l :l. - Jg :!p'Ywv] is 
emphatically placed first, because the chief stre,;s is upon it. 
- OtKatoiiTat] has the same meaning as in Yer. :!1. ,fame,; 
thus i11fors from the foregoing that the <lcc:laration 11[ 

nian':-1 l'igl1teo11s11ess proceeds Jg i!p"/wv, nrnl, with special 
ref Pl'('ll('e to l1is opponents, he mhls: OUK EiC ToLCJ''T€W<; µovov.1 

Thl' chief emphasis i:, Oil µovov; for a.~ little as ,James in wr. 
1-~ has not said that faith cannot sarn ( c;wuat), so little will 
he here say that a man is not justified J,c TotCJ'Tew, (rather 
7,(.c;nr;; is to him the prcsuppo;;ition, without which the 
nttai11111c11t of salvation cannot lm conceiwll, as wirhout it tlw 
:!p"/a, €~ WI' OLKatDUTaL ai18pw'TT'D<; arc impossihlc): but that 
the faith, which justifies, must nut he xwp1r;; -rwv :!p•;w1 1• 

µ01,ov is therefore not to 1.Jc unitell with ou,c (Tl1l·ile: 
appositionis Jpgc 1:::1,ll'1ala est orntio: non s(Jlnm Jiile, setl 

r,:ye,.,v ;c,"!ll~h;, ,. t1H· id1·;1 --:-) 7.;:Z'~ n 1rdn?·S not its right lllC'ani11~. Lange has ht•ru 
in essentials atloptc,l the c.,ncct rncaninl(, 

1 Philippi, :u·conli11g t,, lais l'Xpbuation of ido,a,~-1r., vrr. ~l, 111ust fiu,l hcrl' 
llt1· thought 1·xpr1·sse,l, that "foith alone withnnt works cannot J>l'Ol'r. a mall 
l,ei'i,rl' 111c11 to 1,c a lll'licn·r, an,\ jnstili,•,l J.y faith;" hut this thought is i11 fad 
H> sdf-,·1·i1h-11t, th.1t ,Tam1·s won],l ll"t have thought it 11e,·,·ssar:,- In state it as a 
ro11:-.l"'l\lc11u· fr111n the 11islory of .\hrali:1111. The iil,·a nppo:--l·ll to 1; r;,•~t shouhl 
not be ic ,,.;n,wr, but must Le ic ;.,,,.,, (comp. ;.,,,~. nr. 14) ; morco\'Cr, th~ 
simple ~,n10v-Ta1 ll.,fpw,ro; cannot 1>ossiblr ,lcnotc: "a man is jnstiftcd as a 
bclicnr whom l:o,l, 011 accou11t of his foith, h:b j11stili,·1l." 
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etiam operilms ... nempe cum fide conjungendis), bnt with 
r.i<rTEwc; (Theopl1ylact, Grotius, Knapp, Hottingel', Wiesinger, 
and others); comp. 1 Cor. xii. 31 ; ~ Cor. xi. 2 3 ; Gal. i. ~ :_; ; 
Phil. i. 2G. The declamtion of righteousness, which James 
intends, is not that by which the believer on account of his 
faith receives the forgiveness of his sins, but, as is evident 
from the connection of the whole section, that which occurs 
to the believer, who has proved his living faith by his works, 
at the judgment (iv rfj «pi<rEi, iv T<tJ «ptvE<r0ai), and by which 
he receives <rwT71pia (ver. lJ). ·when James, in reference to 
this, appeals to what happened to Abraham, there is nothing 
unsuitaule, for why should not that which God has done in 
a definite instance be regarded as a type and testimony of 
what He shall do at the future judgment? Moreover, this is 
completely appropriate, since to ALraharn, by the ad<lress to 
him after the offering of Isaac, the promise which was before 
made to his faith, was rcndc1"cd unchangeably firm at tlic clo!3c 
of his tlteocratic life. The present OtKatovTat is explained, 
because the thought was to be expressed as a universal 
sentence.1 

Ver. 23. To the example of Abraham, that of Hahah is 
added: But was not in l-i/;e 1nanne1· Ralwb the hm·lot just-ijfrcl 
by wo1'l;s? The form of the sentence is the same as in 
vcr. 21. - oµ,otw, oe «al] does not signify " even so " ( as 
Frommann explains it in the Stud. u. Krit. 1833, p. 07), 
but by oµo{w, the similarity of what Rahab became a partaker 
"'ith what happened to Abraham is brought forward, whilst 
by U the dii·crsity of the relation is indicated. This diYersity 
is noted by the addition ~ 7ropV1J. Itahab, namely, was a 

1 See remarks by tlic author in the April nnm 1,cr of the Erlang. Zeitscl11·ift 
fiir Protest. Frank, in his 1·cply (in the same, p. 220), combating the refc1·cncc 
of a,~a:,iiiTa:1 to the final judgmcnt, says: " If there was in the life of Abraham 
a justification by works, which may be consitlcrcll as the type allll testimony of 
the final ac'luittal, so there occurs also in the life of Christians such nets of 
justilication by works, that they may also be ri,garde,l as a testimony and tn1c 
of their future justification before the judgmcnt-seat of God." To this it is to 
be replied, that such au act of justification is here tm,te,l or hy ,vhich the 
accounting of his faith for righteousness already imparted to the helie,·cr comes 
to its termination, as was here the case with Abraham. llut this act, as 
concerns Christian believers, occurs not in their e:ll'thly life, hut only at the 
ju,l,qment. Philippi also incorrectly says that the reference to the judgmcnt is 
11ot int!icate,1, since it is sulliciently intlieate,l by the whole context; sec remarks 
on ver. 14. 



138 THE EPISTLE OF JA::IIES. 

r.opv17 ; ncnrthclc~s, on account of the works "·liich sl1r clid 
(nmncly, her works of faith), she was declnred righteous. Tims, 
by the addition of this example, the truth that a man is 
justified Jg eP'Ywv is yet further confirmed.1 The nrticle 17 is 
not, as some expositors think, demonstrn.tive illa; and r.opv17 
means neither mulicr cibaria vendens, nor caupona Yel hospita 
(Lyranus, Grotius), nor idololatra (Rosemniiller).-11r.00Egaµ.eV1] 
-rou,; ,i'Y'Ye';-,.ov,; K.T.X.] This participial sentence mentions the 
¥.p"/a, on account of which Rahab was justified. The cor
rectness of the assertion, that Rahab was justified on account 
of her works, consists in this : that, according to the nar
rative contained in Josh. ii. and vi., life was on account of 
them granted to l1er, she ·was formally delivered from that 
punishment which befell Jericho; see Josh. vi. 24. Thus 
,James could with right appeal for the truth of what was said 
in Yer. 24 to t.his fact, since also the future declaration of 
righteousness will be an acquittal from punishment. - In 
Heb. xi. 31 the deliverance of Hahah is ascribed to her 
r.{unr;, but so that her action is likewise mentioned as the 
clcmonstration of it. Thcile explains ur.00Egaµ.e1117 = clam 
cxcepit; but '\Vicsinger correctly observes: "The sccomlary 
meaning cla1n is uot contained in the wonl, but in the cir
cumstances;" sec Luke x. 38, xix. 6; Acts xvii. 7. In the 
Epistle to the Hebrews the simple verb 0Egaµ.ev17 is med, and 
the a'Y'Y')1.oi 2 are there more exactly designated as Ka-rau,cor.ot. 
eK/3(1,'A.'A.Etv is not simply c1Jiittcrc (Schneckenburger), but has 
the secondary meaning of force= thrust out; comp. Luke viii. 
54 ; John ii. 15 ; Acts ix. 40. It denotes the pressing haste 
with which she urged the messengers to go out of the house. 

1 Ilctle assigns as a reason why ]:aliah is here mltlnec<l as an PX:11nplc: n,• qnis 
ohjiccret Abrahmnnm <'jns,111" iith-m cxcclsiorcm csse, <[lHllll et •]'•i 1·is clrristianns 
irnitatione cam a<lse11ni pos.,it. Grntins thinks: Abralrnmi cx,·mph1111 llcbr.wis 
ad Christnm co11vcrsis snfiicerc d..lJl'b:tt, scd. 11uia etiam alirnigl'nis aerihit, 
a<ljnnxit cxcmplnm frminae ,•xtranc:le (similarly Hofmann) ; :uul Sclnwcken• 
Lmgcr observes : novmn :ul,\itnr cxe111pln111 e sexu mn\i,·bri sumtnm. All these 
m,·:mings arc, howc1·,·r, arbitrary, as tlrcrc is no ill(\ication of them in the words 
lwf.,rc us. 'fhis hol<ls also goo,\ against Lange, accor,\ing to whose opinion 
l:ahaL is here to he consitlcrc,\ "as a representative of the Gentile Christians 
in their 'l\"orks of faith." 

" Lange strangely snppo~cs tl,at .Talll<'S has d10,l'n this expression "in 
allusion tu the fact that the Gentiles of his tiuic were ready to recci,·c the 
messengers of the gospel." 
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ETEP<f oo~J i.e. by another way than from that by which they 
entered the house, namely, o,a -ri]r; 0uptoor;, Josh. ii. 15. l<'or 
the local dative, see Winer, p. 19 6 [E. T. 2 73]. 

Ver. 26 is added as a reason (ryap), primarily indeed, to 
what directly goes before (Jg Eprywv iou,aiw07J), but thereby 
likewise to the universal sentiment contained in ver. 24. 
James here repeats the same judgment which he has already 
expressed (ver. 1 7) on 'ffL<ITL<; xwp'1s -rwv rprywv ; yet heightens 
it by the comparison with <Iwµa xwp~<; 'ffVEVµa-ror;: for as the 
bocly witlwut the spirit is dead, so also faith without works is 
decal. -TO uwµa xwpl<, 'ffVEVµa-ror;] By <Iwµa is to be under
stood the human body, and by 1rvEvµa the vital principle 
animating it, by which it lives; whether James has con
templated 1rvEvµa definitely as the intellectual spirit of man 
(as "the principle of the morally-determined and God
derived life peculiar to man"), or generally as the breath of 
life proceeding from God (see Gen. vi. 1 7, LXX.: 1ra<Ia uapg 

Jv ri E<ITl 1rvevµa twijr;; Rev. xi. 11, xiii. 15), remains 
uncertain. With the body without the spirit, which is vEicpor;, 

James compares ( ov-rwr; is not "the sign of assurance= even 
so certainly," Baumgarten) faith without works (the article -rwv 

denotes works as those which belong to 1rt<ITL<;, its correspond
ing works), which is also vEicpor;. This comparison appears so 
far incongruous, as the relation of Eprya to 1rtunr; does not 
correspond with that of 1rvcvµa to the c;wµa, since Eprya are 
the fruit, and not the source of 1r{<Inr;.1 Therefore some 
interpreters have by eprya understood not works themselves, 
but love (Theile ), '01' " the innermost life of faith in its 
outwardly operative and visible manifestation" (Frank); but 
such an exchange of ideas is not to be justified. Already 
some of the older expositors, as Gomar, Piscator, Laurentius, 
Wolf, and others, and recently Philippi (Theile is undecided), 
explain 1rvovµa = breath. This, however, is even linguistically 
objectionable, as 1rvEvµa in the N. T. occurs in the meaning 
of breath proceeding out of the mouth only in 2 Thess. ii. 8, 
a passage in accordance with the 0. T. ; but also in sense this 
explanation is not justified, for although "the breath is the 
proof of the existence of life in the body" (Philippi), yet the 

1 Lange denies the apparent incongruity, because " the spirit also, in virtue of 
its actuality, effects the higher visibility of the body l" 
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ideas breath and works h:n-e too great disparity behvcen them 
to he parnllelized with each other. It is more natural, with 
de "\V l'tte, Kern, IIofm:rnn, "\Vicsinger, and "\Yeiss, to assume 
that James intends 11ot t0 compare the single members with 
each other (uwµa with 1rf.unc,, and 1rvevµn with ¥.p-yotc,), bnt 
to make prolllinent that a faith which is X"'P''- -rwv Epywv, is 
thereby proved to be like to the bo,ly, in which the 1rvevµa, 
the source of life, is wanting-which is thus only a dea<l body. 
"'ith this sentence, in which the idea expresse<l in ver. 1 7 is 
strongly confirmed, James closes this section, as from this it 
is sdf-eYi<lent that faith without works cannot effect justifica
tion for man, an<l consequently not uw,r;p{a, and therefore 
profits nothing (ver. 14). 

l. The doctrine of .Tames in thi;; section is according to 
~-:~~·essio~ in ~ppos~tion ,rith ~h~t 01_· the_ Apostl? l'aul (.Tarn?s: 
~; =P/"H .,orx.arn"..J-:_a, c1.\~f(JJ·::-fJ; Y.~~ ~

1

".Jz £z ;1a:":~J~ .l.Lc,~·G~; __ I~anl,, l,al. 
11. 16 : o, o,xarn,~a, uv~pw-::o; E/; ,py/JJ> vr,:1,ov, w.v 11.r, o,a -::-ur~,w;; 

,Tames asks: 'A}r,ua:1, 0):1. i; ~P"/~" in,uLi~"';,; l'::rnl, in J:om. iY. ~. 
says: ,i 'A 3paa11. i; Ef'"/~" io,:1.aiwt!r,, ii(:I W.Oi(7,!UJ., ai.i.' G) ,;:-pi,; ';'r,v (:-),(,, ). 

It is asked whether also the sentiment of the one contradicts 
that of the other. rutil the time of Luther, the conYiction 
prcnilcll that the two agreed in thought. This is maintainell 
in recent times by Neandcr, Thiersch, Hofmann, "\Yiesinger, 
Lange, Hengstcnuerg, l'hilippi, and others. Luther, 011 the 
<·uutrary, was of opinion that the t!octrine of J amcs t!ecide<ll~· 
contradicted that of l'aul; and the same view has been ex
pressed in recent times~ de 1.Vette, Kern, Jlaur, Schwegler, 
and others, also Hauch. f There is a rniddle vie,,·, that there is 
indeed a diYcrsity of doctrine between l'aul and James, but 
that tl1is tloes not t•xcllllle a higher unity; thus Schmid, 
Weizsiicker (Renter',; l.'rpn·t. Oct. IS.'i;,), L('chler, allll other.~. -
.. \lready Theophylact, Oecnmenius, I:edc haw, f.,r the sake of 
harmonizing the <lill1•n'nce, assertetl that the 'ipyu nt' ,James an' 
different from those of which l':wl SJH'aks; l'aul intends ()ji(i"(( 

l,·yis (Uec11nie11ins: ~,i. :1.u.~u 1011.0, rJu,33u.7u111,:;,, uM' -::-,p,.,,.,,.:;,; ;1.(1.i 

~:;,v i.~1-::-;;, ui·"o.'1,:;,,); ,James, ,m the <:tJntrary, ()p,.,·o Jidt"i (Uecn
meuins: 'ipyu ~u --;:-iGm $18ai,,c,m). Tliis is imlee,l trne. l'nnl 
has tu do ,vith Jmlaizi11g opponl'nts who rnai11taincll the 
1wcessity of circumcision, allll const>q1wnily of all kgal work,;; 
l,11! .James, with such Christians w\111 trnste1l to simple -::-inn;, 

a111l thon.rht tl1:1t this wnnl1l secure tlwir ~alrntiu11, althon~h 
'..le,-til\l~(' '~r (IIITl'"]"IIHli11g ,rorks. l'.111! ha,l t1111,~ to P:'OYc_ tl;i,t 
,fyr1. ~,,, ,,,.,1,,., \n•1-...: ,11,t. ,Irc,•.,_,,,,._I1; ,1:1111es, that ,p1r/. »:; --;:-,n~;,,; 

were ,w·c,su,·!J. XeYcrtheles;;, this n·cr•;.;nition of the dillerent 
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relations docs not suffice to an actual harmonizing of the 
difterence; for it has with trnth been maintained that, acconling
to the doctrinal system of Paul, a justifying efficacy is denied 
not only to works of la.u•, but also to works offaith, since these 
last do not p1'1'cedc, but follm" justification. -Accordingly a 
different meaning of the term drm; has been adopted, and it 
has heen maintained that by "i<r-:-,; x,,,Jp,'; ;p,&Jv James under
stands only ba1'C speculation (Oecumeuius: ~ ck,,~ o-,1 r.a-:-au,o-,;), 
the frigida et nuda notitia, or indeed even the fa]s,1. professio 
fidei. This is certainly not entirely suitable, though I>aul Lloes 
not know by name a "itm; vexpa. lluL although it were correct, 
yet the recognition of this distinction docs not suflice to 
reconcile the difference; for Wieseler is decidedly right when, 
against Schmi<l, Olshausen, N" eander, and others, he remarks, 
that it is one thing to say, To be justified by jClith 1,;hich is 
proi-cd by 1rnrks, and another thing, To be justified by 1corl.'s in 
which faith is proved. Already by Calvin, Calovius, Gerhard, 
and others, and in recent times particularly by Hohmnn, 
Wiesinger, Bruckner, Lange, Philippi, and others, the wished
for reconciliation has been attempted to be brought ahout, by 
ascribing a different meaning to the word 01r.arn:.;o-Br1.1 in ,J mnes 
from what it has in Paul; that James speaks not de actu, but 
de statn justificationis. But either thereby a meaning is 
assigned to the word which it nci-cr has, or there results from 
it in James an idea inappropriate to the connection; see ex
position of the verses in question. Hengstenberg (Brief des 
Jakobus in the Ern11r;. Kfrchcnz. 1866, No. 91-94) correctly 
maintains that 01r.aio:.;o-oa, has with Paul and James the same 
meaning; but when he attempts to prove the agreement of the 
two modes of expression by the supposition that, as there are 
different stages of faith, so there are different stages of justifi
cation, an<l that James speaks of a more perfect justification 
than Paul in the passages in question, this cannot be admitted, 
since it contradicts the nature of divine justification to conceive 
it as advancing from an imperfect to a more and more perfect 
stage. Even the justification at the last ju<lgment is in itself 
not more perfect than that by which God in this life absolves 
the believer from his sins; the distinction consisting only in 
this, that by the former he obtains salvation as a present 
hlessiug, and that in all its fulness, which by the latter was 
conferred on him as a blessing yet future. 1 

1 It is inconect when Hcngstenbcrg says : " If by faith is umlerstoo,l genuine 
living faith, and by works genuine works proc(•ecling from faith, justification by 
faith ancl justification by works can be taught without contracliction ; " since 
the justification of which Paul speaks is the reason an<l not the consequence of 
works of faith: on which account even Riggenbach(" On Justification," ck., iu 
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The exposition gin,n in the ahove pages has shown that the 
idea of the word o,::w:,~c6<1a, with James is none olher than what 
it is with Paul, hut tlwt by it ,fames has in view the justifica
tion that places bclil'\'ers at the last judgment in the full enjoy
ment of salrntion, ,rhereas Paul denotes by it the justification 
that puts believers already in this world in a gracious relation 
toward God. Only on this supposition does James say what 
he designs to say; for if il,,.aio':iG'Ja, (so also a-w~m, ,·er. 1-4:) refers 
to the judgrnent of God still in the future for belieYers, the 
proof that it bas ';p-;a for its essential condition efredunlly 
hits the opponent who thought to he able to outaiu G'~wr,pia 
by an inopemtiYe faith. -That the doctrine of James so under
stood is in agreement with that of Paul follows from the 
following remarks :-(1) James here evidently says nothing 
against the Pauline lloctrinc of justification, since his i; ~p1:u~ 
does not refer to being placed in a new relation to God, of 
which there is no mention. The inquiry, by what this is 
conditioned, is not discussed by James in his Epistle at all; 
yet it is to be observed that to him the foundation of the 
Christian life is ;.ia-:-1;, and that he designates the nc\\· hirth 
(chap. i. 18) as a work of Gml, ,rhich only takes place through 
the will of God, and indeed so that Cod implants the word of 
truth in man. That James in this asserts something which is 
not in contraLlictirm, but in agreement with Paul's doctrine of 
justification, requires no proof. (:2) The doctrine of Paul con
ccrnin~ the future jmlgrne11t of believers does not conflict with 
what James says of a,,.a,otiaJai, although he does not use that 
expression in reference to it ( except in Rom. ii. 13). It is to 
be observed, lhat l'aul Ycry definitely distinguishes the justify
ing net of Go<l, by which the forgiveness of sins is aLljudgc<l to 
the believer for the sake of Christ, from the judicial act of 
Goel by which a-:u-:-r,f,a will either be ntl,iudged or denied to the 
justified. Justification (so called by l'aul) is cornlitioncd on 
the part of man only by dar,;; the future aw-:-r;yia will only be 
adjmlged to him in whom ,.fo,;-,; has proved itself to be a 
working principle. .As, on the one hand, it is incorrect to 
affirm that, ncconling to Paul, he only is justified hy ,.iG'-:-1; with 
whom it does not rernnin inactive; so, 011 the other hand, it i!
incorrect to think that acconling tu him no reforcnce is tnken 
of ';p1a in the judgmc11t of God.1 '\Viesinger, in proof that 

the St,ul. 11. Krit. ISGS, Part II.) has not 1,r·,•n al,!,• to approyc of this 
as.,ertion of 1Ic11gstcnhl'rg. It is also 110 kss incorrect when Hcngstcnlll'rg, in 
sy,ite of E; i';yc,111 . .. ,,uY., i,,:; ,:;-;~~!!Jj /L;.,,", \"l'l', 2.J, think,; that ff in ,l:tlJW:-i also 
faith alo11c is represent,,,! a.~ justifyiug," since .Tamr-, ,lo,•s not gi'l"c the name of 
jnstilication to (:001's net of grace wl,il'h i,; ,•fli·<'lnnl in man ()nly through faith. 

1 lly this it is not inti:mlc<l lo be ,lc·nied that Paul often combines the twc1 
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Paul denies the just1f11ing (the word taken in his sense) efficacy 
of an inoperative faith, adduces the passages, Rom. viii. J, 13, 
xiii. S-10; 1 Cor. vi. 7-11, 13; Gal. v. G, 19-21; Eph. ii. 
8-10; Col. i. 10; Tit. ii. 14; but it is, on the contrary, to be 
observed that in none of these passages (except Eph. ii. 8, in 
the words fo •• 11=1Jw(j/1,ivo1 o,a Tr;; d<J,,w;) is the discourse of being 
justified ( o,;,.a,ou<JBai, in the sense of Paul). All these passages, 
however, prove that Paul makes the attainment of (jw,r;pia, or 
the f11tni-c inheritance of the kingdom of God, conditioned on 
the ;p,01; of the justified. It is to be observed that in Gal. v. 
G, drn; oi' a1 rl"ri; iv.pyo-;;,t1,ivr; does not (as is almost universally 
assumed) refer to 01;,.aiou(jdai, but to u-:rrnoEx,<JBai t>.doa 01;,.a,o
<JLJvl'J;, thus to the hope of those ,vho are 1J,1Jw1J11,ivo1 ilu}. Tr,; ':;'1/Jr,w;. 
:Further, in 1 Cor. vi. 11, the Christians, to whom Paul says 
a':;';1.ou<Ja(jll,, i;1,rl<J011;,, io,;,.aiwOr;n,1 are exhorted to consider that 
the &o,;,.o, shall not inherit the (3M11.eia e,oii; also, in Gal. v. 25, 
it is indicated that the ~~v ':;'vsu11,a;1, which is peculiar to believers, 
must also be a <Jro,·,,</iv ':;'v,up,ar,; and lastly, Paul in 2 Cor. v. 10 
says expressly that we all (that is, Christians who as such are 
o,;,.aiwfo,e;) must appear before the judgment-seat of Christ, 7,a 
'XO/.k;t!YJ':'UI i¾a(J~c,; -:-cl a,a r;oii rJW~a,:-o; ~pO; rl f-::pagn,, sl'l': U7a0611, si-:-: 
;,.a;,.tv. From these passages, which might be greatly multiplied, 
it is not to be denied that Paul, as he definitely excludes 
every co-operation of human works in justification,2 so he no 
less definitely represents the future salvation as conditioned by 
the practice of epyu ;r,; ':;'1/J;,w; (sec Hengstenberg, Bi-angel. 

acts as one net of divine salvation, aml also that he frequently refers the final 
salvation (not less tl1an justification) pnrely to the gmcc of Got!. The pro!Jlcm 
is rather this, that, on the one hall(!, the final salvation is represented as a pure 
act of God's grace, but, on the other ham!, the final juclgmcnt is as definitely 
represented as nn act carriell into effect ?.a.-rv. ,,.;,_ 'PY'-' ; as by Paul, so in the 
Scriptures generally. The solution of this problem, however, belongs not to 
our present subject. 

1 By ;,,,,,.,,;.,,., and r,,,,.,,.;p.,,., a change of man's disposition is not in itself 
designated, but the change of his relation to Gotl effected by Got!. )Icyer in 
loco incorrectly gives to the won! -;;,,,a,oiitrda, a meaning (namely, "to be made 
righteous") which it has elsewhere neither with Paul nor in any other passago 
of the N. T. 

' Even with the recognition of this undeniable fact, Paul's doctrine of 
justification by faith is not always understood in strict precision. This is 
particularly the case when it is said, that according to Paul faith justifh•s, so 
far as it is a principle of new life, whereas it is rather the case that, according to 
him,Jaith is a principle of new life, because it justifies. Only when this is mis
understood can it be said, on the supposition that Paul and James understand 
by d,,,a. .. ii, the same divine act, that between them there is no fundamental, hut 
only an unessential contrast. See remarks of the author in the Erl. Zeitscl11·. 
April number, 1862, p. 214 f., where among other things it is said: "The 
reason of justification is not the ethical nature of faith, but solely and entirely 
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Kird1rn:;l_rJ. 1811G, p. l llfl ff.). 1 llut if this is the case, then in 
reference to this point there occms a difference l,etween J>m1l 
:m<l ,Tames, not in thought, but only in c.<'j)i'tssion; name}_\', 
l'aul denotes by the \\"Ord 01%aw=.:v t.lmt declaration of righteon!;
ness or aecp1ittal by God, by which the believer is placed in :t 

new filial relation to God; whilst James rne111s that declaration 
of righteousness or acquittal by God, by wliich he who is lJorn 
again as a child of Goel recei,,cs the <fw,r;pia imparted at the 
judgrnent; but with both o,ww:iv means "to declare righteous," 
" to ac(1uit," but not "to prove one righteous," or "to convert 
him into a righteous man." So also, in what both say concerning 
Abraham, there is no difference in sentiment; the only difference 
is that i'}.o1 i<f01J a~-:-rjj fl; 01%aiO<fuvr;v and io,i-.a,wOri arc consillered 
by ,Tames as two points, whilst Paul considers the second to be 
equivalent to the first. 

2. If from what has been said it follows that the doctrine of 
,Tames is not in co11tradiction with that of Paul, then every 
reason for the opinion that James wrote his Epistle ,rith refer
ence to Paul falls to the ground. The employment of the same 
expressions by both is indeed surprising, but it is to be obsen·ed 
that these expressions have their origin neither in Paul nor in 
James, but already occur in the 0. T. Paul uses the expres
sions 01:1..wo=.:<fOw, b,:1..wo<fuv1J, 01:1..a,wa,;, chiefly in a rplation foreign 
to the 0. T, to which, however, he was led by the words i'}.o1,<fu,; 

Ei; ii,xwo<fuvr,v. James, on the contrary, uses them not in the 
application peculiar to Paul, but in the manner in which they 
arc used in the 0. T. Also the reference to Abraham by James 
is not to be explained 011 the ground that I'.uil confirms his 
doctrine of justification by what happened to .AlJralmm; for, 
since ,James designed to appeal for his assertion io an 0. T. 
type, it was entirely 11atnral that his glance shoulll first fall on 
Abraham; also the distinction is to be observed that .Ta mes 
used Abraham only as an example, y,·hercas l'aul, as Schleicr
rnacher correctly oLserves, "rcfcned to him his entire peculiar 
system of doctriuc, whilst he would trace back to him the 
special covenant of the people with God." - From all this it 
follows that James neither designed an attack upon the Pauline 
doctrine itself, for in this case he would haYe Lccu ohligcd to 
dcmo11stratc the necessity of ;p,a v6p,o~, nor also au attack upon 

the merit of Christ e>r Christ Ilirnsclf with whom faith, that is, faith in Christ, 
11ln1'<•.~ us in eonm•ction. \re nrl' not j11stilicll fur//,,, .,al.-,, of faith, hut. tl,ro1111h 
faith (c,u ,,.;;, "';~,,.,.,,) Ji,r 11,,, sal.·,, of ('hrist: thus it hul,ls goo,] forth,· justilie:1-
tion whii:11 is 1,y faith :ilon<', that ,·rrr!J l'l'f1•n·nc,1 to works is ,•nlircly ,,x,·111,lc,I. ·• 

1 'l'l11, ol(i,·,·tion of l'hilippi, that the ,!cdnration of rigl,teousncss in th,• 
j1ulg111l'11t tak,·s plae,' not i• ,,.;;;, :n.,,, hut only ,.,,,,,. ,,. ,·.,,."', is c11ntm,lictc,I 
by the word of Christ, :Matt, xii, 3i. 
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a misunderstanding of it, for then he would have been oLligcd 
to show that his readers could only regard themseh-es as a,xa.,w
tli~:-1;, when their faith was to them an impulse to the practice 
of good works; 1 rather the J>auline doctrine was unknown to 
him, since otherwise he would necessarily have conformed to 
Paul's mode of representation. Dy this likewise the opinion is 
confirmecl, that the composition of the Epistle belongs not to 
the later, but to the earlier apostolic times; see on this Sec. 4 
of the Introdnction, and the treatise of Weiss mentioned above; 
also his bibl. T!tcol. p. 124 f. 

1 How the <letluctions of James are to be directe<l against a misuntlcrstan<ling 
of the Pauline doctrine, if d,,.,,,.ii,la, has with him the meaning of " to be 
provc<l, '' is in fact not to be umlcr;;tood, so much the less as the justifying 
power of faith assuredly does not depend on its being pron<l by works l,cfcm· 
rnc11. 
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CHAPTER III. 

Yrn. 3. Instead of the Ree. ioo~, found only in some 111in., 
Griesl1ach has, after C, many min. etc., adopted i'o,; howenr, ,i 
a; is to he read, with Laclnu. Tisch. "\Viesinger, de "\Vette, and 
others, after A BG IC ~, many min. vss. etc. Not only does 
the preponderating "·eight of authorities testify for this, but 
also its difficulty. - Instead of ,;:-pi,; ,l ,;:-,iB,GOcu, Lachm. and Tisch. 
(approved by de "\Vette, "\Viesinger, not by Bouman) Lave 
adopted £,, ,ii c:. (so B C ~). - Laclnn. has retained the Ree. 
a:i,0:10 i;:1,i,, after B G K ~, etc. ; Tisch., on the contrary, reads 
i;:Liv au,&~;, after A C. - Ver. -±. Instead of Gr.}.r,pw, a,i:1,w, (..-\. G, 
etc.), Lachm. and Tisch. read a1i11,~" Gr..i.r,p:;,v, after B C K ~, which 
according to authorities is to lie consillered as the corred re;ad
ing. - Ver. 5. Lachm. and Ti,;clt. 7 read 11,,16.1.a a:,%.,i (AC*) 
instead of the Ree. 1u1CJ.i.au%.,i (Tisch. 2); attested by B C** G 
K ~, almost all min. - "\Vhether "·e are to reacl, with the Ree., 
ii.i1ov ,;:-':ip, or, with Laehm. and Tisch., r,1.ir..o, ,;:-':ip, cannot with 
certainty be decided by authorities, since A* C* G IC, etc., arc in 
favour of the former, aml A** B C ~ of the latter reading. The 
latter reading, however, merits the preference, as it is not to 
be understood how ii.i1&v, suitahle for the thought, should be 
exchanged for the difticult reading i;i.ir..ov; without suflicient 
reason, Kern, Theile, "\Viesin~er, Bouman I would retain the 
reading of the Ree. - Yer. G. ~Before the second ~ 1;.;:e;r;a the 
Ree., after seYeral min. etc., has o~:-~1;, which already Grie:;l,ach 
considered suspicions, antl, after A B C K ~, etc., is acconliug 
to Lachm. and Tisch. to he erased; it was eYidcutly inscrlcd iu 
order to lighten the difl1cnlt construction; also <le "\Y cttc, 
,vicsinger, Bouman, and others consider it spurious ; Rciclw 
decide;s otherwise. - .\.ftcr 1;;ie;,~,; ~ only has r,11,:;,,, "·hich is 
evidently an interpretation. -There is great variation with 
regard to the se<pt<:ucc uf the "·111"Lls o~sCJ.rn, aa1p:,j,;:-~,, ou.11,aaa, 
(thus the Rcr:. aft<:r C; retaiued l1y Tisch.); H C, etc., read oa,u.a~w 
;,~,a,w ci.,Op~c:~i> (Lachrn.), aml ..:\. K ~, etc., read o~,a:-CJ.1 ou.11,aaa, 
a,~pwc:~1v. It is evi<lcntly imliffcrcut for the sense. - Insteatl 

1 Bontnnn thinks that Y.>.::u~ arn ... e fr1.,111 1111• fullowinf.{ >T>..:xr.,; 11ut it i-., tnorr 
corrl'ct lo a,.,nmc that enu on thi:; a~•:onnt it wa., cli,111;.;c·,l for the easily n11ucr-
11toou o>.:yo,. 
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of the Ree. a1.a:-aa-;.:::,:-ov after C G K, etc., probably should be 
read, with Lachm. and Tisch., r.i.r.a:-all'm:-ov, after A B ~, etc. 
(approved by Wiesinger and Lange, rejected by Reiche an<l 
Bouman). - Ver. 9. The Ree. :-bv 0,6v after G K, etc., is to be 
changed for the better attested reading ;/,v xup,ov, after A B 
C ~, etc., Lachm. Tisch.: the alteration is easily accounted 
for.1 

- Ver. 12. According to the Ree. the last clause begins 
with o~,w;, after C** GK N, some min. and vss., which already 
Griesbach considered suspicious; it is, according to the testi
mony of A B C, to be erased as an insertion. -The words which 
follow in the Ree. (after G K, etc.) are o:Jo,,afa ,:;-171 ~ a;\ux/iv xal 
7;>..uxu ,:;-o,~ll'w uowp. This reading, whose spuriousness was already 
recognised by Griesbach, is, as a correction for the sake of 
explanation, to be changed for O~Te at,uxov yt.U7.V ':;'O/~(l'a/ uowp ; 
attested by A B C, etc., and adopted by Griesbach, Lachm. 
Tisch. and others. ~ reads ouoe. - Ver. 13. Whether after iv 
1111,iv a comma is to be placed, with Lachm. and Buttm., or, with 
Tisch. and the Ree., a note of interrogation, see the explanation 
of the verse. - Ver. 14. Instead of iv:-~ zapofq,, ~ has the plural 
iv :-ai; xapofa,r;. - In the same :MS. T~r; r.i,;>..170s,ar; instead of after 
'+'.M,,,.0, stands after ?.a:-axauxa.ll'0,. - Ver. 16. After lx,i; N has 
1nserted xaf. - Ver. 17. The xaf of the Ree. between &.a,axpm, 
and r.i.vu,:;-07.pm; is, according to A B C N, etc., to be erased as an 
insertion; so also in ver. 18 the article ,;-~; before o,xaioau,~r;, 
according to A B C G K N, etc. 

·with chap. iii. James passes to the treatment of a new 
theme, to which the conduct of the Christians, to whom 
this Epistle was directed, likewise gave occasion. It is that 
which was already indicated by {3patiVr; flr; To XaXijuai in 
chap. i. 1 7, and by µ,~ xaXwa'Y(J)"fWV "/AWCT<TaV avTOU in chap. 
i. 26. The more unfruitful faith was in works corresponding 
to it (especially the works of compassionate love), the more 
did "the loquacious teaching and ruling of others" (Wicsinger) 
prevail. \Vords had taken the place of works. This section, 
which is closely united with the preceding, treats of this; 
yet without "any hidden indication contained in it that it 
was the doctrine of faith which was an object of controversy" 
( de W ette); for in the whole Epistle there is not the slightest 
indication of controversies in the churches in question. The 
fault refers to the same with which Paul in Rom. ii. 1 7 ff. 
blames the Jews, only that with these Christians 1r£uT£r;, which 

1 Bouman erroneously thinks that &,o, was cliangeu for '"'f'" in oruer that a 
mention of Christ might once take place, 



143 TIIF. m·rSTLF. OF J.n!F.S. 

was to them something entirely external, took the place of 
110µ0,. The moral relation was essentiallr the same. The 
,rnruing (as in chap. ii. l) stands first, and the reason assigned 
for it follows: "E,: ,wt 1·n 9rcat monbcrs tmcl1us, 111y brdhrcn, 
,:ou.sidui11.'J tltut 1cc 1i:ill rcccicr a. hcarici' jud9mud." Cah·in, 
Piscator, Lanrentius, llaumgarten, and others arbitrarily refer 
this warning to the unauthorized judging and comll'mniug of 
ench other; by this explanation the illea oioaaKa>..oi does 
not recei\'e its proper meaning. On the other hand, we nre 
not to think of persons rushing into the proper immus dowuli 
(Bede, Semler, I>ott, Gebser, Hottinger, Sclmeckenlmrger, and 
others), lmt on the free teaching in the congregation which 
was not yet joined to a particular office, but appertained to 
cYery one who felt himself called to it. - 7ro>.."/,.oi belongs 
not to ,y{vEa0f. (7ro>.."/,.ol. ,y{,yvEa0aL = mnltiplicari, Gen. vi. 1 ; 
Schneckenlmrger), but is either the subject (de ·wette, 
"\Viesinger, Houman) or forms the predicate united with 
oioa!TKa>..oi. In the first case, however, ,y1vE!T0w!Tav would 
more naturally stand instead of ,YLVf.!T0e ; also frmu the second 
construction n. more important 1.hought arises ; therefore it is 
to be explained: "Be not many tenchers," that is: " He not 
a rnnltitnde of teachers" (Lange). It is inaccurate to explain 
7ro"/,."/,.0£ = r.avT€, (Grotius) ; it is false to explain it = ninlii 
in Llocendo (Baumgarten : " be not excessive, Yigorous judges "). 
The Yerb ,y[vea0f. has here the same meaning ns in chn.p. i. 22. 
- "\Vith EiOoTf.', K.T,"/,.,] James points to the reason of µ1', .. , 
"/LVEG0e; yet eioow; being closely joined to the imperatiYe is 
itself hortatory: considcrin!J. In the phrase Kp'iµa A.aµ/31Lvf.w, 
Kp1,µa lms in the N. T. nsage nndouLtedly the meaning t'Oll

tlci,1natiun; comp. Matt. xxiii. 13 (:\lark xii. ,10 ; Luke 
xx. 4 7) ; Hom. xiii. 2 ; but also elsewhere the word occurs in 
the N. T. almost entirely in this meaning, which Lange 
incorrectly denies (see Cremer). Uecause ,Tames iHcludes 
himself, many expositors have been induced to take Kp1,µa 
here as i·o:,; mcd·ici (so also Lange), bnt it is to he considered 
that ,James does not use this expression as if the sentence of 
conllemnation could not be remoYed (see chap. ii. 13) ; only 
this is eYi<lent to him, that the se\'erer (µeit;ov) the con<lmnna
tion, so llluch the more difficult is it to be delivered from its 
exccutiuu. The comparative µ€i(ov (not ~ tuo !Jl't'at, l'ott) i:s 
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explaineu from a comparison with others wlw arc not 
teachers. 

Ver. 2. The reason ("fltp) or the 1wece<1ing; yet not so 
much of the warning: µ~ ... ,ylv1;u8e (Schneckenburger), -
this is conditioned by eloour; K.T.X.,-as rather of the thought 
µ1;it;ov Kpiµa X1J,[roµe8a; namely, so that the first clause refers 
only to Kp'iµa A1J,[roµe8a, and only that which follows to the 
idea µ1;'if;ov; whilst in the expression 1;i,' Ttr; K.T.A. the idea is 
contained, that as ou 7rrnlew iv Xory~tJ conditious TeXEtoT7J,, 

sinful man is thus not in a position to bridle the tongue. 
Briickner incorrectly considers the clause ei' Ttr; K.T.A. as the 
explanatory reason of the directly preceding sentence : " we 
all offend frequently, Jo;· whosoever offem1s not in word he 
only preser\'es himself from 7rOAAa 7rTa/1;w." - The words 
'7!'0AA(t '7!'TaioµEV a1ravnr;] are to be taken in their wide~t 
sense ('Viesinger, Bruckner) ; by a7ravTer; (a stronger form 
than 7raVTf,) neither the oioauKaXoi simply are meant, nor is 
it= plaiquc (Grotius), and 7rTalew points not expressly to 
errores, qui docentibus obvenire possint (Grotius), or to 
"speech which is used in teaching" (de ,vctte), but it 
comprehends all and every moral error of whatever kind it 
may be.1 

- 7roXXci] is adverbial, as in :Matt. ix. 14. - To this 
lirst thought that which follows is annexed auvvofrwr;. - 1;[ 

nr;] see chap. i. 5, 23, 26 = ounr;. - iv ;\.ory(tJ] is not to be 
limited to teaching proper (Pott = iv oioauKaX{q,), but is 
equivalent to iv Trp )..a)..11uai, chap. i. 19 ; iv denotes the 
sphere within which the ou 1rTatEw occurs; otherwise in 
chnp. ii. 10. On ou after El, see on chap. ii. 11. - To ovTor; 
TEXeio, fiv~p, Jun is to Le suvplied; ovTor; is emphatic; what 
follows ovvaTO', K.T.X. is in apposition to TEA.. av1ip ; the word 
civ1ip is used here as in chap. i. 8. - The meaning is: Who
soever offends (sins) not in speech, and thus is able to hri(1le 
his tongue, proves himself thereby to be a perfect man who is 
able to rule also the whole body, that is, all the other members, 
so that it is subject to his will. James here places the body 
in opposition to the man "as a relative independent power 

1 Briickncr correctly asserts, against de W cttc, that the subject in /J.r.a.,-.,; has 
experienced au cxtcnsi0n, auu that the circumstance that in what follows i, 
,.,,,o/ c:-Ta;,., is particularly brought forward, requires for '""'"' here a more 
uni rcr,al meaning. 
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which offers moral resistance to the will of the Ei:ro " 
(Wiesinger), which it is his task to bridle. The ,capo{a, 
indeed, is the fountain of evil deeds (Matt. X\". 1 (1 ), but the 
lust which is rooted therein has so thoroughly appropriated 
the members of man, and as it were fixed its dwelli11g in them 
(Rom. vii. 23), that they appear as lusting subjects, and may 
he represented as such in lively concrete language. By such 
explanations as o;\.ov To uwµ.a, equivalent to "the whole 
connection of the actions and changes of man " (Baum
garten), or= reliquae peccaudi illecehrae (Pott), or= tota vita 
(Sclmeckenburger), the idea lying at the foun<latiou does not 
receive its full meaning. Even the remark of <le ,,r ette, that 
To uwµ.a denotes "not only all organs proper, but even the 
affections," is not to be retained; 011 which account Briickner 
adds: "the latter only iu so far as they are expressed by the 
former." The explanation of Lange is also arliitrary, that the 
body here denotes the organ and symbol of all other modes of 
human action, with the exception of speech. Lanrcutius 
rightly ol.iserves : uihil obstat, quo minus per totum corpus 
intelligamus caetera corpori,; nostri membra: man us, pcdes, 
etc. 

Yv. 3, 4. Two comparisons by which the thought ,,r w:; ev 
AO'Y<tJ K.T.X. is illustrated and confirmed. It is incorrect 
when it is assumed that "James, with vv. 3 and 4, will 
primarily explain and establish by examples the importance, 
111aintained in ver. 2, of power over a little thing, a;; the 
tongue, for the government of the whole " (Wiesingcr), and 
that the tcrtimn compamtionis is "a little thing dov-; rnu,·h" 
(Gunkel) ; for 11eithcr in ver. 2 is the smallness of the tongue 
mentioned, nor in vcr. 3 is the sma1lne~s of the hridle brought 
forward. The examples adduced, which are clo:;ely attached 
to the precedi11g, arc rather designed to prove how by the 
wastery of the tongue that of the whole body is possible ; 
it is, James will ,:ay, even as one rules the horse hy the 
guidance of the bridle, and the ship by the guidance of the 
l.dm. Only in the second image docs the smallness uf 
tl1al by which the steersman rules lhc great ship nppcar to 
,la1ncs as something important, ~o thaL he dwells upon this 
point in what follows (so also Lange). 

Yvr. 3. Eut if 1c"( put bridle:, 1·n the i,1011ths <:f hr;i·scs, n·c 
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tm·n also their il'liolc body. The clause Kal oAov K.T.A. forms 
the apoclosis to the protasis beginning with £l (Pott, Wiesinger, 
Briickuer, Lange, Bouman). Many expositors incorrectly 
attach this clause to the protasis, whereby Theile regards 
ver. 5 as the apodosis belonging to it, whilst others supply 
a thought as the apodosis ; according to de W ette, this 
thought is, that "the tongue is not so easily tamed as a 
horse," which is wholly unsuitable.1 -The particle oe is not, 
with Theile, to be explained as closely connecting this verse 
to the following,2 for here and in ver. 4 nothing else than a 
contrast to ver. 2 is to be expressed ; it is rather used here 
even as in chap. ii. 15, simply distinguishing the case adduced 
for comparison from that for the sake of which it is introduced 
(Wiesinger). By Twv t7Tr.wv standing first, the view is 
at once directed to the object by which the sentiment ex
pressed is to be illustrated (comp. ver. 4). The genitive 
depends not on TotJ<; xa).ivou<, (Theile, Lange, and others), but 
on Tit ,noµaTa (Oecumenius, Horncjus, Pott, Gebser; Bouman 
wavers), for on this word the emphasis rests. Tour; xa).ivour; 

points back to xa).iva'Yw~;17ua,, ver. 2, by which apparently 
this image was suggested to J ::nncs. - On the phrase : elr; Tit 

,n6µam /30.AA.ELV, comp. in Aelian : xaALVOV Z'7T7T~ Jµ{3aAAELV. 

- The words elr; To 7Tei0eu0ai ·!]µ'iv auTovr; are for the pur
pose of accentuating the governing of the horse by the bridle 
put into its mouth. The apodosis Kat oAov To uwµa K.T.A. 

corresponds to xa'A.iva'YW"/'YJUaL Kal OAOV TO uwµa, ver. 2. -
µeTa"/ELV] in the N. T. only here and in vcr. 4, is = cir
cumagere. The tcrtimn compamtionis lies in elr; Tit uToµaTa ; 
for, as Bengel correctly remarks : in ore lingua est, and ou 

7TTateiv EV A-D"'f<t>, is identical ,rith the bridling of the tongue 
in the mouth. 

Ver. 4. The second comparison is emphatically indicated 
hy loov. Kat is either also or even so. ,viesinger prefers 
the second meaning, which certainly gives to the thought a 

1 Bede supplies : quanto muplius decet, ut nohis ipsis frcunm continentiae 
in om mittanms; Lorinus: si hoe in cquis contingit, simile qui,l oportet circa 
linguam procurari ; Hottinger : eodem modo qui linguam eoercerc potest, toti 
corpori facile moderabitur. 

" Theilc says: Ita a difficulbtc linguam modcrnncli trnnsitus fit ml ncccssi
fatcm : in nwmoriam vocatur, exigna sacpe csse, quibus ingcntia moveautur 
non solum in bonam (vv. 3, 4), sed maxime etiam in malam partem. 
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J)eculiar emphasis. The participles ovm ... i">-aw~µera m·e 
to lie resoh-ctl liy u1llw11yh. Both participial sc11tcnces bring 
forward the <lilliculty of guilling the ship, in order to cause 
the power of the small helm to be recognised. It is possible 
that in the second clause: Ka£ ... iXavvoµova, there is an 
allusion to the lusts moving man (Bede: venti validi ... ipsi 
appctitrn, sunt mcntium), or "to the temptations (r.e1pauµo{) 
of the world, coming from without" (Lange). - uKA1Jpo,] i;; 
also 111-c<l of the wind in l'rov. xxvii. 16 (so also Acli:m, de 
aniil/(r/_ "· IS, ix. 14; l)io Chrysostom, iii. p. 44 C). -The 
verli µeTa1yeTa£ united with Ta 7TA.Oi."a is the same as in 
\'Cl'. 3. The words IJ7TO iXaxJuTOV 7T1JOaALOV] mention Ly 
what this guidance takes place. On vr.o, see chap. i. 14. 
Dy the addition of iXaxi'uTov a new point is introduced 
which is retained in what follows. The superlative is for 
the purpose of Lringing more strongly forward the smallness 
of the 7T1JOaX,ov in contrast to the great ship (n7XtKauTa 
iivTa). The counterpart is the little tongue (ver. 5). -The 
addition: whitltl'rsoci-ci· the desire of the slar.~111rm n·illtt!i, is not 
supcrlluous; it expresses-in opposition to vr.o civ£µwv iXav

voµwa - the free mastery of him who steers the ship, which 
lie exercises o\·cr it Ly means of the helm, and corresponds 
to ei, To r.ei0eu0ai K.T.A.., Yer. ::l. - or.ou] (instead of o7Tot, 

which <loes not occur in the N. T.) is found also in the 
classics unite<l with verbs of motion, particularly with n0£va1, 
hnt also with {:Jaivnv; Sophocles, 1'mrh. 40 : Kei."110, 01rov 
/3E/3T/Kev. By opµ17 is not to Le understood the cxtemal 
impulse, or " the pre~sme which the stcr.rsman exercises" 
(Erae'lllts, Semler, Augusti, Stolz, Pott, Thcile, Wicsi11ger), 
also not "the course of the navigator kept in action hy the 
helm" (Lange); l,y lJoth of these interpretations a meani11g 
is imposed upon the word foreign to it. It rather indicates, 
as in Acts xi\·. ,-, (sec ::\leicr i,l loco), t/u: C/l_rJ1·r u·ill, the ifrsirc 
1!( su111rthi,1y (in Plato, l'hit. p. ::J 5 l>, it is usecl as synonymous 
"·ith ir.1011µ/a); thus Uetle, Calvi11, Grotins, Baumgarten, 
< :1~hser, <le "\Y ette, and uthers. - The participle o eu0uvwv 
indicates him who sib at the helm and directs the ship; it 
is thns not . o eu0vvnip (Grutius, l'utt, Sclmcckc11ln1rger). 
J,ntlie:r correctly translates it accunling to its mea11ing: 
" whether he wills ,rho gurcm:; iL." - For corrcspomling 
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passages from the classics, sec in "\Vetstcin, Gebser, Thcile ; 
particulal'ly Aristotle, Q1tacst. mcchan. ii. 5. 

Ver. 5. Application of the comparison, particularly of the 
second illustration, µucpov pointing back to e')..a,·x/r;Tov. -
µ£1ya"A.avxe'iv] which expresses the contrast to µucpav, is 
not= µe,ya>..a lp,yater;0ai (Oecumenius, Theophylact, Calvin, 
Laureutius, Pott, Bouman, and others), for the idea of doinf/ 
is precisely not contained in the word, but it denotes proud 
conduct in word and behaviour, which has for supposition 
the performance of great things, aud is always used in a bad 
sense. This certainly does not appear to suit ovTw~, as in 
the preceding the discourse is not about talking, on which 
account Lange prefers the reading µ€"fa'X.a auxei; but also 
this expression = " boasteth great things," does not exclude, 
but includes that secondary meaning, for why would not 
James otherwise have written simply µe1a-X.a ,roiei? But 
ovTw~ is so far not unsuitable, as the performance of great 
things-as they arc spoken of in the foregoing-forms the 
reason of the boasting of the tongue. On a mere inanis 
jactatio it is not natural here to think. This first clause 
already points to what follows, where the destructive powe1· 
of the tongue is described. This description begins with a 
figure: " Wltat a fire kindles what n fm·cst." In justification 
of the reading ~X[,cov (instead of o">-.}yov), de Wette (with whom 
Bri.ickner agrees), translating 11-X.l,cov 'TT't1p: "what a great fire," 
observes, " that the burning of the forest is contemplated in 
its whole extent." But the verb ava'TT'T€l, as "\Viesinger 
correctly observes, is opposed to this explanation ; also this 
clause forms the transition from the foregoing to what follows, 
and therefore must still contain the reference to µ,,cpov, 
which certainly is afterwards laid aside. This does not, 
however, constrain us to the rejection of the reading ~'X.{,cov 

(against Wiesinger and Bouman), since this word, which 
indeed chiefly emphasizes greatness, can also be used to give 
prominence to smallness ; see l'ape. The older expositors, 
according to its meaning, correctly explained the qnantus of 
the Vulgate by quwitulus; thus Cajetan., l'aes, and others: 
the same explanation by Lange. If Eriickner thinks that it 
is not appropriate to take ~">-.,{,cov here in this signification, 
owing to the following ~AtKTJV, it is, on the contrary, to be 
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ob;;crved that precisely the opposition of the same word in a. 
different signification is entirely in accordance with the lh-e
liness of the sentiment. - On the use of ~X{Kor; in the interro
gative explanatory sense, see A. Duttmann, p. 217 [E.T. 253]. 
Erasmus, Lanrentius, Grotius, Baumgarten, Augusti explain the 
word ii"11.71 by rnateria, lignorum congeries, as it has in Ecc'nus. 
xxviii. 10 the signification of fuel; but the image is evidently 
much more lively and graphic when v'11.71 is retained in its 
usual meaning: forest. Corresponding descriptions in Homer, 
JI. xi. 155. Pindar, Pyth. iii. 66; see also Ecclus. xi. 32. 
Philo, de migr. Abmh. 40 7 A. In Stobaeus it is said: 
Parva facula cacumen Iclae incendi potest. 

Ver. 6. Application of the image: Also the tongue is et jfre, 
tltc n·odcl of mirightcousnc;,s; the tongue sets itself among on1· 
mcmbc1's, as that which dcjilcth the whole body awl hindleth the 
u·ltal (of life) rcroh:ing fr01n birth, awl is hndlccl of hell. As 
a (little) fire setteth a forest in conflagration, so also the 
tongue kinLlleth the whole life of ruan. Such is the de
strnctive power of the tongue, that whosoever knows how 
to briL1le it rnay with truth be called a perfect man (Yer. 2).
Scnral interpreters divide\ilC first clause: Kat 11 "f'Awuua r.vp, 
o ,coG'µor; Tijr; aoiK[ar;, into two corresponding parts, supplying 
the idea vX17 to O KOG'µo, 'T~r; aOLKta,; thus l\Ioms: igni responclet 
lingua, rnateriae seu silYae respondet mundus improbus. l\fani
fcstly "·holly arbitrary ; rather the words o ,couµo, Tijr; aoudar; 

form an apposition to ,, 'Y'Awa-G'a, by which the po\\'er of the 
tongue similar to destructiYe fire is explained. ,couµo, has 
here the same meaning as in LXX. I>rov. xvii. (j : o\.o, Kaa-µo, 

'TWII xp11µu:rw11 ;1 thus the multitude comprehemling the indi
vi<lnal: consequently o Kouµor; Ti}r; ciS1,c{ar; is tJ,,: fi!lnrss of 
1tnri!)htco1rnncss. The tongue is so c:illed because, as the 
organ of up"/11, it includes a fnlncss (not exactly the sum
total) of umightcousness "·hich from it pcrvncles tl1c other 
members (oXov To uwµa). Calvin correctly, according to the 
sense: acsi Yocaret nrnrc Ycl abyssum (Luther inaccurately: "a 
wurl1l full of "·ickedne:-<s "). This is the explanation of most 
expositors. Dournau l:Onectly explni11s the dcfiuite article: 
f:unosus iste mundus ini11 nitati:<. Tlie followiu~· are other 

; I L is to lH· 0]1>,crnd that tJ,., LXX. often translate the 11,·Lrew 1:9~ by 

r.;"I'-"; sec Gen. ii. 1; Dcut. i\·, 10, xvii. :J; Is:1. xxi,. 21, xl. 26. 
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explanations :-(1) Oecurnenius takes Kouµoc;=oi·iuimcnt, and 
explains : !J ,YAWIT<Ta /CO<Tµf'i T~V cioi,c{av Ota -rijc; TWV p11-ropc,,v 

€U,YAw-r-rov D€tvo-r11-roc; ; similarly vV etstein, Semler, Elsner, 
Rosenrntiller, Storr, Lange 1 (Wahl is doubtful). But ,eouµo, 

never signifies in an active sense that which puts au ornament 
on another, but always the omament itself, that wherewith a 
person adorns himself ( or another). (2) Bretschneider like
wise takes the word as equivalent to ornament, but supplies 
we;, and explains: ut ornatus (mulierum) inhonestus sc. in
quinat mentes, sic lingua deprehenditur inter corporis membra 
id quod totum corpus inquinat; yet evidently more arbitrarily 
than the foregoing explanation. (3) Theile retains the usual 
meaning of the word icorld, and explains: lingua (est ignis), 
.mundus (vero est) improbitatis i. c. improbitate plenus, nimi
rum ob illam ipsam linguae vim; but apart from the inad
missible supplements rendered necessary, and the harshness 
contained in this combination of the genitive, this explanation 
is to be rejected, because by it the words would contain au 
assertion on the nature of the world, instead of on the nature 
of the tongue. ( 4) Estius, indeed, is right in his comprehension 
of the idea, but he arbitrarily understands it as causative : 
quia (lingua) peccata onmigena parit; so also Herder: "the 
mainspring and the cause of all unrighteousness." Gebser 
introduces something foreign into the explanation, taking ,couµo, 
=the wicked world. Clericus, Hammond, Eichhorn, Kuinocl, 
and Hottinger, without any sufficient reason, think that the 
words are to be expunged from the text as spurious. - Whilst 
almost all expositors refer o ,couµo, n7, cioi,c[a, to "·hat pre
cedes (to which, according to the reading of the Ree. which has 
ovTw, before the following !J ryAwuua, it necessarily belongs), 
Tischendorf has put a point after 1rvp but not after ci.oi,c{a, ;2 
and Nennder translates: "As a world full of unrighteousness, 
the tongue is among our members;" so also Lange construes 

1 Lnnge, incleecl, grants that r.,.-,,o; is not an active iclea, but he yet thinks that 
we must return to the original signification of the worcl, nncl he then explains 
it : "the tongue is the form of the world, worhllincss, or \\"Orielly culture, 
because it is that which sophistically, etc., gives to unrightcousne,s its worldly 
... and even splcntlicl form." Ilut is not the i,lca so cxplainc,l taken in an 
active sense ? 

~ Ladrn1ann and Iluttmann have, by lca\·ing out the punctuation, left the 
pointing to the ~xpositor. 
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it. nt,t tl1is constrm:tion is not only difficult, but isolates 
too much the first thought 11 7">..wuua 7rvp, which only has 
a correct rne:rning when it is closely connected with what 
followf-. - The new clause accordingly begins with 11 ~;">-wuua, 

and ,ca0t'uTaTat has its necessary supplement in what follows: 
17 <T'TT"t°Aov'J'a K.T.A. - ,ca0{uTaTat] can neitl1er here nor in 
ch:1p. iv. -! rnean 1·t stands: tl1e perfect only has tl1iri meaning, 
11ut not the present ; it means: 1·t sl'ls 1·tsc1J: ,it appaus 
(Wil\Singer). Also the explanations are fabe: "it is s,, 
place<l" (l'ott); collocata est (Beza, l'iscator, Schneckenbmgcr) ; 
"it becomes (such) " ( de \\' ette, appealing to Tiom. v. 1 !J ), 
and "it rules" (Lange, appealing to Heb. viii. 3). Theile 
arbitrarily completes the idea: hand raro. The wor<ls which 
follow mention how the tongue appears among the members
as that 1ckich tlrjilcth the 1clwfc body. The idea ur.tAovv, to 
,vhich certainly r.vp is not suited, is suggested hy the 
apposition o ,couµor; Tijr; aoi,c{ar;. Only with the followi11g 
participle does James canyon the image of fire; it is artificial 
to assume in um'Xovv a reference to it. Bengel : maculanf', 
nt ignis per fumum; comp. on this passage Eccles. v. 5. 
~either the double ,cat (for how often the several ,ca( succeell 
each other in a simple copulative sense '.) nor the omission or 
the article Lefore the two partieiples ( comp. chap. iv. 11, 14) 
proves that the participles which follow ,cal, cp">-o'Yisovua arnl 
,cal, cp">..o,ytsoµEll'TJ arc subordinated to U7T"tAOV<ra ("'iesingcr}. 
This coustruction could only lJC cousiclcn•d as correct if the 
two participles analyzed the idea ur.1">..ovua o"A.. -r. u;.µa i11:n 
its individual parts or confirmed it; lint neither of these is 
the case here; they rather add to this idea two new point~. 
The ouject TOV Tpoxov Ti}r; 'YfVf<U:(IJ<;, bc·longing to cp">--o,i'sovua, 

has found very different explanations. The worcl Tpoxo,, 
according to its etymology, denotes something ru ,n1 i;1g, and, 
although used of other rotatory orbs, as particularly of the 
potter's wheel, it is especially used as a designation of a 
,rhal, 1 Kings vii. 30 ff.; Ezek. i. 1;-;, lfl, :20. The wor<l 
~;l11€utr; can l1ere be only in the same sense as in chap. i. ~ :: ; 
the compound illea: the u·hccl <1 uii-th, -i.,·. "the wheel revolYiug 
from liirth," is a figurative llcsignation of human life; com11. 
AuaCl'l'flll, Ud. iY. 7: Tpoxo, iipµaTO, '/<tp ota /3i'oTO', TPEXH 
,cv:..1utl,i','. T]rn,; l:elJser in 11a1ticular correctly explains it: 



CHAI'. IIJ. G. Li7 

"the wheel which is set in motior, from our birth, i.e. a 
poetical description of life ; " so also Bruckner and noumau. 
The explanations of Oecnmenius (Tpoxo<;' 0 /310<; W<; £i<; EaVTOV 

,iv£AtTToµ£vo,;;), Calvin, Laurenti us, Hornejus, Pott, N eander, 
nmount to the same thing. Also Estius, Grotius, CarpzoY, 
:Michaelis understand life, only deriving this idea in a different 
rna

1

nncr. They ex~lain Tpoxo,;; (for which Grotius would \ead 
Tpoxo,;;)=cursus, 'Y•V£Ut<;=natura, and cursus uaturae=v1ta; 
by this explanation, however, the figurative nature of the 
expression suffers. ,vicsinger (with whom Rauch agrees), 
deviating from thiB explanation, prefers to understand by it 
the whole body (o;\.ov TO uwµa), Tpoxo<; denoting either the 
,,,·!tal (by which, tlieu, Tpoxu<; T. ,Yi:.V. would be the revolving 
wheel of existence, of life, namely, of that to which the tongue 
belongs), or (which Wiesingcr prefers) the cfrcumjc1'cncc (thus 
Tpox. T. 'Y•"· would be the circumference of being, i.e. the 
circumference belonging to the tongue from birth, native to 
it). But, on the one hand, it is not to be supposed that 
James, after using the o1'dinary expression oXov -ro uwµa, 

should express the same thing flg1irativcly without the least 
indication of the identity of meaning; and, on the other hand, 
it is opposed to the first interpretation that the body is not to 
be represented as a wheel, and to the second that -rpoxo,;; is 
taken in a sense which it never has, for it never means the 
circumference, but at the most the ronnd border which incloses 
something. Other expositors go beyond the restriction of the 
expression to the life of the individual,-which is evidently 
required by the foregoing oXov To uwµa,-either, with W olt: 
appealing to the Hebrew ni,~il'l S~~~' explaining it: indesinens 
succcssio hominum aliorum post alias uascentium (thus Lambert, 
Bos, Alberti, Augusti, Stiiudlin),1 or taking Tpoxo<; = ICVKAO<;, 

,yeveui<; = KTLUt<;, and accordingly Tpox, T. ,Y€Vf.0"€(1J<; = " the 
circle of creation ; " thus de vVette, and among the earlier 
interpreters Beza (in the edition of 15 6 5 ), Crusius, Coccej us. 
All these ideas are foreign to the context. If the first 
explanation drags something " foreign " into it, the second 
bears besides "a monstrous character" ('Viesinger). Still less 
is the explanation of Lange to be justified: "the wheel of the 

1 Already the Syriac version translates : incenuit pronntus gcncrationnm 
nostmrnm, 'lllae cw·runt sicut rotae. 
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<lenilopment of life, primarily of the Jewish nation, and then 
further of all mankind," since "JEV«nr;; never denotes dci-clop
mcnt of life. 

The following are other explanations which are refuted by 
their arbitrariness and rarity :-(1) that of Semler, who explains 
it ordo ycncrancli, according to the expression occnrriug in 
Plutarch: ,;:-omp,bv ,ii, 1 svio-ew; ivoeAex,i:Ji; ; (2) that of Bengel 
rota sive sphaern superior est ipsa natura lrnmaua rationalis ; 
gehenna vero est pars profundior cor; lingua in medio ex infe
rioribns inttammatur et superiorn infiammat; (3) that of l\Ieyer 
(Obscrwtt. ad cp. Jacobi), who takes the expression= sanguinis 
orbis seu circulato; lastly, (4) that of Kype, who assumes the 
rota poenalis is figuratively meant cujus radiis illigabantur rei, 
and accordingly \'t.o1il;i,v ,bv ,pox,. -r. 1 .v!,r.w, means: augere vitae 
hujus cruciatus. 

The verb <pAo"/L/;etv is in tlic N. T. a:rr. AE"J. ; in the LXX. 
it is found in Ex. ix. 24; Num. xxi. 14; Ps. xcvii. 3, and 
other places. The figurative expression, which refers back to 
wvp, indicates the fatal effect which the tongue, from which 
the pollution of the whole body proceeds, exercises on the life 
of man, whilst it pervades the same by its passionate heat. 
J arnes so presents it, that lJeing o ,couµor;; -r17,; aoudar;;, and 
thus concentrating in itself ( or in word) a fulness of un
righteousness, it forms, as it were, the axle round which the 
wheel of life moves, and by which it is set on fire. l\Iorus 
incorrectly understands <p'A.o"/tt;ew "de damnis, quae lingua 
dat;" but the discourse is not concerning the injury which 
man suffers, bnt concerning his moral conduct; still less corre
sponding is the cxpl:rnation of ::.\liclmelis, according to which 
<pAo"/{l;ew = to inflame, and that in the words of Ja mes the 
thought is contained: "lingua saepe alii excit.mtnr, ut insano 
studio mala iugrClliantur." The representation that the tongue 
defiles the whole Lody and sets the life on fire is, as ·wicsinger 
correctly remarks, not to lJe justified lJy the remark that all 
sins have their foumlation in the sins of the tongue, but rests 
on the observation that up~;,j, before it manifosts itself in other 
,rays, first and foremost appears in wonl, and thus the tongue 
is its must llirect organ.1 The second participial sentence 

1 The view that James coJJsi,lcn:cl tlw tongn,, as the somce of all sin is 
t1ru11cuus, &iucc he, however pro111i11cntly he brings forwanl the destructive 
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states whence the tongue recei.-es this destructive power 
( cf,">.ory[{;ew ), by which also the idea that it is ,coa-µ,or; T~<; aOLKLa<; 
finds its justification. The participle cf,°Aoryi{;oµ,ev17 is to be re
tained in the sense of the present; it has neither the meaning 
of the pc1fect, as if the tongue had been only once set on fire 
by rycf.vva, nor is it, with Grotius, Mill, Denson, Semler, Storr, 
Rosenmi.iller, to be taken as future, and to be referred to 
futlire punishment. The expression rycevva, except in the 
Synoptics, is only found here; in Matt. v. 22, xviii. 9, Mark 
ix. 4 7, it is used for a more exact description of the genitive 
Tov 7rvpoc;. The thought that the tongue is set on fire of hell 
is not to be explained away either by ex inferno being para
phrased by Theile by igne diabolico, and this by igne foedis
simo ac funestissimo ; or by being explained with Morus : 
tantus est ille ignis, ut ex geennae igue 1;·idcatii1· esse iucensus. 
James means that as i7rt0vµ,{a (or more precisely opry~), whose 
most direct organ is the tongue, has its origin from the devil, 
it is thus from hell (see ver. 15). Also in the 0. T. the 
injurious effects of the tongue are described ; see Ps. Iii. 4, 
cxx. 3, 4, Prov. xvi. 27, and other passages (Ecclus. v. 13 ff., 
xxviii. 11 ff.); yet in all these passages the discourse is only on 
the evil which is inflicted by it on others, or on the punishment 
which befalls the man who misuses it. This peculiar thought 
of James has its counterpart in no passage of the 0. T. 

Vv. 7, 8. In these verses the untameable power of the 
tongue is adduced. The particle ryap here indicates neither 
simply the transition (Pott), nor is it to be referred to p,crya
°AavxEZ (Wiesinger), separated from it by vv. 5, 6, nor only 
to the last thought, cf,">--oryt{;oµ,ev17 "· 'T.A. (Lange) ; but it is used 
as a logical particle, whilst the truth expressed in these verses 
substantiates the judgment contained in vv. 5, 6. The rela
tion of these two verses to each other is, that ver. 8 contains 
the principal thought, and ver. 7, on the other hand, a thought 
subordinate to it, which is only added in order to make that 
thought more emphatic. The meaning is : Whereas man 
tames all animals, yet he cannot tame the tongue. By cf,v,nr; 

power of the tongue, yet never asserts this. The restriction to •nn is justified 
by the Epistle itself. See i. 19, 20, 26, ii. 9, 10, 13 (the opposite 1, ,,,.p,,,vTn'" 
... ~;,,.,y; 14, etc. According to this, in this e<lition the text in 1,ome places has 
been rectifie<l. 
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is to be umlentood not the genus (.\.ugusti, C:ehser, nretsch
ncider, Schneckenbnrgcr), 1,ut the qualitas naturalis, and in 
such n mamwr that James has in view not the relation of the 
indicitluol man to the indiridual beast, lmt the relation of 
lrnman nat urc to rmi11wl nature in general, howcYer thi~ may 
lliffer in the different kinds of animals. The totality of lJeasts 
is expressed by four classe;;, which are arranged in pairs, 
namel,\', quadnrpcds awl birds, crcrping ucasl.s and fi.sh,·.,. -
0T/pta J arc not "beasts generally" (Pott), nor specially "1(·i/d 
beasts" (Erasmus, Vatablus, Piscator, Baumgarten, Theile, 
Houm:.rn). - Ta Epm,Ta] arc neither terrestrial animals generally 
(Pott, Hottinger), nor only serpents (Luther, Cah·in, Grotius, 
and others), but it is used here in the same meaning as in 
t:en. i. ~4. 25 (LXX. Ep'11'ETa, as the translation of t:'9)); see 
Acts x. 12 ; Hom. i. 2 3. - ivaXia] (a7f'. Xey.) denotes either 
fish simply, or likewise all worms living in the water; Lnthe1 
incorrectly translates it " sea wonders," and Stier " sea mon
sters." There is here the same classification as in Gen. ix. 2 
in the LXX. (which may have been before the mind of 
.Tames) : Ta 0TJpta TIJ'> 'Y'l'>, Tll 'Tl'ETELVll TOV ovpavov, T<l KLVOU

µ,eva ir.l TIJ'> 'Y'l>, oi lx0ueir; TIJ', 0a">..alJ'IJ'7/',, The dominion of 
human nature o,·cr the brnte creation is expressed by the verb 
oaµ,cttew (i.e. so to suLduc, that what is subdued submits to 
the will of the subduer), because it supposes the subjection of 
something resisting (sec :i\Iark Y. -!). That James only thought 
on wild animals does not follow from this. The perfect O£l>1i
µauTai is mlded to the present oaµ,ctseTai in order to repre
:ocnt the present taming as that which had already taken place 
in the past. It is iuconect to resolve oaµ,ctsETaL into Saµci

SEIJ'0ai Svvawi (Hottinger, Schncckenbmger), for it treats not 
only of the pos;;iuility, but of the actuality. - Tfi cpuuEL T. 

civ0p.] is not the dat. co111modi, but the dative used with the 
passiYc, instead of the constmction with &.o. cpvutr; hns the 
same meaning as before; accordingly not i11gcnii *olcrtia (Hor
nejus, HoLtinger, Schncckcnburger). 

V 01·. 8. The chief thought is marked by Si, as a contrast to 
the foregoing. 'With T~v ,.,xwuuav is meant not the tongue 
nf vth,n (Estius, (:rolius, Hornejus, llaumgartcn), but one's 
1llrn tongue (according to Lange, lJolh arc inuicated, the la5t 
pri111arily). The remark of Dengel i~ al5o unsuitable: rn.:n10 
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alius, vix iJ_Jse qnisque. The words ouoels ouvamt uvOpw,rwv 

oauaf;Etv ( or more correctly, after n C: 0110€18 oaµ,aCTat ouvarnt 

liv0pw,rwv, because the accent is Oil Saµ,aCTat) are to be under
stood in all their sharpness ; the "·eakening completion of the 
,S'clwl. in l\fatthaei : EU/COAW<; 017Xao1', ,ca'e, avw -;rovov, is false. 
Dy this thought, what was said in ver. 2 now receives its full 
light. The moral earnestness of the author urges him at the 
close to the exclamation: a,caTaCTTaTOV ,ca,cov IC.T.A.; hence the 
independent form of this addition (see Winer, p. 471 (E. T. 
6 6 8]). By a,caTaCTTaTov (mistcady, restless, see chap. i. 8) the 
unrest of the passions is indicated, not simply with reference 
to what follows, unstcculjastncss (de Wette); comp. Hennas, 
Past. II. mand. 2 : -;rov17pov 'TT'VEUµ,c1. €CTTLV 1j KaTaXaX{a, ,ca'e, 

aKaTUCTTaTOv Sa,µ,ovtov. This reading is to be preferred to 
that of the Ree. a/CaTaax_ETOV (not to he tamed), "because it 
adds a new idea after OUOfL<; oaµ,aCTat ovv. av0p." (Wiesinger). 
- The image of the poisonous serpent lies at the foundation 
of the second exclamation: µ,ECTT1] lou OavaT17<popov; comp. 
Ps. cxl. 4. 

Vv. ~), 10 are closely connected with the foregoing; but 
not as if" the unstedfastness of the tongue is further described" 
(de Wette), nor as if the duplicity of the tongue is added as a 
new point (Lange), but for the purpose of prominently show
ing how the tongue, although it praises God, yet proves itself 
to be an a,caTaCTTaTOV /Ct:L/COV, µ,ECTT~ TOU 0avaT. It is to be 
observed that this expression, as the first person plural shows, 
refers to Christians among whom the euXo,ye'iv Tov Kvpiov occurs. 
James does not hesitate to include himself, knowing that 
naturally he was entirely the same us others.1 James first 
places beside each other, by a simple copulative conjunction, 
the two contradictory acts which man performs Ly the touguc·, 
namely, the EV'A.0~1e'iv TOV Kvptov and the KaTapiiu0ai TOV<; av0pw

-;rovr;. The preposition iv is instrumental, as in Luke xxii. 2 0 
and elsewhere. By the repetition of iv auTfi in the second 
clause, the antithesis is yet more strongly marked. euAo"fe'iv 

1 Lange finds a, tlilficulty in James inclutling himself, "which is to Le solved 
either Ly taking the secoml clause as a question expressive of sur1,rise, or by 
hearing James speak ns the representative of his people in the name of the guilty 
people." Ilut both suppositions arc equally impossilile ; the context contradicts 
the first, aud the fact that James could have no reason to consider hi111self as the 
representative of the J cwish people contradicts the sccoml. 

l\[EYEr..-JA)IES. L 
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and ,caTapaa0at arc correlate expressions, since the former, 
,1s the translation of the Hebrew ·:ri::i, has properly the mean
ing " to bless ; " in reference to God, as here, it means landibus 
celebrarc, to praise; comp. Ps. cxlY. 21, and other passages. 
- The combination of Tov ,cuptov ,cal 'TT'aTepa (instead of the 
Ree. TOV E>Eov IC. r..) as a, designation of God (for by ,cupior; is 
not here to be understood Christ) is um1s11:1.l; comp. chap. 
i. 27. This twofold name designates God on the side of His 
power and on the side of His love ( comp. ::\Iatt. xi. 2 ;> ). -
In the second clause the important description : Tov, ,ca0' 

-oµo{watv E>Eou ~wyovomr;, is annexed to TOllr; av0pw7rovr;, by 
which the contradiction of the action describecl still more 
pointedly appears. The thought and expression agree with 
Gen. i. 2 G. .Also, according to this, sinful man is still a being 
created after the image of God. Were the expression merely 
to be referred to what man originally was, but which he has 
ceasecl to be, the point of James' saying would be broken. 
Hengel correctly observes: remanet nobilitas inclclcbilis. Hcn
;-;on, Pott, Gebser, and Semler arbitrarily restrict the contents 
of this verse to the conduct of those who set themselves up 
as teachers.1 

Ver. 10. First a repetition of the saying in brief expressi,·e 
combination, by which the accent is placed on avTOv. With 
the words ou XP'l TavTa oihwr; 'Y{vEa0at, ,Tames adds the co11-
dcmnation of the conduct described. - The impersonal Ycrli 
XP'l is in the N. T. a'TT'. AE"f. ; the usual word is OE'i, from which 
it does not differ in meaning. - Tavm ouTwr;] The union of 
these two words serves for the sharpening of the idea ; TavTa 

designates the contents ; ou7c,;r;, the form ol' the action ; incor
rectly Bengel: TavTa bona; ouTw adjunct is malis. 

Yer. 11. Illustration of the nmmtural11css of the cornluct 
mentioned by an image taken from nature: Dvcs the fo1111taiii 
.fmni the same hole send fvdh the 8//"Cd and the iittci-? -
11 r.17"1,J] The article is not here for the ~akc of liYeliness 
(Sclmeckenbnrger: articnlus fo11tcm <p1asi ante oculos pingit), 

1 S,·111ler's \'icw is very strange: hi int<"r pul,lil'as I h·i laudrs, ctiam cxsccra• 
1ionH·s pt t1·i;;tia onmia 1•rnc·ibant in R,,1,11wi., .' It is ,·,ptally a mistake when Lange 
ref,•r., the ,·xprt•ssion chiclly to Christians, all(! sp,·eially lo .Jewish (')u·islians, 
"in whom tlw likeness of Go,l, that is, the actuality nm! visiuilityof lhl' imagl', 
l,as rwppcarul." 
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lrnt is used been.use 7r'TJ~;,; is genericn.lly considered. - J,c TJJ'> 
aim}; 07rij<,] cimj, the hollow, Heb. xi. 38, Ex. xxxiii. 22, 
Obad. ver. 3, is here the hole from which the water of the 
fountain streams forth. ~ 'Tr'TJ~I~ refers to mn.n ; ~ 07r1J, to the 
mouth. The chief accent is on auTij<,, which points back to 
EiC TOU avTOU ,noµarn<,, \"Cl'. 10. -,Bpvetv] an &7r. AE"y., 
properly to sprout forth, then to overflow, is here used 
transitively, to ccmsc to flow forth. - TO ,YAVICV and TO 7rL1lpov 
indicate, indeed, the two different kinds of water, yet linguis
tically To iJSwp is not to be supplied ; the former refers to 
eul\.o,ye'i,v, and the latter to ,caTapacr0ai. ·with this verse 
James says only that happens not in nature, which occurs 
in the case of man, out of whose month proceed blessing 
and cursing. The following verse first expresses the im
possibility. 

Ver. 12. This verse shows, by examples taken from nature, 
that from one principle opposite things cannot be produced, 
but that any cause can only bring forth that which cor
responds to its nature. Semler incorrectly paraphrnses the 
first question : µ~ ovvaTa£ crv,cij eXa,a<, 7rOLijO"at : an fieri 
potest, ut ficus, cujus est dulcis natura, producat amaras oleas; 
for that he1"<~ the contrast of sweet and bitter (which only the 
last clause of the verse resumes) is not designed to be 
expressed, is evident from what immediately follows : f/ 
aµ,7reAo<, crufla, where J arncs would otherwise have mentioned 
the olive instead of the vine. The idea is rather that nothing 
can bring forth that which is not corresponding to its nature.1 
Consequently the opinion of de W ette, that here thistles 
(according to Matt. vii. 16), or something similar, instead of 
ap,7reAo<, would be more appropriate, is incorrect. - To the 
question follows as its conclusion the negative clause: oihe 
aXv,cov ,yXv/Cil 7rotijcrat iJowp, which is so construed as if the 
former sentence, not only in meaning, but also in form, was a 
negative one ; oihe c~: Ol/0€) and the omission of ovvaTat are 
thus to be explained.2 

- a"A.v,cov is the subject, and ,yXv,ciJ 

1 Comp. Arrian, Epikl. ii. 20 : .,,.;; yap ""'"""' ;;,,,..,,.,;.,; fL" ;,,,,..,,.,;.,,.;; ,m,,uPa, 
a,._,._, fA.~i"Z;, ;; iJ...tila. -rUA,11 µh lAa~~Zs '-'"-"-' a,f,1,7.'SA.1,r,i'i; ; Uµi1;ca;11011, a.d,ti110,,..-o, j 

comp. also Plut. de lranq. an. p. 472 E. 
~ Buttmann (p. 315 [E.T. 367]), followiug Laclnnann, prarf. p. xliv., assumes 

a corruption of the passage. 
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vowp the object; ';,Oll}/1'al is used in the same signification ns 
before; thus: J~11· 1·an bitta bi'ing forth snwt 1rnta. The 
opposite ideas ci;>wKov and "fAUKV arc emphatically placed 
ueside each other. ,James hereby indicntes, that if from one 
mouth the bitter (namely, the Ka-rapa) antl also the sweet 
(narncly, the Er./1'.o"f!a) proceed, this is not only morally 
reprehensible, to which Yer. 10 points, but is something 
,impossible; accordingly, the person who cmses mnn, who is 
made after the image of God, cannot also ble,-s (praise) God, 
and that thus if the mouth yet express both, the Ev"A.0~1E'iv can 
only be mere seeming and hypocrisy (Lange).1 

Ver. 13. "rith this Yerse apparently begins a new section, 
which, however, stands in close connection with the warning 
in ver. l, whilst the true wisdom is here contrasted \\·ith the 
false wisdom of which the readers boasted, and by which they 
considered themselves qualified to teach. Also here in the 
words : TI<; uoq,oc; KaL €7TWT17µwv €V vµ'iv, the chief point is 
ngain placed at the beginning. These words arc usually 
understood as a direct question (Tischenuorf and ,Viner, 
p. 1 [i Z [E. T. 211]); on the other hand, Lachmann has only 
placed a comma after vµ'iv, which is approved by Al. l1ntirna11n 
(p. 217 [E. T. 2;; 2)) ; an inrasio stmctumc then here takes 
place; whilst "the llirect intcrrogatirn form, owing to the 
constructi•m ,rhich follows, passell 11:1.tmally over into the 
meaning of the kindred relative clause." Certainly in the 
X. T. the direct question is frequently used instead of the 
indirect, indeed instead of the relative pronoun ; also in the 
usual meaning " the disruption of the clauses, as well as the 
nsyndctic transition to Sn~cf-rw without any suhject," is 
surpnsmg. Hut, on tlw other hawl, the diseomse liy the 
direct question evitlcntly gaius in linlincs,-, :t!-' it i;s, rnore-

1 Gunkel incorrectly thinks that wr. l :.! 011ly ,lis..J.,,,, tl1l' n1111atnral11rss ot 
tlI<• co11tl11ct <lruoum·r,l in n·r. 10, for p.C,, .,;,,.,,.,,,. 1•1'i,le11tly ,·xpn·ss.·s i1,11iu,,sil,i[ily. 
lt is also to be obs"r\'t'1l, that in the last .-Jans.· of wr. 12 a>-ox,, (vor.p) is ,·on
si,lercd as tlw fon11tain whii-lt ,·a1111ot 1,riug forth ,·'·""" ;;,.,.,, arnl ,,e,·onlingly 
]'"ints to the bittl'l· ,lispositio11, fr,ll11 which only tl,at whi,·!1 is hitter (namely, 
1!11, l,itt,·r Y.aC'apv.), lint 11ot that whi,·h is sw,·,·t (11a111ely, t!u, ,;;_,,.;,.), can pro
tt·,·,I. Lange corn•ctly ol•sl'rw.,, "that the 11111ltiplyi11g t1f ,·xamples has th,· 
dl'i-ct of illustrati11g the g .. 11 .. ral ap11lil'atin11 .,f tlw law ol' life h"r" bi,! down;" 
l,nt Ill' str:rng,·lr SIIJ']"'"'' tl,at '' th,· i11,lil'i,!11al ,·xanq,J..s h:ll'e a s~·mholil':tl 
1w·a11i11~; ., tlw fig~trl'(' 1 tl1,· :,ymlJOl uf ,1 iu\u1i,.,u-; H:1lur.d lirl'; the uli\·._• . ..:, thu 
symLols of spiritu~l lift•, et~ 
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over, peculiar to the diction of J amcs ; sec, however, Ecclus. 
vi. 3-!, to which Sclrncekenburger appeals in support of the 
incorrect opinion that n._ is here the indefinite pronoun. 
- ua<po" Ka~ enwT17µwv] The same combination of these two 
words is found in Deut. i. 13, iv. 6, LXX., as the translation 
of the Hebrew ji:J?) Cl~~; comp. also Hos. xiv. ~- If James 
here considered these two synonymous ideas as different, 
uo</Jo'- is to be referred to the general, and E71"1U'T~µwv to the 
particular. "\Yiesinger refers the former to the intelligence, 
and the latter to the practical insight into the conect 
jmlgment of any given case; others differently. - That 
whosoever is actually wise is to show it by action, is the 
chief thought of the following sentence. The construction of 
Octga.Tw with eK and the object following on it, reminds us 
of chap. ii. 18 : Ocigw eK TWV iinwv µou Thv 7r{uuv, but the 
relation is not entirely the same. In that passage 7r{un" is the 
invisible, which is to manifest itself as the visible by ep"/a; bnt 
here both ,;, Ka>-..~ avauTpo<p17 and Tit iiP'Ya avToii are visible; 
the former is the general, the latter is the particular, which as 
individual special manifestations proceed from it. The verb 
OEiKvuµi means here, as there, not to proi-c or demonstrate, but 
to show. The acldition ev 7rpa(T17n-which is to be connected 
neither with Tit rp"/a aVTDU nor with T1}" KaA-ij._ avauTpD<p1]'-, 

forming one idea, but belongs to ocigaTw, more exactly 
defined by EK T-ij._ ... avTou-has the principal accent, as 
7rpatiT1/'- ua<JJta._, i.e. the meekness springing from wisdom, and 
therefore peculiar to it ( opposite of oP"/1), is the necessary 
condition under which the showing forth of works out of a 
good conversation alone is possible. The mode in which the 
individual ideas of the sentence arc united together is certainly 
somewhat surprising, but it is explainable from the fact that 
James placed together all the points which occurred to him as 
briefly as possible. James might have put Tryv uo</Jiav avTau 

as the object belonging to ocigaTw; but instead of this he puts 
Tit eprya avTDU, in conformity with the importance which 
works have to him, in which as faith (ii. 10) so also wisdom 
manifests itself. He then makes the idea uo<JJ1'a to follow in 
the adverbial addition ev 7rpatn1u uo</Jfr:s. The sentence 
might also be divided by a point after civauTpaef,~,; then the 
first clause would mean: let kiin show it out of a good con-
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'W'sation ; and the second clause might either be taken as an 
addition dependent Oil O€igaTw (so Xcan<lcr: "works per
l'ormcd in meekness suitable to wisdom "), or a vcrh woultl 
have to be supplied. HoweYer, the detachment of the second 
clause llccides against this construction. wi;- uorpou is not, 
with Schncckcllburger, Theilc, "\Viesinger, to be supplied to 
avTov, as the reference to wisdom is contained. in the 
additional clause; but also avTov must not be referred to 
uorpoi;- (his works, that is, of the wise man), but it refers to 
the subject contained in O€tgaTw (thus Lange and Ilriickncr). 
The whole idea. wpaDT71i;- uorp{ai;- is neither to be resolved 
into wpa€ta uorp{a (Beza, Grotius, Baumgarten, Semler, 
Gebser, Hottinger, Sclmcckenburger), nor into wpaUTTJ<;' uoqnj 

(Laurentius), but to be explained: "the meekness which 
is proper to wisdom, mal proceeds from it " (Wiesingcr), or 
"in which uo<f;{ a evidences itself" (Lange ).1 "\Y ith the 
emphasis Oil wpaf;n7,;- James passes Oil to /3paou, €l, op,1jv 

(chap. i. 2\.l), of which ,rhat follows is a further explication. 
Ver. 14. As meekness belongs to ,Yisdom, so he who hrs 

in his heart l;iP,,oi, m,cpoi, and ipt0€ia boasts of wistlorn 
without any right. As this was the case with his reader,:, 
,Tames now 11irectly rnl1hcsses them : €i 0€ ... iix€T€] To 
l;ij'll.o,, zcal, - ,Yhich is here, as frcc1ucntly, used in a bad 
sense, - is added the adjccti rn r.t,cpoi;- for the :-ake of' 
strcngtheuing it, perhaps with reference to YV. 11 and 1 :2 
(Grotins, l'ott, Gcbscr). - Jp10€i'a] has in the K. T. the 
meaning controversial spirit, or, more definitely, part 1,a11,kip; 
comp. Horn. ii. 8; 2 Cor. xii. 2 0 ( sec :;,\foyer on both pnssages); 
Gal. v. 20; l'hil. i. 17, ii. ::I; in 2 Cor. xii. '.!O an1l Gal. v. 20 
t1jXoi and 0vµ,ot arc united together as plurals. - iv T?i ,capo{'! 

vµ,wv] in contrast with the ~rni'd of his rcatlcrs, boasting of 
their wisdom. - In the apodo!:'is: µ,17 ,cam,cavxtia&e ,cal 

,Jr€vO€a0€ ,caTa TlJ, 1iA.1J0€ia,] neither the Jirst nor the second 
verb is to Le conn·rte1l into a participle; certainly KaTa in 
ihe first YCrh refers to KaT<t '1'11, ,i'}..110., and so far already 
crrntains the itlca of lying, Lnt ,Tn111es (lc,;igned prominently to 
lJri11g forward this, and therefore he a1k\s ,cat ,Jr€vO€Cr0e to 
1CaTa1rnuxi'i.u0€. On ,camKavxuCTth, comp. chap. ii. 1:; (sec 

1 l.uilwr i11an:11ratcly trnuslat,·s tlw !'"''"-~•·: ",rho show.; witl1 Lis goo,l COil• 

versntion his works in meekness aml wisdom." 
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Winer, p. 417 [E. T. 590, note 1]). In ,caTaKavxau0e the 
reference is to others, in ,[reuoeu0e to one's own conscience 
(Lange). In order to avoid the tautology in ,Jreuoeu0e and 
,caTa T. alvT}0elac;, Wiesinger understands by a"ll.110e{a "truth 
in an objective Christian sense-the Christian truth, by the 
possession of which they fancied themselves uorpot." 1 But, 
on the contrary, it is to be considered that that which, 
logically considered, appears as mere tautology, receives 
another import, when not only the understanding but also 
the disposition is recognised as a factor of the construction : 
so it is here ; compare, moreover, Isocrates, de pace, p. 16 5 : 
Ota,[reuoeu0at Tfj<; a"11.110e{ac;. 

Ver. 15. The character of the uorpla from which bitter 
zeal and partisanship proceed. - ou,c ECTTtv avT1J ~ uorp{a] 
avT17 is not to be separated from ~ uo<pla, but forms along 
with it the subject. Luther incorrectly translates: "for this 
is not the wisdom," etc. Dy avT1J ~ uo<p{a is meant that 
wisdom by which man has l;ijll.ov 'TT'tKpov in his heart, or that 
from which it springs; the predicate to it is : 011,c ECTTtv 
avw0ev /CaT€pxoµ,€V1J. - OUIC €CTT£V J emphatically precedes, and 
the participle takes the !)lace of an adjective (de Wettc, 
Wiesinger, Winer, p. 313 [E. T. 439]). Gebser, Pott, Schneck
enburger incorrectly explain €G'Ttv /CaTepxoµ€V1J = /CaT€pxeTat. 
On the idea avw0ev KaT€PX· comp. chap. i. 1 7. - As an 
nngodly wisdom it is characterized by three adjectives which 
form a climax: hrtryeto<;, ,JrvxtK~, Oatµovtwo17c;. - bdryetoc;] 
expresses the sharpest contrast to avw0ev ,caTepxoµ,frq, that 
wisdom being designated as such which belongs not to heaven, 
but to earth. That it is sinful (" taking root in a whole life 
of sin," Kern, Wiesinger) is not yet expressed. James calls 
it ,Jrvxt,c~] inasmuch as it belongs not to the 7rvevµ,a, but, in 
contrast to it, to the earthly life of the soul ; see Meyer on -
1 Cor. ii. 14, and author's explanation of Jude 19. These 
two first ideas are abstractly not of an ethical character, but 
they become so by being considered in contrast to the heavenly 
and the spiritual. It is otherwise with the third idea: oa,
µ,ovtwo17c;. This word ( a7T'. °JI.fry.) = devilish, betokens both the 
origin and the nature, and is to be taken not in a figura-

1 A,-cnnling to Lange, the theocratic truth is to be nnclerstood which tho 
Jewish zealots professecl to protect. 
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tin:>, but in its literai sense; comp. ver. G, chap. fr. 7; incor
rectly, Hottinger: irnpnro genio rnagis qnam homine digna. -
The explanation of Homcjns contains arbitrary statements : 
tcnn10, quia :n-aritiae dedita est, quae operibus terrenis 
inhiat; animali"s, qnia ad nnimi lnbidines accommodatur; 
1l11n,wniaca, qnod nmbitioni et superbine servit, quae propria 
diaboli vitia snnt; and equally so that of Lange, who fin<ls here 
e:haracterized " J udnistic and Ebionite zenlotism," and refers 
f7rt"f. to " the chiliastic claims to the dominion of the earth." 1 

Yer. 1 G. Henson of the judgrnent expressed in YCI'. 1.:i. 
"\Yith the introductory words: 07rov ,ydp t11Xo~· ,cat ipi0E(a, 

,Tames points back to ver. 14; with the following words: EKEZ 

K.T.A., he names the fruit of t17)..o, and ipt0da; these are 
tiKaTa,na,;-{a and Trav t/JavAOV r.pa,yp.a; a.KaTaUTa<n'a] i;; 
U!Jl'U:ll', disorder; comp. I)rov. xxvi. 2 S ; G'Top.a UU"TE"fOV r.ouii 

a.Kama-Tau/a,. An uproarious disorderly natnre proceeds not 
from God : OU ~,ctp EG'TtV ciKaTaG'TaG'ta, 0 0Eo,, llAt,.' Eip1JV1],, 

1 Cor. xiv. 33. - To this special idea, which is particular!_,· 
brought forward on account of the condition of those t" 
whom Ja mes writes, tl1e general illen: lTCJ'!J cril dad, is addccl, 
in order to lay stress on the fact that zeal and partisanship 
bring along with them the corruption of the whole moral 
life. Of a "·isdom ,rhich effect:; this, it 11111st naturally hol1l 
gonrl what is said of it in wr. 15. - The supposition of Kern 
(J'ii11. Zt"itsclu·. 18:15, II. 5!:l), to which de Wette assents, that 
the here presupposed controversies between ,Jewish and Gentile 
Christian:; are alluded to, is properly rejected by Briickner. 

Yer. 17. The character of the true wisdom, whid1 (in 
contrast to \'Cl'. 1 G) is designated as 11 c'i,,w0w uo<p[a] 

rnmp. with this expres~ion, Pro,·. ii. G ; "\Yi,::tl. nf Sol. Yii. 
'.Fi, ~ G ; Philo, de pmf11!f. p. 571 : uocp(a c'ivcJJ0w op./3p1701liaa 

· ,;7r' oupavov; de "il0/1I. 1,111f.: ovpttVW', uoipia. ~ r.pwTOII /J,fll 

,i~1v11 EG'Ttv] Hy r.pCr,u;, p.ev thi;; characteristic is tli,-;tingni,;hc1l 
from t.he rest, which are intrnduced by fr.£tTa, h1•can~e it 
hrlongs to its nature, "designates its ·i11tn-i111/ 11uality" (Kern). 
It is ,i~1v1J] 1·.c. ,ca0apa Ka£ cipvr.apo,, µ178wu, TWIJ uap,w,wv 

,:1,TExoµev17 (Oeeurnenins); thus free frc,rn all irnpmity. 
I.auge l':q•lains ct"/111/ by ,-11;1s,,.;·11tol; ineoncctly aeconliug to 

1 \\"itl11)1:t :'~1:,· ja-;tilil'atiun, !-;d1w~\:-;l1·r ll111l." her,· a11 :ill11-,i1111 :o tl1•~ wi-;dom cif 
the Gnoslics. 
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N. T. usage ; even in the classics, the reference to the gods 
sufliciently often steps into the lmckgrouml. - In the series 
of characteristics following after E7rHTa, which describe uo<f,{a 

accordin~ to its manifestations (Kern), the first three are n:uned 
which indicate the contrasts to rijxoi;- and ipt0e{a: eip17vtK1J] 

peaceful (comp. eip17vo1rotoi;-, Matt. v. 9): J1r,wc17i;-] fair, mild; 
see Oil 1 Tim. iii. 3 (not= yielding): 1:v1re,011i;-] a1r. -X.e~,. 

( opposite a1ret017i;-, Tit. iii. 5) : easy to persuade, that is, 
pliant, not contending in party-strife. - Then follows µc7T1', 

l'/1..io•J<;' Kai, Kap1rwv a'Ya0wv] by which it is described as rich 
in active love : JXEovi;- is particularly mentioned, because 
compassion is the most direct proof of love ; comp. chap. 
i. 2 7, ii. 13 ; Kap1rwv cha0wv forms the contrast to 1rav 

<f,avX.ov 7rparyµa. - The series closes with two words-united 
by similarity of sound-aOtaKptTO'i', dvv7roKptToi;-, which ex
press the contrast to everything of an uncertain and hypo
critical nature. ciou.tKptTOi;-] is differently explained according 
to the different meanings of the root l!taKplvcu0at ; Luther 
renders it impartial; Lorinus, Hornejus, Grotius (" sine 
partitione, nempe iniqua "), Baumgarten, Estius, Schulthess, 
Hottinger, Kem, Schneckenburger, Lange (" not separatistic, 
not sectarian"), and others understand it in the same sense ; 
Beza explains it by " q1rne non discernit homines ; " similarly 
Gebser nnchvidcd, that is, those who have the true wisrlom 
do not separate from each other ; the explanation of Pott : 
pacijicus, agrees with this; the V ulgate, Oil the other hand, 
renders it non fuclicans; and Semler: nee temcre judicans 
de aliis Clnistianis, qni suo more vivnnt. It is best to st::ut 
from the meaning of l!ta1Cp{v1:u0at as it occurs in the N. T., 
to doubt, nncl accordingly, with de ,v ette and ,viesinger, to 
take ao1,aKpiToi; = expers omnis cujuscunque aml1iguitatis et 
dubitationis (similarly "\Vetstein = non duplex).1 

dvvr.oKptToi;-] 

is wihypocritical, upright; see Ilom. xii. !) ; 2 Cor. Yi. G. -
These two characteristics are also added with special reference 
to the state ol' things among the readers. On al!uiKptToi;-, see 

1 The same signification is also aclopte<l by N can<ler, when he says, havin;; 
man in view: "James rc'luircs inner unity of soul, assurc<l conviction, so that 
the soul be not driven to an<l fro by extraneous considerations, aml hy con
flicting doubts. James' meaning is hardly to be described in one wol'll. The 
uotion of impartiality or simplicity is most in accordance with it." 
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chap. i. G-8, ii. 4; Oil ,;vvr.oKpt-ro-., chap. i. 22, 2G, ii. 1. -
All the characteristics are attributed to trne wistlom from the 
effects "·hich it produces among those who are 1mrtakcrs of 
it ; since it mal:es them pure, peaceable, etc. ; the virtues of 
which it is the source belong to it. 

Ver. 18. As in ver. 1 G the fruit of tijXo-., and thus of false 
,risdom on which it is founded, is named, so in this verse is the 
fruit of true wisclom, which is elp1]VtK1J. - Kap7ror, 0/KQlOCTIJl!1)', 
. . . u7re{pe-rat is a pregnant expression for: tltc seal, ·l!'h ich 
:11idds the fruit of righteousness, is sown (\Veisinger, Bouman, 
Lange). 01Katouvv1J] is not justification (Gcbser, Sclmecken
burger), but righteousness or ~tprightncss. The genitive is that 
of apposition, and announces wherein the Kap7roc; consists. 
This Kap7roc; OtKatouvv7J, forms the antithesis to axa-rau-raa-{a 

Ka£ -:.av cpav"J\.ov 7rpa7µa, vcr. 1 G. OtKatOCTVV'T} is by various 
expositors incorrectly referred to the future life. - ur.dpi:-rai] 
is to be retained in its literal meaning, from which there is no 
reason to depart, when the pregnant form of the expression 
is kept in view. Dri.ickner converts the idea without justifi
cation into that of dispersing, ?°.c. of profuse spending ; Pott 
falsely explains ur.e{pe-rat by oe, ur.eipeu0at. The sower is 
not to be considered as God (Briiekner), for from the whole 
context the discourse is not concerning the conduct of God, 
lmt of the Christian. The addition Iv elp11vv is not to be 
combined with Kap7roc; 0£Ka£OCTVV1], (Rauch) or "·ith OtKatOCTIJV'T}, 
(Kern: righteousness before God, which manifests itself in 
11eace with Goel) as one idea, l.Jut it belongs to the verb, and 
announces the condition by ,vhich only the seed sown yields 
the fruits of righteousness ; it is in antithesis to N">..o, Ka~ 
ipi0ela, vcr. 1 G. - De "r ettc incorrectly takes Iv elp11vr, = el-. 
eip1iv1Jv, in hope of peace. - -ro'i, r.01ovuiv eip11111J1,] ( = eip71-
vor.oto£c;, l\fatt. v. 0) is either the Dat irus ad ionis (\Viesinger, 
cle \V ctte, formerly in this commentary; Lange uncertainly) 
mmouncing who arc the sowers, or lJatirns commodi (Bri.ickner, 
Bouman) announcing for "·hose use the Kapr.o, OtK. is sown ; in 
the latter case the r.owvv-re, eip11v1711 are likewise to be consiclered 
as sowers (lle \Y cite consiclers it pos;.;iblc that the Dativus 
co1;u,wd-i may hy its importance have supplanted v7ro -rwv 
K.-r."J\..). The latter explanation is more corresponding to the 
cunt1,;xl, as it is already indicatcu in iv eip,ivr, ur.e{pe-rat tlw.t 
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the sowing can only ue by such as are in possession of 
uoif;ta Et,p7Jvuc~, and it was particularly brought forward that 
the righteousness springing from the seed is only imparted to 
those who make peace. Accordingly, the meaning of the 
sententious expression is : that the seed of righteousness sown 
in peace yields righteousness only to the peaceable. This 
explanation agrees in essentials with that of "'\Viesinger and 
Bouman, also of Lange, who, however, blends with it some
thing foreign to it, and thinks on the future harvest of 
righteousness. Deviating from this, de W ette renders it : 
"The fruit (conduct, moral action) of righteousness is in hope 
of peace, as the seed of the heavenly harvest sown by them 
who practise peace." Bruckner: "The fruit (the produce) of 
righteousness is in peace dispersed (namely, by God) for them 
,vho practise peace." Kern: "That which springs up for the 
peaceable as the fruit of their sowing, that is, of their peace
ful conduct, is righteousness before God, ,vhich manifests 
itself in peace with Goel" 



172 TIJE EPISTLE OF J,DIES, 

CHAPTER IY. 

Yr,:. 1. Defore /J.U'/.P.', . .,,.,:J,y is to be repeated, after A B C ~. etc. 
(L1ch111. Tisch.). - Yer. 2. After ;.ai -:.oi.S/L!i.,-,, o~;. e%s.,., is to lie 
n•nd, according to almw;t all testim1111ies (A. D G K, etc.) ; only 
n few min. insert os (the rending of Ree.) ; se\·eral other,; (C ~. 
Ptc.) reacl w.i o~;. ;'%"=; recommended by Griesbach, guaranteetl 
liy Heiche ; the insertion of the particle is explained from 
endeavouring more closely to connect the fo1lowing with what 
goes before. - Ver. 4. Instea<l of tlw Ree. ,r.1,01%oi xr1./ 1.1,o,%u.i.f o,;, 
after G K, etc., A 11, sc\·eml ns. Bede have only /J.01%ai.io,; 
( Lnchrn. Tisch.); ~. pr. read only 1.1,01%a.i.io,;, Lut curreetell 
/L'''%'J w.,· 1.1,011/..ai.. Thcile, Lange, l\riickucr (also Heicl1e) cor
rectly rnnsider the simple feminine as the original rending; 
otherwi,;p de "\\'ette, J:ouman, and others. -Tisch. 7 remark,;: 
loco ide11tidcm consi,lerato non possum qnin tcneam ctiamuum 
lectioncm jam in erl. anni 18-! l a me defcnsnm; sec 011 thi,; 
the expusitiou. ~ has a n~-:-<,~ after ;.r,<J,r.1,0~, :unl insteatl of 
tl1c gcnitirn -:-o:i 0,,,~ the dative ':';; 0,:;;, - Yer. :i. ( >11 the 
po in tin~ of tl1is vcrsr, sec expositio'n. -· Instrad or the lice. 
w-:-~;.r,ir;,, after U K, all min. vs;,. Theophylnct, OL'Ct1111c11i11~. 
Bede (Tisch.), Lacl1111. has, after A ]~~,etc., adopted ,:u..,-1;w;,,. -
Ver. 7 . .:-\. U ~. very many min. etc., haYe, after ci,.,-ir..,-r,,;-,, tlw 
p:utic]P oi (Lachm\ whic·h is waHling in G K, 111a11y llli11. etc. 
(l:r:c. Tisch.); probably the oi was omitted tt) gin! to tlw 
sc11teuce an imlcpe11rlt-11t form; so also La11gc; llu11111.111 11thl,r
wise: oi fnlcieudae 11ratio11is ca11ssa incnlcatnm e~t. - Y1'r. 10. 
The article ,G~ is to be omitl1•1l lJCforc Y.,f;G,, acconli11~ to tlie 
testimouv of a\. BK~. cte. - Yer. 11. Instead of ;.ui ;,,,;,,,,,, ].',-,·, 
after G i~ (Reiche, D1111rna11), etc., is, with Lnd1111. arnl Ti~ch., to 
lie read r, ;.r,h:,;v, acconli11g to the testimo11y of s\. ]l, ,;en·ral rni11. 
Yss. etc. - Vet. 1:!. After A I: ~. 111am· rnin., almost all y~;;., 

the wonls ;.ai ~pi.,-r,; are, with ( ;ricsli. (acl1m. Tisch. etc., to lie 
add(~tl to i, 10,:i.Gtli-:-r,;; they arc want i11g in tlw l:ff. (after G K, 
dr.); so abo, a('cording to the kstin1uny ,,f almost all autlw
ritie~, the particle i;i is tu be n1ldcd after ir~. - Instea,l of tl11• 
Ji,r. ;;; "-P"";, alfrr UK, etc. (Do11rna11l, i, Y.f''"'' is, with Laclrn1. 
and Tisd1., to l,u n•ad, after All~. ,;1•ver:1l rni11.: al,;o l'L'<'Olll· 

llll'lltlcu by Uric.,bach; and instead uf the J:,.,·, -:-,,, ;·.,.,fG', likewise 
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with the same editors, -:-~v d.r,11fov is to be read, after A n ~, etc. 
- Ver. 13. The Elz. ed. reads <Ir,/.1.ipov il uCp,ov (thus in B ~, 
Lachm.); lmt A U K, very many min. etc., have the reading 
adopted by Tisch. : rrf,1.1.. w.l u~p,ov, "·hich must Le considered 
genuine, as .;; appears to be a correction for the sake of simplifi
cation. - The Ree. ( ell. S teph.) has the conjunctives ,;.op.v<Iw-
11,i Oa, ,;.o,f,rrwtuv, E/L<::op,va~;_,1,,0a, ?.,po~rfw/1,H, after G K, several min. 
etc. In A the two first verbs are in the conjunctive; in~ only 
the first verb, the others in the indicati\'e; B, very many min. 
Vulg. and other vss. have only the indicative; so Laclun. and 
Tisch. The conjunctive appears to be a correction. - i'vu, 
following iv,uur6v, is omitted by Lachm.; the omission is, how
ever, too slightly attested by 13 ~, Vulg. etc., aml, besides, is 
easily explained as the statement of time here expressed by eva 
appeared unsuitable.•- Ver. 14. Before -:-ij; uCp,ov Tisch. reads, 
after G K ~, the article r6 (Ree.); Lachm., after A, -:-i; Dutt
mann, after B, has omitted the article; he has also omitted the 
words 1up and ~ after ,.o,a, according to his statement after 13 
(which Tisch. has uot remarked), so that his reading is: oi';m; 

o~?. i;.iarurrOi -:-71; uCp,ov ,.o,u ~w~ 0p,wv ; sec exposition. - After 
ilr11,,; Lachm., according to A, Vulg., has omitted the particle 
1up; it is, however, probably genuine, and only removed from 
the text as interrupting the sense. - Instead of the Ree. irr-:-iv 
(after G, etc.), which is defended by Reiche and Ilouman, Lachm, 
and Tisch. have rightly adopted im ; attested by A ll K, very 
rnauy min. ; the change into fo-:-iv is easily explainecl. In ~ the 
words il-:-11.i; 1 up lrr-:-e are entirely a wanting. - The Ree. 1,.e,rn oi 
is a correction of the more difticult s,;re,-:-a ?.a,, attested l>y A H 
K ~, etc. ; G has ;,.".a iH ?.ui. - Ver. 15. Iluttmann reads Oii.r, 
instead of 0:'>-.r,rrr,, against the testimony of all authorities.___:_ 
The imlicative ~f,rro,iw ... "o,f,rrotuv (Laclnn. Tisch., after A B ~, 
etc.) is to be preferred to the Ree. ~~rr~i/w ... ,;.01f,rrwtuv (after GK, 
etc.), not only according to authorities, hnt on account of the 
thought ('Vicsingcr, Lange). In some mss. and vss. ~f,G:.J/Lfv . .. 
"'''~rro;uv is found; this reading is incorrectly dcfcmlecl by 
Fritzschc (Lcipz. Lit,. Z., and ,viner and Engelharclt's ncncs 7.:rit. 
Jon-rn. V. 18~6), Theile, Reiche, Bouman, and others ; Winer, 
p. 256 [E. T. 357], prefers to read both times the conjunc
tive; see exposition. - Ver. rn. Instead of ?.av;,::aaJ,, ~ alone 
has i::u-:-uv.wzarru,. - Instead of the form a.,.u~ov.,u,; (B** K, 
Lachrn. Tisch. 2, Buttm.), Tisch. 7 has adopted the form 
ili.u~ov,w; (A D* G). 

Ver. 1. The section beginning with this verse is in close 
connection with what goes before, pointing to the internal 
reason of the disorders in the congregations referred to. The 
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smlc1cn transition is to be ousc1Tecl from the sentiment directly 
uefore rxpressed, that righteousness prospers only in peace, to 
the impressiYe question: 7ro0w 'TT'o"'Aeµot IC.T."'A..] an answer to 
which follO\rs in a second que~tion " appealing to the con
science of the readers" (Wiesinger). - r.o"'A.eµot ... µaxat] 
synonymous terms, only to be distinguished by the first 
denoti11g the general condition, and lJy the second the si11gle 
phenome11a (\Viesinger, Lange, Bouman : 'TT'o"'Aeµor; = Yehe
mentior dimicatio, µaX'YJ = minus apcrta concertatio); correctly 
Laurentius : non loquitnr apostolus de bellis et cae<libus, secl 
de mutuis dissidiis, litibus, jnrgiis et contentionibus. Several 
expositors, as Pott, Schulthess, Schneckenburger, arbitrarily 
limit these 7ro"'A.eµot to contentions between teachers; according 
to de \V ette and vViesinger, contentions concerning mcmn 
and tumn are to be understood ; but in what follows the 
nbjcct is not stated, bnt tlw cause of the contentions and dis
sensions among the readcrs.1 

- The repetition of 7ro0€V is 
explained from the liveliness of the emotion with which James 
speaks. - iv vµiv] among you. -The demonstrative ou1C 
ivTev0€V emphatically points to "·hat follows ; Bouman : 
gro.phica rei significatae est informatio, qua primum inte11to 
tanquam digito monstrantnr, deincle diserte nominantur ai 
,joovat ; l\Iichaelis incorrectly assumes this as a separate ques
tion= ou,c €IC Tou 1Co<rµou rovrou, John xviii. 36. By €IC rcov 
,joovwv vµwv the internal reason of these dissensions is dis
closed. 1joovai is here 1y metonymy = ir.18uµ1at; they arc 
lusts directed to earthly riches; 11ot "a life of sensual indulg
ence as realized lusts" (Lange). - rwv ,npauuoµev,,w iv Toir; 

µtA,e<rtv vµwv] The lusts have their scat-as it were their 
encampment (\Vicsinger)-in the members (sec on chap. 
iii. 2) ; 2 they, however, do not rest there, but according to 
their nature wage war (<rTpauvovrat). Estius (with whom 
Bouman agrees) incorrectly explains it: cupi<litates, tanquam 
rnilitec:, membris vestris, ut armis utuntnr ad opera peccati, hy 
,rhich iv is falsely understood. Calovius, Baumgarten, and 

1 Accortling to Lange, James has in view all the hostile ,lisscnsions of the 
.Tcwi,lt people (l'harisec·s, Sa,hluccc•s, I·:sscncs, Alcxamlrians, Samaritans) anti of 
the J cwish Christians (N azarcncs, l:bionitcs, etc.). 

' lncr,rrtctly Laurcntius : l'er 111c111bm hie intvlli;;e non tnntmn cxtcrna 
mc·lllhra, sc·,l et intcmos animi allcctus. ~till ll!Ol'<' ,tran;;,·ly Lange explains.,..._ 
,,_,;_,, c, "tl,e mc•rnl,1·rs of indil·i,lnals and the members or the people." 
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de Wette, after 1 ret. ii. 11 and Rom. vn. 2 3, supply ,caTa 

T17<; ,[,-vx11,; or Tou voo,; ; but if James had meant the iight of 
the lusts against the soul or the reason, he would have more 
plainly expressed it. Gebser, Schneckenburger, Lange, and 
others (Bruckner comprehends both) understand it of the 
strife of the desires against each other ; but this is evidently 
a foreign thought. According to Wiesinger, " the strife arises 
and is carried on because the hri0vµE'iv has as its opponent an 
OIJ/C €XEW ... oil ouvau0ai f.7T'£TVXE£V, against which it contends." 
But it is better to refer the uTpaTEUEu0ai to everything which 
hinders the gratification of the desires. As in what follows 
em0vµEtT€ refers to al 17oovat, and q>OVEIJ€T€ ,ca~ S'1]A.OUT€ to 
the idea uTpaTEUEu0ai, James appears chiefly to have intended 
the opposing strivings of others against which the ~oovat con
tend. From this intemal war arose the 'TT'OA-Eµoi tca! µctxai.1 

Ver. 2 describes in a lively manner the origin of these 
external strifes. The stages are em0vµEiTE ... if,ovEuETE ,cat 
S'1]AOU'T€ ..• µax€u0€ /Cat 7T'OA€µ€t'T€ ; the second succeeds the 
first because it is without result, and the third the second for 
the same reason. - em0vµEi'TE] here in a bad sense referring 
to TWV 17oovwv, ver. 1. It is evident that the object to be 
thought on is worldly possessions ; James does not mention 
the object, because he only required to express "the covetous 
impulse" (de \Vette). It is unsatisfactory to think only on 
the desires of individuals. James rather describes the conduct 
of the churches to whom he writes; these, discontented with 
their low position in the world, longed after earthly power to 
which, as the church of God, they thought they had a claim. 
This striving made them consider persecution as a reproach ; on 
the contrary, James exhorts them to count it as a joy ( chap. i. 2). 
This also produced among them that respect of persons toward 
the rich of the world for which James blames them. This was 
also the source of internal division ; the affluent in the church 
despising the poor instead of imparting to them of their 
wealth, and only striving after an increase of their riches ; 
whilst the poor grudged the rich their possessions, and accused 
them of being the children of the world. Thus in these 
churches occurred the same strife which prevailed among the 

1 Co1np. Plato, Pliaedr. xv.: xai ?1"-P -:roAft"tJV~ xrz~ t1rr,;,t1F.1; xrzl ~rl,x,a,; otlOS" a'.AAc1 
"'"P'X" ;; ,,., flwv.a. 1<a.l a/,,.,,;,,.,. i.,,,~"I'-'"''; consult also Cicero, clejin. bon, i. 13. 
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.T cws, ::mcl was the source of factions among them. - Tiy ,cal, 

ov,c EX€'T€] the ust•lcssncss of hrt0vµ€iv is expressed, and also 
the 111otive to <f,ov€u€1v ,ea), t11t..ovv is assigned ; it is unneces
sary here, with Gebser, Hottinger, de "\Y ette, to explain fX€tv 
=to receive ; it rather means: to hare, to possess. The mean
ing is: from the desire follows not the possession, namely, of 
what is desired. - <pov€V€'T€ ,cal, t11>..ou-r€] As here the external 
artion is not yet described, but the internal <lisposition, 
cpov€U€W cannot here be taken in its literal meaning, as "\Yincr 
(p. 417 [E. T. 589]), Lange, Bouman think. :l\Inny expositors, 
as Carpzov, Pott, l\Iorns, Augusti, Gcbser, Schneckenburger, 
and others explain it adverbially: "even to murder and kill
ing ; " but the position of the words contradicts this explana
tion; if the idea t11Xov-r€ was to be strengthened by cpov€vE-re, 

it must be placed first. Other expositors, as Erasmus, Calviu, 
Bez:i, l)iscator, Hornejns, Laurentius, Benson, Schulthess, 
Hottinger, and others, solve the difliculty by the conjectural 
rending cp0ovei'T€; but this rending has not the slightest support 
in authorities. :Nothing remains, as "\Yiesingcr correctly 
remarks, than to explain <f,ov€VEtV here, with Estius, Calovius, 
also de "\Y cttc (who, however, wavers), ncconling to l ,John 
iii. 15, of intemal hntred,1 an<l " to justify this word by the 
boldness of the expression prcrniling in this passage ; comp. 
'1,0AEµoi Kat µ1txa1, u-rpaT€li€U0at, µoixot (more correctly 
µoixat..tO€,)," \Vicsingcr. It is true that then an anti-climax 
wonl<l seem to occnr; lmt this is only in appearance, as in poi11t 
of fact s11Xovv (hostile zeal already really to break ont in wor,l 
an,1 action) 1n-esnpposes internal qiov€11ew.~ - Ka1- ou Cvl'au8e 

E7iLTVX€'iv] namely, that for which yon hale an<l c11Yy. \\"hat 
follO\rs on this arc r.o"A.eµoi, therefore James closes with 
µctxfu0€ ,ea, r.o"A.€µ€i-rc, in which likewise the answer to the 
<1uestion r,o0w r.oXfµoi, 7ro0€V µitxai is cont1inc<l (Wiesinger). 
·"\\'ith ov,c EX€'TE, whid1 lloe,; not stand i11 th(• same relati1111 
to µr,x€u0E K.'T.A. as ,ea), OU ovv. f7ilTVX€LI' docs to <f,01•. IC. 

1 !-,:.tier in 1ii.-i ex110.,iti,111 n-rn:nl(:-;: 1 ',la11u':-; llH•;llJ:-i hatr,·tl, l,ut l1t! ~peaks of 

killi11_~ :1wl 1nurderi11g, 11,11ndy, in a ~1,iritual ~4'11!-ot', i11 c1nl1•r to d1.:~ig11atc i,atrc,l 
a~ au attac·k on 011e's Jlf•i~lil1n11r;" Iii..; tr:rn~latiou : "ye .~m.ik" (inst1.:ad of 
Luilicr\ : '' ye hate''), is not, howc,·cr, justilicu Ly this. 

":n''.' "~l'\""1t~m of '.J,-c-:1111,·11i11~ is 1,,-,-~diar, 1,nt _,,,,t t_o 1,,, }nstifi:<l: ~:'.''':' 
t;r,(!, -.ar,; ':"'7';11 lrLU':'"Wll ...J.,r;:(r,'rl U~OJC':"'1111'1./)'':"'a, ':"a,; ',O}._u.r,pa1r ';'fZI/TU.li l~i:CllfT,G'IG'IJ Cl u,; 

a:~; • --:-,,i; -:-7;~ 1i.t1i;~:1:o a~,~:, ~i).lf'Oi. 
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l;17A.,1 ,fames resumes the foregoing Ol//C €X€TE and OU ouvarr0e 
E7rLTvxeiv, iu order to assign the reason of this " not having," 
etc. ; the reason ~s Ota TO µ1', alTei.rrBai vµos, thus the want 
of prayer? That prayer for earthly things is heard, is not 
an opinion peculiar to James, but a divine promise; in which 
ouly this is to be observed, that the prayer must be no 
,ca,cwr; alTei.u0ai ; see the following verse. 

Ver. :3. James apparently again resumes the last expres
sion, whilst he now grants alTetTE to his readers; but as he 
designates this their asking as JCaKwr; aiTeirr0ai, he does not 
consider it as an actual prayer, so that the foregoing declara
tion is nevertheless true. It is therefore inaccurate to resolve 
aiTe'iTe into " or even if you ask." 3

- On the interchange of 
middle and active forms, see Winer, p. 2 2 !) [E. T. 3 21 ]. The 
midtlle form naturally suggested itself in ver. 2, prayer for 
others heing not the point nuder consideration; but in the 
next clause, as James wished to lay stress on the active side
of prayer in antithesis to Xaµ/3avHv-he used the active form. 
"Egotistical praying for oneself" (Lange) is incorrectly under
stood by the middle. - ,cai ou ;>..aµ/3aveTe] emphasizes the 
uselessness of their asking, the reason of which is assigned by 
the following : OlOT£ ,ca,cwr; aiTe'irr0e. ,ca,cwr; finds its explana
tion in the followiug ,va; your prayer is therefore evil, 
because it has no other object than Oa7raviJ.v iv Tair; 11oova'ir;. 
Incorrectly Gebser: "for your prayer must implore only for 
trne heavenly blessings." The discourse is here rathe1· of the 
temporal condition; this, James observes, continues with you 
a poor and depressed one, because ye ask for a better one 
only in order to be able to indulge your lusts. - oar.aviJ.v J to 

1 Accordingly, not a comma is to be pnt after ..-,J.,,u,,rs, bnt a full stop ; thns 
Tischendorf anJ. Lachmann. Stier inconectly explains it : "it thus remains at 
the close as at the beginning, Ye have not." 

~ In this passage the exposition of Lange reaches almost the climax of arbi
trariness. lie here assumes a fourfohl grndation-(1) tlesiring; (2) murdering 
and envying; (3) fighting an,l warring ; ( 4) asking antl not receiving; aml 
corresponding to thcsc-(1) not having; (2) not receiving; (3) a.n incrcasctl not 
havi11g; (4) an incrcaseJ not receiving. The first stage ,lenotcs Jn,lai,m full 
of chiliastic worltlly-mimlcJncss up to the time of the X. T. ; the scconJ, the 
attitnclc of the Jews toward the Christians ; the thin!, the J cwish war ; aml 
the fourth, Jutlaism after the tlcstruction of Jerusalem. 

3 Semler very strangely paraphrases it: scio, quosJam vcl puhlicis prccilms 
(et exsecrationibus, iii. 9) cam in rem parccrc, mala omnia prcc:iri iruperntori et 
magistratui Romano. 

~h;nrn. -J,UlES. .r.1 
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upci1l1, spend ()fork v. 2G); here, in a bad sense, to s:111mula, 
to larish. Snidns: 11.aµ,.pwr; si1v ,cal, ur.a0(w; the ulJject to 
the transitive verb is " that for which yon pra~·." i!v Ta,r; 
i,oova'ir; uµwv] not 16th, but in your lusts. ·-wnhl incorrectly 
explains oar.al'cJv iv= sumtum ponere in aliqua re, i.l'. ,10ivat 
Ta 'XP'Jf-1,aTa EV TWL; this meaning combine,; oa-r.a,,(iv with 
ek The sense is not "for the gratification of yum lusts" 
(Baumgarten), but go1:crnecl by yonr lusts. 

Ver. 4. µoixa11.{oer;] The Ree. µotxol. ,ca! µ,oixaAtbE', has 
not only the most important authorities against it, but i:'l also 
easily explained, because the term "·as taken in its literal 
sense, which is expressly clone by Augusti, Jachmann, and 
Winer. The context, however, proves that the literal meaning 
is not here to be retained. If the idea is used in a fi:;uratii·c 
sense, according to the vie"· which prevails in Ps. lxxiii. 27 
(Isa. lvii. 3 ff.; .Ezek. xxiii. 2 7), Hos. ii. 2, 4, and uther passages 
of the 0. T. (comp. also :Matt. xii. 39, xvi. -! ; ns also 2 Cor. 
xi. 2; Rev. ii. :.!2), and as the context ret1uire:=:, then every 
reason for a disti11ction of sex ceases. Theilc, Lan~e, Driic.:knc1· 
lmve therefore concctly declared for the reading µ01xa).ioer;. 
Theile's opinion : 11011 minus recto singuli lwminc.:,; scorta 
dicnntnr, quam totum genus atqne uniYersa ali,p1a ~cns 
scortum, is so far inappropriate, as the expression µ01xa).{oer; 
used" of individuals in the church of God is certainly ~iugular" 
(Wieseler); it is here to be referred not to indiYitluab, but 
to the chui·clu:.s to whom J allles ,rrites (not '' the J cwish 
factions into "·hich Judaislll was sumlerell," Lange); so also 
Brtickner. Thc;;P, according to the conduct cle;;cribed by 
James, had 'fallen away frorn Goll, and therefore ,Jame;;, full 
of moral indi:,!uation, addreS:'('S them with t h.-,c t·crLainly 
severe words. - ou,c ol'oa,e, oTL] points the rc·:1Llers to their 
OW!l conduct. - 1/ <ptALa ,OU /C~uµov] ny KoO'µo, cxpo,;itors 
understand either ,rurhlly goods (Pott, Gel,,, ·r, Hottinger, 
S<:lmcc.:kcnLurgcr, TheilL', '\\'ic;;ingcr) or worldly desires 
(Di(lynms, Lanrt.:utiu.-;), or l11Jth or thc,;e togctht:r (tle '\Yettc, 
Stier); aud hy 11 <ptAta ,ou ,couµov, the inclination of the heart 
lliYertcd towanl ,rur!Llly thi11gs. Hut it is 111ore correct to 
takl: K<1uµo;; in the smne ;;c11-L' as in chap. i. 2i (see explana
tion of tl1at passage), aml t 1i ·,rn,ler~tall(l 11 cp111.ia .ou ,couµov 
of rl:Ciprncal friendship; yl:t "o that acti\'C cmHluct t,mard 
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the world here predominates. The Christian who aims at 
worldly glory conforms himself ( contrary to the admonition 
in Rom. xii. 2) to the world, attaching himself to its pursuits, 
and is thus inclined to it with his heart, his endeavour at 
the same time being to be esteemed and not despised by the 
world. The explanation of Piscator: arnicitia cum impiis, is 
in essentials correct. The term cp,Xta (&1r. Xery. in N. T.) does 
not suit the usual explanation.1 

- ilx0pa Toii 0eoii] expresses 
as cfnX{a Tov ,c6uµov a reciprocal relation ; yet here also the 
active reference predominates, on account of which most 
expositors explain it directly by ex0pa el<; 0e6v (Rom. viii. 7), 
although Pott gives also the explanation: ad ejusmodi agendi 
rationem nos abripit, quae Dea di~plicet, nosque privat amore 
divino. Lachmann, following the translation of the Vulgate: 
inimica, has adopted the reading ex0pa, by which, however, 
the peculiar force which consists in the opposition of the two 
substantives is removed.- From the judgment here expressed 
concerning the cpiXla Tov ,c6uµov, James infers the sentiment 
that follows: ovv, therefore. - &<; itv ovv {3ovXTJ0f, JC.T.X.] By 
the usual explanation of cpiX{a T. ,c6uµov, and of the corre
sponding cptXo<; Tov ,c6uµov, f3ovXTJ0fJ is at all events discon
certing. Whilst some expositors urge that by it designed nnd 
conscious intention is designated (Baurngarten),and others oppose 
it to the actual deed,2 and find the idea expressed that even 
tlw simple inclination to the love of the world (de vVette: 
" whosoever has perchance willed to love the world ") effects 
iix0pa Tou 0eoii,3 Schneckenburger, on the contrary, says: 
verbi {3ovXTJ0fJ cave premas vim. With each of these expl:ma
tions the expression retains something strange, which also 
is not removed by distinguishing, with Lange, the "formal" 
and the "material intention," and understanding /3ovXTJ0f, 
only of the latter. But it is different as soon as ,c6uµo<; is 

1 According to Lange, the friendship with the world consisted "in the chiliastic 
desire of the enjoyment of a worlcl1y glory which was only coloured with hier
archical piety." 

~ Law·entius states this opposition in th~ most definite terms: non si tantum 
est inirnicns Dei, qui est ipso opere amicus mundi, setl etiam ille, r1ui cum non 
possit, vnlt tamcn ... et sic voluntate implct, quod ipso opcre non potest. 

3 Similarly also "\Viesinger: "James brings under the same juclgment n0t 

only the deci,lcd and expressed love to the wol"ld, but even the inclination to 
step into such a relation to the world." 
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C1JllSillerccl nol as an ag,;rcgalt! <,f thi11g, 1,ut of pcrsf)ns, since 
then cptX{a, as abon! remarked, consists in u reciprocity. The 
meaning is: "\Yhosoenr, although n. Christian, giviug himself 
11p to the pursuits of the worlJ, ,rill liYe in friendship with it, 
and thus will be not despised lmt esteemed and loved lJy it, 
has directcll to it his 111ish ({3ouX710f,) 1-hc (thereby) 18 ,.,m
stit1,tcd an enemy of Goel; ix0poc; TOU 0eou] is likewise nsed 
in the sense of reciprocal relation, although here the passiYe 
meaning predominates. - ,ca0luTaTat] has here the same 
meaning as in chap. iii. G (so also Lange); it is generally 
rendered incorrectly= iun ; inaccurately by Theile = fit, 
sistitur; by Sclmeckenburger = stands there as; by Bouman = 
constituitur divino in judicio. 

Yv. 5, G. The views of expositor.s differ widely in the 
interpretation of these verses. At first sight the words 
following Af-''/H appear to be a quotation from the 0. T. 
which James has in Yiew. That of the older and some of 
the more recent expositors assume tlii,; to be the case, allhou~h 
they differ from each other, some combiniug r.poc; <f,001,ov 
directly with Xi-yH, Lut others includiug it in the 1p10latiun 
Against this explanation, however, i,; the circumstm1ce that 
tlie word,; supposed to he here <pwtcd nowhere occur 
in the 0. T. Such a passage has aceonlingly l,een c:ought 
for, where n similar thought is cxprcsseLl, lmt alinost cnry 
expositor has fixed upon a different passage. ~fany cxpo<;itor.;; 
seek to remove the difl:iculty by snppo$ing that ,James \loe,; 
not here quote any single definite pa~-a~l', lJ11t only a 
sentiment contained in tlw 0. T. g1!nerally, or in ~enral 
of its expressions. Opposetl to thi,,; illea, l10wen•r, is, first; the 
nncertainty whether ,fame;; will confirrn l,y it tl1e statement 
('Ontn.ined in what precedes or in what follows; and i'l'Condly, 
the formula of cpwtation pointing tn a definite passage, par
ticularly as Xi~ttt is nut= XaXei'. ]:ut, 111"n'unr. the clau;;e 
µe[l;ova 01: Uowuw x<1p1v i;; ngainst the ,ie,1· liere ill(licnted, 
~ince these wonls cannot lie reckon1•1l a-: part 111' the <p10tatio11, 
because James 011ly aftenrnnl,; 1pwtes tlil' U. T. passage frnrn 
which they are derived; hut, also, tlll.'y c;rnn"t be considere1l 

1 lu 1·:--:,,;1•ntial...; E:-.tius ,·orr1•,·th· :•dY:,;.: T,·niJ,i}i..; Y:d,l,· :--ent1•11tin atln·r:,,,11s 1·11.,; 

,pii :--uas :wtit1IH:S d ~tudi:1 cuu;r,u,;\lll~ :1il ;.;r.1tia111 l1~11u:111am. Jloc tui1n \"l'l'C 

est cssc :imicmri hnjus scculi. 
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as a statement of James not belonging to the quotation, 
uecause oi closely connects ihem to what directly precedes. 

RE'.IL\TIK.-The various 0. T. passages which ha\'c been con
jectured are as follows :-Gen. iv. 7 (Rauch); Gen. vi. 3, 5 
(Grotius); Gen. viii. 21 (Bew, Ernest Schmid); ~um. xi. 2U 
( Witsius); Ps. xxxvii. 1 aud lxxiii. 3 (Lange); Ps. cxix. 20 ff 
(Clericus); Prov. xxi. 10 (Michaelis); Song of Solomon viii. G 
(Coccejus); from the .Apocrypha Wistlom of Solomon vi. 12 
("'etstcin), and others. Benson supposes that James has in 
view the N. T. passage, l\Iatt. vi. 24; Stiiudlin, that he Las in 
view that passage and also Gal. v. 17 ; Storr, the latter passage 
only ; and Bengel, 1 Pet. ii. l ff. Semler thinks that the passage 
is here cited from the "Testimony of the Twelve Patriarchs;" 
and Gabler, that the words arc borrowed from a lost prophetical 
1.Jook. In recent times, Engelhardt (Remarks on Jas. iv. 5, G, in 
the Ztsclu-. f d. L11th. Throl., by Delitzsch and Gucricke, 18G9, 
Part II.) has expressed the opinion that Isa. lxiii. 8-11, l'~. 
cxxxii. 12, 13, and Hos. i. 2, 15, form the groundwork of these 
words of ,Tames. \Volf, Heinsius, and Zachariae refer the 
words to the thoughts contained in what follows; Theile, de 
\Vette, Ilriickncr ( also first edition of this commentary), to the 
thoughts contained in what precedes-that the friendship of 
the world is enmity with God. 

If the words 7rp6~ <f>0ovov E1il'1T'00e'i K.T.A.. do not form the 
quotation belonging to ,7 rypa<f>~ "71.iryei, it is to be assumed that 
James here already had in view the scripture adduced after 
ot'o }..iryei in ver. 6, but that he did not yet state it, uecause 
the sentiment expressed in those words obtruded itself 
upon him in confirmation of ou Kevw~ (Wiesinger). r.po~ 
<f>0ovov cannot, as Gobser and others suppose, be nnited with 
71.eryet ; for if one takes it to be equinlent to de invidia or 
contra invidia, there is this against it, that in what goes uefor~ 
there is no mention of envy; or if it is taken adverbially, t\en 
it appears as an appendage dragging after ou Kww~, which 
would be added the more unsuitably, because, as de \V ette 
correctly remarks, it cannot be perceived what meaning can 
be attached to the assurance that the scripture does not 
speak enviously. Most expositors rightly refer it io E"Trt7ro0E'i, 
which, without the addition, would be too bare; it is added 
to this idea as an adverbial and more exact statement= in an 
cnvimis, fcalous 1nannc1·, for the sake of strengthening it. It 
is linguistically incorrect to explain -;,p'o, cp0ovov er.ir.o0c'iv = 
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Jm0vµeiv tcaTa cp0ovov, Gal. v. 1 7 (thus Luther: "the spirit 
lnsteth against envy ;" Dengel, Stier; also Lange: "the spirit 
longeth over against and in opposition to envy''), since 7rpr,r;, 
although it mn.y be usecl in a hostile rcln.tion (Luke xxiii. 12; 
Acts vi. 1), yet does not in t·tsclf express a hostile reference. 
The explann.tion of many ancient ancl some recent expositors 
(Bede, Calvin, Beza, Grotius, Hottinger, Gabler, Bouman, and 
others), taking 7rpor; <f,0ovov = acl invicliain, is also unsuitable ; 
for, on the one hand, E7T't7ro0e'iv is not= proclivem esse, and, 
on the other hand, it is contradicted by the connection in 
which there is not the slightest allusion to cnm;. '.Vith the 
correct explanation of 7rpo<; cp0ovov, TO 7T'l1EVµa & tcaT<j,tc'T}UEV 
(,caTptctuev) ev vµ'iv is either subjective, "the Spirit of God," 
or objective, " the spirit of man." In the first case im7T'o0ei 
has no object. De "\Vettc, Briickner (so also Sclmcckenburger 
an<l some of the other expositors) supply 11µar; as the object. 
Engelhardt, on the contrary, will supply no object, thinking 
"the supposed translation of the verb ~~P is conclusive against 
an object;" but ~~P requires an object no less tha11 Jr.mo0e'iv, 
as it is, as well as the other, a relati.-c (not an absolute) Yer b. 
ny this interpretation iv vµ'iv is to be umlerstood of Chrislians, 
in whom the Holy Spirit (according to Engelhardt: "_by the 
coYenant of lmptism ") has taken up His abode. In the second 
ca:;e, the subject is not expresscll. '.Yiesinger :mpplics 
ci 0eo,. There is no <lifliculty in this complctio11, the le;;s 
s(I as the preceding 11 rypa<p17, which, in connection with XEryei, 
is personified (comp. Gal. iii. 8, 7rpo,oovua 11 rypa<f,11), puints to 
God, with whom it is, as it "·ere, identified. Thi,; second 
explanation would deserve the preference before tlw fast, as 
it is uot apparent why ,Tames here, instead of simply God, 
should name the Holy Spirit, whom he has not elsewhere 
mentioned in his whulc Epistle, and because the specification 
of an object belonging to E7T'tr.o0e'i, which is essentially 
required fur the thought, can scarcely be wanting. Certainly, 
in this secoml interpretation, i) KaT~OKTJUEV i!v 11µ,'i,v added to 
7r11euµ,a is di111cult, not su much on account of the formation 
nf the expression, as lJecause this aclclition appears to Le a 
\'l'I',\" unimportant remnrk. Uul it is otherwise with the 
J'l':1diu~ ,car~oKtuev, as then the rdatiYe dause marts "the 
right of propriety as the ground of explanation of emious 
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love" (Wiesinger). According to this view, the passage is to 
be explained: Or thin!.; yon that the scriptnrc says in vain 
-(rather Goel) enviously desires the spirit which He has made 
to du:cll in us, but He gives the greater grace-wherefore it says, 
etc. - It is yet to be remarked that ooK€'iv has the same 
meaning as in chap. i. 2 6 ; K€vwr;, that is, without contents, 
corresponding to the truth; comp. K€vo'i )l.07oi, Eph. v. G 
(Plato, Lach. 196b). The adverbial import of 7rpor; 'f,0ovov is 
justified by the usage of the Greek language ; see Pape's 
Wortcru.: the word 7rpor;; Winer, p. 378 [E. T. 529]; 
Buttmann, p. 292 f. [E. T. 340]. The verb €7rt7ro0e'iv is also 
elsewhere in the N. T. construed with the accusative. The 
idea that God cherishes an " envious and loving longing" 
(Wiesinger) after the spirit of man, corresponds to the circle 
of ideas in the 0. T., from which also the preceding µotxaX{o1:~ 
is to be explained. 

REi\lAitK.-The principal objections of EngclharLlt-that the 
two members of the 5th and Gth Yerses arc not in congruity, 
and that the scripture achluccd in ver. 6 does not prove the 
thought expressed in ver. 4-aro solved by the observation that 
the friendship of the world, in which mau opposes himself to 
the will of God, is pride, and that those to whom God gives 
grace arc none other than the humble, who disllain to be the 
arrogant friemls of the world. It is erroneous when Engelhardt 
denies that an emphasis rests on ou imw;, so that the grammatical 
construction forbids to make the idea ,;;-po; y;u!,iov x.,.A. intervene 
as a contrast to imw; ; the asyndeton form is, besides, wholly 
suitable to James' mode of expression; moreover, Engelhardt 
on his part finds himself constrained to supply a transitionary 
thought before µ,ef~ova oi o/owr;1v. That James does uot q_uote 
the st;ripture intended by him directly after the first "'f,", but 
defers it because he wished to emphasize that it "'as not vain 
and empty, may well surprise us, but it is to be explained from 
the liveliness peculiar to James. Moreover, in Uom. xi. 2-4, 
although not in the same, yet in a simibr manner, the passage 
quoted is separated from the form of quotation: ,; Ai1 s, 0 yparpfi, 
and in such a manner that the formula itself is taken up again 
by an ci."'"'"', referring to the intervening remark, before the 
intended passage. ·when Engelhardt thinks that the words in 
consideration are to be recognised as the quotation, because 
they arc words which clo not elsewhere occur in James, apart 
from this being anything hut conclusive, it is, on the contrary, 
to be observed that ~v,~/J.a understood of the human spirit 
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already occurs in chap. ii. 2G, and that the words -::pi,; ~ui,o, 
;;.,-::-oiJ1111 do not occur in the passages of the 0. T. which James, 
according to Engelhardt's opinion, had in view. 

Yer. G. The ,rnrds µdl;ova OE oiowaw X,<tpw nrc explainccl 
from the fact that J nmes already had in his view the pas~age 
of the 0. T., afterwards quoted, from which these word;; are 
taken. The subject is the same as in the former sentence. 
The comparatiYe does not express the comparison "·ith 
the bles,;ings which the world gives (Bede: majorcm gra
tiam dat quam amicitia muncli; thus also Tirinus, Geh;;er, 
Jlott, Winer, Schneckenburger, Kern), or after which those: 
invidi atque arrogantes, quos reprehendit, Jn.s. Y. 2--! 
(Bouman), longed for; also it does not indicate "the greater 
measure of the comforting nnd satisfying ~pirit as related to 
the longing Spirit" (Lange : "hut he gives grace greater than 
the longing"), hut "µE{l;ova suggests a comparison with n. 
cnse in which there is 110 -r.poc; <f,0ovov i-r.mo0." (Wiesinger, so 
also de "\Vette); incorrectly Bengel: eo majorem, quo lun~ins 
recesseris ah inYidin. - Oto]= thCi'iforc, u,:causc it 1°:3 8/J (de 
W ettc ). 11 "/pa</>rf is to he supplied to AE'"fEL. Kern in
correctly takes AE"/et impersonally: ,it 'is said. The passage is 
Pro\'. iii. ~~4, and is verbally quoted according to the LXX., 
except tlrnt l1crc, as nlso in 1 Pet. Y. 5, o fhoc; is put in~tead 
of 1<vptoc;. The u-rrEp11,j,avot are those ,rho, whilst they in 
f'trivi11g after high things (Ta ut17Aa ,j,povouVTf<;, Rom. xii. lG) 
will be the friends of the ,rorhl, arc not ready to bear tlw 
reproach of Christ. That thc.,e arc ix0po't TOU 0Eou, the 
scripture confirms by civnT<tCTCTETat. - Opposed to these are 
the Ta-rrftvo{, that is, thl' lo1d!J, those who To'ic; Ta-r.E111o'i, 

uuvar.a1oµEVOt, Rom. xii. I G, seek not the fricrnlsl1il' ot' the 
world but lrnmlJh· l1c:11· the cross of Christ. That these arc 
<f,iAo/ TOU 0rnu •• the :-;cripture i:011fim1;, by oiowcnv xcipiv.1 

Comp Ecelus. iii. 19, 20. 

1 The ,lilliculty of tlu· passa_~l'. lia-; iwl11cl·1l ~Ol!H' PXJH1~ilor:-; t,) l1:tYt1 l'C'<'OUl'SP to 
a:1,itran· 1·111ewlatio11s; thus Eraslll\lS a11<l c;rotius ,•x['laiu tlil' \\'11l'lls from ;,; 
;;.i;,-u to "',-,:,Uf"' as a gloss fro1n I Pet. ,·. :;. Jiotti11gt·r (with who1n J:ekhe agn•t•s\, 

on the contrary, is inclined to erase the words from p,,;~"" to J.,y,i, aml to 
insert n ;;; lidween , and t:J1,;. Also Liil'kc, accorJi11g to Gcuser, consi,!Pn•,I 
tl111:-w wonls a kind of glo-.;s nwl error lil,rarii to T. j•pa.{,1 ;,.ii''' awl ,t.;; ~a:-:-. ;;;;_. 
vcr. G, n111! that the context i9 to lie thus < nn,trnr·,l: -:rp,; <;Po,,. . .. i, op,,, ; 
Q.,,1u;,n O'-:-, X!~~; YI 'Y(· ).f;,!,: 0 a,,;, ~T".f71fd.•:;; x.o.A. 
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Ver. 7. From the sentiment expressed in the preceding, 
,fames infers (ovv) several exhortations expressive of the duty 
of humility. - {rrroTa,Y'T}TE ovv Tep 0eip] The exhortation is 
addressed to the {11rep17<f,avoi: because God avnTauueTat them, 
they arc to v7roTauuew to God. In Sclmeckenburger's 
explanation : plena obedientia vos Deo committite, nt sitis 
ooii">..oi 0eov, obedientia is incorrectly emphasized. Calvin's 
is better: subjectio ista, quam commendat, hwnil-itatis est; 
neque enim generaliter hortatur, ut pareamus Deo, sed requirit 
submissioncm.1- avTlUT1'JT€ 0€ Tc[, oia/3o"ll.<p] This exhortation 
is closely joined to the preceding; submission to God means 
resistance to the devil. This requirement was so much 
the more appropriate, as the readers ,rished to be the 
friends of the /COG'f.J,O',, whose apxwv is the devil. - ,ca~ 

cpeugeTat a<f,' vµ,wv] comp. Hermas, I. 2, nwnd. 12 (ed. 
Hefele, p. 380): ovvaTat o Ota/3oAO', r.a"ll.aiuai, Karnr.a"ll.aiuat 

OE OU ouvaTat. eav ouv avTLUT'[I', auTrjJ, VLIC1'J0ft', cpeugemt ar.o 

uoii KaTnuxvµ,µ,Evo,. Calvin: Quamvis continnos insultus 
repetat, semper tamen exclusus discedit. - ,ea[ after the 
imperative commencing the apodosis ; so also in Matt. vii. 7 
and frequently. 1 Pet. v. 5-9 is to be compared with this 
passage, where upon the quotation of the same 0. T. passage 
follow exhortations to humility before God, and to resistance 
to the devil. 

Ver. 8. In contrast to the last exhortation and promise is 
the exhortation e,yry{uaTe T<f' 0e<j,, united in a similar manner 
with a promise. Whilst the devil is to be kept at a distance 
by resistance, we are to draw nigh to God. " e,y,yitew is not 
to be limited to prayer, but is to be understood generally of 
man's turning to God" (Wiesinger). Comp. on e,y,yisEtv, Isa. 
xxix. 13; Heh. vii. 19. - Kat e,y,yie'i vµ,iv] corresponding to 
the preceding cp€vgeTat acp' vµ,wv. Similar expressions in 
2 Chron. xv. 2; Isa. lvii. 15; Zech. i. 3. - But in order to 
draw nigh to God, conversion from the former nature is 
necessary ; therefore ,ca0ap{uaT€ xe'ipa<, ... aryv{uaTE ,capOLa<,. 

1 On account of its strangeness, we give here Semlcr's remarks on this passage: 
,facolms, Paulus, Petrus, Judas, uno quasi ore iu confirmant, opus cssc, nt 
Romanis et sic Deo se subjiciant (in which Lange finds 110 fault were it only sai<l: 
ut Deo et sic Tiomanis) ; and aftenrnrds : ''f ,u,f,oi,o/, qui per """"fl."' ipl,,ou rns 
suscitat a<lvcrsus magistratum Romanum; si1uilnr also, of course, La11gc. 
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The dcansing of the hands consists in withdrawing them 
from ('\·il and in employing them in good works; the sanctifica
tic,n (,!' the heart, in contending with impure desires, antl in 
tlw cultirntion of a holy disposition. The external and the 
internal must correspond; comp. Ps. xxiv. 4: u0wo, xepul 
Ka£ ,ca0apor; -rfj ,capo[q,. Pott erroneously supposes the first 
expression to be a symbolical designation of µe-ravota, antl 
lk11ics its reference to the externa vitae integritas (Carpzov). 
Tlie reason why James names the lumds is not only because 
they are the principal organa operandi, but also because that 
he, ,rith i'Y'YLtew -rrjJ 0erjJ, docs not think exclusively on 
prnycr ; sec 1 Tim. ii. 8. On a~;v!ua-re KapUar;, comp. 1 Pet. 
i. 2 2 ; 1 J olm iii. 3. - aµap-rr,i>..o't ... ottvxoi] This address, 
designating the present condition of the addressed, shows the 
necessity of µ1:-ravota; u.µapTw'Ao{, because instead of God, 
who chose them for His possession, they sc1Tc the lusts 
(11001,a'ir;, \'Cl'. 1) of the ,couµo,, corresponding to µoixa"J\.Loer;, 
nr. -1 ; U-yvxoi, because they ,rnuld at the same time be 
Christians. De "\Vette's explanation is too weak : ye m1dcciclcd 
(Let,rcen God and the world); Sclmeckenburger's remark: 
hie scnsu latiore sumen<lum c1uam, i. 8, is incorrect, for 
ow,cp/v€u0at there has its reason in the Christian giving his 
IH~:11t to the world instead of to God; see T,-st . .Ascr. III. 
l '· u '.l l: ol ompouwr.ot OU 0€(0 (LA.All Tat<; bn0uµtat<; avTWV 
c,ou°A.1:vovui. - Calvin correctly remarks: non lluo horniuum 
:..'.l'IH!l':t designat, scd cosdem Yocat peccatorcs et duplices 
~nimo.1 

Yer. !J. The µeTavow required in Yer. 8 llocs not take 
place without 

0

grief and rnourning for guilt. The conscious-
1wss of the latter is the road to the former ; therefore the 
s1111rn1011s now to this mourning: TaA.atr.wp17uaTe Ka~ r.ev-
0,jGaTe Ka~ KA.avuaTe. The repetition of ,ca{ is an expression 
(If e1notion; -ra;\.atr.wpeiv] in the N. T. iir.. A-€"/· (the ,llljective 
ill J:<im. vii. 24:; He,·. iii. 17; the substant.irn in chap. Y. 1; 
1:,,111. iii. 1 G), literally, Iv SI'.!;;.,. o:/,'i"il"l /l(mlships, as in 
).J ic,1h ii. -1, is here 11s1·d of tlw intemal colHlition: to fed 
,,, ,,/,,,1i_Ji!J, nrclclml, as the adjectiYc in ]:om. vii. '.l. 7. Estius, 

1 K .. rn: ,\s .James consi,J...rs man in n,f,·rcnrc to tho ili,ine grace as the 
'O ,·, i,·, ,·, !--rl, 011 tht othtr hand, hf.• tak(·~ i11tn :u:t·uunt tJi,. free s~lf-adi,·ity uf 111an 

,., 11,,.- ,·u1,.Jitiun 1,y 1·:hich a relati,,11 ,,f ::!,it~· of m:u, \\'illi (:o,l takes pb.~c. 
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Gagnejus, Grotius erroneously refer it to bodily castigations : 
aflligite vosmet ipsos jejuniis et aliis corporis U'JCA'T}parywrylat-; 

(Grotius) ; similarly Hottinger: sensnm miseriae claris incliciis 
proclitc; falsely also Beza: reprehendit avaX71JU'1av in ad
versis. - 7T'Ev01JU'aTE ,cal JCA.a?JU'aTE] the same combination in 
N eh. viii. 9 ; 2 Sam. xix. 1 ; and in the N. T. Mark xvi. 10 ; 
Luke vi. 2 5 ; Rev. xv iii. 15, 19 : imil and weep. Grotius 
incorrectly explains r.€v0,jU'aT€=lugubrem habitum induite, 
saccnm et cilicia ; there is not the slightest indication that 
James had in view the external signs of mourning in dress 
and the like. If the foregoing exhortations point to a 
change of the lusts and joy of worldly life into godly 
mourning (T1Jv ,ca-ra 0Eov Xu1r1Jv, 2 Cor. vii. 10), this is still 
more definitely expressed in what follows, by which James 
passes from the outward manifestation (rye.Aw, ... 7T'iv0o,) to 
the internal state (xapa ... ICUTl)cf,Eta). - ,ca-r17cf,Eta] a7r. A€,Y, 
(the adj., Wisd. of Sol. xvii. 4), literally, the casting down of 
the eyes, here indicates internal shame; in Plntarch, Them. 9, 
it is used synonymously with SuU'0uµ(a. Compare with this 
the picture of the publican in Luke xviii. 13. 

Ver. 10. Conclusion-carrying with it an 0. T. colouring 
-of the exhortation, in which what has hitherto been said 
is summed up. - -ra1rEivw01JTE ivw1rtov ,cupfou J -ra7T'Etvw017TE 

in reference to Ta7T'EtvoZ, JC.-r.X., ver. G.•- ,cupfou] i.e. 0EOu 
(comp. ver. 7), not XptU'Tou (Grotius). - ivwmov] not= v7T'o, 

1 Pet. v. 6 : Ta7r€lVW01]T€ i.nro T~V . . . XEtpa TDV Beau, 

but expresses that the self-abasement is to take place in 
consciousness of the presence of God, who gives grace only to 
the humble; comp. Ecclns. ii. 17: ot cf,o/3ouµEvDt ,cuptov ... 

€VW7rlOV av-rov Ta7T'€tVWU'DUU'l Ta<; ifruxas av-rwv. - ,cd V,YWU'€l 

vµii, J is to be referred both to the present concealed and to 
the future manifested glory of the humble Christian ( comp. 
chap. i. 9). The contrasted ideas -ra7T'Eivovv ancl vtouv often 
occur ; see in the 0. T. Job v. 11; Ezek. :xxi. 2 G ; in the 
N. T. i\fatt. :xxiii. U ; Luke xiv. 11; 1 Pet. v. 6, and other 
places. 

Ver. 11. ·without any indication of a connection with the 
preceding, James passes to a new exhortation, which, however, 
is so far closely attached to the preceding, inasmuch as 
humiliation before Goel canies with itself humility toward our 
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brethren. From the fact that this exhortation, although 
det:ideLlly earnest, lrns yet undeniably a mihler character than 
the former, and that James uses l1erc the a<ltlress ,,oe)..<f>oi, 
whereas before it was µoixa-x.tor,, aµapTCJJAoi, OL'fVXOt,1 it is 
to be inferred that ,Tames now addresses, at least primarily, 
those ,rho by the "·orldly ways of others felt i11Llucetl to 
do those things against which he liere exhorts them. -
µ~ Kam)..a"ll.eiT£ a"ll.)..17;\.wv] KaTaAaAe'iv only here and iu 
1 l'et. ii. 12, iii. 16 (the substantive in 2 Cor. xii. 30; the 
adjective in Rom. i. 30; 1 Pet. ii. 1), to spcal,; in n lwstil,: 
?11w1,nc1· against one; Luther," to slander:" uX)..17:>..wv] agm·11st 

each uthcr. I~stins, Semler, Pott, Gebser, Hottinger incorrectly 
restrict the exhortation to teachers.2 - o KaTaA.aAwv K.T.ll.. 

assigns the reason of the exho:tation. The two ideas icaTa

)..a)..wv ancl icp{vwv are indeed closely connectPd, but are not 
et1nivalent, since ica-raXaAriv presupposes icp{vnv; they are 
here indicated as distinct ideas by ij. - Dy the addition 
,iSrX,j,ou not only is the reprehensibleness of icamXaXeiv 

emphasized (Sclmeckcnbmger: jam hoe vocabulo, quantum 
peccatur icaTaAaAtai,, suhmonet ), hut also the reason is gi ,·en 
for the sentiment here expresseJ KaTaAaAei voµou. ny aVTOU 

added to TOV aoeX,j,ov this is brought out more strnn;,;ly, whilst 
also the brotherly union is more distinctly marked than li:i,· 

the simple doeX,j,ou; incorrectly Heugel: fmtema aequalitas 
laeditur ohtrectan<lo; sed rnayi.~ j udiean<lo. - KaTaXaXei voµov 

Kat ,cp{vn voµov] By voµo, the same law is l1erc meant as j II 

chap. i. 25, ii. !l, etc.: the law of Christian life, whil-lt 
according to its contents is none nthr:r than the law or low, 
to which a0£A,j,ou an<l TOV aOeA<f>ov a,hou already point. By 
reviling and condemning one's z,,·othu, the law of lore itself is 
reviled and comlcmnetl, whilst it is thereby dischimetl as not 
lawfully existing, and, as may be athlctl, ih tendency to sarn 
and not to destroy is comlcmnetl (Lange). The explanation of 
de ·w ette, that there is here a kind of play ol' wcmls, in which 
is contained only the idea of contl'111pt aml tli;;rcganl c,f the 

1 Lange inconl'ctly ol•s<'rns that tl11·n• is no r,-.1,011 lo s.·,· h,·n· a trnnsilinn 
frow one class to nnothl'r. But it i, not h.,n, 111aiulainl'1l thal .James has in 
vi,,w a sharply cxclusi1·c tlistinction of ditli.•n·nt dasscs of his rca<lcrs. 

~ \\"ic:--iH•'l'l' t"1J1Tl 1(·th· sa,·~ that we arc 1l 11 l b·rt· 111 tl1ink ur a coull':-,t lJetWl'l"ll 

,Tc"-ish :111,I (;entile l'hri~(ians: l.:111,~,- i11,·,,,r,-,-1ly a,svr:, that the pri11:;1ry 
reference here is to the internal ,lirisions of Ju,lai,m. 
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law, is unsatisfactory.1 Grotins, Daumgarteu, Holtingrr <p1ite 
erroneously understand by voµo, the Christian doctrine, and 
Jind therein expressed the sentiment, that whosoever imposes 
upon his neighbour arbitrary commandments designates the 
Christian doctrine as defective, and in so far sets himself up 
:is its jndge? - ·with the following words: El oe vaµov ,cp{vw~ 
K.T.A., the further consequence is added: but if than fmlgcst the 
fm1J, than art not ci doer of tltc law, bnt ci judge. - The particle 
0€ serYes to carry on the thought: OUK d 7r0£1]T~<; 11oµov, i.e. 
thou thereby departest from the attitude which becomes thee ; 
for the law is given to man that he might do it, but 
whosoever thinks he has right against the law, cannot be a 
do:ir of it, and consequently assumes a position which does 
not belong to him (WiPsinger), which position is, as the sequel 
says, aA.A.a ICPLT~<;. Baumgarten, Gebser, Neander, Wiesinger, 
Lange, and others supply the genitive voµov to ,cpi-rry,; 
mcorrectly, for (1) this would make this sentence and the one 
preceding it tautological; (2) it dilutes the idea ,cptT~, in its 
contrast to 7rot17T~, voµ.ov; and (3) the sequel which is added 
to this idea ,cpfr17,, adverts not to the judging of the law, but 
to the judging of the man. The meaning is: ·whosoever 
judges the law constitutes himself a judge, giving a law 
according to which he judges or pronounces sentence upon 
his neighbour. nut this is not the province of man. The 
following verse tells the reason why it is not so. 

Ver. 12. One is the lawgive1' and fud!JC, (namely) He wlto 
can rescue (save) mul destroy. The chief accent lies on d,, in 
opposition to men who presume to be judges. - o voµo0fr11, 
,cat "PLT~,] The idea voµo0fr11, is here introduced, because the 

1 The opinion of Stier is mistaken : ",vhoevcr improperly an,l officiously 
uotes an<l deals with the sins of other men, throws hlame therehy upon till' law 
of G0tl, as if it were not sufficient ; for he acts as if he supposetl it necessary to 
come to the help of the law." 

• Lange, in accor<lance with his view, supposes the reference to be to the 
Jewish ceremonial law, although he <loes not explain ,,µ,, as equivalent to 
doctrine. Also Bouman thinks that James has here in view the juilicia ,le 
alicna conscientia ; but James t.loes not imlicate that among his readers disputes 
took place de sabbati venemtione, de licito vel illicito cibornm usu, etc. 
Augustine here arbitrnrily assumes an attack upon the Gentile Gltri.,tia11s. Cor
rectly Laurentius: Is qui ,lctrahit proximo, detrnhit h·gi, qnia Jex prohibet 
omnem t.letraclionem, scd et jmlicat idem It-gem, <1uia hoe ipso 11110d contra 
prohiLitioncm legis detraLit, judicat 'luasi, lcgcm non recte prohibuissc. 
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judging belongs only to Him who has given the law, and is 
adduced against those who by judging their neighbour act as 
lawgivers, whereas their duty is to obey the given law. The 
explanation of l\Iorus is false : legislator et judex est una 
eademque persona; and Theile infers from this something 
entirely foreign : unus est legislator ... idem 11friusquc legis 
auctor : et severioris mosaicae et liberalioris christianae ... 
isque etiam judex ... et legitimus et idoneus, idque et 
utriusque legis et eorum qui alterutram sequuntur; of all 
which there is here no mention. - o ovvaµevo<; CTWCTat «al, 

a?To°XJc;ai] serves for a more precise statement of the subject ek 
(so also Bruckner, Lange, Bouman); it mentions who this One 
is, and in such a manner that it is also announced why He 
and He only can be voµo0fr11i; «a! "P'T~<;. Schneckenburger 
correctly observes: o ovvaµevoc; ... articulns appositionis sig
num, ad subjectum ft<; pertinentis grammatice; but incorrectly 
adds : ita autem ut, quoad sensum, melius in propriam 
resolvatur sententiam. Not only grammatically, but also ac
cording to the sense, o ovvaµwoi;, etc., is to Le most closely 
united to ft<;; therefore also Lnther's translation: "there is 
one Lawgiver who is able to save and to condemn," is 
incorrect.1 

- o ovvaµ€voi;] is not, with Sclmeckcnburger, to 
be resolved into <'f, eg€un, but is to be retained in its 
literal meaning. Bengel correctly remarks: nostrum non est 
jndicare; praesertim cum excqui non z1ossi1nus. - On c;wc;ai, 

see chap. ii. 14; on a?To°XJc;ai, particularly Matt. x. 28. - c;u 

Of T£<; €Z] expresses the insignificance of man, in contra:'L to 
o ovvaµevo<; K.T.A. (Sclmeckenburger), thus : "Thon ,rho hast 
no power to saye and to destroy;" comp. ::\fott. x. 28. -The 
same question in l!om. xiv. 4, ix. 20.2

- o «ptvwv] Sclmccken
bmgcr: "thon appos. ad pru11. c;u; <1ni artii:uli h::mc vim 

1 )lost .. :q,ositors in tl..- i11t,·r11rd:1(ion of thi;; passagi, ha\·e fail,·,! in prccisiou, 
hciug sati8fie,l with giving 011ly its gtneral me:inin,c;. 'l'lll·y ,1ppmr fur the most 
part to r<'~anl O OvtUµua; r...-:-./' .. as au attribute of O ..,,,_ud!-:-r,; (the }.,cc. ou1its xal 
~pnr.,); thns de "'l'lte tr:rnslatl's it: "One is th,· lawgin•r and jndge, who is 
able to san, nnJ to ,lr-stroy." 1\"icsi11g,·r 1-;iYes hrn• ,,11ly a Ji:n:1plnasc which is 
wanting in ,lrfinih•ness: ".J111l1-;ing us allll our lirdhren belongs to Ilim nlono 
(namdy, to Ilim who as hwgil'er is not nn,kr, 1,ut above the law), nn,l Ifo 
J>ro\·cs llis rxrlnsi\"c right l,y Ilis power to ,al"e an<l to <lestroy, with which 
11c confirms His jU<licial sentence." 

e Y,-t is tl1<· ,,.,; lu·n' to],,, n11,l,·rstuo,l in ,h-linit,, antith<'sis to :rnother, namely 
tu (;o,l, un which acco1111t :ibo ,i is a,hlc<l. It l",s thl·reforc a more indq,cnucnt 
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nescierunt, loco participii posuerunt ~~ ,cpivw:;."-Tov 71'A.1J<Tlov] 
without the personal pronoun, as in :Mark xii. 3 3 ; Rom. xiii. 
10, xv. 2. The Ree. Tov frepov perhaps arose from Hom. ii. 1. 

Ver. 13. The apostrophe commencing with this verse, and 
continued until chap. v. 6, has a character plainly distinguished 
from other portions of the Epistle-(!) by a,ye viiv repeated ; 
(2) those addressed are neither directly designated as aoe'A.cf,ol, 
as is elsewhere the case with James (with the single excep
tion of chap. iv. 1 ff.), nor are yet characterized as members of 
the Christian church; (3) only their forgetfulness of God is 
described, and their juclgment is announced without any call 
being added to desist from their practice and be con:verted ; 
so that this apostrophe contains not the slightest exhortation 
to repentance, as is the case with those addressed in ver. 8 as 
,',,µapTw'A.oi and oi,Jn.Jx,ot. All this is a sufficient proof that James 
has in view, as Oecumenius, Bede, Semler, Pott, Hottinger, and 
others have correctly remarked (differently Gebser, Schuecken
burger, de W ette, Wiesinger ; Theile considers that Jewish 
Christians and Jews are here addressed), not so much the 
members of the church, as rather the rich (oi 7r'A.ovcrtot, v. 1), 
of whom it is already said in chap. ii. 6, 7, that they oppress 
the Christians and blaspheme the name of Christ, and who 
are already, in chap. i. 10, opposed to "the brother of low 
degree." The severe language against them in an Epistle 
directed to Christians is sufficiently explained from the fact 
that, with many among them, as follows from ver. 1 ff., the 
same forgetfulness of God had gained ground. Also the first 
section (vv. 13-17) is of such a nature that the fault therein 
expressed affected many of the readers not less than the 
arrogant J ews.1 In this section, those addressed are at first 
characterized only according to their presumptuous security in 
their striving after earthly gain. - a,ye vuv] a,ye, occurring 
in the N. T. only here and in chap. v. 1, is a summons, 
which also, with classical writers, is joined with the plural 

meaning than in the passages aclllucecl. from tlie Epistle to the Romans. In this 
there is reason for the editors Lachmann, Tischendorf, and Buttmann here 
placing a comma after ,r, but not in those other passages. 

1 Lange agrees with this in essentials, a!Ilrming that this section was princi
pally addressed to the Jews; whereby he certainly proceeds from the erroneous 
supposition that the Epistle was directed to the Jews generally liy the hauds of 
the Jewish Christians. 
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(Winer, p. 4fiS [E. T. G·10]). - viiv] s,,1...-cs not only for 
strengthening ( de W ctte, ,viesinger), but likewise for connec
tion with what goes before. As in what follows there is no 
summons to do anything, some expositors suppose that a~/f. 

viiv is designed only to excite attention; Grotius: jam ego ad 
vos; so abo Pott, Theilc: age, audite vos. Others supply a 
thought; thus Schulthess: 7Twr; 7TOtf.'iTf., or µ,1', ,caXc':Jr; r.otf.£Tf., 
and the like. De vV ette thinks that the surnmons to lay 
aside the fault is indirectly contained in the reproof. Wicsinger 
suggests ver. 1 G as the material for the designed imperative 
clause. It is more correct to assume that James has already 
here in view the imperative clause in chap. v. 1,-,cXavuaTE 

€7T1, Tai<; TaXat1Twp{atr; vµ,wv IC.T.A.,-placed after ll"/f. viiv 

again resumed ; thus Gebser, Hottinger, Sclmeckenburger; 
similarly Lange, according to whom U"fE vuv "refers to the 
announcement of the ju<lgment, which comes out quite clear 
in chap. v. 1, but is here darkly and menacingly alluded to." 
- oi Xi7ovTf.r;] ye 1l'lw say. AE"fEW is to be retained in its 
usual signification; comp. chap. ii. 1-!. Theile, without reason, 
explains it: qui non solum cogitare solctis seJ. etia111 cliccrc 
aucletis. - u17µEpov Kat avptov] anno1rnces the precise duration 
of the intended journey-not 1d1cn it should commence, hut 
how long it should endure. ·with this explanation there is no 
difl\cnlty in ,ea{; otherwise .;; (as the itt"c. reads) must stallll. 
In ,ea{ there lies a greater confidence (Thcile), as acconling to 
it a definite plan is iixecl upon also for the morrow. ..\.cl'Ol'll
ing tu \Viesinger, different instances arc l1ere taken together, as 
in :2 Cor. xiii. 1 (so already Heugel: 111111s dicit huuie, idem 
aliusve eras, ut connnodum est); according to this, ,cai wuuhl 
ha Ye to be explained: "and relatiYcly" (sec ~!eyer on that 
passage); bnt the indefiniteness contained therein Lloes not 
suit the certainty with which these people speak. Lange'::; 
meaning is unjustified: "that avptov is 11setl for the umlefiucd 
fntmc subsequent to to-day." - 1Topwuoµ,1;0a J The imlicatiYe 
-,,.,. shall journey expresses the certain con!idence more strongly 
than the conjuncti\'c l, t ·11s jmu·ncy; sec L"ritical remarks. -
d, T17vDf. Thv 'TT'OAtv] Luther: -i11/u this 1uul t,'wt city. This 
ex1,la11atio11 is al~o in Wiuer, p. 1-JG [E. T. ~ 01 ], who adduce" 
for it TI/VDf. Tl}V 11µepav in l'l11tarch, S.'/liljl, i. G. 1 ; bnt ~\l. 
UnLtmauu (p. !)0 [E.T. lU;}]), oil the other hnnLl, correctly 
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asserts that the pronoun in that passage, as everywhern amon;; 
Greek authors, has its full demonstrative meaning, aml that 
therefore it must be understood in James in the same seu:;e; 
thus Schirlitz (p. 222) observes that the pronoun is here usetl 
owcT1.,cw,; see also Liinemann's remark in \Viner, e<l. 7, p. I;:; :3 ; 
still it is not to be explained, with Schneckenburger: in hanc 
nrbem, quae in conspectu quasi sita est; but, with Theile: 
certa fingitur, quae vero verie eligi potest. Those intro
duced as speaking mean each time a definite city ; but as 
this differs with different persons, James could only indicate 
it in an indefinite manner, and he does so by the pronoun 
by which each time a definite city is pointed to; thus into 
the city which the traveller had chosen as his aim. Dy 
7ropEvw0at El, T. 7rOA. is indicatell not merely the going intu 
the city, but also the journey to the city in which they would 
remain. - ,ca1, 7rot1uoµ,ev IC.T.A.] we will spend there n ycai·; 

r.oiei:v with a designation of time, as in Acts xv. 33, xx. 3, 
ancl other places; in the 0. T. Prov. xiii. 2 3 ; :-cc also Nicarch. 
l'lH[li'. :J 5 (Jacobs' ed.): EV TaUT'[l 7rf.7T'OlTJICa 7T'OAVV xpovov. 

Luther incorrectly translates it: "and will continue there a 
year ;" 1 for JviavTov eva is not the accusative of duration, but 
the proper objective accusative. The reading iva fittingly 
expresses the confidence with which those introduced as 
speaking measure out their time beforehand, but not " their 
restless and unsteady conduct" (Lange). - tca~ lµ7ropwuoµ,f0a 

,ca), tcEp817uoµ,Ev] Bengel: ,ca{ frequens; polysymleton exprimit 
liLidinem animi securi. - Jµ,7ropeveu0at] = to tl'a(jic; the final 
aim is designated by 1CEpC1Juoµw. That aim is worldly gain, 
·which, in carnal security, is recognised as certain to Le realizc<l, 
so that it cannot fail. Kern correctly remarks: " Traflic 
is introduced only by icciy of cxainplc, as characterizing man's 
doings with reference to the earthly life as contrasted with the 
life in God." 2 

Yer. 14. James opposes to carnal security the uncertainty 
1 Stier correctly: "will spend there a, year." The opinion of Lange, thot 

'' ,,,.,,,;, along with a ,lellnition of time may likewise have illllicated that the time 
in question is busily employed," is contradicted by 2 Car. xi. 25. 

2 Lange indeed assents to· this; but Im thinks that the apostle, with a pro
phet"s glancr, evidently describes hcl'r,rchan,l the furnl:imcntal tr,iit of the 
,liabolically excited worldliness of his peopl,·, as it afterw:mls Lccmne more an,l 
more developed. 

MEYEr:.-JA)IES. ~ 
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of the future aml the tr,uisitoriness of life. - oZTwEi;-] = ut 
qui; correctly "'iesingcr : " Y c who are nf such a chamcter 
that;' etc. - OU/C E'Ti'L<TTa<T0e TO (Ta) Tij, aupwv] imlicates the 
iguurnnce of what t.hc next lhy will bring f.,rth; comp. Pro\". 
iii. 2 8, xxvii. 1 : µ,11 ,cauxw Ta eli;- aupwv, OU 7ap "/lVW<T/CEL<;' Tt 

Tigerni 1j iwiou<ra: thus whether life will still last. ·what 
follows shows that James had this chiefly in view. - 7,o[a 

70.p 1j t;w~ uµ,wv;] 7ap gi \'CS an explanation of ,Jl.)/C E'Ti'L<TTa<r0e. 

-'Ti'ola] as iu 1 Pet. ii. 20, how cu;istitufoll with the snli
silliary meaning of nothiuguess. By the reading adopted by 
Buttmann : OLT£V€<;' OU/C t7T'L<TTa<T0€ T~<;' avpwv r.o[a t;w1', vµ,wv, 

the genitive Tij<; aupwv is dependent on 7,o{a t;w11; thus, "Ye 
know not how your life of to-morrow is eircnmstanced." This 
iuea is evidently feebler titan the usual reading, for it is sup
posed that they yet live on the following cby, which according 
to the other reading is uenoted as donlJtl'ul. - 1hµ,k 711p E<TTe 
K.T.°A-.] 7ap refers to the idea lying at the foumlation of the 
preceding question, that life is entirely nothing. - aTµ,[., (in 
the :N. T. only here aml iu Acts ii. 10, in au 0. T. cp1ota
tion), literally lJ1wl!h; thus in Wisll. of Sol. Yii. 25, :;yuouy
mous with ar.oppoia, has in the 0. T. auu the Apocryph,t 
chiefly the meaning of :;11107:c; thus c:eu. xix. 2 8: aTµ,1s 1Caµ,ivou; 
so also Ecclus. xxii. 2-±; Ezek. viii. 11 : a,µ,t'> Tou 0uµ,uzµaTo<;; 

Ecclus. xxi v. 15 : °A.i/31i.vou aTµ,fs; see aLu J ocl iii. ;J ; Ecclu~. 
xliii. 4 ; in the classics it also occurs in the meanin;,;· of ·rnpu,, ,·. 

According to Biblical usage, it is here to be taken in the Jir:;t 
meaning (smoke); thu:; Lange; Luther translates it by 1x11Hm;·; 

<le "\Vette and "\Viesinier, by :;team. -- ;<TTE i:; stronger Lhan 
the Ecc. iun; not only their life, lint also tlic.'f tl1c1;1-:dc,•s arl1 
uesignatcd as a smoke ; as in chap. i. l U it i:; also :;aid of Lhc 
w°A-ou<rto<;, that he shall fade away a:; the llowcr of the grass. 
- lly 17 r.po<, ol\.{"/OV ... ctcpavit;oµ,iv1,J the mture ur the smoke 
is stated. - 7,po, OAl"/OVJ ~Ji;,·((, little ti;,1,'; OAL"/OV is neuter. 
- ,ea£ is to Le ex1ilaincll: as it appe:u;., ~11 it al.,u aftcrl'.'ards 
ya.uishes. In the corrc!:ipunding passage~, Juli Yiii. 0, Ps. 
cii. 12, cxliv. -!, the tran:;itoriness or life _i,; rcpreseutcu not 
under the image of c'iTµ,(s ("\Yiesingcr), lmt of a. shadow; 
differently in Ps. cii. 4. 

Yer. 15. After the reason has been given iu Yer. 14: why it 
wa,: \\'l'Ollg tu speak as in vcr. 1 ~:, this nr:;e tells us how we 
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ought to speak. - aVTL TOU A.E"fELV vµa~] is closely connected 
with oi 'Jl.i7ovTE,, ver. 13, so that ver. 14 forms a parenthesis: 
Ye who say, To-day, etc., 'instcwl of saying, Eav ci Kupto~ K.T.'JI.. 

- According to the reading l;17a-oµEv ,cat 7rot17a-oµEv (instead 
of the Ree. /;17a-roµ1;v ,cd r.01~a-roµ1;v), it is rnost natural to refer 
,cd /;170-oµw not to the protasis ( as Tischendorf punctuate;; 
it), but to the apodosis (Lachmann and Buttmann; so also 
,viesinger and Lange) ; for, first, it is grammatically more 
correct 1 to make only the conjunctive 0e'Jl.170-y dependent on 
Eav, and to take the two indicatives together; and, secondly, 
from this construction the striking thought results, that not 
only the doing, but also the life, as the condition of the doing, 
is dependent on the will of God: it is, accordingly to be 
translated : If the Lorcl will, we shall both lii·c and do this or 
that. Correctly ,viesinger: "It appears to be more suitable 
to the sense to take Jdv ci "· 01;'JI.. as a single condition, and 
not to complete it by a second." On the other hand, most 
expositors retain the reading of the Ree., but they construe it 
differently. De W ette refers ,cal ?;170-roµev to the protasis, 
and takes the second ,ca{ as belonging to the apodosis : " If 
the Lord will and we live, we shall," etc. ; so also Erasmus, 
Luther, Calvin, Homejus, Pott, and in general most expositors 
(also "Winer, see critical remarks; on the contrary, Al. Butt
mann, p. 311 [E.T. 3G2], prefers the indicative). Schnecken
hurger, indeed, refers ,cat l;17a-roµ1;v to the ,protasis, but he 
connects it more closely with lav 01;'Jl.170-n: si Deo placet ut 
vivamus tum faciemus (similarly Grotius and Hottinger), 
which, however, cannot be linguistically justified. Bornemann 
(in '\Viner and Eugelhardt's .N. li,·it. Jom·n. VI. 1827) com
mences the apodosis with ,cal l;1ja-roµ1;v, and explains it: " Let 
us seek our sustenance."-"\Viner correctly observes that this 
explanation (which Bruckner erroneously ascribes to this 
commentary) lacks simplicity, and is not supporttld by Biblical 
usage.2 Bouman and others (see critical notes) refer l;17a-roµ1;v 
naturally to the protasis, and Trot17a-0µ1;v to the apodosis. The 

1 The inclicath-e future after 1,,i, is only found ,Yith absolute certainty in Luke 
xb:. 40. See Al. Buttmann, p. 192 [E. T. 222]. 

2 The opinion which Winer, in eel. 5, p. 331 f. [see E. T. 357], has expressed, 
that perhaps no apoclosis is to he assumed, James only intcncling to say that "'e 
should always resolve ncnr to speak deeidctlly, he has in later editions correctly 
relin'luishecl. 
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meaning which tl1is rendin~. unsupported by authorities, giYes 
nppcars to he suitable, Lut yet is not correct, for it woul<l be 
more correct to hnse said: ia.v s1iuwµEv Kat O ,cvpto, 0EX1juy. 
- The imlicatiYc is to be preferred to the conjunctfre in the 
apodosis, as a reciprocal call to llefinile actiou corresponds 
less with the context than the resolution to do something. 

Ver. 16 expresses the conduct of those addressed in 
contrast to ver. 15 ; and in such a manner that the ju<lg
rncnt 11pon that comluct is also expressed. - vvv oti] here, as 
frequently, where the reality in opposition to what is set 
l 1efore a person is emplrnsized ; see 1 Cor. Y. 11, xiv. G. -
Kavxau0E iv -ra'i, ciXasovELaL<; vµwv] By aAasovEi'a is to he 
understood the arrogant self-reliance on the duration of 
rarthly prosperity; see explanation of 1 John ii. 1 G. De 
"\Y ette inaccurately explains it by lm,gyiny; Theilc, Ly ano
ganter facta, dicta; Schneckenburger, by pertness; ,viesiuger, 
hy " those arrogaut expressions affecting complete indepen
dence;" Lange, "by Yain ancl arrogant self-exaltation;" and 
other.s differently. The plural is used, hccause such haughti
ness manifests itself difforently under differeut circumstances. 
- f.V] here used differently than in chap. i. !l : the ciAasovE/ai 
are 1lot the object, hut the reason of the boasting, that from 
which it proceeds (against Wiesinger), and Kaux«u0at is 
designated from the stan<lpoint of James: that haughty and 
presumptuous language in Yer. 13; comp. I>roY. xwii. 1. -
·with the following ,ror<ls: 7raua Kavx71u1, K.T.A.] James 
11cfinitely expresses his reproliation. - To1m.1T71J not every 
boasting in itself (chap. i. !.J), hut 1.TO"// boasting which prc,
C"eeds from aAasovda, which is fm111de1l in it and connected 
with it, is wicked. 

Ver. 1 7. ·with the ge11er:1l sentence: Tl7wsocra l·1101ccth lo 
do good and docth 1·t not, to hi;,1 it i:, si11, ,Tallll',; concludes what 
he has hitherto said. - ovv] is me<! in the sense of co11clusio11, 
but i1ulicates that the co11cl11di11g thought is the result of 
wlmt has gone hcfore. - KaAov -;;-olfi11] lJelong together, 1le
pemle11t Oil EiOon; ]lot "wl1o~oe\"er kllo\\",; the good that is to 

lJe 1lo11e," which would be t<1 tah\ -;;-01Eiv as an cpexPgetical 
infinitiw. ,vicsingcr correctly re111ark.,: "KaXov is not the 
idea uf goOll, in ,rhich case the ::rtic k wcrnlll be put, lmt that 
which is fair, in contrast tu :111 ;'.ct:1J11 which in its moral 
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nature is r.01117pov." That the discourse is concerning a. siu 
of omission as such, to which this sentence is commonly 
referred (Benge], Jachmann, aml others), is rightly contested 
hy cle "'\Vette and "'\Yiesinger.1

- aµapTla aim'p iuTfv] De 
·w ctte: "In the sense of l'eckoning; John xv. 2 2 ; Luke xii. 
4 7 f." (so already Estius, also Schneckenlmrger, Wiesingcl', 
and others). - aunp is here put, as frequently in the N. T., 
especially after the participle; comp. l\Iatt. v. 40; see Al. 
Iluttmann, p. 125 [E. T. 143]. With regard to the con
nection in which this sentence stands with the preceding, 
rnm:t expositors understand it as enforcing that to which 
,Tames has formerly exhorted his readers, and refer €loon 
to the knowledge which they have now received by the 
word of Ja mes. But against this is the objection, that if 
this expression be referred to all the previous exhorta
tions (Estius: jam de omnibus satis vos admonui, vobis 
lieue nota sunt), this would not be its proper place, because 
later on mol'e exhortations follow; but if it is only referred 
to the last remark (Grotius: moniti estis a me, ignorantiam 
non potestis oLtendere, si q nid posthac tale dixeritis, gravior 
erit culpa; so also Pott, Theile, de ·wette, "\Vicsinger), we 
cannot see why James should lmve added such a remark to 
this exhortation, as it would be equally suitable to any other. 
It is accordingly better to refer €loon to the already existing 
knowledge of the subject just treated of; namely, the un
certainty of human life is something so manifest, that those 
who notwithstanding talk in their presumption as if it did 
not exist, as if their life were not dependent on God, contrary 
to their own knowledge, do not that which is seemly, but that 
which is unseemly, and therefore this is so much the more 
sin unto them.2 

1 "Since ,.,.;.,, is the antithesis of """"P''• and not some positive goo1l as 
l11•11eliccucc, the t.!efcct of which is not ,,,..,,,,,,, as ,le "' ctte correctly remarks, 
µ.',, .,,.,,,;;,,,., ,loes not merely signify a sin or omission, lint the omission of,.,.;_,, 
is necessarily a t.!oing of .,,..,n,,,." 

" When Lange, in arguing against this explanation, maintains that the won[ 
refers to the better knowlc,lgc of the readers, or ernngclical bch:wionr in general, 
ihe ,lcfinite connection of thought, in which here the general sentence is placct.!, 
is not properly considered by him. 
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CHAPTER V. 

VEIL 4. Instead of ,ltni.r;i.~Oaa,v the form ,it1,i.n1.utJav is, ""ith 
Tiscli. and Lachrn., to be 11referred (011 this form sec 1'11. l~nltrn. 
Ausfiihrl. Gr. Ur. § 87, 8, Note ~, and '\Yiner, p. 70 f. [E.T. 
!J3]). - Ver. 5. The ,;,; of the Rfc. ( after G K, etc.) uefore iv 
r,.11,;pq, is, according to the testimonies r,f A B ~, to be reganled 
as au explanatory addition, and, "·ith Laclnu. and Tisch., to be 
left out; so also '\Yiesinger, Lange, llriidrner; Reiche and Ilou
mnn, however, ,iuclge otherwise. - Yer. 7. The Ree. nfter the 
second ¥vJ; has the particle u.v (so in ~ and 11m1y min.). Tisch. 
has omitted it, as, according to his stakrncnt, it is not foull(l in 
A.BG K, etc. ; Lachrn. has retained it (according to Tischern1orf';; 
note: e:x errorc); so also Bnttmam1, ,rho allc1uces no authority 
for its omission. Already C:rie;;liach regarded av as suspiciuu:<. 
Lachm. and Tisch. haYe omitlell ~,7C:,; it is in A. G K, de., hut 
is wanting in Il ~, etc. ; its additiuu is easily explained, par
t icnlarly as in the LXX. it is nen·r wautiug with c:-f,;,;:,,,~; %'J.i 
&'f'l{J,~G'- - V Cl', 9. The achlress u.o,i.;~i, in A n, etc. ( Ltch111. 
T • l ) t l b f' • • '' .... t (l' • ) rt • ' • • • • • 1sc 1. , s anc s e 01 e, 1n u ", e c. I( c. , a. er %a, u,.,.r,1.c,n: 
in K, etc., it is entirely wanting. lustead of rn7ar.p"l,;7, tlH· 
simple Yerb %p1~r,-:-. is, "·ith Griesbach, Scholz, Ladun. Tisch., to 
lJe rl'acl, according to almost all authorities; so also the artirle ;, 
hefPl'l\ %p1,r,; (which in the Ree. is wanting, against almost all 
authorities) is to lie mlopteu. - Yer. 10. The adtlress a1'.c1mli11g 
to the I'.cc. is ci.o,i.;&, /LGLJ (G K, ~, etc.); in A B, etc., .'""LJ is 
wanting (Lachm. Tisch.); its correct position is after i.c; 13m, 
not after 7.r.t%~•::-w1,iu;. - Instca,l of 7.a%~c:-r,<1,iu;, ~ a1one reads 
%a1.r,%a1 a0iu;. - l~el'orc ,r;; ~,6,11,u", ]\ :{, et\'., han'. the pn·1 ,o~it.ion 
iv (Lal:hlll.): a correction ap1,an•11tly fur the ,;ake uf si111p1ifica
tio11. - ~ nlune omits ,w. - Y\'r. l L It i,; llillienlt tu deciLle 
wlwtl1e1· we are to read; with !lw ].',·,·. allll Ti,;i.:h., ~,::-".'"''""a; 
(<} K, etc.), or, with Laclun. a111l '\\'ie~ill,'..!CI', ~'7G/LEi,a,,a; v~. B :{, 
e:tc.); yet the remliug of the: ].'.-,·. appt·ar,; lo have ariscu from 
nn end(~(n-our to geueralize the riJereuce ol' the idea: Domuan 
certainly jud(Tes otherwise. - The l.'o·. ,,o,,,, after B* (teste 
)foj,,) JC ~, et:., Oernmeuius (Laei1m.), i,; as a correction to be 
chau.c:l·ll /'or the murc dillicult rl':1di11.c:: i'i;,-:-., attested hy A n G, 
etc. (Tisch.). - .:\Jter iarn l l1l' ],',.,._ 11::, ,; %~p,~;, :1ccording tu ,l B 
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(in B, however, the artic1e is wanting) ~, several min. vss. etc. 
(Li.chm.); Griesbach regarded it as suspicious, and Tisch. has 
omitted it, after C K, many min. etc.; the omission can easily 
be explained from the fact that x.upiou directly precedes (so also 
Lange; Donman wavers). - Ver. 12. The reading el, udxpum 
(Ed. Steph., after G K, etc.) has probably arisen from the 
original u-:rb ;..pirnv, these two words being taken as one, and then 
a preposition placed before. them. - Ver. 14. The aur6v after 
&.r.;i{,c.o;-,; is wanting in B ; it was omitted as being self
evident. - Lachm. and Tisch. have, after A and some min., left 
out the article ,o:i before x.upiou; yet G K ~, many min. etc., 
attest its germineness; in B also r.up,ou is wanting; nevertltel\:~•; 
Buttmann has recciveu it, bnt without the article. - Ver. lli. 
The reading of the Ree. is igo(l,OAo,,moe UAA~Ao1; \"a '7."apa-:r;-w(l,arn, 
;..a/ ,~xetrO, r..d,. (Tisch.); instead of which A B read i~o11,01,01 ,7cnh 
oliv at.i-.r,1.01, ra; at1,ap-:-ia; r..al -:rporn~x,r.O, r..l'".i .. (Lachm.); for oL, 
also K ~, several min. Vulg. etc. testify: accordingly oliv is to 
be considered as genuine; yet precisely this oiv might mislead 
one to find in this verse an extension of the thought going 
before, and on this account to change the new expressions with 
the preceding, and thus, instead of -:rapa-:r;-wp,arn, to put again 
at1,ap,ia;, and insterrd of e~xso-Oe, for which also ~ testifies, and 
to put again -:rpOG,~x,,G~,, whererrs the opposite change cannot be 
well explained. - Ver. 18. The Ree. iie-:-/,v ~oww is found in B 
G K, almost all min. etc. (Tisch.) ; A, on the contrary, has 
eo~J,.,. i,,-:-6v (Lachm.) ; so also ~, but with l"ov Lefore ii,r6v. It i;; 
possiule tlmt this clmnge was occasioned by the followiug 
i(3r.atr;-r;m l'"i,v r..ap'7."6v. - Ver. Hl. Tisch. has omitteu the prononn 
11,0" after ao,1.q:oi, yet the most important authorities, A B K ~, 
etc., attest its genuineness. - ~ alone has, instead of the simple 
-:-;j; ai.7JtJ;ia;, tile cornbi11rrtio11 ,i;; ~or,':, I"~. UA7}0,ia;. - Ver. :20. 
The remling 1 ,v~itrx.m in B is occasionc,d hy the address ac,i.q:o,. 
Instead of the Ree. --1,ux~v, after G K, many min. (Tisch.) Lachm. 
aml Buttm. have adopted --1,u,::ilv a~l'"o:i. This a~':'oii is found in 
A ~, some min. vss. etc. D has it, probahly by an error of 
the scribe, not after +~;dv, but after Buvaro.J. - l: has as sub
scription '1axw,8ou; A: 'Iax.,,,Sou t;;-u1roA~; others differently. 

Ver. 1. That here the same persons are meant as in chap. 
iv. 13, and not others, has alrerrdy been observed on that 
prrssage : by a7e vvv, the a7r; vuv of that passage is ag,1in 
resnmed.1 - oi 7TAoua-1oi] see chap. i. 10, ii. 6, 7; the 

1 Whilst de Wctte, Wicsingcr, nncl others un,lcrstancl by the rich here 
a,ldr,•ss,,rl Christians, Stier has correctly recogniscrl thnt such an, here nclt!rcss,!rl 
"who """ ontsicle of tlw Christi.ta chnreh," nam,·ly, tho~c alrc:uly mcntionccl 
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expression is not to Le taken in a symbolical, 1,nt in its liteml 
merming (ngainst Lr1nge1. - ,c",\avcraTE OAOAllSOVTfl, IC.7'.A.] 
icli.avcraTe is not here to be umlerstou1l, ns in clwp. i\·. D, of 
the tear;; of repentance (Estius, Hurnejus, Lmrcntius, de 
"\Yette, nml others), for there is no intimation of a cnll to 
repentance. Concctly Calvin: falhmtur qui Jacolmm hie 
exhortari a<l poenitentiam clivites putnnt; mihi simplex 
magis 1lemmtiatio jntlicii Dei videtur, 1pm cos terrere volnit 
absqne spe veniae.1 ,fames already sees the jmlgment comi11:,.'.: 
upon the rich, therefore the call ,c",\avcraTe ; that for which 
they should weep are the TaAat-,rwplat which threatened 
them? - The impcraticc is not here used instead of the 
future (Semler: stilo prophetico impemt, ut rem certissimam 
demonstret, jlcbitis; Schneckenbnrger: aoristus imperativi 
rem mox certoque eventuram designat), but is to be retained 
in its foll force. The imperative expresses not what they 
will do, but what they shall even now do, because their Tali.at-
7T'wpt'at are nigh. The union of the imperative ,c",\aucraTe with 
the participle oli.oli.usovTes- is not an imitation of the fre,p1c:1t 
combination of the hnite verb with the i11li11ite absolute of the 
same verb in the Hcl.n·ew (Schneckenburger), since here t11"0 

dij/i·,·mt verbs are united together (de \Y ette, "\Yiesinger) ; 
alsu oli.o;\useiv has not the same meaning as icli.afov, but, a;.; 

t·xpressive of a more vehement affection, is mhled for the s.-ikc 
of strength. o",\o",\utetv frequently in the 0. T., Isa. xiii. G, 
xiv. 31, XY. 3 (oAOAIJS€T€ µETll ,c",\avOµov), allll in othl'r 
places, and indPe<l ehielly 11,;cd in reference to the impending 
di\·inc jmlg111e11t (Isa. xiii. G : o",\o;\useTe, i-·nus- ~1ap ,;µ€pa 
icvp(ov). CalYin: est (111itlem et suns pocnitentiae lnctns, 
sml •ttii mixtus consolatione, non ail ululntum u,;cpw procetlit. 
- €7TI, TaLS" TaAatr.-wpi'ats- uµwv] fur !/0/U' 111 isaifs, i.e. tlt,-

i11 cli;t[>. ii. u, 7, wh<> 1•1·1,·tisc Yiole11e,• on yu11, th,· confrssors of the Lord <•I' 
glo1·y. His n,wark is aJ.s,. .,: l'iking : "To !11<0 111 .Tam,·s pu,lids as a prophet, 
aml cntirl'ly in till' sty!,· ur the ul,I ['l'll[>hl'ls, tl11• illl['l'll1li11g ju,l.,;111cnt." 

1 ,rh•~i11.~1·r i111li-1•d l'1)1ll'l•1k" the point to l'alvin, 1,ut only in wonls; for 
"the t!csign of Ja11ws, as in the casl' or the prophets or th,· 0. 'l'., is ecrtainl.1· 
11othi11g rise than that or moving them by such a threat ii' possible yet lo 
turn." Ir ,la1111·., !,a., thi., d,·.si,,;11 i11 !l1<·,c m,nls, lie has certainly not imlirat,·,l 
It. 

:: Tl1at .Tat11P . ..; l1y this intt•111l..; the ,·n 1l 111 thP ]:11111:111 En1pir,• (lll'll_~st,•nllrrg), 

i.s prul',·1! 1withcr from the Epi,tl,· of l'der, 11or from I:e1·. xviii., nor from auy 
othet· iuclil'~tions in this Epistlt•. 
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1niscrirs dcstinccl jv1' yon, namely, the miseries of the judgment : 
n , , , , , ,- , , ,.. 

see ver. <> : €V ~CJ''X,aTai-. 11µ€pai-. ; ver. , : 11 r.apouCJ'ta Tou 

,wp{ou. Thomas .Aquinas, Grotius, Mill, Benson, Michaelis, 
~tier, Lange, Douman refer this to the then impending 
destruction of Jerusalem ; they are so far right, as the de
struction of Jerusalem and the last judgment had not as 
yet been distinguished in representation ; 1 but it is incorrect 
to refer it to the jwlgmcnt itself, rather than to the miseries 
which will prcwlc the advent of Christ ; or with Hottinger, to 
find here only a description of the inconstancy of prosperity. 
- w'i-. €71'€pxoµiva,-.J not SC. vµ'iv (Luther: your misery which 
will come 11pvn yon; so also de Wette, Lange, aud others), bnt 
the ,i,mpmcling, already threatening miseries; comp. Eph. ii. 7. 

Ver. ~- Description of the juclgment destroying all riches: 
o 71';\oiiTo-. vµwv C1'€CI'TJ71'EV] In a prophetical manner the 
future is described as having already taken place (Hotti11ger, 
Schneckenbnrger, de "\Vette, "\Viesinger, Bouman, and others). 
By 7r;\oiiTo-. is not here-as Estius, Haphelius, ·woH: Semler, 
Gebser, Bouman on account of CJ'EC1'1J71'€V think - to be un
derstood such things (fruit, etc.) as undergo literal rotten
ness, but is to be understood generally ; and 0'€C1'1J71'E as n. 

figurutive expression denotes generally the destruction to 
which riches is abandoned. The explanation of Calvin is 
incorrect : hie immensa divitum rapacitas perstringitur, dum 
supprimnnt, quicquid undecunque possunt ad se trahere, ut 
inutiliter in area computrescat (similarly Hornejus, Laurentius, 
Grotius, Dengel, Theile 2); James " does not here intend to give 
the natural result of covetousness, and thus the reason of 
the jndgrnent, but the effect of the judgment breaking forth" 
(Wiesinger).3 James describes the reason from ver. 4 and 
onwards. - The verb 0"1J71'W, to cause to rot, in the passive 

1 \Vicsinger: "The question whether James thought on the Jc.,truction of 
.Jerusalem or on the aJvcnt of Messiah is an anachronism; for to him both of 
these events occur together." 

'Theilc, who takes the preterite in it, literal sense, thus explains the passngl' : 
,livitiac a vobis coaecrvatae pcrierunt nulla vcstra aliorumque ntilitatc ... atr1m· 
i,Ieo vos coram jndice penlcut. lta cansa additnr istarum ca!arnitatn:n per
fcrenJi, gravi oppositione corum quac 1wr absurJa et impia ipsorum avnriti:1 
j,tm fachi sunt eornmquc, qnac pro just,, Dci rctributione aJhuc flcnt. 

3 In agreement with his explanation of ,,.,..;~,,,, Lange urnlerstands nl.,,i 
-e-)..,iiTo: in a symbolical sense, namely, the externalize.I JuJaistic righteousness
" connected, of course, with worltlly prosperity." His assertion is also incol'l'ect, 
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and second perfect to cmTupt, is in the X T. ur.. '"Jl.e~r, but 
often occurs in the LXX. ; comp. J oL xxxiii. 21, xl. 7; as 
here in a general sense ( = <f,0e{p€<r0at) it is founcl in Ecclus. 
xiv. 19. - ,ml, 'Tit [µana vµwv IC.'T.i\.] The general idea 
,.i\ou'TO<; is here and iu what follows specialized. - /jTJ,6-

,BpwTO;;-] Muth-rntcn, in the N. T. a7r. A€~/-, does not OCClll' in 
the classics, but in Job xiii. 20, LXX.: wq1rfp iµanov q17Tu

,8pw'Tov; corn p. Isa. Ii. S. q,cwi\7JKo,8pwTo<; in Acts xii. 2 ;J is 
similarly formed. 

Ver. 3. Continuation of the description of the jndgment: 
o XPVtjCJ<; vµwv /Cat o apryvpo<;] a further specification of riches. 
1Ca'T1wmi] in the N. T. a1r. i\€ry. (Ecclns. xii. 10), equivalent to 
tl1e simple verb, only in a stronger signification. Correctly 
llornejns: loquitnr popubriter, nam aurnm proprie aeruginem 
non contrahit; so in the Epistle of ,Jeremiah 11, where it is 
said of gold and silver images: ov oiaqwsov'Tat a1ro lou; see 
also in the same, ver. 23. ·with too minute accnrncy, Brct
sclmeicler justifies the use of the verb here, that we arc to 
think on gold and silver vessels ,rhich arc alloyccl with cc,pp· 1· 

(Himilarly llonman). It is 110 less incorrect, with Pott, to 
weaken the idea ,ca'TLW'Tat, that it is to Le understood only 
of amisso auri et argenti splendorc, de mutato auri colorc ex 
flavo in viridem; against this i8 o lo,;; directly follor,ing. 
"\\'iesinger thinks that liecause ,caT,w'Tat is here useLl figma
tiYely, it is a matter of indifference that rust does not ;iffl'ct 
gnld; but the ideas must suit each other in the fignratirn 
expression. The verb is rather here to be justified by th~ 
fact that since rust ::-ettles 011 metals generally, ,Tames in l1is 
vivid concrete llescription did not scrnpulonsly take into 
consideration the difference of metal;;, "·hid1, howe,·er, is not 
to be reckoned, with de -,IY ette, a,; a '· ]'OL'til'fll exaµ:~erntion." 1 

- Kat O LO<; aV'TWV (11:lllll·ly, TOU XPUIJ'OU rn'i TOU ,ipryupou), €£<; 

µapTvptov uµ'iv €CT'Tat] ::\Iu,;t ex1111,;i[or~ agree with the ex
pl:rnation of Oecumcnins: Ka'Taµaprnp1JIJ'€L vµwv, Ji\eryxwv 'TO 

th:ot hl'rc not thl' last ju,lg11lt'11t, l,nt "tl11· 11.1tm.1l immanent jmlgm~nts of 
sinners" nrc n1c.1.nt. 

1 l.:i11gc stra,ugdy tlti11k~ that it i--; llt'l",~ i11t,·11il•·,l tn l1ring out the nuualural 
Lt1·: tliat the princes of Israel ar,· l1l·1·n111t• r,•l1dli111:-- :1utl t·o111pa11ion~ of thil'\"c-i: 

" It is as unnatural for golcl :m,l silver to he raten up with rmt, ns for the 
gl11ry <if L-r.1"1 to l1l' ns 1·onnpkd a.-; tlie glury ol otlll·r llatiuus corrupt;..;, wliich 
m,1y be compared to Lase rnctals." 
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aµeraOOTOV vµwv ; accordingly, "The rust which hns collected 
on your unused gold and silver will testify to your hardness, 
and that to your injury = ,ca7' vµwv." But since the pre
ceding KaTtCJYrat describes the judgment overtaking earthly 
glory, lor; can only be umlerstood with reference to it ; 
correctly vViesinger: " the rust is a witness of their own 
destruction ; in the destruction of their treasures they see 
depicted their own." 1 Augusti superficially explains it: 
" will convince you that all riches are transitory." After 
their riches are destroyed, the judgment seizes upon them
selves ; therefore ,ea), cpa!yETat Ta<; crap,ca<; vµwv. The subject 
is o lor;, " the corroding rust seizes also them, and will 
eat their flesh " (Wiesinger). The figurative expression, 
although bold and peculiar, is not unsuitable, since lor; 
is considered as an effect of judgment. cpal'fETai] is not the 
present (Schneckenburger), but in the LXX. and N. T. the 
ordinary future for EOETai; see Buttmann, Awif. gr. Sprach. 
§ 114 [E. T. 58], under Jcr0{w; Winer, p. 82 [E. T. 110]. 
The object Ta<; crap,ca<; vµwv belongiug to cpa"fETat is neither 
= vµar; (Baumgarten), nor yet in itself indicates "bloated 
bodies" (Augusti, Pott: corpora lautis cibis bene pasta) ; also 
Sclineckenburger lays too much stress on the expression, 
explaining it : emphatice, quum ejusmodi homines nihil sint 
nisi crapg. According to usage, ai craplCE', denotes the fleshy 
parts of the body, therefore the plural is also used with 
reference to one individual; comp. 2 Kings ix. 36 : ,cam

cf,a,yovTai oi ICVVE<; Ta<; crap,ca<; 'IEt;u{~EA.; further, Lev. xxvi. 29; 
Judith xvi. 17; Rev. xix. 18, 21; in definite distinction 
from bones, Micah iii. 2, 3. It is to be remarked that in almost 
all these passages the same verb is united with the noun.2 

The context shows that what is spoken of is not " the 
consuming of the body by care and want" (Erasmus, Semler, 
Jaspar, Morns, Hottinger, Bouman), but the punishment of 

1 Stier incorrectly unclerstau<ls Ly rust "the guilt of siu which deans to 
mmnmon." 

2 Although c-ap~,; in itself inclieates only flesh acconling to its ,,,parate part~, 
yet the expression is here chosen in onlc:r to name in a concrdc manner that 
which is carefully nourished by the rich. Acconling to Lange, a:: "'"'f"'; are 
"the externals of religious, civil, an<l in<liridu:11 lii'c;" nn<l the thought ot 
James is that "the rotten lixity described as rust in it, hst sta~c tmnsforms 
itself in the fire of a rc,·olutionary mo,·cmeut ! " 
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the lliYinc jndgment (Cal\'in, C:rntins, l'ott, Sd1ncckenlrnrger, 
tfo \\'ettc, \\'iesinger, all(l other.~)- The words w, r.up may be 
1111ited either with what goes before or with ,rlrnt follows. 
~lost expositors prefer the first comLination ; yet already A, 
the Syriac version (wl1crc w, is wanting), and Occumcnius in 
his COllllllenlar_y put a stop after vµ..wv. Grotius, Knapp, and 
\\'iesiuger, cousi'1ering this construction as correct, accordingly 
t•xplain it: tanquam ignem opes istas congcssetis; Wicsingcr 
states as a reason for this, that without the union with w, 
r.vp the words i011uavp1craTe ic.T."'A.. give too feeble a meaning. 
nut this is not the ea,-e, since the chief stress rests on iv 
iuxclTat, 11µ.epat, (so also Lange); also James could 110t ,vcll 
reckon riches as a fire of jmlgment. Besides, in the 0. T. 
the jmlgmeut is frequently represeutetl as a devouring con
sumiug fire, which was sullicient to suggest to James to add 
w, r.vp to cpa,yeTat; see I's. xxi. 10, LXX.: KaTacparyeTat 
0-~TO'U, r.vp; Isa. x. lG, 17, XXX. 27 (11 op711 TOU Ovµ.ov w, 
r.vp iibETat); Ezek. xY. 7; Amos v. G. 1 The sentiment i,;: 
After the jutlgment has overtaken tl1e wealth of the rich, it 
will attack themselves. Kern gives the sentiment in an 
1msatisfat:tory manner : " The destmction of that which was 
eYerythi11g to the rich will puuish Lim with torturing sorrow, 
a.s if lire devoured his flesh." That the -raXamwpi'at a.lr1•,Hly 
draw 11ea.r is sa.itl in ver. 1, and Ja.mes by the wonls i.011uav
pi'craTe iv iuxaTat<; ~µ,ipat<; indicates that the jndgment i,; 
close a.t hand, so that this time is the last ,ht.lf.~ directly pre
ceding the judgment; accordingly, the heaping up of treasure 
appears as something so much the more wickeJ. Estius, 
Calvin, Laurentins, and others incorrectly supply to the veri> 
tlie word t'p717v in accordance with 1!0111. ii. .-; ( comp. Pro\'. 
i. 18). The oLject to be supplied to 011uavpisHv, which i;; 
often used absolutely ( comp. Luke xii. ~ 1 ; ~ Cur. xii. 1-1 ; 
I's. xxxviii. 7), is co11tai11eJ in the nrL it;;clf, awl also follows 
from what has preeeth'd. The prl'posilion iv is not 11se1l 
in~tea1l of ei,, :rnd {uxa-:-at ~-µ.;pat arn nut the last days of 
life (Wolf: :H:cnmulaYi~lis di\·itias extrernae vitae parti pro
\'i,;mi; :\Iorus: cnmul.t,;ti,; opes sub Jinc111 Yilac vestra.c), hut 

1 ]
1
ritt: .. \cru~o <lc•:.;1Til1ilur, 1pta:-.i i11v:ulat 1111·rnl1ra 1lh·itu111, t::111Ul' cp1a:-ii, ut 

rndallurn, nrro<lat at,pw consunrnt et qni,km ... ,:,, ""f, t:111rpiam llamm:i 
membr:1 quasi circnmlnbcns carnem11uc lento Jolorc Jcpn.secns. 



CIIAP. V. ~- 205 

the" last times w]1ich precede the advent of Christ (Yer. ';"), 
not merely the final national jndgment (Lange). Jachrnann 
most erroneously takes the sentence as interrogative : Have ye 
collected your (spiritual) treasures on the clay ( i.e. for the 
day) of judgment, in order to exhibit them? 

Ver. 4. Description of the sins of the rich to the end of 
ver. G, by reason of which they become liable to the judgment. 
The first sin mentioned is their injustice tozrnrd those 1rl10 1,;ork 
for them. - ioou] an interjection often occurring in the X T. 
to draw attention to the object in question. - TWV ipryaTwv] 
emphatically put first; comp. the proverb: a~to, o lpryaT1)', 
';OU µiu0ou avTOu (1 Tim. v. 18). TWV (;/J,1JUUVTWV (aµijv =0 

0Ept'l;Ew, in the N. T. a:1r. Af,Y.) Ta, xwpac; vµwv] xwpa 
= jiclds, as in Luke xii. 1 G ; John iv. 3 5. - In tl1e following 
words, expositors conjoin tup' vµwv with U'TrfUT€p1J/J,EVO, (ur,oa-
TEpew, to keep bacl:, I'lato, Gorg. 519c, so also LXX. 1fal. iii. G; 
Ecclus. xxxiv. 2 7) ; whilst they either explain a,ro = v1ro, or, 
as 1Viesinger, retaining the distinction of the prepositions, 
observes, that " not the direct origin, but the proceeding of the 
act of robbery from them is indicated" (comp. Winer, p. 332 
[E. T, 464]; AL Buttmann, p. 280 [E.T. 326]). nut it would 
be more suitable to join acp vµwv to Kpal;EL (so also Lange); the 
kept Lack hire crieth from the place where it is ; comp. Gen. fr. 
10 : rf,oov~ a7µaTo, ... {3o~ ... EK T17, ryry,; Ex. ii. 23: avE/37] 
7J {30~ aUTWV ,rpo, TOV 0Eov a,ro TWV i!p,ywv. The chief stress 
is put on o a7T"EUTEp7]µivo,; the same kind of conjunction as 
in chap. iv. 14. The injury of our neighbour, by diminished 
payment or withholding of the wages due to him, was expressly 
forbidden in the law; comp. Lev. xix. 13 ; Dent. xxiv. 14; 
Jer. xxii. 13; particularly also l\fal. iii. G : i!uoµai µapw, 
Taxu, e,rl, . . . TOU, a7T"OUTEpouvTa<; µur0ov µtu0WTOU ; comp. 
also Job xxxi. 38, 39; '.l'ob. iv. 14; Ecclus. xxxiv. 27 
(iKXEWV aZµ.a O U7T"OUTEpwv µ,10-eov µ,a-0fou). - Kpal;H] Calvin: 
vimlictam quasi alto clamore exposcit; comp. Gen. i\-. 10. -
In the following words it is stated that the cry has been heard 
by God; comp. on this expression, particularly Ps. xviii, 7 ; 
Isa. V. 9 : 1jKoua-07J Ei, Td. WTa Kuptov ua/3aw0 Tavrn ; besides 
Gen, xviii. 21, xix. 1:3; Ex. ii. 23 f., iii. U, xxii. 22 f.; 2 Sam. 
xxii. 7, and other passages. By the designation of God as 
Kvpi'ov ua{3aw0, His power as the Lord of the heavenly hosts 
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is emphasized; 1.he rof,·rc11ce occm-ring in the 0. T. likewise 
to the emthly hosts is here evidently not mlmissiLlc (against 
Lange); it is tlie transference of the Hebrew ni::q; i1\i1\ often 
occurring in the LXX., particularly in Isaiah; in ~thcr· places 
the LXX. h,n-e Kvpto, r.avToKpaT<,Jp, 2 Sam. v. 10, vii. 27, or 
,cvpt-0<; TWV ovvaµf<JJV, l'c. xxiv. 10. - J arnes, in his graphic 
style, instead of the general word labourer, mentions specially 
the ·J'capcrs, not on account of theit- mnltitude ( <le "' ettc), but 
because their laborious work in the sweat of their brow most 
stro11gly represents the work ,rhich is worthy of wages. Thus 
Calvin not incorrectly observes: quid est in<lignius quam co~, 
qui panem ex suo !al.Jore nobis suppc<litant, inedia et fame 
conficcre 1 It is more remote to explain it thus: " because 
selfish har<l-heartedncss is here most sharply stateJ, when even 
the joy of the harvest <loes not induce them to give to the poor 
their hardly-earned portion" (Briickner).1 

Ver. 5. A second sin of the rich, 11amely, their l11J;ui•io11s 
and glnttonous lifL, which forms a sharp contrast to the toil
some life of the labourer,;. - J.,pvqnjcmT€ ... Jur.am">..11ua,€ J 
synonymous terms: Tpvcpav, in the :N. T. ik. 71..€~/., in the LXX. 
:Neh. ix. 25; Isa. lxvi. 11 (Isa. lvii. -!). ur.aTaA~v, only here 
an<l in 1 Tim. v. G ; in the LXX. Ezek. wi. -!!) ; Amos vi. 4, 
and other place:o. Hottinger thus states the distinction between 
them: Tpvcp(iv l1eliciarum c;;t et exquisit.1c volnptatis ; u,.a

;a11.a11 luxmiae atqne prodigalitati:;; comp. the description of 
the rich man in Luke xvi. 1 !J. These allll the folluwiug verbs 
arc in the aorist, not " lweause the comluct of the rich is 
described as viewed from the day of j11dgrnent" (h:t ed. of thi;; 
commentary; similarly also "\Viesingt:rj, for " this due,; not suit 
the present c'tvnTc1uu€Tat" (Gunkel), lmt liecanse ,Tames will 
mark the present conduet as a constant occurrence. The addi
tion e7r1. Ti;, ry1j,] furrns a sharp contrast tu lhe preceding Elr;; 

Ta CiJTa Kvpi.ov ua/3aC:i0. "\\"liilst the Lord i,i /it'((l"/'1l hear;; the 
complaints of the m1justly upprc:-;sed, the rich o,i mdh enjoy 
their lusts, umfo;turlJcd by the wrath of Gull, which shall be 
revealed from heaven agaiust all 1111g,1tllincs!'i aml unrighteous-
11rss of men (Tiom. i. 18). - .!0p€'{(LTE T(l', KapSta<; vµciiv] tloes .. 

' llc-rc also Lange comc-s in with his sy111l .. ,li,·al int.·q•rl'!ation, un,lcrstmulin;.: 
1,y thv li:,rn,t "the time when the tl1<•1wrati,· ".,.,1 of t:0<! in Israd has rip,·ncu 
unto .I,c haJTc~t of C:u,l," and. by the n·a1«·1.-; "the :ipo,tlt-s allll first Chrbti:111,." 
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not ackl a new idea to the preceding. but brings for\\'ard the fact 
that the rich in their luxurious living find the satisfaction of 
the desires of their heart. Luther's translation: "Ye have pas
tured your heart," does not sutnciently correspond to the idea 
TpE<fmv; something barl is evidently denoted by it. Since 
rpicfmv is litemlly " to make firm, thick," it is best here to render 
it by "to S((tiatc." Other expositors translate it by "to 
fatten;" Lange, by "to mal~c fat." TCl_. ,capoiac; is equivalent 
neither to Tli uwµaTa vµwv nor to vµas; comp. Acts xiv. 17, 
and Meyer on that passage ;1 Winer, p. 141 [E. T. 195].
b 17µipq, ucpa1lJc;] corresponds to the preceding Jv Juxaraic; 
;jµ,Epatc;. These last times are designated by James with 
reference to the rich as 17µEpa u<f>a1ryc;, the clay of slaughtc1', 
because the sentence of death, which they have incurred, 
,rill be directly executed upon them at the approach of the 
7rapovu{a of Christ ( comp. ver. 7) and the judgment ; so also 
"\Viesinger, Bri.i.ckner, Lange, only the latter arbitrn,rily under
stands by the day of slaughter, the day of Israel's judgment, 
comprehending the time from the death of Christ to the 
destruction of Jerusalem. This designation of the day ol' 
jllllgment is also found in the 0. T., particularly Jer. xii. 3, 
LXX.: U!'fVLO'OV aVTOV<; e:.lc; 17µ,ipav ucpa1ryc; avTWV; XXV. 34. 
By the reading we; before ev ~µipq, ucp. a comparison occurs, 
namely, with the beasts who are to be slaughtered, so that Pott 
after we; directly supplies 0pl:µµa-ra. De Wette explains it: 
"Ye have pastured your hearts as in the day of slaughter; i.e. 
according to the comparison with beasts, who on the day on 
which they are to be slaughtered feed carelessly and devour 
greedily;" so also Bouman. But the idea "carelessly and 
greedily" is introduced ; also the comparison is unsuitable, 
since beasts on the clay of slaughter do not eat more greedily 
than on other days. Other expositors, as Wolf, Augusti, 
Hottinger, and others, take ev as equivalent to €le;; Hottinger: 
corpora vestra aluistis, tanquam pecora, quae saginari solent 
ad mactationem ; but this change of prepositions is arbitrary. 
Several expositors, as Calvin, Beza, Grotius, Laureutius, Bengel, 
and others, understand by 71µepa ucf,a1ijc; the day of sac1·i.ficc ; 
CalviP. adclit similitudinem, sicut etc., quia solebant in sacri-

1 11Ieycr : " The heart is filled with food, inasmuch as the sensation of being 
filled, the pleasant feeling of satisfaction, fa in the heart." 
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fic:iis sole11111ib11s liheralins ve;;ci <prnm pro qnotiLliano more; 
the 111eaui11g thc11 is: tota Yita Yestra. e.,t q nasi perpetuum 
rpnlum ac festum continuum (Laurentin;;); hnt that expression 
Bever elsewhere occurs in thi.~ signitication. Had Jame.:; 
thought on the sacrificial feast or the like, he would ha,·c 
expressed it more definitely; besides, by this explanation the 
reference to the judgmcnt is entirely a.wanting, and only the 
lnxmious life is described ; but this co11tradicts the character 
of the whole section, for if James, from ver. 4 onwards, assigns 
the reason of -rar..ai-;;wpia,., he does this not without an earnest 
pointing to the jndgment and its nearness. 

Ver. 6. The thinl sin, the persecution of the just, 1,y which 
the n11goclliness of their disposition is most strongly indicated. 
Dy OLKato, is not meant Christ (Oecnmenius,1 Dede, Grotins, 
Lange), for, on the one hand, there is nothing in the context 
to indicate this, a11d, on the other hand, the present ,ivnTcio-

o-ETat is opposed to it; aho, if this were the case, the pL·r

fect must be put instead of the aorist, as here only one deed 
is mentioned, not, as before, a. repetition of tleeds. "\Yiesinger, 
in an unsatisfactory manner, explains Tov o{Katov by the i,lil11-

l'cnt. Not merely the nnjnst conduct of the '1Tr..ouo-tot fonmlcd 
on coyetousncss is here intcn<lcd to be descrihetl, hut the 
reason of persecution is implied in the cxpre,-sion -rov 

OtKatov itself; comp. "\Yisd. of Sol. ii. 12-2 0 ; as also 1 John 
iii. 12. The singular is to he taken collecti\·ely, and the 
expression absolutely, as in vcr. 16. Sc,·eral expositors 
assume that the verbs KaTEOtKcto-an:, t,pov£uo-a-r£, am not 
meant in their literal seusc; but evidently witlillnt reason. 
KaTEOtKao-aTf shows that here primarily jialges arc meant; yc·t 
the accusers, if these arc to he 1listingui,-Jietl frl)m them, are 
not to be considered as cxchHlctl, since their accusation poi11l,; 
to nothing el,-;c than to a. sentence of comlemnation." The 

1 Occumcnins, in<leetl, snys: t;,u.,-.,;;r.-:-"'; -:-;, i;,~. -:-. Co:., i"':'l -:-Ow x,,o-,:-~., U1a.;I .. 
p:-:-:ll; 1,ut 1w tl1iuk:-. tli;1t .lalll"S likcwis,• U1Hll•r:-.ta11ds li_y thi .... : -;-,;:..; ai-. ✓.,;:J; -:-:~; -:-·.G 

;.:flGIIZ -:-rap~ 'T;;.,, 'Iot-Oa;w., -r.a.1;,~,.,.a, ; arnl he closes with the rcn1ark: ~·~w; 0~ ~a.; 
~pe~,:-.,r..;;; ,.; -:,pl 11Zt1Tlw ~-::-iµ~«lti, -:rrildr. 

:.: ".il':-iing,·r c•OJTl'dly oli:--l•r\"l':-i that ~ta!~"" is J11·re n 11 t to lu· rx11lailh1ll :H'cnr1l-

ing to Ecc1ns. xxxi. 21 : ~a,~t.1, ..-011 -.:rA,:cri,w O ,;,;«,_&oL!,t.J.uo; ,.;,.., ifl~;.,,,,,-but he 
111:iint.lills without rl'aSClll that thr 1h•atlt 11 f tlw ,in--1 i-.; not tn l•c l'Onsi(l1•n·,l a-i 
tll•· 1lih·•:t dro~i;.:n of tlH· --ri.1~1'H1, l111t 011ly as tl11• r1.~ult of tlu·ir opprc•ssio11-.;. 
,\].,, de Wdtc t!,inks tl,at tl1e· killiu;; is uot tu l, • 1111,l,:r,tov,l literally, Lut of 
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asymleton sharpens the climax, which is contained in the 
addition of the second verh to the first. Bouman direct,; 
attention to the paronomasia between KaT€0tKarraTt, and olKatov. 

- ouK avnTarrrr€Tat] opposes the calm patience of the just to 
the violence of the wicke<l : he doth not resist ( comp. Acts 
xviii. G ; Rom. xiii.-!; ,fas. iv. G). Sclmeckenbnrger: ouK avTLT. 

sine copula et _pronomine ponclerose additur. The present is 
explained from the fact that in what goes before not a single 
instance, but the continued conduct of the rich is described, 
and opposed to this is placed the similarly continued conduct 
of the OLKatot. Lange, by the reference of Tov olKatov to Christ, 
misinterprets the force of the present, arbitrarily attributing 
to the verb the meaning : " He stands no longer in your way ; 
He does not stop you (in the way of death) ; He suffers 
you to fill up your measure." - It is unnecessary to supply 
in thought oi; or ,yap ; also ou,c avTLTarrrr€Tat is not to be 
converted into OU ovvaTat CLVTtTU.(J"(J"€(]"0at (Pott). l<'or the 
correct construction there is no reason, with Bentley, for con
jecturing o ,cvptoi; instead of ou, or, with Benson, to take the 
.~entence as interrogative, and to supply o ,cuptoi;. The object 
of the addition of the clause is not so much the more strongly to 
mark the violent conduct of the rich, as rather by implication 
to point to the proximity of the veugeauce of God, who inte
rests Himself in the suffering just, as is definitely asserted in 
the previous verses. ·with this verse are to be compared, 
besides the already cited passage in Wis<l. of Sol. ii. 12-2 0, 
particularly Amos ii. 6, 7, v. 12 (KaTar.aTovvT€'> olKatov), 

viii. -!, which testify for the correctness of the explanation 
here given. 

Ver. 7. Exhortation to the brethren to patient waiting, on 
to Yer. 11. - µa,cpo0vµ~rraT€ ouv J µaKpo0vµ€iv ; literally, to 
1,e long-suffering to those who do an injury; opposed to 
ofu0vµ€'iv; see :Meyer on Col. i. 11. On its distinction from 
i'nroµevEtv, see on 2 Tim. iii. 11 ; here the meaning appears to 
run into that of 1nroµev€tv ; comp. the following µa,cpo0vµwv 

aml Yer. 8 ; but it is here well put, ia order to exclude the 
feeling of disquieting doubt; comp. Heb. vi. 12, 15. - ouv] 

refers to the preceding sentiment (also to that indicated in ou,c 

extreme violence, deprivation of liberty, aml the like. This intc1pretatio11 is, 
however, occasioned by the assumption that the rich are Christians . 

. MEn:1:.-J.nrns. O 
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,ivnTcfO"O"ETat uµ'iv), that the ,it1tl.~111ent is near (tlc "\Y cttc, 
"\Yiesingcr 1

). - cioe:\.«po{J cuntrast tu the r.'A.ovO"tot. - l'atieuce 
is to emlurc ifw, TIJ<; r.apova-fa., Toii Kvpiov. On i!wc; as a 
}Jreposition, sec Winer, p. 418 [E. T. i:i!)O]. As regards the 
meaning which ifwc; here has, Sclmeckcnbnrger concctly 
oLser\'es: nou tempus tanturu sed rem quoqne imlicat, qna 
1/ 0'}..'i,[rt, µaKpo0vµwc; toleranda tollatur. By r.apova-t'a TOU 
1wp{o1J, according to constant Christian usage, is to be Hudcr
stood the advent of C'hri.;t (\Yiesinger, Bri.ickner, Lange, 
Bonm::m), not the coming of Goel (.Augusti, Theile, de "\\' dte); 
although James Ly KtJpioc; chiefly designates God, yet he also 
uses this name for Christ, chap. ii. 1. - The exhortation is 
strel1gtheued by the reference to the patient waiting of the 
huslJmHlmau (the same figure in Ecclus. vi. 1 !) ). As he waits 
(J,co~xeTai) for the precious fruit of the earth, being patient 
with reference to it, until it has received the early and latter 
rain, so should the Christian patiently wait for the precious 
fruit of his labour, for which he hopes. The Kapr.o, is tlesig
nated as Tiµ,io<;, because it is its 1,reciousncss whieh occasions 
the µa,cpo0vµ{a. Ry µaKpo0vµwv ir.' aunp, €/COEXETal is more 
defiuitely stated, since that verb does nut necc,-sarily include 
in itself the idea here intended. On ir.' auTf, = in reference 
to the ,cap7roc;, comp. Luke xviii. 7. - o "/EWP"/0', is not the 
subject of )...u/3y (Luther), but o Kapr.o,; (Stier). - The c1tm~liun 
whether we are here to l'ead i!w, with or without civ (,;cc 
critical remarks) cannot be answereLl from the usage of the 
N. T.; sec 1fatt. x. 11, aud, on the other hand, Luke xii. ;j!)_ 

Acconliug to Tisehemlorf, the authorities are tleci:;iYe ft1r Lhe 
omission of £1,V, See Al. Unltlllallll, 1'· 1!:18 f. [E.T. ~30 r.r
(ueTov) wpw'iµov Ka~ o'[nµo1,J the antnmnal arnl spring rains; 
see Dent. xi. 14; Jer. v. 2G; Joel ii. 23; Zech. x. 1: not 
"tlie morning and the e\'cuing 1-.1i11" (Luther); see "\\'iuer',; 
Rcal11:urlcrb. under " 1Vittcrung." a 

1 Hdrncckcnlmrg,·r corn·dly uh,,·11·,·, : .,.\ jn,lil'ii ,livini 1•1·n1•:11,1nila!,·m 
l'l'!--l•idt; lJut tlie remark is erro1u·nt1:, : n•·•]ll•· earn i11liti:ls, :-;i (ptis 1,arikr \'ersui 

G hu111...: jungat, ita ut l'XCllll1lo -:-~; p.«xfo;,.,,v.,·t.; ;'.•l t•aJllk-111 ani111i leuitatl'Ill us11ue 

scrvan<lam cxcitcntur. 
"Jt is peculiar that in the 1•arallt! scut•_u,·, .. ,, Ex. xv. lG, ,Jcr. xxiii. 20, al lirst 

,.,; stands an<l then ,.,; a.,. 
:: In a Jieculiar rna1111cr Uccu111cniu.-; :1ll1•.~11 riziu;.; :-::ays: -rr&J;f'-~• i!od.:, ~ iv tiOn;T, 

fl,l'Ta, ~.t:tpJt.1, J',ITd.vo,a. • D'-..J;,pos, f1 hi -r; ,yT.f'f, 
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Ver. 8. Resumption and completion of the exhortation. 
The ,cat after µa,cpo0vµ11craTE is explained from the reference 
to () ryrn,pryo<;, - By the asyndeton addition CTT1JptgaTE Ta~ 

,capo/a,; vµwv, the conduct which is the condition of µa,cpo-

0vµ[a is emphasized. Not weak, but strong hearts are able 
to cherish µa,cpo0vµ[av ; on this expression, comp. 1 Thess. 
iii. 13; 1 Pet. v. 10. The strengthening is indeed, on the 
one hand, an affair of God ; but, on the other hand, it dependr-< 
on the man himself, just like everything else that is obtained 
by the man surrendering himself to the love of God working 
in him. - OT£ ~ 7rapoutTta K.T.X.] Calvin: Ne quis objiceret, 
nimium differri liberationis tempus, occurrit dicens, prope 
instare Dominum, vel (quod idem est) ejus adventuni appro
pinqnasse. - On the expression, comp. especially 1 Pet. iv. 7. 

Ver. 9. To the preceding exhortation a new one is added: 
µ,ry CTTEVllSETE, a01:A.cf,ot, KaT' aXX17Xoov, since with impatience in 
affliction a sinful irritability of the sufferers toward each 
other is easily conjoined. UTEvaseiv ,caTa is to be understood 
neither of invidia alienis bonis ingemiscente (Grotius), nor 
of impatientia mutuis lamentationibus augenda; it rather 
denotes the gemitus accusatorius (Estius, Calvin, and others), 
without, however, necessarily supposing a provocatio ultiouis 
divinac malorumque imprecatio (Theile, and similarly Calvin, 
Morns, Gebser, Hottinger, Lange, and others) united with it. 
Augusti incorrectly renders it: " Give no occasion to one 
another for sighing." - From KaT' aAX17Aoov it does not follow 
that the 7rXovuioi (ver. 1 ff.) belong to the Christian church 
(against de Wette and Wiesinger); the reference here is 
rather to the conduct of Christians toward each other under· 
the oppressions to which they were exposed by the 7rXovrrioi.1 

- Since CTTEvasEiv KaTCL involves the judging of our brother, 
and is opposed to that love of which Paul says : µa,cpo0vµ,1:t, 

XP1JCT'TEUETa£, .•. OU 7rapo,uvETa£, OU XorytsETa£ 'TO ,ca,c6v ... 

'TrllVTa U'TroµevEt, James adds the admonition cva µ,ry ,cpi0~TE 

(comp. Matt. vii. 1), and then, for the purpose of strengthening 
1 Horncjns : Quos acl manifostas et gmvissimas improborum injurias fortiter 

forcncla~ incitarat, eos nunc hortatur, ut etiam in minoribus illis olfcnsis, quae 
inter pios ipsos saepe subnascuntur, vel conclonanclis vel dissimulanclis promti 
sint. Coutingit cnim, ut qui hostium et improbornm ruaximas saepe con
tumelins et injurias aequo animo tolerant, frntmm tarnen oflensns multo levio:-c'\ 
non facile fernnt. 
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the ,rnmi11g. pciinh to the m'rune~s cif the J111lgc. Thr Kptnic; 

is none other than the Lord, whose r.apovu{a is at haml. ,\,; 
J fis nearness shonl<l comfort Christians in their distress, so iL 
should likewise restrain them from the rc1rnncintion of Joye 
to one another ( comp. chap. ii. 13). Iucorrcctly Theilc : 110n 
tarn, qni irnpatientins fcrcnteR certo puniat (quamc1mlm nee 
hoe alic~sc potcst), quam: qui vos ulciscatnr, ut igitnr nc opus 
qui<lem :c;it ista tam pcriculosa imp,ttientia (so also tle ,Y ette) ; 
for o KptT1J<; evidently points back to ,va µ~ Kpt0ijT€.1 - On 
7.po TWV 0upwv €rTT1JK€V] 1·.r. ltc stands alrmdy 111fu1't' lltc cloo,·, 

on the point of entering, sec l\fatt. xxi,·. 33; Mark xiii. 2U 
(Acts Y. 23). 

Vv. 10, 11. Old Testament exmnples a1lduced for the sake 
of strengtl1ening the exhortation to patience. - vr.oO€t7µa 

Aa/3ETE J u7roOEt"fµa (instead of the classical r.apaOEt"fµa) 

here, as frpquently in the N. T. an<l LXX., ail c,1.rnnplc, a 

1,attcrn; in sense ec1nirnlent to vr.o'Ypaµµov, 1 ] 'et. ii. 21 ; 
Tvr.oc;, 2 Thcss. iii. ~ (1:i,c, TO µtµe'iu0ai). - TTJ<; KaKor.a0e{ac, 

Ka'i. TTJ<; µaKpo0vµfac,] KaKor.a0Eta, in the X. T. iir.. AE"f., is 
11ot synonymous with µaKpo0uµ{a = Yexationurn patientia 
(Hottinger), but <lenotcs s11JF,·iily, a{iliclion, synonymous with 
fuµrf,opa{, Thnc. vii. 77; in 2 l\lncc. ii. 2G, '.!.7, it is nsed in 
a somewhat atte1rnatPtl sense. Schneckenlmrgcr arlJitrnrily 
c:om bines it with the following words into ow· idea - -n7c, iv 

KaKor.a0e{q, µaKpo0uµ{ac,; by this combiuation the point of 
1caKor.uOe1a is weakened. On the sentiment, sPe :\latt. Y. I'.!.. 
- By the relative clause O( ii1.«A7JUav (iv) T~O ovuµan Kupfov, 

liclunging to Touc, 7rporf,11Ta<;, is imlil'~tcd that the prophet;;, 
as scrYants of God, starnl oppo;;ell to the world, cYen as 
l1elieving Christiaus do. The <lati,·c T~O ovoµaTt (sec critical 
remark) is not to Le explained, with :\foyer (sec on Matt. 
Yii. 2 2), "by mea11s of the name, ·i.e. that the nmm· of the Lord 
~atiE'fie<l their religious conscioma1ess allll was the oliject of 
thnir confession;" lJUt, as is con1mo11ly nmlerstood - t!v Tf:i 

v11oµan Kup{ou ("'iesiuger: jussu et autoritate; de "' ettc: 
" !Jy virtue of the nnme "); tl1i,; is e,·ideut from the fact that 
the Ifol1rew ilj11' c.:;~ ,::i, is tram;latc.:11 iu the LXX. uot ouly 

1 \\"il·singl'r, itnlL•etl, rreognisC'."i tli;\t t1, .. :,tatt·uu-nt is :11l1k1l a~ :1 warni11g-; Lnt 
yr-\ 111· tl,i11ks that the ,-hil'I' i1l1•:, ;_,: •· Y,- ""'Y with [••·rfrl'l e:ilmness h·a\'l' the 
judgnm,t t,, Him" (so nlso Lange). 



CHAP. Y. ll. 

l,y iv (-r<j.) ov. Kvp{ou (Dan. ix. 6) or by ir.'i T~o ov. (Jer. 
XX. 9), hut also by XaXEiv T<p ovoµaTL Kvptov (Jer. xliv. 16).1 

Ver. 11 nssigus n new reason for the exhortation: Behold, 
1uc connt happy thcin who cndun; the µaKapitEw of them is 
founded on the consciousness that God does not leave them 
unrewarded (Matt. v. 12), which is clearly manifested in the 
life of Job, on which account James, in conclusion, refers to 
him. By the reading Tovi, inroµivovmi, the idea is to be taken 
quite generally ; whereas by the better attested readiug Tov, 

irrroµ.EivaVTa, it is to be limited to sufferers of the past time ; 
the latter is more in conformity with the context (Wiesinger). 
The "restricted reference " to Tov, 1rpocf,~mi; (Grotius, Baum
garten, Pott, Hottinger, Theile) is not to be justified. -Tr,-v· 

u1roµovr,v 'Iw/3 1]KOIJ<TaT€] [17roµcw1J is not= perpessio (Storr), 
but the patience which Job displayed both in his attiictions 
:md in his replies to the contradictions of his friends; Tob. 
ii. 12-15 (Yulg. ; the text in the Greek ed. Tisch. read,-; 
differently) refers to the sa111e example; also in Ezek. 
xiv. 14, 20, Job is meutioned as a righteous man along with 
X oah and Daniel. -17Kov<TaTE] may refer specially to the· 
reading in the synagogue, but may be understood generally. -
Kat To -riXoi, 1wp{ov] is, according to the connection given, 
aboYe, to lJe referred to and explained of the issue in which. 
the sufferings of Job terminated: finem, quern a Domino, 
habuit; so that Kupiou is the genit. subj. or causae (2 Cm-. 
xi. 2G); thus most expositors explain it. Others, as Augustin, 
Bede, Lyra, Estius, Thomas, Pareus, '\Vetstein, Lange, assume 
that by TE-,..oi, Kvplov the death of Christ is to be understood. 
Against this is not only the concluding clause, but also the 
context, which points to the end to which the pious sufferel' 
i;; brought by the mercy of God, and on account of which he 
is accounted happy; apart altogether from the improbability 
that .James should connect the example of Christ immediately 
with that of Job.2- '\Vith the reading Eft1€T€ this can only be 

1 Also in union with other verbs the LXX. tran,late o;;'!l sometimes by the 

simple dative; thus Ex. xxxiii. 19, x.xxiv. 5: u>,,,,, "'o/ o,6µ.a,,.,; Jcr. xii. lG: 
,µ.,uw ,,-,;; ••· µ.ou ; sec also Isa. xii. 25, xliii. 7, xl v. 4. - Though this usage 
were not decisive, yet it would be most natmal to explain the dative .. ;;, 
i,,µ.a71 = through the 11ame, by which the name of the Loni wuul<l Le conccin,l 
as the ohjectil'e power by which the prophets were induce<! to speak. 

"In a most unsatisfadory manucr Lange seek,; to justify this, l,y oh,:rl'i]I'; 



214 THE F.PJSTLE OF J,\~IES. 

understood of "indirect seeing, namely, of clear perception hy 
hearing " ( de vV ette ). The hetter attested reading, howeYcr," 
is t0€T€, and it can only be regarded as an oversight that 
\Viesinger translates this t0€T€ by "audiendo cognoYistis," as 
it is not the indicative, but the imperative. The impcratiYe is 
here certainly surprising, and was on that account changed 
into the indicative. Tischendorf has connected LOETE with 
what goes before, and then it is to be explained : Yr ha re 
heard of the patience of Jvb, loo!,; also at the encl 1thich the 
Lord gave. The connection with what follows would, how
ever, be more suitable : Ye hm:c heard of the paticncf'. of Job 
and the encl which the Lo1'd gm:c; sec (i.e. recognise from this) 
that the Lord is 1r0Xvu7r)l.a7xvo, ancl ol1tTipµ,wv. Such an 
imperative, introduced auvvofrw,, is not foreign to the style 
of James; comp. chap. i. 16, 19. ·with the Rccrptus, and 
also with the union of tOETE with To T€Ao, ,evptou, on is not 
a particle of proof = fm· ( de "\Vette, Wiesinger, Lange), since in 
the preceding words no thought is expressed which would be 
continued by this clause; 1 but an objective partide that; 
a twofold object is joined to the verb, the second llelinitely 
hringing forward the point indicated in the fir:;t ; arbi
trarily Theile translates it and ccdr1i11ly. -The i;llli_j1·ct to 
i/unv is at all e\:ents o ,evpto,, whieh, aceording to tlie most 
important authorities, is to be retained as genuine. - r.oXv

<T7rAaryxvo,] is a complete a7r. ">-..e.7. "coined after thLl l-Iel,rew ~-:' 
ici~" (Wiesinger), which the LXX. translate r.o;\u,i">-..w,, sec 
]~x. xxxiv. G, etc.; in Eph. iv. 32, 1 I>et. iii. S, is the rdatell 
expression fV<T1T"Aa7xvoc;. - oi1tTi'pµ,wv] in the N. T. only here 
and in Luke vi. 3G (comp. Col. iii. 12: <T'TT'A{l.~1xva ot'KTtpµ,ou), 

frequently in 0. T.; comp. with this pas,::age, particularly 
Ex. xxxiv. 6 ; I's. ciii. S ; anu EL:clus. ii. 7 JC - The reference 
to the mercy of God was to impress the readers, in their 
suffering,-;, with the hope that the reward of tl1eir patience 
would not fail them, and to encoma~e them to stedfast 
endurance. 
that .Tames" 1liu thus connect the cx:1111plt· or .\hr:1]1:1111 with that or Hahab." 
It is ,-\"itlcntly inappropriate to place togd l1t·r ,Joh as "tlu· gn·:>t snli',·rcr of the 
( ll,l '1\-stamcnt," with Christ as" th,- gr,·:Ll ,ulkn·r ,,f th,· );°cw T,•sta111011t." 

1 In a peculiar lmt hi_c:lily arl,itrary 111a1111,·r, l.:111,c:,· refers ,·a, to what ,lir,,ctly 
Jirl'~·,·tll·~, u11iti11.~ it ,Yi! li -:-0 -:-;,_,,; 1:v.;;~, i11 t 11 1 • .-.,·11-.:,• that it i, tlu:rchy ~}wl'ificJ 
what Christ was able to effl'ct in entering upon His ,nlrerings. 
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Yer. 12. The warning contained in this verse against 
swearing is in no other connection with the preceding than 
what lay in the conduct of the readers. The Epistle of James 
was occasioned by manifold faults in the churches, and there
fore he could not conclude without referring to the inconsiderate 
swearing prevalent among them. It is as little inclicated that 
he refers to the warning against abuse of the tongue ( chap. 
iii.; Hornejns) as that this swearing arose from impatience, 
against which the preceding verses are directed (against 
Gataker, vViesinger). How important this warning was to 
the author the words 1rpo r.avTWV 0€ show, by which it is 
indicated that it of all other exhortations is to be specially 
taken to heart. James assigns the reason of this in the words 
i'va µ:ry v1ro «ptcnv 1riu17Te. - The waruing µ,h oµ,vveTe is more 
exactly stated in the words µ17Te TOV ovpavov, µ17Te T1/V "f1JV, 
µ17TE /il,,'A.ov Ttva opKov. It is to be noticed that swearing by 
the name of God is not mentioned. This is not, as Rauch 
along with others maintains, to be considered as included in 
the last member of the clause, bnt James with µ~Te a'A.'A.ov 
-rwa op1<ov has in view only similar formulae as the above, of 
which several are mentioned in Matt. v. 35, 36. Had James 
intemlecl to forbid swearing by the name of Goel, he would 
most certainly have expressly mentioned it ; for not only is 
it commanded in the 0. T. law, in contradistinction to other 
oaths (Deut. vi. 13, x. 20; Ps. lxiii. 12), but also in the 
prophets it is announced as a token of the future turning 
of men to Goel (Isa. lxv. 16; Jer. xii. 16, xxiii. 7, 8). The 
omission of thi,s oath shows that James in this warning has in 
,·iew only the abuse, common among the Jews generally and 
nlso among his readers, of introducing in the common every-day 
affairs of life, instead of the siri1ple yea or nay, such assevera
tions as those here mentioned; so that we are not justified in 
deducing from his words an absolute prohibition of swearing in 
genernl,1 as has been done by many expositors of our Epistle, 

1 Hauch says: "One should girn honom to the trnth, and freely anu without 
prejudice recognise that according to the clear ,vonls of the text here, as in Matt. 
,·. 34 ff., a general and unconditional prohibition of all oaths is cxprcssecl." 'fo 
this it is repliccl that honour is ginn to the truth when one is not taken by 
appcarnnce, but seeks without prejudice tn cnmprehc1ul the actual 111eani11g. 
In opposition to the view that l'hri,t l,y the prohibition of oaths, in ]\[att. v. 
;)J JL, ha, in view the idml condition of the chnrch, \\'iesinger with jnsticc 
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and especially by Oecumenins, Bede, Erasmus, Gcbscr, Hot
tinger, Theilc, de \V ctte, N eandcr ( comp. also )Icycr on )fatt. 
v. 3::l ff.); whereas Calvin, Estius, Hornejus, Laurentius, Grotius, 
Pott, Baumgarten, :Michaelis, Storr, Morns, Schueckenbnrgcr, 
Kern, \Viesingcr, llonman, Lange,1 and others, refer .James' pro
hibition to light and trifling oaths. The use of oaths by heaven 
etc., arises, on the one hand, from forgetting that ci-cry oath, in 
its deeper significance, is a swearing by God; and, on the other 
hand, from a depreciation of the simple word, thus from a 
frivolity which is in direct contrast to the earnestness of the 
Christian clrsposition. The construction of oµ.vueiv with the 
accusative Tov oupavov, etc., is in accordance with classical 
usage, whereas the construction with i,, and et'i' (in l\fatt.) is 
according to Hebraistic usage. - To the prohibition .Tames 
opposes the command with the wor1h, ;jTw 01; vµ.wv To val. 
,,d Kat TO oD ov, which do not express a new exhortation 
(Schneckenhmger), but the contrast to OJJ,Vll€lV TOV oupavov, etc. 
)lost expositors (Theophylact, Oecumenius, Zwingli, Calvin, 
Hornejus, Grotius, Bengel, Gchser, Schneckeulmrger, Kern, 
Stier, and others) find here a command to truthf11/i1c-~-~ 
expressed; but inconectly, as in the foregoing µ.~ oµvueTe a 
reference to the contrast between truth aml falschoo1l is not 
in f1ncstion at nil. De \Vette correctly explains it: "let your 
yea he (a simple) yea, aml your nay (,i simple) nay" (so also 
Estius, Piscator, Hottinger, Neandc1·, Wiesingcr, nrnl others; 
comp. ~\.l. Buttmann, p. 1-!2 [E.T. lG:.l]f Xnt the sentiment 
itself, but its form only i;; different from :\Iatt. v. 37 (,we 
Tholnck and :\foyer in loco).-The form 17Tw (1 Cor. wi. '.!2; 
l's. civ. 31, LXX.) instead of E<TTw is found in classical Cn,ck 
only once in l'lato, Rep. ii. p. :361 (sec H11ttrnan11, _tu.~liil1d. 
Ur.§ 108, Hernai-k li:i [E.T. -!~I]; Winer, p. 7:: [E.T. !Jii]).-

ol,srn·es: "It can 110 lo11gcr he s:1i1l, in n·fercnl'L' to 011r p:1:,;.:-:ag1•, that only nn 
i<lcal rc,1uiren11•11t is t•xprt·ss.·,l ,·,1kulat,·,l for .. ntir,·ly dilh-11·11t .-ircumslanc,·s 
than those which \l'l'rt' in rt·ality, for (111·1,· ,·an lu• Ill> tlonl,t that .la111t•s tl1•nu111,ls 
for his r,·•tnirl"llll'nt cu111pl.-t1· practice under tl1t• a.-tual an,! not the, i,kal circum
stances of his n,a<lcrs." 

1 Lange 1,y this uutkrsLuHls rnorc exactly: "co11spiral'y, wl1ich is :t SWl·ari11g 
a,·,,ompani,·d Ly hypoth,·ti,·al i111pn•,·alions or tl,,. gi1·ing or a ple,lge." Mon•• 
owr, his \'i•·w ol' tl,c ,h-si.~n or the Epistl,· 111i,1'-,I him In lin,1 the n·a,011 of this 
11rnhibitio11 in Jewish zeal to enter into conspiracies. 

:.: L:111~l' \\uulil u11i11• the two p,,i11ts to.~•:tlH·r; a11.J Iii: i . ..; :--n fal' uot in the \\Toll.~, 

as Ja11,es presupposes truthfolncs.,. 
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t'va µ,7 V1ro ,cp{aw ,rJa17TE] assigns the reason why one should 
not swear, but should be satisfied with the simple yea or nay . 
.Acconling to its meaning, the expression is equivalent to t'va 

µry ,cpi0ijTE, ver. 9. There is nothing strange in ,r[,rTftv 
• '] 9 S • • "<• 1) • • • "9 B ' • v,ro ; comp. _ am. xxu . .:, .., ; s. xvm . .:, . y ,cp,air; 1s to 
be understood judicium condemu{ltorium. The swearing for
bidden by James subjects to the judgment, because it is 
founded on and in every instance promotes frivolity. 

Ver. 13. If one among yon sujfl'rs, let him pmy; if one is of 
good courage, let hi11i siug psal1ns. This exhortation stands in 
no assignable connection with what goes before. The suffer
ings to which ver. 7 ff. refer are those of persecution; but 
KaKo,ra0E'iv has here an entirely general meaning. On account 
of the following Eu0vµEi, many expositors ( Beza, Semler, 
Rosenmi.iller, Hottinger) incorrectly explain ,ca,co7ra0eiv = " to 

lJc dcJcctcd" (Vulgate: tristatur quis). It rather means to lJc 
nnfortunatc, to sujfa, in which aegritudo animo is certainly 
to be considered as included. Pott incorrectly takes it as 
equivalent to the following aa0wE'iv, which is only a particular 
kind of KaKo,ra0Eiv. - 7rpoaEVXEa0ai] denotes prayer gene
rally; there is no reason to limit it here to petition.-,t,-a:\Xeiv J 
literally, to touch, used particularly of stringed instruments; iu 
the LXX. the translation of i~~ and ,l::lr = to sing psalms; 
comp. particularly 1 Cor. xiv. 15. Both joy and sorrow 
should be the occasion of prayer to the Christian. The fonu 
of the sentence is the same as in 1 Cor. vii. 18, 27. Meye1·: 
"The protases do not convey a question, being in the rhetori
cally emphatic form of the hypothetical indicative;" see 
Winer, p. 152 [E. T. 213], p. 255 [E. T. 355], p. 478 
[E.T. 678].1 

Ver. 14. From the general ,caKo,ra0eiv a. particular instance, 
that of sickness, is selected. aa0Eveiv] = aegrotare, as in 
:VIatt. x. 8, Luke iv. 40, and many other passages; the opposite: 
V"fta{veiv. - By aa0wEi nr; James hardly means any sick 
person, but only such a person who under the burden of 
bodily suffering also suffers spiritually, being thereby tempted 
in his faith. - The sick man is to call to himself the pres-

1 Lachmann has after the sentence containing the hypothesis put a mark of 
iuterrogation. Al. lluttmann, p. 195 [E. T. 226], rightly declares this to i,c 
t,nnccessary, but has in his cuition of the X. T. adopt<'t! t!ie same punctuation. 
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byters of the congrrgatiou. 7ipoo-i.a'A.ecr,,u0w J in the midclle 
expresses only the reference to himself; not that the call is 
hy others, which is here taken for granted. - -rou;; 7ipecr{31JTe
pou:; -rij, ii.K'A.770-1a,;-] tltc ]Jl'CSb!;lcrs of the COll.'Jl"ff}ation, n:uncly, 
to which the sick man belougs. It is arbitrary to explain 
-rou,;- 7ipeu/3uTEpou,;- as unum ex presbyteris (Estius, Hammond, 
Lanrentins, ·wolf); the ~,;hole body is meant (\Viesingcr), as 
the article shows; not some of its members, as Theile considers 
possible. The follO\ring words: Kal 7ipouw~ao-0wcrav K.,.X., 

express the object for which the presbyters are to come ; they 
are to pray over him, anointing him in the name of the Lord. 
The prayer is the chief point, " as also ver. 15 teaches : 1j 
eux~ T. 7il<TT€W', K.T.X." (Wiesinger) ; the anointing is the act 
nccompa11yi11g the prayer. e7i' au-rov] is generally inaccu
rately explained as equ.irnlent to pro eo, pro salute cjus; 
h.t with the accusatirn expresses figuratively the reference 
to something-, similarly as the German iil.nT with the accusa
tive; thus ,c)l.afrtv E7il -riva, Luke xxiii. ~8. How far the 
author thought 011 a local reference, he who prayeth bendin~ 
oYer the sick, or strctchin~ forth his hands oYer him, L·aunot 
he determined; see Acts xix. 13. - ·with the prayer is to be 
conjoined the anointing of the sick, for what purpose ,Tames 
does not state. ..:\.cconling to ;.\fork vi. 13, the Lli,;ciple;; in 
their miracles of healing applied it, when at the command of 
Jesus they tmwrsed the ,Jewish land; but the reason ol' their 
doing so is not giYen, nor at a later periotl is there any 
mention of it in the miracles of the apostles. 1 ProbalJl_,· 
James mentions the anointing with oil only in conl'un11ity 
with the general custom of empln)·in:,.! oil for tlie refiv~hin_Q·, 
strengthening, arnl healing of the l11)dy," ,;ince he refer;; the 
miracle not to the anointing, hut to the prayer, and, presup
posing its use, directs that thL' presbytl'r:3 should unite pr.tye1· 
with it, and that they sl10uld perform it €V -rfJ ovoµa,1. ( Toii) 
«up!ou, that is, in a lJclieYin.~ and trn:;tful mention of the 
name of ( 'lirist (le,;s prohal,ly of <:.-.tl;. That J,, -rfJ ov. i.up. 

1 )[eyer i,i /oc,, cn11si1lPrs tl.i:-: anc1i11til1~, a, al.,o the appli,:alion of ~11ittll' tlll 

tli,· part of .Tcsus Hi111:-;,·11', as a ,•1111dw-1 11r ,,f 1!1,· .,11p1.·r11atnral healill'.~ )lll\\"t·t., 

·111 dn.~1111:-: to t}11: layi11.~ oil 111' 11awl:-:. J:ut i11 tl1i.'i the di:-;Lilll'tioll is 1l111 litlL• 
ol,,,-rn·d, that an'onliu.~ to -~1:11t·ral ,·u,t11111 oil, l11tl not spittl1.•, :llltl the b_ri11.~ ull 

of hands, was a pplietl to the sick. 
: Sc·,· I lcrzo_'.;··, J:c,,/-J::11c!Jcl. 011 (),.], Orln11g, :".1lhe. 
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cannot mean jussu et auctoritate Christi is eYident, because 
there is no express command of Christ to employ it. Gebser 
incorrectly unites this particular with 7T'po,,.evga,,.0w,,.av; 

Sclmeckenburger with both verbs; it belongs only to a-X.et

yavTe<; (de Wette, Wiesinger). The question why the 
presbyters should do this is not to be answered, with 
Schneckenburger: qnia TO xaptrJ"µa iaµa-rwv (1 Cor. xii. 9) 
cum iis commnnicatum erat; for, on the one hand, it is 
an arbitrary supposition that the presbyters possessed that 
xc'tp,,,.µa, and, on the other hand, there is here no mention of 
it ; incorrectly also Pott: quia nti omnino prndentissimi elige
bantur, sic forte etiam artis medicae peritissimi erant. Bengel 
has giYen the true explanation: qui dum orant, non multo 
minus est, quam si tota oraret ecclesia; and N eander: " the 
presbyters as organs acting in the name of the church." 1 

Ver. 15 mentions the result of the prayer conjoined with 
the anointing. - ICaL 17 evx~ T1J<; 'TT'lrJ"TEW<; J That the prayer of 
the presbyters must proceed from faith was not asserted iu 
the preceding, but was evidently presupposed ; it is now 
directly characterized as such. -rijr; 'TT'trJ"Tewr; is gen. subj.: 
tltc 2Jraycr which faith offers; inaccurately Schneckenburger: 
preces fide plenae. 'TT'trJ"Tt<; is used here in the same significa
tion as in chap. i. 16 ; it is snre coufidence in the Lord, 
in reference to the case in question. Grotius, Gomarus, 
Schneckenburger, Theile, and others define the vrayer more 
closely, as that of the presbyters and of the sic!~ man. On 
the other hand, Wiesinger refers ;, eux~ T. 'TT'. to r,porJ"evgarJ"-

0w,,.av, accordingly the intercession of the presbyters ; so 
also de vV ette. This is correct; it is, however, to be observed 
that James has certainly supposed as self-evident the prayer 
of the sick man who called the elders. The following 
words : rJ"WrJ"et -rov ,ccfµvov-ra, state the effect of the prayer of 
the presbyters. - TOV ,caµvovrn J takes up again arJ"0eve'i Tt<;. 

,cuµ,vew, in the N. T. except here only in Heb. xii. 3 in a 
figurative sense, has even with classical writers very commonly 

1 It is well known that the Catholic Church, besides Jlfark vi. 13, specially 
appeals to this passage in support of the sacrameut of extreme unction. Chem
nitz, in his 1:,'.camen Cone. Trid., has already thoroughly shown ,Yith what 
incorrcctness they have done so. Even C'ajetan arnl Baronins <lonht "·hcther 
James here treats of that sacrarnr_•11t, ns he tlors not spl•ak of the sick unto dcnth, 
Lut of the sick generally. 8ee Hcrzog's lleal-b'nc,1cl. on the word Oclung. 
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the meaning to l11; sid·. - o-wo-H] e<ptirnlcnt to n·ill 1·ccoi-cr. 
This mraning- is rcq uireJ by reference to Tov K,i µ11ovTa, am l 
to the context generally; the worJ occurs in the same signifi
cation in )fatt. ix:. 2~; )fork v. 2:J; John xi. 12, and else
where. - ]:y the following clause: Kai, €"ff.PEI, avTOV o Kvpto<;, 
what is saitl is more exactly specified; the prayer of faith 
effects o-wsH11, by which the Lord (apparently Christ) on it-
account helps; €"fEl(JEtv, to nn'sc 11p from the sick-bed, se1~ 
)lark i. ::; 1, etc. ; not " to raise up from sickness" (Lauge ; 
" to cause him to recover," de "\Vette) ; the word ne,·er occurs 
in this meaning in the X. T. -A particular case is added to 
the general. Kli11 aµapTtac, TI '7T€'7TOt1]KWC,] Kall is not, as is 
done uy most expositor3, but against linguistic usage; to lie 
resolved 1y a1Ul if, but by c'l:cn -if (so also Lange). By the 
sins here meant are such as formed the special reason of the 
sickness. Accordingly, the meaning is : even if he has drawn 
his sickness upon himself by special sins (unsatisfactorily 
Lange: "if his sickness has become l1y them very scYcre ";. 
By ll '7T€7r0t1]KWC, the effect of the sins is rcpresentCll ns 
existing. - The apo<losis aip€81iauat avT~d expresses that 
even in this ca!'le the healing will not fail. The forgiYenc;.:,, 
of sins is here meant, which is confirmed h~· the rcmoYal of 
the special punishrnent produced by the particular sins. Tht• 
explanation of Hammond is eviLlcntly cutircly erroneous: non 
tam n ])co, quam a ]'rcsbytcris, qui acgroto peccata ipsis 
confitenti . . . absolutionem tlare tcncutur. .As regards tl1t: 
construction of the sentence, KUii r.€r.ot1JKW<; may be joined t,, 
what goes before, and aipE01io-ETa£ consitlcred as an n~y11deto11 
addition: and tltc Lord will 1'11'1.8!' hiin up, am 1/ h<' has culil-
111 ittul sins . .. (ju,·) 1·t 'lrill l,c Jii,YJi'rcn lii111. J:ut the usual 
,·onstruc:tion, according to which ,iq,eO,io-Erni is simply the 
:1podusis to Ku11 K.T.X., is to he prl'ferre,l uu account of the 
clo1-c connection of ideas; tints: ,n·,i ·if Ji,. lwlh 1·u111mitft'd 
.,i,1s, d ·//'ill i,: ji!i•yirm lt1111; li,r which tlw idea is inclnde,1 
in ,iq,E01io-eTa£ auT~';J, that he will Le healed of his sickncs~. 
- TCJ r.Er,011JK€11at is to lie ~upplie1l from the prcce<liug tn 

1 In no passage of the X. 'l'., except perhaps Luke xiii. tl, is the 1ea: in~;., 
1lw :--i11111lc c<,1,ula u11iti11~ two st.·11tt:rn·c·,, Lut it l1as ,·n·r~·w}H"rc thl· 11wa11i11,:.!; 

01t,11r;lt, crCll. The X. 'l'. usage is here in co11fur111ity with the classical ; sw 
!'ape on the w01·,l '"'· 
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,'tq,tO,;<J'Erni (Bengel, Thcik, ""icsinger). - --The prnmise (<J'W(j'ft 

... E'YEpt'i) so positi \'ely expressed by J arnes is foundeLl on 
his confidence in the Lord, who hears believing intercession, 
so that it is not in vain. It is certainly surprising that 
,Tames gives this assmance without any restriction. Although 
we cannot say, with Hottinger : si certus et constans talium 
precnm fuisset evenius, nemo unquam mortnns esset, since 
the nature of the e:omlition, on which James makes the event 
dependent, is not considered ; on the one hand, it is self
evident that trnc r.[<J'w, includes the humble 7r)..11v ovx w<; 

i'Yw 0txw an' w<; (j'IJ (l\Iatt. xxvi. 39); and, on the other 
hand, it is to be ohsen'Cll that although James here evidently 
1,;peaks of bodily sickness and its cure, yet he uses such 
expressions as point beyond the sphere of the corporeal to the 
spiritual, so that even when the result corresponds not to the 
expectation in reference to the bodily sickness, yet the prayer 
of faith does not remain unanswered in the higher se11se.1 

Yer. 16 annexes a new thonght to what has been said, 
which is, however, as the strongly attested ovv shows, in close 
connection. li'rom the special order James infers a general 
injunction, in "·hich the intervening thought is to be con
(·eivrd that the sick man coufessed his sins to the presbyters 
for the purpose of their intercession ; Christians generally are 
to practise the same duty of confession toward each other. It 
is incorrect, with Chrysostom (de saccrd. I. III.) and several 
ancient and other expositors, to refer the injunction contained 
in this verse to the above-mentioned relation of the presbyters 
arnl the sick to each other, and accordingly to paraphrase it, 
with Pott : vµ,E'i<; a(j'0fVOUVTE', EEoµ,oAO'Yiiu0e 70£', 7rpf<J'/3VTE

poi, 7(1, 7rapa7r7wµarn vµ,wv Ka~ VP,€£', 7rpeu/3uTepoi EVXE(j'0f 

vr.fp Twv a(j'0fvouvTwv ; for by this not only is violence done 
to the language, but also an intolerable tautology arises. 
,,)..\17;\01s can only be referred to the relation of individual 
lielievcrs to each other, so that Cajetan correctly rnys: nee 
!tic est scrrno de confessiouc sacrarnentali. Some expositors 

1 It must be th•signate,l ns arbitrary "·hen Lange urnlrrstnl](ls this passage 
also as symbolical, nnd thus interprets it: "If any man as a l'hristian has been 
lmrt, or become sick in his Christianity, let him seek healing from the 
111·eahyters, the kernel of the congregation. Let these pray with n11,l for him, 
arnl anoint him with the oil of the Spirit; such a course, wheren'r takeu, will 
surely restore him, and his transgressions will be forgiven him." 
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incorrectly restrict tl1t> general cxprcs~ic,u 7rapar.Twµa,a to 
such sins "·hich one eo111111ils against another; ·wolf: <le illis 
tantum pcccalis senno est, qnae alter in alterum commisit, 
quornrnque vcniam ab altero poscit; :Dengel: aegrotus et 
quisquis offcndit, juuetur coufiteri; offensus ornre. The passage 
treats not of human, lrnt of the dirinc forgiveness; ancl thus of 
sins not as offences against our neighuour, hut as violations of 
the la.w of God.1 

- ,ca'i euxeu0e V'Ti"EP (I.A.A.I/A.WV] To i~oµo;\.a
"/1]UL<; intercession for one another is to l1e conjoined ; indeed, 
the former takes place in order that the btter may follow. 
The contents of the prayer is naturally the divine forgiveness, 
hut the aim to be attained thereby is oTrw<; la017Te. The wor<l 
lau0ai is in the X. T. used both literally au<l figuratively 
(Ho b. xii. 13 ; 1 l'et. ii. 2 4 ). After the example of several 
expositors (Hottinger, de "\Vette, Wiesinger), the first meaning 
has hitherto in this commentary been ascribed to la0ijTe, on 
account of the connection of this verse with what goes before; 
Lut since among aAA~AOL<; are certainly to be understood not 
only the sick, and James indicates by nothing that his iujuuc
tion refers only to them, it is more correct to take la017Te here, 
in its proper refercucc to 7rapa7rTwµaTa, in a figurative sense 
(Estius, Carpzov, Grolins, Gebser, and others); whether James 
likewise thought on a bodily healing taking place in the cases 
occurring (Schneckenlrnrger, Kem) must remain undetermined. 
- It is to be remarked that the prayer of the presbyters docs 
not exclude the common intercession of the members of the 
church, and that the eflicacy attributed to the latter is not 
less than that attributed to the former. - 7rOAu l<Txvtt OE1Ja-L<; 

ot,caiou evEp";ouµim1] is added by James for the purpose uf 
strengthening the aboYe exhortation; tlie asyndelon connection 
jg with him not rcrnarkal1le. The stre,;:s is Oil 'Ti"OA.l/ iuxvei, 
consecp1ently it stands first. OtKato<;, equinilent to the Hebrew 
P''l~, is, according to the Christian Yie,\· of ,James, he who in 
faith performs the works of vuµoc; i;\.eu0epia,. - ,vith regard 
to ivepryouµevT), expositors haYc introduced much that is 
:1rl,itrary. :i\Iost take the participle as an alljective l1elongiug 
to OET)Ut<;, an<l then attempt to explain the expression oi17uv; 
ivEp"fOVf£EVTJ. Oecumenius leaves the word itself unexplained, 
hnt he lays stress on the point that the prayer of the 
I L,ugc primnrily understands 1.,y this "the sins uf the Jutlaizing tlispo,ition." 
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righteous is only then effectual when he, for whom it is 
offered, crvµ:rrpaTT?J Ota 1Ca1CW<r€W<; '1rV€VµaTtlCI/', with the 
suppliant. :Michaelis explains it: preces agitantc Spiritu 
sancto effusae ; Carpzov : OE17utr; Ota 7rL<rT€w, EV€pryovµiv11 ; 

Gebser understands prayer in which the suppliant himself 
works for the accomplishment of his wish; similarly Calvin: 
tune vere in actu est oratio, quum succmTere contendimus iis, 
qui laborant. According to the usual explanation, Ev€pryovµivr, 

is assumed to be synonymous with EV€pry17r; or Ev€pryor; (EKT€v~r;, 

Luke xxii. 44; Acts xii. 5), "strenuus," "intentus," "earnest," 
etc., and this qualification of the prayer of the righteous man 
is attached to 7rOA!J lcrxv€l as its condition; Luther: "if it is 
eamest" (so Wiesinger, and similarly Erasmus, Beza, Gataker, 
Hornejus, Grotius, 1N olf, Baumgarten, Hottinger, Schnecken
burger, Theile, Bouman, and others). This explanation, how
ever, has not only, as "\Viesinger confesses, N. T. usage against 
it, but this qualification cannot be taken as the condition of 
7r0A!J lcrxv€l, but is rather the statement of the characteristic 
nature of the prayer of the righteous man. It would be more 
correct to adhere to the verbal meaning of the participle (so 
Pott, whose paraphrases, however: 7T'OAV lcrxu€£ [ovvaTat] 
' ~ "' ' ' 1 ' ' ~ ,:. ' b"t ) €V€p,YHV, or : 7ro"'v tcrxvft ,cai €V€p"/H 0€17crt,, are ar 1 rary , 
and to explain it : the prayer of the righteous man availeth 
much, whilst it works (not: "if it applies itself to working," 
de W ette ), i.e. in its icorking. That it does work is assumed ; 
that, besides working, it 7ro">..v lcrxvH, which James brings 
forward and confirms by the following example of Elias.1 

Vv. 17, 18. James, wishing to show in the example of 
Elias the power of prayer, observes beforehand on the 
objection that, owing to his peculiar greatness (sec Ecclus. 
xlviii. 1-15), the example of Elias was inapplicable to 
ordinary men, that 'E">..{a,;; av0pw7ror; 17v oµow7ra0~r; ~µiv. -

av0pw7ro<;] is not here pleouastic (Sclmeckenburger), but 
denotes the point on which James insists, which is still more 
strengthened by aµow7ra0~r; 17µ,iv. This idea contains no 
reference to the sufferings which Elias had to endure 
(Laureutitts, Schneckenbnrger, Bouman), but signifies only 
of like disposition and natiire; see ~foyer on Acts xiv. 15 ; 

1 Lange translates : "which is inwanlly dfoctn;,J (working)," and thinks 
that '"Pi'•iula:, expresses a passive-active working. 
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corup. aho "'i,-tl. ol' :--ol. Yiii. :}, arnl t;rirnm nn 4 :\face. 
xii. 13. Lange iuappropriately explains it "similarly cu11-

tlitioued."' C:ebscl' assumes a contrast to li{Kator;, strangely 
cx1,Iniuing it: "having the same sentiments aml passions as 
"·e ; ,fames inferred ho11• much 1;10/'c will the prayer of a 
OtKai'ov avail."' - The history, to which ,James refers, is con
tained in 1 Kings xvii. 1, xviii. 1, 41 ff. The account of 
,J arnes differs in two points from the 0. T. nanati ve; first, tl1e 
point ou account of which ,James appeals to Elias, namely his 
twofold prayer, is not mentioned; 'and, secondly, it is stated that 
it began to rain iu the third year. Doth in 1 Kings xvii. 1 
and in xviii. 41, Elias only am10unrns what will take place; in 
the tirst passage, that it will not rain these years, and in the 
second passage, that it will soon rain. Keither in what Elias 
f-ays or himself in 1 Kiugs xvii. 1: 1'?~~ 'l:':t;i¥ ip;~. nor in what 
is rclateu in 1 Kings xviii. 41, is it stated that Elias offered 
up such a prayer as James mentions; for although in ver. 42 
Elias is represented as praying, yet it i,; not hinted that the 
rain took place in consequence of his prayer, since rather the 
promise of rain ( ver. 1) preceded the prayer. Yet those stale
rnents,_ and particularly the word nf Elias in 1 Kings nii. 2 : 
':~: •~:n:i~ •:;i, are to be considered as the foundation of the 
statement of James, whether he followed n. tratlition (sec 
Ecclns. xh·iii. 2, :J) or a Yiew peculiar to himself. - With 
regard to the second deviation, the same statement concerning 
the duration of the tlrought is found in Luke fr. 25 (,;ee 
::\foyer in loco), and in the Jalkut Sd1imo11i on 1 Kings xYi., 
where it is said: .Anno xiii. Achabi fames regnabit in ~amaria 
per tres annos et dimidum a.uni. It is certainly correct, a,; 
Henson remarks, that if the rain, acconling tu the word of 
Elias, was stayetl at the beginning of the rainy f:'cason, and it 
:1«ain be 0 an to rain in lhe thinl Year at the end of the snmnier .:-, n , 

season, the drought would continue in all three and a half 
years; hut acconling to the statement of ,Jmnes, the drought 
l,egan with the prayer of Elias, and continued from that three 
and a half yl'ar,;;. ,\cconlingly, \\'iesinger is wro11g in finding 
in the n•mark of J:enson a sullicient reconciliation of the 
differcncL'. 1 -- r.pouwxfi 7,pou17vfaTo] the same cunstmction a,; 

1 It is otherwise with regard to Luke h-. 2~. where the simple duration of 
1:.11,· Jui i11~ whi,·li it wo11!,I 11ut rain is sta!t-,1. .lallH·s has ,•rrl',I i11 making tlie 
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Bavanp ci:rro0avEiC1'0E, Gen. ii. 17, LXX., as the Greek rendering 
of the Hebrew union of the infinite absolute with the finite 
t~nsc, which the LXX. uslUtlly express by the union of the 
participle with the finite tense (see Winer, p. 31 7 f. [E.T. 42 7]). 
This addition of the substantive serves to bring ont the verbal 
idea (de Wette), not to denote that the prayer of Elias was 
rarnrst (Schneckenburger, "\Vicsinger, Lange), but that nothing 
else than his prayer produced the long drought.. - Tou µ~ 
,Bptfgai] the genitive of design after 7rpor;17ugaTO, because the 
contents of the prayer agreed with its object. This construc
tion corresponds to the frequent use of tva with verbs of 
asking in the N. T.; see Winer, p. 292 [E.T. 410]. -/3ptix.w] 
is here used, as in the later classics, impersonally; otherwise 
in Matt. v. 45 ; Gen. ii. G, xix. 24. Baumgarten incorrectly 
supplies o 0Eo, as the subject. - Ka~ ov1C IC.T.A..] the result of 
the prayer. Sclmeckenbnrger: c1uis non sentit pondus dictionis 
Tou µ11 /3ptigai, ,ea~ ov,c l!/3p.g.v ; comp. Gen. i. 3, fiat lux, et 
facta est lnx. - f'Ti"~ Tii, ry~;-J not on tlic land, i.e. l'alcstine 
(Grotins, ·wolf, Baumgarten, Stolz, Lange, and others), but on 
the earth (Luther); comp. Luke iv. 25 (Gen. vii. 12). 

Ver. 18. The second prayer of Elias, and its result. - o 
oupavo, VETOV f{)WICEV] a popular form of expression j comp. Acts 
xiv. 1 7. - /Ca~ 17 ry~ K.T.A-.] contains not a further description, 
but added to mark more strongly the effect of the prayer : 
heaven and earth acted according to the prayer of Elias. -
i/3'11.aC1'T'TJC1'EV] properly an intransitive verb ; so in Matt. xiii. 2 G; 
Mark iv. 27; Heb. ix. 4. The first aorist here, as frequently in 
the later classics, in a transitive signification; comp. Gen. i. 11, 
LXX. With respect to the form, sec Winer, p. 7 7 [E. T. 0 2]. 
- Tov ,cap7rov avT17,] Sclmeckcnbnrger: fruges snas i. e. quas 
ferre solet. 

Vv. 1 U, 20. To the exhortation to mutual confession aml 
intercession is annexed "the reference to an irnpOTtant matter 
-the reclaiming of an erring soul" (Wiesinger). Ver. 19 
forms the supposition; this is expressed in two co-ordinate 
prayer of Elias mentioneu by him precede this whole period; whereas what is 
mentioncu in 1 Kings xvii. I, is that it commenced after the summer <luring 
which it hau not raineJ. Accorcling to Lange, the reconciliation consists in 
this, that in 1 Kings xviii. only the tlmation of the rcril famine is statetl, which 
tlicl not begin until one year after the announcement of the drought ; but there 
is no indication of this statement. 

JI[ EYE!:, -J .DIES. p 
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sentences, of which the first is subordinate in thought to the 
second ; " if any convert one who has erred from the truth." 
- r.A.av170jj] the passive aorist here, as frequently in the 
signification of the midclle. - ar.o T~'> aA.'1]0dac;-] With this is 
meant not a single practical aberration, but an alienation from 
the Christian principle of life, an inward apostasy from the 
"'Aoryo,; £iA.170e{ar; by which the Christian is begotten (Jas. i. 18), 
disclosing itself in a sinful course of life (so also Wiesinger, 
Briickner, Lmge1). - Kal f'IT£CTTpeyn] SC. er.l T1JV a'X110Etav; 

comp. Luke i. 16, 17. 
Ver. 2 0 forms the apodosis. - ryivwuKfrw] The TL<; men

tioned in the second half of the preceding verse is the sul.iject 
-the converter and not the converted. The remarkableness 
of the repetition of the subject after oTL disappears, when it is 
considered that the idea to be taken to heart is expressed as 
a sentence which is universally valid? Calvin rightly draws 
attention to the fact that the tendency of the verse is to 
excite zeal for the conrnrsion of the erring. - The "·ord 
aµapTwA.ov is to be retained in its general signification, and 
not to be referred simply to TOIi 'iTAav170evTa ll'7r0 Tijc;- UA.170elac;- ; 

it denotes the genus to "·hich he that errs from the truth 
belongs as species. - fK 'ITA.ClV1J<; oooii a1iToii] not = ex erroris 
vita (Schulthess); correctly Luther; "from the error of his 
way." r.A.uv17 states the nature of the ,my on which the 
ctµapTwA.oc;- walk~, and forms the contrast to tiA1J0Ha. - uwuei 

tvx11v [ auToii] €K 0avuTOV] 'l.C. /i(' ,,,·ill S(!U u (11 is) soul f,"Oi,l

thc drnth to 1chich othcr11.:isc 'it u·u1t/1l liar,· fallen a J)i'Cif. The 
future is here used Lecausc James "has i11 view the final 
result of such a s:l·,ing deed" (Wicsinger). 011 yvx11v, comp. 
chap. i. 21; 011 the reading 01" the l.'cc,pl/ls Eslins remarks: 
absolute posita e1:1phasi11 habct. I~ut probably tvx11v auTou 

is the correct readiug. 0,ivaTo~, eternal lh.:strnetion, as in 
chap. i. 15. Lange strangely explains it as "the moral dissolu
tio11 uf the ontological life 1.frmally sdf-~c11erati11g itself." -
Kat KaAVo/fL r.A.~0oc;- uµapn~Jv] is tu lJL: umlerstoo1.l not of the 

I ,\rl,ilrarily, Lange ,lclincs the al,l'rr.,tion nwre precisely "as nn nlicrration 
into .Tn,l:ii,tii: and d,iliastie ,\oing., an,\ fanati,·:il :111<\ sr,litiott> lusts." 

" "'icsingcr : "• hr,,r-.-pf,J,«, is not to bo taken as cquirnlcnt to lte wlto, in 
strict n.fl'n·Hcl! to the snltlci·t of .,.,,11e..ia"r.i;-,.,, but t·spn·:-iscs the g1•urr:1l i1ka tliat 
CV(•ry ouc.: wlw eonn.·rts a !-iillrn:r pl'rforms a ~rt·al \\'ork; it is tlw g<~ncral :--lal1!

lllC1It, tllllkr which he whu b tksiguatctl 1,y '>'"'"""'"., sttliunliualcs hi., doing.·, 
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sins of the converter, who by his good work obtains forgive
ness, whether on the part of God (Zacharias, cp. I. ad Bonifac.; 
Bede, Erasmus, Bouman, and others) or on the part of man 
(.Augusti: "his own offences will not be remembered"), but 
of the sins of the converted (so most expositors). The words 
are an echo of Prov. x. I'..! ( comp. 1 Pet. iv. 8), although it is 
doubtful if James had this IJassage actually in view ; especially 
,ca/1..vr.-rHv here does not, as a strict translation of the Hebrew 
;,9~,-see Neh. iii. 3G (LXX. ed. Tisch. iv. 6); Ps. xxxii. 1, 
lxxxv. 3,-signify to foi'[;iu, but the figurative expression is 
used by James in the sense that the sins of the converted are 
l,y the converter covered or concealed from the eyes of God, 
i.e. their forgiveness is effected. By r.XiJ0o, aµapnwv are 
meant not the sins which the aµap-rwX6, would otherwise 
commit (Jaspar: peccata adhuc patranda), and which were 
now prevented by his conversion (Pott: multa futura impediet), 
but the multitude of sins which he committed before his con
version.1 Lange thinks : " this restriction misapprehends the 
progressive nature of guilt;" but how could sins which have 
not been committed be forgiven?~ That the mention here is 
not of human, but of divine forgiveness, the close connection 
of the idea with the preceding O"W0"€£ ,[rux11v €IC 0avaTOU shows. 
Correctly ,viesinger : " 1Ca/\..v,yE£ carries on further the a-wO"H 

,[rux11v, and states the ground of this salvation." 

1 De ,v ette takes objection to the strong expression o;r;.i;O,i, as he thinks that 
the reference here is only to aucrration, and not to a vicious life ; and on this 
account he will cousi,ler, along wit!, this, the sins of those who staml in 
rceiprocal action with him who has crre<l, and ,vere or might have been injured 
and led astray by him ; Lu t without reason ; especially o;r;.~O,; !z.,,_,,.p,,,Z, cor
responds entirely to the idea ,.;_,,_,.o;;,1,1;, ri""o ,.;;~ ri,;.r,d,:a.;, provided it be not 
arbitrarily weakened (so also Driickner). 

2 " In order to give prorui11Pnce to the no1le historical import of t!JC Epistle, 
which has been only too much missed and neglected," Lange maintains that 
James here, at the conclusion, invites the 1dieving pmt of his people to engage 
in intercession ancl in "the work of salvation, that many imlivicluals may be 
saved from death, and a multitude of sins might be atoned for." 



THE FIRST EPISTLE OF THE APOSTLE JOHN. 

INTRODUCTION. 

SEC. 1.-CO:-STENTS AND DESIG~ OF TIIE EPISTLE. 

l. llEADIXG IDEAS.-The entire development ol 
the argument of the Epistle is based upon the 
Ringle fundamental conviction of the antagonism 
subsisting between the " world" and "believers." 

'Whilst the former are under the powei· and dominion of the 
c1evil, the latter are in fellowship with God. Those who belong 
to the world are the children of the dn:il, the others arc the 
dd{drcn of God. The objective basis of helieYers' life-fellowship 
with God is the mission of the Son of Goel, originating in His 
love, for the reconciliation of the world, or the incarnation of 
the Son of GOll (the Eternal Life which was with God from 
eternity), and His self-sacrifice unto death; its _subjective 
basis is faith in this fact of the divine love. Whosoever 
belieYes in Jesus Christ, the Son of Goel, belongs 110 more to 
the world, bl::- has been born of divine seed, a child of God. 

• The Christian must therefore, above all things, be on his 
guard against the false doctrine which, making a distinction 
hetween ,Jesus and the Son of God (or Christ), denies the 
manifestation of the Son of God in the flesh, - anLl, conse
quently, the fact of the revelation of divine love, - and 
thereby aboli::;lies the ground of the life-fello\\'ship with God. 
- In the communion which the believer, anointed with the 
Holy Ghost, enjoys with God in Christ, he possesses not only 
true kno1clcd.r;c, but also nj;htcowmcss. ·whilst the world is 
dominated by darkness, and those who Lelong to it know not 
whither they go, believers walk in the l1'ght. Enlightened by 

2~9 
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the Holy Ghost, they know C:od in the trnth of His heing, 
and arc able to distinguish between trnth and falsehood. At 
the same time their life is in sharpest contrast to sin. The 
latter is so opposed to their nature, that, as tho~e who arc 
horn of God, they do not, uay, cannot sin, hnt, on the con
trary, in hannon_\· with the pattern of Christ, 110 ri:1htco11s,u·ss: 
whereas those who belong to the world, as children of the 
devil, commit sin, which is the principle uf their life. It i;; 
true the Christian is conscious that he also ~till has sin ; bnt 
inasmuch as he does not 1lcny, hut, on the contrary, confesse;; 
it openly, the blood of C'lwist clca;1scs Min; arnl, further, in tlw 
consciousness that Christ, the Itightcom One, is his Pamclctc
with the Father, he rilsf) 1mrijfrs /n';,,sdJ; as Christ is pure. -
The essence of the believer's righteonsnes,; is lore to Gorl, 
which manifests itself i;i obedience to Hi.., co;,1111ruulments, tlw 
sum of which is lore to the l,;;·dlu'CJ1. - "\Yhiht the world, 
following the example of Cain, who hatc1l and slew his 
brother on accou11t of l1is righteous life, lwks the chil1lrcn of 
God, and in t!Jf! spirit of hatred incm,, the guilt of murder. 
the believer, imitating the patt1~rn or Chri-;t, feels him,;elf 
lJound, not in ,rnnl only, hut in Llee11 n,; well, to loYc his 
hrnthcr, and to gi\·e his life for hilll if necessary. In lorn 
like this ho possesses evidence of his diYiuc adoption, and 
therein eternal !1jl'. ,vhilst the worlll continues in death, he 
has passed out ol' death into life ; and in this new life he i.,; 
free from fear and full of joyful co11ficll'llCl'. He knows that 
his prayers arc heard of Goel, aml look,; fonrnnl with co11-
fidence to the day or jmlgment, whcH he &hall 1wt he put Lo 
shame, but shall he like God, inasmuch as he shall see Him 
as He is. -Till' period still continue,; during which the 
world manifests it,; antngonism to the l 1L•I ieYer, "·ho is alsl) 
kmpted hy the devil; lJut i11 his faith, "·hich is the Yil'tor.\· 
oYcr the world, he has Y:mrp1ished the,-c e11emics, a!ld the 
rlcYil can accomplish nothiu.~ :i.~aiust hilll. ::\IurcoYcr, the 
world has already begun to rnnish; it i-s the last time, as the 
appearance of Antichrist clenrl,Y pr11n:----soo1J Christ shall 
appear, and "·ith Him the pc1f1·ctin~· 111' JI i,; ow11. 

2. Li;w r!f A1:1111,1rnt.-At the outset ,1·v haYe an introduc
tion, in which the apostle annonncc·, till• .q,pcari11~ of tliat 
Eternal Life which was ,rith the 1"nthcr to lie the theme of 
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his apostolic message, and indicates the perfecting of his 
readers' joy, in their communion with the Father and with 
His Son Jesus Christ, as the encl aimed at in his Epistle, 
chap. i. 1-4. The letter itself he begins with the thought 
that God is Light (i. 5), from which he infers that if a man 
asserts that he has fellowship with God, whilst walking in 
darkness, it is a lie (i. 6); and, on the other hand, that the 
fellowship of Christians with each other, and purification 
through the blood of Christ, are conditioned by a walk in the 
light (i. 7). In connection with the purification mentioned, 
he urges that whosoever claims to be without sin deceives 
himself, and makes God a liar, whereas in case of an honest 
confession of sin God manifests His faithfulness and justice 
by forgiving the sin and cleansing from it (i. 8-10); and with 
this consciousness, in case he sin, the Christian may comfort 
himself, since he has Jesus Christ the Righteous, who is the 
propitiation for the sins of the whole world, as his Paraclete 
with the Father (ii. 1, 2). In ver. 3 the apostle returns 
again to the starting-point in his argument, by showing that 
(just as fellowship with God can only lrn enjoyed whilst 
walking in the light) the knowledge of God can only exist in 
obedience to His commandments, and the being in Him in 
following after Christ (ii. 3-6). The command involved in 
this for the readers, says the apostle, is the old one which 
they had heard from the beginning, and which he now once 
more impresses on them because the darkness is already 
beginning to vanish. He then describes (ii. 7, 8) walking in 
the light as walking in brotherly love, whereas the man who 
hates his brother is in darkness (ii. 9-11); and turns directly 
to his readers, whom he addresses as true Christians who 
have obtained forgiveness, known the Father, and conquered 
the evil one (ii. 12-14), in order to warn them against love 
of the world and seduction by false teachers. The exhorta
tion: "love not the world," he bases on a reference to the 
incompatibility of love of the world with love of God, and on 
the passing away of the world and its lust (ii. 15-17). The 
necessity for this exhortation the apostle discovers in the fact 
that it is the last time, as the appearance of the antichrists 
shows (ii. 18). The line of thought thus passes on to the 
consideration of these antichrists. The apostle mentions, 
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lii',-t of all, their relation to the Christian church. "Thev 
lia \'e," hn ,mys, "gone out from us, but the:, were uot of us ; ~, 
awl he then tle.~c·rilies them, after the interjectury remark that 
his readers, as tlw anointed of the Holy One, know the trnth, 
as those who deny that Jesus is the Christ (i.e. as dr.miers c,f 
the identity of ,fo:;us and Christ), wherel,y they deny the 
Father as well as the Son (ii. 19-2 3). After an exhortation 
to his readers to abide lJy what they had heard from the 
beginning, whereby they should continue in the Son am\ in 
the Father, and enjoy eYerlastin~ life, he expresses his con
fidence towards them that the unction they had received 
remains in them, that therefore they require no human 
teacher; and exhorts them to abide in Christ in order that 
they may not be put to shame at His coming (ii. 24-28). 

In like manner as the apostle, in cliap. i. 3, inferred from 
the light-nature of God that only the person who walks in 
light can have fellowship with Him, so now he argues from 
the righteousness of God, that only the pcr;;on who practises 
righteousness is liom of Him (ii. 20). But since Christians 
are the children of Goc.1, a11tl as such entertain the hupc of 
one day Leing like Hirn, therefore this hope is, as it were, an 
incentiYe to them to purify themselYes even as Christ is 
pnre, and consequently to a\'Oid sin, which is disobedience to 
the law; and this is all the more since Christ has appeared 
for the very purpose of taking away sin, and is Himself free 
from it. :From the sinlesc<ncss of Christ it follows that who
;;ocYer is in Him docs not sin ; but, on the contrary, whosoenr 
~inneth hath not truly kno\\'n Him (iii. 1-G). The apostle, 
haYi11g pointed out that he alone is righteous accorcliug to the 
pattern of Christ who dvcth righteousness (iii. 'i), sharply co11-
trasts those who commit si11, as children of tl1c <lcYil, with 
those who arc !Jorn of God, a11d therefore cannot sin, becauFc 
the cliviuc seed rcrnainelh in them (iii. 8-1 U ), and then 
indicates, as the righteousnc,-s which the ehiltlren of God 
practise, ihat brotherly lorn which he clescrilll':; as the therne 
,,f the message which Christiaus had hC'anl from the beginning 
.'iii. 10, 11). ,Yarni11gly tlrJl's the apn~tle point to the world, 
"·liich, following the type of Cain, l1ates the chihlren of Goel, 
ancl is in death; whereas the helieYer shows l,y ln\'e that he 
l1as 1,assecl from death u11to life liii. l:!-13). The 1,attern of 
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Christian love is Christ; as Jlc gave His life for us, so also 
must the Christian give his life for the brethren ; nor may he 
content himself with a mere apparent love, but must love in 
deed and in truth (iii. 16-18). Love like this bears its own 
blessing with it; he who practises it knows that he is of the 
truth, an<l, whilst he overcomes thereby the accusation of his 
own heart, he has confidence towards God in the consciousness 
that GoLl hears his prayers because he keeps the command
ments of God (iii. U)-22). With the foregoing the apostle 
then immediately connects the idea that God's commandment 
embraces a twofold ele1i1ent, viz.-(1) that we believe on the 
name of His Son Jesus Christ; and (2) that we love one 
another (iii. 2 ;~) ; and then proceeds, after remarking that 
"·hosoever obeys the commandments of God stands in com
munion with Him (he in God, nnd Goel in him), and is 
conscious of this fellowship through the Spirit given him of 
God (iii. 24), to a further reference to the false teachers, 
which he commences with the warniug: "Believe not every 
spirit, hut try the spirits whether they are of God." He 
gives the characteristic mark or the Spirit that is of God, and 
also of the spirit of .Antichrist, assures the believers of victory 
over false teachers, and presents the difference between them 
n,nd the trne apostolic teachers : " Thq are of the world, 
wherefore they speak of the world, and the world hears 
them; we are of God, whosoever knoweth God heareth us'' 
(iv. 1--6). - ,vithout introducing any ideas to mark the 
transition thereto, the apostle now utters the exhortation : 
"Let us love one another," which he establishes by saying 
that love is of G0d, or-n,s he also says-that Goel is love. 
God has proved His love by sending His Son to be ::i. 

propitiation for our sins; but if _God has loved us so much, 
we ought also to love one another. V.'hen we do this, then 
God is iu us, and lets us know that He is by His Spirit 
(iv. 7-13). Having pointed out that the manifestation of 
the love of God is the substance o[ apostolic testimony, and 
faith therein the condition of fellowship with God, the 
apostle once more utters the thought that God is love, in 
order to urge that communion with Him can consist only in 
love, and that this love manifests itself as perfect by our 
having confidence on the <lay of judgment, since love drives 
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out all fear (iv. 1 G-1 S). nut if the love of God compels us 
to lo,·e Him in return, "·e must remember that we really love 
Goel only in case we love the brethren; for the man who does 
not love the person whom he sees, cannot possibly love God 
whom he docs not see (iv. 19-21 ). That the bdici:C1' loves 
the brethren, the apostle then infer;; from the fact that he is 
horn of God ; for if, as such, he loves God who has begotten 
Him~clf, he must also necessarily love those who are begotten 
of Gocl, i.e. his own hrethren (v. 1); and he is conscious of 
this love in that he lo,·es God and keeps His commandments. 
After remarking that love to God consists in keeping His 
commandments, and that God's commandments are not hard 
to the believer, because being born of God he eoncpiers the 
"·orld hy faith (v. 3-5), the apostle proceeds to refer to the 
diYine evidence of the belief that Jesus is the Son of God. 
He llcscribes the latter as having come by water and blood, 
nncl in proof of this appeals to the testimony of the Spirit. 
This te;;timony is all the stronger inasmuch as it is a three
fold one, viz.-that of the Spirit, the water, ancl the blood. 
If human evidence is accepted, much more ought the witness 
of (;od to be receiwd. To the belie,·er, howewr, this witne;;s 
is not merely an external, lmt also, at the same tillle, an 
iuwarcl thin!,;, viz.-the elemal life which has been gin:n him 
in the Son of < ;Oll (v. G-12). As already previously, su ah,, 
here again, the apostle sets forth, as a main clement in tlw 
bclieYer's eternal life, his confidence that Goel hears his 
prayl'rs, and couples "·ith this the exhortation to make 
intcrce,;siou for the brother who may chance to ,;in. At the 
same time, hmreYer, he llistingnishcs uet"·ecn the ca,-:e of the 
man who sins nntrJ lleath and the man who does not, ancl 
explains that his precept anent interce,.:sion onl~· rders to 
thof<c who do not sin rn1to death (v. 13-17). - In l.iriugin!,; 
his Epistle to a close, the apostle once more mmonnccs, in 
three pn,positions, its leacliug thought;.:, viz.-that lw who is 
bom of Gr,cl lloes not cm11111it ;;in; thal tlwy, the Christians, 
arc h,,rn of GOll, whilst the world, on the othl'r harnl, belongs 
to the evil one; allll that thl'y have rccc!iwcl, through the 
Sou of Guel, the faculty to reCO!,;lli,-:e Him that is true ns the 
f<til,-;tauce ol' their Christian cuu~ciuusness. After the remark, 
that lJdng in Christ we are in Him that i,; tnw, flllll that 
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He is the Son of God and eternal life, the Epistle closes 
with the exhortation: "Little children, keep yourselves from 
idols." 

Concerning the Yarious theories as to the construction of 
the Epistle, compare especially Erdmann, Primac Joanm's cp. 
argmncntmn, etc., I. 1855; Li.icke's Komincntar, § 4, 3d ed. 
1856; and Luthardt's Progrmn1n: de primae Jo. cp. coinposi
tionc, 18 6 0. Pre-Reformation commentators hardly troubled 
themselves about the construction of the Epistle at all. After 
the Reformation, the theory which first prevailed was that a 
systematic, logically arranged sequence of ideas of any kind is 
entirely absent from the work (Calvin: sparsim <locendo et 
exhortando varius est). After the time of Matth. Flacciu!=!, 
some expositors assumed that it was made up of a number of 
isolated aphorisms, only loosely jointed together, and in which 
~-arious -subjects were discussed; though others (Calvin, 
Hnnnius), notwithstanding, laboured to show a close scriuence 
of ideas in accordance with a dogmatic plan. The most 
ingenious attempt of this kind was that made by Dengel, who, 
basing his argument upon the passage in v. 7 (Rwpllts), 
traced the construction of the Epistle to the dogma of the 
Trinity; a view adopted also by Sander. The right point of 
Yiew from ,vhich to gain an insight into the structure of the 
Epistle ,rns first discovered by Joach. Operinns in his ,vork, 
,Toliannis ap. paracncsis acl primos christianos de constantcr 
tcncnda commnnionc cn1n pafrc ac jilio cjus Jcsn Christi'., etc., 
Gutting. 1741, in which he shows that the purpose which 
,T olm himself has announced in the preface is the same by 
which he was led in the composition of the Epistle throughout. 
Nearly all modern expositors, with the exception of a few of 
the earlier ones, have followed in the path opeued up for them 
by Operinus. Dut with regard to the coupling of the iJeas, 
unanimity has not been attained. 

,vhilst Liicke, in dividing the argument into eight groups 
of ideas, approaches at least the aphoristic method, the other 
modern commentators have laboured to prove a more stringent 
arrangement of the thoughts conveyed in the book. It is 
plain, however, on closer study of the work, that none of 
these attempts has really succeeded. The Epistle has indeed 
been divided into different sections, and to each section 
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n separnte snperscription been given, expres.sive of the main 
idea which informs the entire argument of that particular 
portion ; hut, on the one hand, the same ideas arc founcl 
repeating themselves in the various sections, and, on the other, 
the leading thought suggested for a particular section dues not 
inrnriably so inform that portion, that it might serve as the 
point of departure for studying its details. In the first edition 
of this cornrnentary it is asserted-following the ,·iew of de 
"\Yette-that the Epistle from chap. i. ver. 5 till chap. v. 
wr. 17, may be divided into three grnups of idea~, clistin
guishal,le from each other by the fact that at the outset of 
each, as it were, a chord is struck which, more or less, gives 
tone to the melody throughout the entire part which it marks. 
As keynotes for the three sections suggested, the three truth::; 
are indicatcd-lst, Goel is light, i. 5; 2d, Christ (or God) is 
righteous, ii. 2 8 ; and 3cl, God is love. But that these key
notes actually smrnd throughout the whole of the parts they are 
respectively supposed to lead, is not, and cannot he pron:d. 

ltDIAHK.-That the theories respecting the argurnent sug
gested hy other commentators, ancient as well as moclcrn, are 
insufficient, has been shown by Luthardt in the work already 
<p10teJ; the same remark, however, applies aho to the coni;trnc
tinn which he himself-following in the lcatl of llol11ia1111 

(S,1mftlinc. 2d ed. II. 2, p. 3;:;:; ff.)-has prnposctl, all(l which 
<liviclt•s the Epistle into the following Ii Ye parts :-i. ;:i-ii. 11; 
ii. 1 ~-~7; ii. 28-iii. 2411; iii. ~-ll1-iv. 21 ; Y. 1-21. For. w l:i·n 
he thus defines the contents of the third pa1t: salutis f11tmae 
i;:pes christia1ia l[ltnntum all'erat ad Yitam sa11ete ngc1Hl.u11, ex-
11<,nitur, it is rna11ifestly inappropriate, since t ht• :q,ostk, through~ 
out the entire section only refers to the Christian IL11)'e in ii. :2, 
from which it is plai11 that this is 11ot the inf11n11ing rnaiu 
id1•a, or it. 1\gai11, wlie11 he represents the fourth 1nut as treating 
of the Holy (; host, his Yiew is in1lec1l so far cul"l'l'Ct, that, 
P~1,1•cially in the lJe.~in11i11g, the di~com,;l' does turn upon the 
:-;pirit of God; lmt from i,·. 7 omrnnls tlH: ,leYelopme11t ol' the 
m.~nment proceeds ill(lepcllllently, wit h11nt any reference to the 
:-;pirit, ai11l 011ly in ver. l:l--and eYen tlicn mrrely in pas~ing
is there any mention uf Him made whate\'er. ::\Inch nwrc 
decidedly docs the a)'o,:tlc rd·er to llim in\'. ,; ff., whicl1 pa~
~:igt·, l11meYcr, according to Luthanlt, lielm1gs not to the f11mth, 
l,11t to the fifth part, in wliich the su1,ject treated of is faith. 
J:nt 1~\"Cll this tldiuition is <loulitful, ~ince faith is 1liscnssp,] 1111t 
ouly in "· I ff, lmt abo, anJ very distinctly, l1.1Jl8" prcYiuu,;ly, in 
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iii. 2:3 and iv. 1:3-lG. Dmune lrnnlly attempts n disposition of 
the Epistle at all. It is true he divides it into four parts, 
1w.111ely-Intro<luction, i. 1--!; first main <livision, i. 5-ii. 28; 
sccotHl main diYision, ii. 29-v. 11 ; conclusion, v. 12-21. He 
also suggests lending chief topics for the two main divisions 
(viz. for the first, Goll is light; for the second, ·whosoever is 
born of the righteous Gou docth righteousness). But he only 
indicates ns lending main topics the ideas which the apostle 
expresses in i. 5 and ii. 2!), that is, at the beginning of the pas
sages which Drnune has rnnrkeLl as the chief sections, without 
showing how these thonghts inform the various groups of ideas 
which follow them. He contents himself with pointing out the 
simple sequence of the ideas as they follow each other in the 
deYelopment of the argument. 

lu order to understand the construction of the Epistle, the 
following three points arc especially to be observed :-lst, The 
apostle's object is to preserve the readers in the fellowship of 
God, that their joy may be perfect. 2d, That the apostle, in 
order to achieve his end, unfolds especially the ideas that 
fellowship with God is only possible in the case of one whose 
life, rooted in faith in Jesus Christ, and harmonizing in holi
ness with the nature of God, is in love, and that the Christian 
i;; not only bound to such a life, but also in virtue of his 
divine birth (which has placed him in a relation of absolute 
antagonism to the world, which is €IC Tou 7rOIITJpou) is im
pelled by nn inward necessity to lead it. 3d, That the 
apostle developes these ideas under the conviction that the 
antichristian lie is present in the world, and also that the 
second advent of Christ is rapidly approaching. Keeping 
these elements in view, it depends upon the identification of 
the various points in the unfolding of the argument in the 
Epistle when the latter takes such a turn that a new feature 
may be said to enter and to inform the discourse which 
follows. Nearly all commentators are agreed, and rightly, 
:that the verses from chap. i. ver. 5 to clmp. ii. ver. 11 form one 
self-contained group of ideas. The informing and ruling idea 
of this passage, however, is not a distinct and specific doctrinal 
proposition, intended to be explained iu its several parts, but 
rather the antithesis to that indifferentism which ignores the 
antagonism between fellowship with God and a life in sin, in 
opposition to which the apostle urges that only the man who 
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walks in ligl1t-or ,vho keeps the diYi11c cumrnandments and 
loyes his Lrothcr-is in communion with G01.l, and know;; 
Him. The close relation in ,vhich these 1iropositio11s staml 
to each other is shown also outwanlly by the phrases: iav 
et-rrwµev ,c,T.A., chap. i. G, 8, 10, and o A€"fWV IC.T.A., ii. 4, G, 8, 
,vhich arc only found here, and is proved by the fact that 
ii. 10, 11 manifestly refers back,,·ards to i. i:i, G. -The ar;,\n
rncnt takes a new tnru, as most commentators also have 
11otice<l, \\·ith ii. 12, in which the apostle, after reminding hi;; 
readers of their happy experiences in salvation, and indicating 
these as the ground of his writing to them, in llirect exl10rta
tio11 warns them against the loni of the ,rnrld. , ·with thi;; 
warning is coupled the reference to the antichrists which ha,; 
impelled the apostle to exhort his readers to abide by what 
they had heard from the beginniug, lJecause thus alone can 
they aLidc in the Son and in the Father, and enjoy everlasting 
life, so that they may not be put to shame on the day of 
jmlgmeut. The last turn in the argument shows how closely 
the apostle has kept in view, throughout this exhortation, the 
intention of the entire Epistle (i. 4). :Moreover, the fact that 
the <tvTtxpunot-as the apostle himself as~ert;; subse11ne11tly 
-are i,c Toii ,coa-µov, justifies onr joining togethl'r in one whule 
the warning reference to the antichrists, and that against tlw 
love of the world. - In the foregoing the apostle has indeell 
shown that if Christians are to glo1-y in their communion with 
God they must walk in the light (that is, in ohellience tow.ml,; 
God, and in love towards the lJrethren), abstain from fcllow
;;hip with ihe world, and faithfully abide by the Word of L:ull ; 
lmt he has not yet shown how they stand, ·i,i "cco;·da,1c,· with 
thci,· natm·c, in autagonism to siu, and therefore also to thl· 
world. To this proof he proceeds in ii. :l!J, from which 
onwanl,; lw explaius in detail ho\\· Christians as such nre l,om 
o[ God, and therefore the childre11 or God, \\·ho necc;;sarily 
sa11e;Lify themselves in the hupe o[ the future glory, do right
eous11ess and abstain from i:iiu, nay, cannot :-in, hecau;;e the 
divi11e seed remains in them; whilst, 011 the other hand, t]l(l.~l' 
,rho commit sin, aud therefore I ,dong to the worhl, are th1· 
cliihhen o[ the devil. This e:q,la11ation the apostle gi,·e.-; 
fr(Jlll ii. 2 !)-iii. 10, ,rherc, with the W1Jrds Ka~ &\' µ11 ti~,a-;;-wl' 

K.T."J-...., he lJcgins to 11iscom;;c about brotherly loYc. Hut that 
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a new section, properly speaking, does not open herewith, 
notwithstanding that the conception of the divine birth recedes 
into the background, appears not only from the nature of the 
connection with the foregoing, but also from the fact that the 
apostle at the outset holds fast to the contrast which he had 
so sharply defined at the close of the preceding-directing the 
attention of his readers to Cain, who was J,c Tou 1rov7Jpou, as 
the representative of the world. The immediate transition 
from the conception of the oi,cawa-uv?J to that of the d.,ya1r1J 

cannot excite surprise if we consider that to the mind of the 
apostle the latter JY-3& .not something added to the former, but 
iiui~-oi,caio~ itself in its practical manifestation. The 
propo~itions ,vhich treat -of love, and in which the line of 
argument is so plainly defined by the intention of the work, 
hang so closely together down to vcr. 22, that although one 
new clement after another is introduced, still it is impossible 
to make a new section until, in ver. 23, to the conception of 
brotherly love there is added that of faith in the name of 
Jesus Christ the Son of Goel. This, however, dare all the less 
be overlookecl, since in the whole discussion hitherto the 
element of faith, so weighty for the purpose of the work, has 
nowhere been exhaustively consiclere<l, nor even the word 
1ruITE1Jftv been once introduced. It is true the apostle seems 
immediately afterwards to pass on to something else, since in 
iv. 1-6 he discourses of the difference between the anti
christian spirit and the Spirit of Goel, and in iv. 7-21 of the 
love of the brethren ; nevertheless, on closer examination it is 
manifest that in these sections the reference to faith is main
tained throughout. In the section iv. 1-6, namely, the oµoA.o
"fE'iv 'I7Ja-ouv Xpunov JC.T.A.. is given as the characteristic of 
the Spirit of God. This oµo)..oryc'iv, however, is nothing else 
than the belief cl'> TO ovoµa 'T. viov Brnv 'I. Xpt<TTOU, express
ing itself in words. That the apostle, while he would exhort 
his readers to hold fast their faith, first of all calls on them to 
try the spirits, need not surprise ns when we think of the 
danger threatened to believers by the false teachers that had 
arisen. It may appear more strange that in ver. 7, with the 
exhortation aryamvµev llA.A.~AOV',, there is a transition to a 
train of thought that treats of love ; but it is to be observecl, 
not only that in iii. 23 arya7rwµev ciX)..~Xov'> is closely con-
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11ected with r.1aTf.uawµEv K.T.A., but abo that the further 
statement;, about lorn f<cn·e exactly to explain its connection 
,vith faith. The thought of the apostle is thi:; : He only liYes 
in (:ud ,rho lows God: C:od cau only be loYe<l becaw,e He is 
love ; (:od has revealed Himself as love by the semlin~ of His 
Son to be a propitiation for sin, therefore love to Gou is con
ditioncll l1y faith in this act of the <liYine low. Hut ,rhile 
the liclieYing Christian, who as such is born of Goll, now loves 
G(J(l, his Ion! extends also to his lJrethrcn ,rho, as he is, arc 
born of God. In the development of these ideas, not only dn 
the preceding statements of the apostle about brotherly lo,·e 
olitain their special confirmation, hut the necessity of faith for 
fellowship ,rith God is also set forth, so that the apostle in 
what follows, after referring to the world-overcoming power of 
faith, can proceecl to treat of the llidnc cvidc11ccs for faith, allll 
ernphasize the fact that the lieliever has eternal life, aml therein 
possesses r.ap/nwt'a 7rpo<; 'TOV 0€0V. The illeas from iii. 2 3 to 
v. 17 are so grouped into a ,rhnlP, as i1Hleed may he perccivell 
in them, that\'. 1:: (oi '71"lCTTf.UOVTf.<; f.i<; TU ;;,,oµa TOU u[ou TOV 

0€0u) plainly refers back mm!:; tu iii. 2 3, in mhlitiun to "·hich 
it is to be olJ:;erved that the concllllliug thought here bears 
the same reference to Lhe pnrpo;;e :stated in i. 4 as the eun
clnding thought of the preceding group. 

From this explanation it is cll'ar that, if we lar asiLle the 
11reface, i. 1--4, allll the condusiu11, "· 18-21, three puint;; arc 
to he 11(Jtice<l in the Epistle, at "·hich the Llevelopment of ideas 
takes snch a direction that a newly-introduced p1,int or view 
do111inates what follows, aml that the Epi:-;tle therel"urc diYi<les 
itself into four lL•,uling sections, uamely-i. ;j-ii. 11 ; ii. 
1~-~S; ii. 2U-iii. ~~, and iii. 2:J-Y. l'i". In or1ler to fulfil 
in hi,; readers the purpose of hi,; writing, the npo;-tlc in the 
jii"st section attacks the mural indiffore11cc which endangers 
them ; in the sm,;ul he warns them of love of the world am! 
ul" A11ticlirist; in the th i,·,1 he shows that only a righteous 
lifo or brotherly love cune,;pomb tu the nature of the Chris
tian; and in the fourth he points them to faith in ,Tesus 
Christ, the Son of God, as that "·hich i,; testified IJy God to 
be the basis of Christian lifc.1 

1 \\",. rnay alw unite the Jir:;t :uul second s,-,·ti .. us rnorc doseh- in OIi<' whole; 
fui- tl,c J"un;,n cr,utains the l'remisl's for the waruiu0 uttered in· the fatter. lu 
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3. Jluticc.-From chap. ii. 18 ff. and iv. 1 ff. it is to he 
mulerstood that the appearance of the false teachers, spoken 
()f by him as avTixptrnoi, furnished the special motive for 
the production of this Epistle. These are neither dijfCl'cnt 
false teachers (according to Storr, Sabians and Docetans; 
according to Sander, Ebiouites and Docetans), nor even "true 
Jews as deniers of the Messiahship of Jesus" (Lo filer, IJisscrt. 
hist. cxcg. Joannis Ep. I. gnosticos impugnari ncgans, l 7 84, 
and Conimt. thcol., ed. V elthusen, vol. I.), nor "practical false-
teachers, proceeding from heathenism" (Baumgarten-Crusius),. 
nor " such men as partly had suffered shipwreck of their faith, 
and partly did not practise ,rnrthily the Christian belief in 
their lives" (Bleek) ; but IJocctans, and indeed such IJocetan.~ 
:Ls denied the identity of Jesus and Christ, and so adhered 
to tlwt false doctrine which Irenaeus ascribes to Cerinthus 
in the words: Cerinthus ... subjecit, Jesum ... fuisse ... 
.T oseph et Mariae filium ... post baptism um descendisse in 
cum ... Christmn, ... in fine autem revolasse iterum Christum 
rle Jesu. Not only the passages named, but also v. 5, 6, 
i. 3, iii. 23, iv. 15, point to th1's form of Docetism only (so 
also Braune). ·without foundation is the view of several 
commentators (Sander, Li.icke, Ewald, also Thiersch, Hilgen
feld, who, however, is not definitely decided, and others), that 
the polemical purpose of the apostle was equally, or even 
alone, directed against the stricter 1Jocctis1n which ascribed to 
Christ only an apparent body, on behalf of which appeal is 
errnneously made to 1 John i. 1, iv. :2; 2 John 7.-That 
the former Docetans had a distinct antinomian direction, or 
in their darkness of knowledge in regard to duty felt them
selves elevated to a moral course of life (Hilgenfekl, Thiersch, 
Guericke, Ewald, etc.), cannot be inferred from the moral 
exhortations of the apostle ( comp. Bri.ickner) ; it is much 
rather to be observed, that nowhere in these exhortations does 
the apostle refer to the antichristians, and that where he 
lloes mention them he nowhere characterizes them as Anti
nomians.1 

the threefold <livision which then arises, the conclusion of each part points to 
·the joy of which the Christian partakes in fellowship with Go<l. 

1 In opposition to the view that the passage, iii. 4, bears cyhJencc for the 
A11tinomi;:11ism of the false doctrine, Neandcr (Gc,cl,. d. Pfim1::.w1g der Kirclte 

~lEYm:.-1 Jou~. Q 



~4~ THE FIRST EPISTLE OF THE APOSTLE ,TOH~. 

According to Liicke au<l Erdmann, the Epistle was occa
sioned not only by the appearance of the antichristians, but 
also by the l"i'itirnl state of the churches to which it i" 
addressed (which Erdmann describes as a state of moral 
depravity). But although some of it, especially the anti
thetical import of the section, i. 5-ii. 11, imlicates that in 
the case of many indifference to holiness of life was not 
wanting, yet nowhere do we find any blame expressed in 
regard to the moral condition of the churches on the whole. 
The apostle does not exhort his readers to retnrn to the moml 
earnestness originally displayed by the Christians, hut to 
perseverance in that which they are and have. 

SEC. 2.-FORl\[ A:ND CHARACTER OF nm EPISTLE. 

1. Tlw Fonn.-While the mass of ancient writers regarded 
this composition as a letter, Hcidegger first speaks of it in 
his Enchiridion bib!. 1681, p. 08G, as: hrevis qnaedam chris
tianae doctrinae epitome et evangelii a Joanne scripti snc
cinctnm <1noddmu enchiridion. Similarly :\Iichaelis judg•~s, 
who understands it as a "treatise," aml indeed as the second 
part of the Gospel; so also Berger ( Vasuch cina mo;·alt'~ch,·;1. 
Einl. his .1.Y. T.) and Storr (Ucbn· den Z1cccl~ clCI' fl'an9d. 
C:csch. u. Brirfc Johmmis), only that the former speaks of it 
as the pmclirnl, the latter as the pol,·1;1ical part of the Gosp0l. 
Even Dengel (Gnoi,wn, 2d ed.) thinks it is to be called rather 
a lihellus than a letter ; his reason is, that a letter ad absentes 
mittitur, .Joannes autem apud cos, quibus scribebat, eockm 
tempore fuisse videtur. Reuss (die Gt·scl1. da hcil. Sdmpm 
N. J.'. p. 217) expresses himself similarly, when he wouhl 
prefer to call it "a homiletical essay, at the mo~t a pastoral, 
the readers of ,d1id1 arc present," rather than an epi,;tle. 
l~ut, in opposition to these view;;, the work l!l'uvcs itself by 
the form of its contl'nts to he a real epi~tle. The author 
shows himself thrl)nghout in the most liYely interchange of 
thought with his rcmlers; and cYen though not infrequently 
tlic objective dewlopment of thought predominates, as i;; 

r/11rch d . ...-Ip. p. 377) rightly remarks that t]i,, apn,tle a;;ainst .\ntinomian,; 
wou!tl hare had to say: '\Vhosoc\'Cr trans;;rcs,;cth the !all' co111mitteth tiill, fur 
tr:iusgrcssion of the law is sin. 
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peculiar to a treatise,-which, howeYer, is found no less in 
other Epistles of the N. T.,-yet the language always returns 
involuntarily to the form of an address, in which is specially 
to be observed "the oft-recurring distinctive epistolary for
mula : -ra~Ta ,ypa<poµev, or ,ypa<pw, or even e,ypa,fra t',µ'iv - in 
contrast particularly with the formula in the more general 
historical writing, the Fourth Gospel: TavTa 'YE"'/Pa?TTat with-

t ' A 
0 1 ' 3- d • 94" (L"" I ) OU vµw, XX. .:> ; comp. XlX, :J an :X:Xl. - UC rn . 

Dii.sterdieck rightly remarks that " the epistolary nature 
expresses itself in the whole import and progress of the 
work," inasmuch as in it " there dominates that easy natural
ness and freedom in the composition and presentation, which 
corresponds with the immediate practical interest, and with 
the practical purpose of an epistle " ( comp. Bleek, Einl. in 
d. N. T. p. 589, and Braune, Einl. § 5). -The absence of a 
blessing or a doxology at the close occurs also in the Epistle 
of James, and there is nothing strange in it; but it is rather 
striking that the epistolary introduction is also wanting to 
the work, as the author neither mentions himself nor the 
readers to whom he is writing; in the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
however, such an introduction is also omitted. We must 
explain this want in this way, that, on the one hand, the 
apostle presupposed that the readers would recognise him as 
the author of the Epistle without his naming himself in it, 
and, on the other, that he did not intend it for a single church 
or for a limited circle of churches.1 The description of this 
work as a second part of the Gospel is so much the more 
arbitrary, as each of those works forms in itself a completed 
whole. -The view of some critics and commentators (Augnsti, 
who calls the Epistle a summary of the Gospel; Hug, From
mann in the Stuclien mul Kritikcn, 1840, Heft 4; Thiersch 
in Vcrsuch zn1· HCi·stcllmzg des hist. Stdpktcs. p. 78, and die 
1-Circhc ini apostol. Zcitaltc1·, p. 266; Ebrarcl in lfritik dcr 
crnngcl. Gcschiclltc, p. 148, and in his Commentary), that the 

1 In opposition to Elm:ml, who, admitting the epistolary character of the 
work, thinks tl1at this want may be easily explained if the epistle "ha,l no 
inJividual aim in itself, but dependetl on something else," inasmuch as "by 
its form it bears the nature of a sort of preface or of an epistola. dedicatoria," 
it is to be remarked that the Epistle, from its whole character, cannot be at all 
compareu to a preface, and that in an epistola dedicatoi·ia this want would be 
just as striking as in any other epistle. 
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Epistle is a co,i1panion-11·o;·J~ of the Gospel, is opposed by the 
contents of the Epistle, which follow an imliYiuual aim, as 
"·ell as by the complete absence of a distinctly indicated 
reference to the written Gospel.1 In opposition to Heuss, 
according to "·hose ,·iew the Epistle "was destined to bring 
home to the readers of the Gospel the practical side of the 
Gnosis there laid down," it is to be observed that neither is 
the practical side wanting in the Gospel, nor the Gnosis in 
the Epistle. 

2. The Clwmcta. - The same peculiarity of conception, 
,leYclopment of thought, and form of expression, which 
characterizes the Gospel of John, penetrates the Epistle also, 
and distinguishes it from all other Epistles of the X T. 
There dominates in it the same spiritual tendency, and the 
same preference for tli0 concrete and abstract ideas : o 1jv 
IC.T.A., rpwc;, SWI/, SWIJ aiwvto,, t"A.auµo<;; 7T'OL€£V TTJV aµapT/av, 

'TT'. Tl]V dvoµiav, r.. Tl]V oumtoO'U/17]V; eivai £IC Tl)', a71.710e[ac;, 

t>tc.; the f'ame comliination of antitheses: cpw, ... u,coTia; 

,i71.110eia ... ,[revooc; ; d,ya'TT'aV ... µt<Tciv; 1/ ,i~/<t7T'7] TOU 'TT'aTpuc; 

. . . 1] a,y. TOU /Co<Tµou; T.'Oteiv TTJV oucatOO'UV7JV ... -r.. Tf}V 

,,µapTtlllJ; Ta TE/CVa TOU emu ... 'TlL 'T. 'TOU Ota/3071.ou; TO 

'TT'Vcvµa Tl), ,i71.710ciac; ... T. 'TT'V. Tijc; -r.71.civ71c;; /iµapT[a ou 
r.po<; 0ttVll'TOV ... ttµapT[a 7rp0<; 0«Vll'TOV ; SWIJ ... 0«vaTO<;, 

etc. ; the same continuation of the thought hy the rcsumptinn 
of an idea that has preceded, and the accompanying and conc
:--pondiugly unusual application of the relative pronoun; the 
:<ame juxtaposition of the positive and negative expression uf 
a thought. Both works, as Ebrarcl brings out, bear the same 
impress, not only in style and construction, but also in the 
1,phcre of ideas and in the dogmatic views ; comp. also Ewald, 
Die Joh. Bclu-ijtc11, I. p. 42\l ff.- ·with n!gartl to the Epistle 

1 Ebrarcl t1,,1frcs the proof for his opinion from i. 1-·1 a1Hl from ii. 12-H, 
r1-feni11g U-::-ayyii.i.1J,£UV in tlw fon111·r pa:-;~a:.;-e, :lllll the thl'il'l'•l"L'fll'atctl r,·;!l.'1,a. 
in the Iatt,·r, to the writin.~ of the (:ospd. That this is witl,out a,h-,p1a!<! 
~round, comp. tlw conuncntary on these ; but even if this reference ,~ere 
,·oncd, yet tlw ,kseription of the Epistle as a "sort of de,lirator:,- epistle" 
would still r,·main unjustili,,,l, J,.r its ]'Urpnse is dearly <111itc oth,,r tlwn to 
,letlicate the 1:ospel to it,; ri-adc·r.-. "·,. wnnl,l then have to eall l'\'l'r~· l']'istlc, 
iu which n·l'en·uee is 111aclc t,, :cn,,th,·r ,rnrk, a ,kdic'alory epistle. E,·cn th,) 
de:-.ignation "t...:0111pauiou-work ., i . ..; u11~alis1;1etory, brc·:-n1sc it tlo1·s not at a]) 
:q,pro]'riately slate the trne charad,·r of the E]'btlc in acl'onla1H·,· with it,, 
:ictual contents. 
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specially, here, in contrast to the dialectical development of 
thought., which is chamcteristic of the Pauline Epistles par
ticularly, the individual propositions follow one another in 
gnomon fashion,1 and unitedly form groups of ideas, which 
are sometimes strnng together without any mark of the 
transition.2 Even the proof of au idea takes place in the 
simplest manner by reference to a truth self-evident to the 
Christian consciousness. Hy the peculiar manner of con
nection of the iLleas arises the appearance of rather frequ<:>nt 
repetition of the same thonghts ; but on closer observation it 
is evident that even where the negative expression follows 
the positive, or vice iws1i, generally both expressions do not 
say the sa;nc thing, but that in the second a new element is 
taken up, a new direction is prepared for. Characteristic is 
the simplicity and plainness of statement. Whether the 
apostle states divine truths by themselves, whether he dis
courses in exhortation or in warning to his readers, his 
language al ways retains the same calmness and precision. 
He nowhere shows a disposition excited by passion. Every
where the stillness of a heart reposing in happy peace is 
mirrored, and having this he is sure that the simple utterance 
of the truth is enough to procure for his discourse an entrance 
into the minds of his readers. At the same time, a :fit·m, 
maajy_Jone pervades the Epistle, in contrast with every weak 
far{aticism of sentiment, which is so little characteristic of 
the apostle, that he, along with the internal character of life, 
constantly urges that the reality of it is proved by action. 
It is also worthy of notice that, on the one hand, he speaks 
to his readers as a father to his children, but, on the other 
hand, does not ignore the fact that they are no longer minors, 
to whom he has some new information to giYe, but are quite 
like himself, and are, like himself, iu possession of all the 
truth which he utters, of all the life which he is anxious, 

1 Comp. on this, Ewaltl, D. Joh. Schl'ijlen, I. p. 441. 
~ Ifosterdieck fintls the peculial'ity of the manner of tlevelopment and state

ment of thought in the Epistle in this, "that the ideas move, combine, aml 
circle round certain leading propositions as points of support and connection." 
]lttt it might be more appl'opl'iate to perceive it in this, that the apostle by 
,ingle leatling thoughts strikes as it were chords, which he allows to sound for 
a "·hile in the thoughts tleducetl for them, until a new chortl results, which 
leads to a new strain. 
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not to produce in them for the first time, but only to main
tain in them. Against the reproach that the Epistle bears 
"the clearest traces of the feebleness of old age" (S. G. Lm1ge ), 
or that-as Danr says-" it is ,muting in the fresh colour 
of (lirect life," that " the tenderness an<l. fervour of John's 
manner of conception an<l. representation h:we relaxed far 
too much into a tone of childlike feebleness, which loses 
itself in indefiniteness, falls into continual repetitions, and 
is lacking in logical force," it must be maintained that the 
Epistle bears the impress of <l.irectness, freshness, definite
ness, and vigorous clearness in no degree less than the Gospel 
of John.1 

SEC. 3.-GENUINENESS, 

According to the testimony of antiquity, the Epistle was 
written by the Apostle ,John, which is confirmed by the Epistle 
itself, in so far as that the author, in the whole tone in which 
he speaks to his readers, and in particular expressions (i. 1, 
iii. 5, iv. 1-!), may lJe recognised as an apostle, and that the 
agreement with the Gospel of John favours the conclusion that 
both "·orks procee(l from the same author. fatschius (JI. H. 
iii. 2-!, 25) rightly reckons it among the Homologoumcna; 
and Hieronymus (de 'tiris illustr. c. 0) says: ab universis ec
clc,-iasticis ernditis viris prohatur. - In the writiugs ol' the 
. .\p ,,,tolic Fathers, it is trne, the Epistle is not consickrecl in 
a definite ,my, but the passage found in l)olycnrp, cap. Yii. : 
'1T'U<; 7ap 8c; ClV µ,71 oµ,0Xo01fi 'I11uovv XptU''T'OV iv uap,d, {7'.17Au-
0;,vat, llVT{xpiuToc; €U'7'LV, etc., may be recogniSCll as a "natural 
use of 1 John iY. 2, 3" (Diistcnlicck), 1,y 1l1>duetio11 from 
particuiar rc~emhlnnces to some expression or other of the 
Epi,;tle/ and EusclJius (ll B. iii. 30) state.~ ol'l',1pias: ,dxpiJTaL 

1 Ililgcnfcl<l rightly slalt•,, in opposition lo llanr, that th<" Epistle hclongs to 
the J110-<l l,u111tif11l \\Tiling.-; of lht: ?-. '1'., that it is SJ'•·•·i:1!ly ri<-h a11tl origiual 
",•xactly in what n·lafrs to llw ,nlojecliH, i11n1·r life of ( 'hristianity;" "that 
the fr,·sh, vivi,I, attraeli,·e eh:ll'ackr of the Epistle consists exactly in this, that 
it cow\uds ns with snch :, pr,·,lilcrlion into the inner L'XJwricnce of g,·nninr. 
Chri,tian life." 

0 Jn the J:,'p. wl Diou111t. scnral l'Xpn•s.sionsappear, which point Lack to John·~ 
tnodc of thought ; so cap. vi.: Xp,g-,r,e!!wJ, lw xO~p.'f o;,c,0Utru1 DU:,c, ,;"'~ it i.c -:-oU ,cf,,~ 

p.ov; cap. Yii.: 0 ... tj,c, ... o:-ii, J.Ar.l11a.11 x«I -:-611 ADyo ,.-0, a,,,n ~"' t&,;rifnCr,-ro, 

,,,,f;,""' i .. ~1u,.; cap. xi.: ,;~,., ,i,,-' "IX"' ; a:; abo iu the Sh,pl,ud of lltnnr1.i, 
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o' o avTO', µapTup{ai<; (1.71'() Tij<; 'lwavvou 7T'POT€pa,;; E'71"UJ"To~ij,;; 

,ea), Ti'),;; llfrpou aµo{w,;;. - By the Fathers of the church: 
Tertullian (adv. Prax. c. 15; Scarp. c. 12; adv. Marc. iii. 8; 
de Praescript. c. 33; de carnc Christi, c. 24), Irenaeus (adv. 
Hamt. iii. 16), Clemens Alex. (Strom. 1. ii. c. 15, 1. iii. c. 4, 
5, G; Pacdag. iii. 11, 12, etc.), Origen (in Euseb. H. E. vi. 25), 
Cyprian (de orat. Dain. and Ep. 25), passages are frequently 
lluotecl from it, often with explicit mention of the apostle. 
Dionysius Alex. uses it, along with the Gospel, to prove the 
:,;pnriousness of the Apocalypse; the Peshito and the J,fnra
torian Fragment 1 also testify to its genuineness. That the 
Alogi rejected it, as Epiphanius conjectures, and that Marcion 
did not admit it into his canon, is of no importance ; just as 
little is the highly obscure account of Cosmas in his Topogr. 
Ch1·ist. I. vii., according to which some maintain that all the 
catholic Epistles were composed, not by apostles, but by pres
byters; and the remark of Leontius Byz. (contra Nestor. et 
Eutvchicm. iii. 14) in regard to Theodore of Mopsv.: epistolam 

lib. ii. raand. 0 : '/TIO't:'EV£1 ,.; eu;. ;;,., -::'t.t.'lt;'(l, ,.a, a.l,rY,µ,a,7rl, (fou, t2 a.:..-~, An-.J,, (comp. 
1 Johu iii. 23, iv. 15); lib. ii. mand. 12: .;,,..;..,, a.u;-a, (i.e. ,,-a, /,,,..;.,., .-oii 0 .. ii) 
fu:l.a~u;, ,..,) OUI< r ...... .,, O'r.,.npa:, (comp. 1 John v. 3). 

1 By the ,1·or<ls: cpistola sane Ju<le et superscriptio [superscripti; or, accord
ing to Laurent, Neu/est. Studien, pp. 201, 205 : superscriptac = "providecl with 
superscriptions"] Joannis duas [,luac] in catholica habentur, arc not meant, as 
Ilraunc supposes, the first and sccon<l, but the secoml an,l third Epistles. When, 
however, it is previously written: Quid ergo mirnm, si Johannes tarn constantcr 
singula etiam in cpistolis suis profcrat <liccns in semet ipso ; quae vidimus oeulis 
nostris et auribus auJivimus et manus nostrae palpaverunt, haec scripsimus, this 
is a clear evidence for the composition of the First Epistle by the Apostle John. 
'l'he reviewer of the first cclition of this commentary, in the theol. Literatui·hlat 
::ur allg. Kircheuztu. 1855, No. 92, thinks, indeed, that in the words: quarti 
cvangcliorum Joannis ex <liscipulis, the Presbyter John is indicate<l as the author 
of the Gospel, because it is not s:1id ex apostolis; but that the author of' the Fray
mwt indicates by the expression discipuli such disciples of Jesus as were not 
;tpostles, can neither be proved by the fact that Papias (in Euseb. II. E. iii. 39) 
calls the Presbyter John a <lisciple (,,adn.-n,) of Jesus, nor by the fact that after
wards " ex apostolis" is added to characterize Andrew. If tlw author of the 
Fnt[nnent ha<l regarded as the author of the Gospel, not the apostle, but the 
Presbyter John, he woulcl certainly lutl'e cxpresse,l this definitely. 'l'he expres
sion ex discipulis presented itself to him here so much the more naturally, as he 
had immediately before spoken of Luke, arnl saicl of him : Dominum nee ipse 
vi,lit in carne. - !lightly, therefore, Lticke, Diistenlieck, Ebrard, and others 
(comp. also l\Ieycr in his Comment. on Gospel of Jult11, aml Laurent as above) 
have regarded the Jfor 1t. F,·cium, as evidence for the apostolic origin of tl!e 
}:pistle. 
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,lacobi et alias dei11cqls aliomm catlwlicas abrugat et antiqnat; 
co111p. on this Licke's Uom111cnt.Intl'ud. § S, 4,p.1~;;; ff., :3ll ell. 
-The genni11e11ess continued unchallengell until fir:;t Jos. 
Scaliger came fonrnnl with the assertion: tres epistulae .J oannis 
11011 sunt apostoli .Toannis; since then it has been Yarionsly 
dispntetl. Sam. ,J. Lange, indeed, recognised the H11a11i111ous 
Lestinwny of antiq uily as too siguificant to permit of tll~11ial of 
the apostolic authorship of the Epistle, hut he nernrtheless 
regarded it as a writi11g not worthy of the apostle; Claudius 
( U,·CTn,icltlcn des Ohristc11tl1. p. j 2 ff) went further, explainin.~ 
it as the performance of a ,Jewish Christian, which was revisell 
Ly a Gnostic. Bretsclmeider (in his Prubabil-icn) and l'aulus 
ascribe it to the l'reshyter John, while they, however, at the 
same time maintained the identity of the author of the Epistle 
and the author of the Gospel; Horst (1llw,rw1i fii;• Rcli!Jion.s
wisscnsch. Hcill.·c, 1S03, vol. I.) declared himself against this. 
-The later Tiibingen school cannot, in consequence of their 
conception of the developmeut of Chri,,tiauity, regard either 
the Gospel or the Epistle as the work of the apostk•; tl11· 
admission of the genuineness of one of these writiug,; would 
overthrow their whole historical constructiou. Siuce, therefore, 
Lhe adherent,; of this school arc agreed in dl'11ying the gennine
ness of both writiugs, they nevertheless explain in tliffereut 
ways the relation of them to one another. K. I:. Kiistlin 
(Lr!trbt'fjl'. des Er. etc.) arnl '\V. Georgii ~ l/i:bt'1' die l'schatolu.'f. 
Vo1·stdlu11ycn dcr N. 1'. Sdli'ljlstdla; Thw/. Jalub., TiiLingen 
18-!G) ascriLe both writing,; (even the secoml aml third Epistle:-) 
to the S[l.me author. After .Zeller, who in his "Jleil1·iigen zur 
Ei11l. in die .Apokalypse" (in the 1'hml. Joh,·b., Tiibillg. 1842) 
presupposed the identity of the anthor in his reYicw or 
Kostlin's writings (1'/io,1. J/lhd,. 1S-!G), anll K. l'lanck (",Tu<le11-
thum uml Urchri-,tenth." iu the Theo/. J,,/ul1. 113-! 7) had inti
mated the opposite view, the fonuer po,;ilion was :,lruugly 
defended liy ]bur (" Die ,Toh. Briefe," in the 1'/i,·ul .. Ttrhd,. 
1848, ~) and by Hilgeufcltl (D11~ l:.,'l'(l,1:1- ,,. di,· Eri1ji Joh. 
18-Hl, aml "d. jolt. Uriefe" in the 'l'ii/,. tho,l. Jahi-b. lSti:i, 
I 'art iv.); hut with this lliffere11Cl', tit at the former explains 
the Epistle as the copy, the latter as lhu ]i/llfrm of the C~o,;pel. 

For the ;rnn-i,1,·,it ity if t/11: r111tho,·s, it is e;pecially adYanced 
that in the (;u:;pel a "more ideal aud inll'rnal," in the Epistle, 
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on the other lmnd, " a more material and external " moue ot 
thought dominates. This difference is to be chielly recognised 
in the eschatological i1leas. While the author of the Epistle 
expects a visible "material" ('.) J'arousia of Christ, the evan
gelist is held to know only of a "reappearance of Christ in the 
spirit of His disciples," and of a merely "present" jn<lgmeut, 
Lecause for him " the future bas already become the present." 
How incorrect, however, this assertion is, is proved by passages 
such as Gospel of John v. 28, 29, vi. :-HJ, 40, 4.J., G4, in which 
distinctly enough a Jutnrc day of resurrection of the dead and 
of judgment by Christi:; spoken of (comp. Weiss, p. 179 ff.); 
and as in this the Gospel is quite in agreement with the Epistle, 
so, on the other hand, the Epistle expresses, no less distinctly 
than the Gospel, the idea of a resurrection, already accomplished 
in belief, of Christians from the dead.1 The fundamental 
conceptions, therefore, are the same in both writings ; the only 
difference is, that in the Epistle the thought is expressed that 
the Juxa-r17 wpa is alrea<ly,-but in the Gospel there was 
plainly no room for the expression of this thought. - For 
that difference between the material and the ideal conception, 
Baur appeals, moreover, to 1 John v. G comp. with Gospel 
xix. 34, aml Hilgenfdd (1849) to 1 John i. 5, 7. Baur 
asserts that in place of the ideal import which the two 
symbols, blood and water, have in the Gospel, the sacramental 
appears in the Epistle. This assertion, however, is based on 
a false interpretation of both of those passages, since neither has 
the circumstance recorded in the Gospel xix. 34 the meaning: 
" that death ( of which the blood is the symbol) is the neces
sary preliminary condition under which alone the Spirit (of 
which the water is the symbol (!)) can be communicated to the 
l>eliever;" nor is 1 .T ohn v. G to be directly interpreted of 
the coming of Christ in or through the two sacraments, 

1 In the article of llilgcnfe!J, quotecl aborn, he thinks that "there is unde-
11iably a cliffcn·nt representation of the last clay, when the author of the Epistle 
,·xhorts his readers so to clcport themselns that they may mett the juclgment ,lay 
without shame, ancl ,vhen, on the other hand, the evangelist cxclucles believers 
from the jutlgment;" but neither of these views is at all exclusirn of the other; 
it is only to l.,e remembered that the future ju,lgment for those who here already 
have passecl from tleath into life, who here already possess the ~,,;, ,.;;,,.,; (1 John 
v. 13), is such thrtt for them it is not a jmlgment in that sense in which it is a. 
juclgment for the wickecl. 
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lmptism and the Lord's Supper. Besides, it is rather strange to 
1.:all the conception of water and blood as the two sacrament:;;, 
a matCl'ial one. - I-Iilgenl'eld thinks that wheu iu 1 John i . 
.3, 7 it is said of liud that He is cf,wi;, nay, that He is ev T~v 
cf,wTi, a representation is expressed which "has too much the 
ideas of matter and of space in it for the ernngcli"t to ktve 
auy connection with it," since he uses cpwi; only as predicate 
or the Logos. But from the application which is made in the 
Epistle of the thought there expressed, it is clear that the 
writer of the Epistle, in the idea cpwi;, did not think ks;; uf 
anything than of something "pertaining to matter and space." 
That alleged difference, therefore, does not exist; the ground
less pretence of it proves neither the hypothesis of Baur, th:1t 
the Epistle is the performance of an imitator of the Gospel, 
nor that of I-Iilgenfeld, that it lJelougs to an earlier stage of 
<1en:lu1nnent than the latter. Xcverthelcss, acconling tu Danr, 
,re rnay recogni,;e the imitative !taml, not only in the character 
"f the whole Epi,;t]e (see on tl1is Sec. ~), lint in tl1e pa,
::;agc,; i. 1--± aml v. G-0; according to Ililgenfeld (184~.l;, the 
l:arlicr stage of de:Yeloprneut rnay lie perl'ei ved in the 0. T. 
rn111.:eptiun expresseu in the Epistle, a11d in its Yim\· of the 
I.ogus uud of the Holy Spirit. In regard to the pao-,:1ge 
i. 1--!, Uaur says: "in all the featmes, in which the antl10r 
hirn,-:df ,rnuld give us a picture of his personality, the pre
llleLlitat1.;d rnost anxious coneern cannot Le mistaken, to lJe 
regarded as one person with the evangelist;" but that tlw~e 
verses arc only to scr\'e " to give a pictme of the 1•,·1·,-.,nality 
of the author," is a g;·o11;1d/u;8 supposition of nam. I 11 the 
other passage (v. G-\.1 comp. with ,Tolm viii. 1 G JI'.; ] hn1r ,;ees 
withing lrnt a mel'L' playi11g on words, " fur the µap,up1'a -rou 
0wu has the same subject as the µaprnp/a 7&)11 ,iv0pw7.CJJV, 
and the latter Llilfors from the forrncr 0111.r i11 this, that the 
three: S}Jirit, water, aud Lloud, arc countl'<l as thr1.;1.;, aml it 
therefore consists of nothing vJ,,e titan the nurneril'al relation 
,,f those three tu one another, which again is iu1111ediately 
.111nullctl when it is said that it is Uotl tl1at lJcars witnc~s in 
those three.'' J:nt this l'Htirc co11cl11siuu is purely fa11l'if11l: 
for, on tlw oue hall(l, the µapTvpi'a Twv civ0pwr.wv is nut at all 
~1,ukc:n <ii', in regard to its subject, a,; illeutit·al with the 
1iapTvp(a Tou €hou; a11d, on the other lia11J, in the lllcntio11 of 



INTr.ODUCTIOX. 2Sl 

the former µapTUp{a the numerical relation is not alludeLl to liy 
a single syllable. - Hilgenfeld asserts that the Epistle stand.;; 
in a more intimate relationship to the 0. T. law than the 
Gospel does. The proof of this is supposed to lie in the 
passages 1 John iii. -4: and ii. 7, 8; but with regard to the 
first passage, the idea avoµ{a in no way hints at the :i\losaic 
law; and besides, if the author attached a higher importance 
to the :Mosaic voµor; than the evangelist, he would somewhere 
state its signification; this, however, he is so far from doing, 
that the idea voµor; never appears in his work at all. "With 
regard to the second passage, Hilgenfeld, indeed, admits that 
lbr' upx11, refers to the transition to Christianity, but thinks 
that "this old commandment of love is not set forth as it is 
in the Gospel, as an absolutely new one which first receives 
its rule through the loYe of the Saviour to His people; " but, 
apart from the explanation of that passage itself, the imme
diately preceding verse, and, moreover, what is written in 
iii. 16 and iv. 7 ff. a bout love, shows how unfounded is the 
assertion of Hilgenfeld. It is not anything better with the 
rnmark of Hilgenfeld (1849), that "the greatest probability is 
in favour of the statement that the idea of the personal Logos 
is still foreign to the Epistle, whilst it is distinctly expressed 
in the Gospel ; " this Hilgenfeld infers from this, that for 
description of what is loftier in Christ the expression o Xo,yor; 
is not used in the Epistle.1 But even if in the expression o 
Xo,yor; T1"jr; twijr; the idea X6,yor; had the meaning of " doctrine," 
yet the supposition of Hilgenfeld would still be unjustified, 
since it cannot be denied that~ tw~ (~ (wh alwvtor;), whereby 
the superhuman that appeared in Christ is indicated, is con
sidered by the writer of the Epistle as hypostatic nature, nor 
that the v[or; Tov 0Eov is identical with Him who in the Gospel 
is called o Ao,yor;. )fay, the whole Epistle in the most unmis
takeable manner presupposes the hypostatic nature of the Son 
of God. -That, finally, the writer of the Epistle ascribed no 
personality to the Holy Spirit, can neither be proved by this, 
that he does not call Him o 7rapaKA7JTor;, nor by this, that He 
indicates Him by the expression ·xp'ia-µa ; the words To 'lrVEvµ,a 
ia-Tt To µapTvpovv especially, 1 John v. 6 comp. with John 

1 In the article of 1S55 this is merely noticctl, without the former inference 
being <lrawn from it. 
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xv. ~G, pre;;upp1>.,l! His per:-;onality.1 -For proof of the 11on
itlc11tity J~alll' fi11ally nppt•:ds to this, that tlie ·' representation of 
Clui.;t as the 7raplLKA1JTo.;, 1·.c. the inlerce1liHg High Priest, 
acconls llllll'C with the sphere of icleas of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews than with that of the Gospel, that thereby i11terw11-
i11g thoughts arc inserteLl into John's view of the relation of 
,Je,;us to thusc ,rho bclicrn on Ili111, which lay far from the 
horizon of the emngelist." Hut if Baur \\·ere right in this 
assertion, then there wonld exist not only a tlifl'ere11ce between 
the Epistle and the Gospel, hnt a difference uetweeu the 
Epistle a1H.l itself, since, apart from those representations, quite 
the same view of the relation of J csus to believers dominates 
in the J~pistle as in the Gospel; with regard, however, to those 
representations, they are not peculiar to the Epistle to the 
Hebrews only, but are a common property of the apostles, as 
they arc expressed in the Epistle to the Romans (comp. chap. 
iii. ~,j and viii. :JJ) with no less distinctness than in the 
former. 

The reasons alhlnccd l,!· Ham and Hilgcnfcld arc therefore 
unable to shake the couvietiou of combined antiquit!·• that 
Loth ,rritings come from one and the same author. That 
each of the wurk;;-along with all unity of conception mill of 
expression-has its own peculiarities, is naturally causetl lJoth 
hy the difforence of their ol1jcct, and by the fo·ing acti\·ity of 
the Spirit from whom they both proceelled. It is also to be 
oli,;erved, that in the (:ospel it is chietiy the ::\!aster, in the 
Epistle the disciple, that speaks,-a fact to which the Tilbinge11 
critics can certainly attach 110 importance. There i;;, lwwe\·er, 
the further q nestion as to the d1arncter of the reasons which 
are said to be opposed to the genuineness of the Epistle, and 
to pro re that the author of it, could nut be the ..\ postle John. 
\Yheu S. G. Lange says that on account of " its lack of all 
indivitlual reference;,;, its sl.n-ish imitation of the Uospcl, the 
too great generality of the thoughts, the traces of the feeble
nes;; of oh! age, the nou-rcferenl'e to the tlcst,rncti,m of 

1 In till' arli.-1,· of is:;:;, llil;..:"11fd,l Ji11,ls tlie ,li1J'erl'11<·•· 011ly i11 this, th,1t in thP 
Epi,tlc, tin• lloly ~]•iril is 11ol l'allr-,1 "'"-f"~>.,,,-,;, hut Xf''I'-"- au,!'""'?."-"· .\1011;..: 
with this he a,l111its, howewr, that th,· C"'l'"l, in the t•xpr,·ssi"n !.>.i.,; •.~2fz· 

"'·"'"'; shows au agrtc·111ent with the Epistl<", i11 which l'l,ri.,t i., s1,ok,·11 of as 
2'«p~•i.r,:-~;. 
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J erusalcm," he only reluctantly regan1s the Epistle a-i the 
work of an apostle; these reasons are of snch arbitrarily 
subjective character as to require no refutation. Of greater 
importance, iudeed, is the frequently-expressed assertion, that 
the Epistle refers to circumstances which first belong to a 
time later than that of the apostles. .As such Dretschneider 
regarded . the doctrine of the Logos and the Docetism con
tended ngainst in the Epistle ; but " without the previom 
existence nml assurance of a canonical doctrine of the Logos, 
the patristic doctrine from ,Tustin on would be almost inex
plicable" (Liicke), and that Docctism-to which the Jewish a;, 
well as the heathen speculation must be added, when, without 
giving itself up, it amalgamated with Christianity - tirst 
belonged to the post-apostolic age, is historically an unjustifi
able assertion. -After Planck (in the article already quoted) 
advanced the view, that the author of the Epistle moves iu 
the 1lfontanist sphere of thought, as he " seeks to transform 
the external Jewish-Christian mode of conception into the 
deeper, more internal mode of John," Baur developed it 
further. He explains the Epistle directly as a writing 
belonging to 1lfontanism. His proofs of this are-(1) the 
thought that the fellowship of Christians is sinless, holy ; 
(2) the mention of the xp'iuµa, and (3) the distinction between 
venial and mortal sins. But how weak are these reasons '. 
If the :i\Iontanists consiLlered themselves as the Spiritualcs, in 
contrast to the rest of the Christians, who in their eyes were 
Psychici, this is plainly something very different from the 
representation of the Epistle that believing Christians-in 
contrast to the unholy world-form a holy fellowship. If 
the Epistle says that Christians possess the holy xp'iuµa, 
there lies therein nothing but an allusion to the custom, first 
mentioned by Tertullian, of anointing candidates for baptism 
with holy oil. And if in 1 John v. 16 the aµ,ap-r{a r.por; 
0cfva-rov is distinguished from the uµap-r/a OU wpoc; 0avaTOV, 
this distinction is of a very different character from the 
::\Iontanist distinction between venial and mortal sins. Baur, 
indeed, maintains that in the Epistle the same sins are called 
mortal sins as in Tertullian; but while Tertullian represents 
as mortal sins : homicidium, idololatria, fraus, negatio, blas
phemia, moechia et fornicatio, et si c1na ulia Yiolatio templi 
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Dei, Danr nrbitrarilr ,dccts only t!, ,.,.,. f,f thc.,c, namely 
idolatry, mnnler, adultery or fornication, \l·hich are alleged to 
1,e ~poken of in the Epistle as mortal "in:-. To idolatry, 
namely, not only chap. '"· 21, hut al;;o chap. iii. 4, is alleged 
tu refer; to nrnrdcr, chap. iii. 15 ; 1 and to r.opvei'a, "·hich i;; 
110\\"bere mentioned in the Epistle itself, the superscription 
tkit appears in Augustin (corrupted from r.po;; r.ap0evou,): 
all l'arthos. -The hypothesis su feebly e~tabfoh;,1 (comp. 
Liieke's incisive refutation in the :~d ed. of his comment.) 111' 
the )Iuntanism of the ,uiter of the Epi;;tle, found in Ililgc1t
fcld an opponent in the Tiibingen school it:-elf. In oppositio1t 
to it,2 Hilgenfcld has attempted to sho\l· that not only the 
false doctrine of the antichristians \\"ho are contended against 
iu the Epistle, but also many of the Yie\\"s of the author him
self, would go to prove that the appearance of the Epistle is 
to lJC fixed at the time i11m1elliatcly 1,recciliug that in \\"hich 
Gnosticism "·as at its prime. ..\;; Gun~tic elements in the 
system of the Epistle, Hil:-:-cufclll "l'ecilic•.:; the iclea of the 
ar.Epµa (iii. 0); the thought that we sho11l,l w,t fear, l111t 

only Joye GOll (i,·. 1 S, 1 ~l), aml the itlca of the xp'iaµa 
(ii. 2 0) ; hut these ideas are so r.,y;,t ;',,[ tn the Clni~tian 
cr,n~ciousness, that it cannot at rll lie th,m~ht of wit hunt 
tl1c-rn. At the most, the expre~sions ar.Epµa aud xpiaµa 
might seem strange, hut the former so 11atm.1lly sug~csted 
it;,clf in connection with the illea of beinc:; l,orn or Got!, arnl 
<,f God's being in him who i~ liorn uf IIirn/ and the latter 

1 e;:nr ]iimsdf :ulmit--; tl1at wi!h n·g:1r1l to th,.-,l! t\,·n p,,!11~ .... !~1 1• nut]1c,r 11,w:-: w,t 

111(•.,n '' the outwar,l adirm, ., l,ut "alt••~dh•·r tl1L" it1lll'l' 1·lt.1r.1,:t,·r of thl' 1unral 
,,·atirneut;" lmt if that be the ,·as,•, then it i, .-1,•;:r tha: Iii, 1,n,i:i,\11 is not i11 
)l,.-1:t:111b111, lmt oat.,icl,· it, :-.int·e in )[,,ntani:-.:n i: : .. 1·:,•c·i,,·ly o,•1; 1ms, :ulll itltk(1 ll 
p1rt~•·1tlar, tlt:finit,• :idi011:--, th·1t are rd\·r!-.- i ~.i in i!1:l: 1ii.,tin.-ti0n or :--ins. 
'i'c•rtnlli,m (d,, 1111rlil'il. ,·. lfl): t"ui non a,·,·i,lit, :nit i:.,, .. i ini,!n,, l't ultra ~,1lis 
(Jt'l':L:-.lllll, nut t-t Jll:llllllll in111iit tPr1•, nut f:1,·ili- 111:1!.· !i1·1·:·,·, aut t, ll\1·re ,it!l".ll't.', :i.nt· 

folt".11 1,acti d•·:-.ln1tn·, nut v1·r,·(·1111,li;1 :111t 1: 1• 1 ·••-- .. :~ .>· 11~•·11tiri. In JH•.~•1tii:-:, in 

ofliciis, in quacstu, in victu, in Yisn, in a\11\itn 'lllanb tentamur, nt si nulb 
sit Ycnia istomm, ncmini salus compctat, etc. 

:= llilg1•11fl•l1l urg,·s l•:.;p1·l'ially 111:\t it i-. i1:q-.,, .. ::,J,. t,1,· .. :i1:,·h·,· tl1nt :i )lo11l;111b-,t 

:111tl1(11' ,ruul1l 11ot havt: k11mr11111 1 ... _~ill wi:l. ~:.,,:.; .. I 1,r t!.•· l 1arndet1·; nn•l nlso 
t l::,t !he i,lr:t t.•f :-.1w1·ial Jllnrta] :--i11-. alt·1·.1,ly •· ·,·ar. .. in tli•· II;_;;~~" Ili:--.H~ tI:t.• .. .-. 

i,·. ::,:), which J,,·Jo11g to the pr~-)I,,nt;,ui< 1--::,· J ... 1_'!,·:n,·:1ti11•· li:,·r,,tm,·. 
; 111 !,is arti..J,, c,r 1:-:;;;, llilgc·Hfrl,1 .. t::,, li,·, i;, .. '!.(,-r i1111,01::rn,·,, to th~ i,lc·., 

of the ""df!1.1Z, and tries to ,lc,luce from 1 John '"- l, that acrording to the rcprc
s, 1.t.,t:0.1 c,f !lie author of tlic· EJ·i,t!e, "J..,.·:u; J,._n: ut' l;,, .. l i., :•J h r,·_;;.,r,lc,l as 
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from the antithesis of the Christian to the /wrCxptuToc;,
cspecially with the 0. T. type of anointing,-that a deriva
tion of them from Gnostic fancies is entirely unjustified ; 
<1uite apart from the fact that these ideas play quite another 
part in the Gnostic systems from that which they fulfil in this 
Epistle. Even if it be conceded to Hilgeufeld further, that 
the false doctrine contended against is Gnostic, yet it cannot 
be admitted that Gnosticisni also, as regar<ls its beginnings, 
belongs first to the post-apostolic time. Hilgenfeld rightly 
says that the features alluded to by the author of the Epistle 
do not mark a completely definite Gnostic system, but ,vrongly, 
that therefore the doctrine of Cerinthus must not be thought 
of, because this represents a form of Gnosis as yet quite incom
plete. The whole character of the polemic of the writer of 
the Epistle shows, however, that he has to do with a system 
of Gnosticism which, in comparison with the systems of the 
second century, had a form still incomplete. For there is only 
one point which he brings forward, namely JJocctisin, and 
indeed that form of it which consists of the distinction of the 
Son of God from the man Jesus, and therefore the same as 
was propounded by Cerinthus; comp. Dorner, Lelirc von clci· 
Person Christi, I. p. 314 ff.-That this Docetism was associated 
with an antinomian sentiment "which set itself far above all 
the moral laws of life," by no means follows, as has already 
been remarked in Sec. 2, from the polemic of the Epistle. -
Against the assertion of Baur, that even the fonn of the polemic 
is decisive against the genuineness of the Epistle, since 
"nothing further is said than just that the false teachers of 
Docetism are antichristians," it is to be observed that the 
main force of the apostle's polemic throughout does not con-

the presupposition of Christian faith," and therefore that the "'"'PI'"' is, accorcl
ing to him, "the metaphysical ground of existence" from which faith proceeds. 
But if the distinction between the ""'"'"' .-,ii e .. ii ancl the .-;"'"' .-,ii ~,a/30>-ou has, 
acconling to the author, a metaphysical ground lying beyond faith, and if the 
former, by virtue of the ""'PI'-"- which is peculiar to them by nature, cannot sin 
-how does this accord with the Soteriology which is so clearly expressed in the 
Epistle, aml according to which Christ is the '"f,(,"f''; ""P' .-;:;, ;,,,,_ap.-,;:;, ;,,,_;:;,, aml 
the bloo,l of Christ cleanses ns ,..,, "'""~; af'ap.-;f,(,; 1-ln this article also Hilgen
fcld derives the "repeated assurance that God is love," from the influence of 
Gnosticism on the author, without any regard to the close connection with the 
fondamcntal essential tmth of Christianity in which this is brought forwarcl by 
the author, 
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i:;ist in negation, hut in the positive presentment of the t:i:utl1, 
in the light of \\'hich the antagonistic dodrine is manifested 
as a lie (see 011 this the excellent exposition of Thiersch, 
Ver.melt, etc., p. 255). 

The spuriousness of the Epistle (as also of the Gospel, and 
of John's t\\'o other Epistles) also follows, according to Hilgen
fcld (article of 1S55), from the relation of these ·n·i·it iil!JS to the 
Aporrdypse. ,vhile, namely, he presupposes the genuincnc·ss 
of the latter, he maintains that "the contrast bet\\'een it and 
the Epistks must not be ignored," and that" the latter occupy 
n middle place l1etwcen the two most extreme contrasts of the 
Apocalypse and the Gospel." The contrast is seen, according 
to him, 1st, in the language (in the Epistles not indeed an 
Attic, but an easy and versatile Greek style; in the Apoca
lypse, on the other hand, a strongly Hebraizing impres~) , 
and 2dly, in the sphere of thought, although he recognises 
"lietwecn the spheres of thought on both sides Yery essential 
points of contact." Ilut against these instances it is to lie 
obse1Ted-l. That the composition of the Apocalypse by t]I() 
Apostle ,John is by uo means so surely establi~hed as Hilg,~n
fcl<l assumes, and is certainly not to be proYed by stating 
that it is the product of a still judaistically-narrmre<l rnotle 
of conception ; :.!. That in the explanation of the Hebrew
colomed style of the Apocalypse, attention is to he paid to 
the fact that it stan<l.s in close connection with 0. T. pro
phecy; ;:;, That the appearance of the contrast, alleged l,y 
Hilgcnfehl, hetween the spheres of thought on both ;;ith's, 
1lisappears when with the necessary critical impartiality they 
arc taken hold of with consideration of the entire imliriLlnal 
elements which constitute them.1 

1 Ililgc11f .. Jrl procc,,,ls uuci-itically in his ,h·111oustration of the ,-ontra,t between 
11,e S('hcn·s of thouf;ht, inas11111..J1 as he not only a,l,h1,·,·s, as antitl,..til'al, i,kas 
wl1ich arc not i-:o, liul also as,·rilws to one or the otllt'r writing \"h•ws whil'h :1rc 

not 1·011tai11c,\ in it. The fnrn11·r is, for l'Xa111}'l1•, tl,c ea"' wh,·n h .. thi1,ks that 
tl11· i,ll':t ol' an <tll//1"!/ Go,!, as is }'•·•·nliar 111 the ,\p,walypsi•, an,\ the i,l,·:i of a 
! ;u,1 who is lore, a,; we liuol it cx('r,·ssl'rl in th .. E}'i,tl,·, cnntra,lid nnc n11oth,-r; 
or wlu·n 1H· ass,•t·h that the co1w,·ption of the 1li\'illl' ,iusti,·l·, aceonli11g to whit-h 
it is shown as till' punisl11111·11t of the wick,,,l, i.s in ,·,,11tra,\ktin11 tn that, an·or,\
iu.~ to which it appl·ars as the for~in•u,•ss ol' ~ius: ,\·lu·n he su111111:-vs a cnntr:ht 
l,l'tw,·1·11 the l'l"f'l't'se11tation of the apo,,all'('tk j11d,e!1111·11t a111l the i<\(•a nf tl1e 
~1,i1 itnal Yictory of the Christian o\'l'I' the de1·il au,! the world, a,·,·,nnpli,h,,,] l,y 
Jncan; of morality n11,l faith. lie ,!111', the latter whu1, fur 0xarnpl,·, he s:,ys 
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As the internal tests, which have been asserted to lJc 
opposed to the genuineness of the Epistle, do not prove ihc 
alleged spuriousness, as the Epistle much rather bears on the 
face of it qnite the impress of an apostolic writing, as it also 
-as even Hilgenfeld admits-" belongs to the writings of 
the N. T., the genuineness of which was never disputed in the 
ancient clmrch, and the chain of witnesses who have made 
use of it begins as far back as Papias," the composition of it 
by the Apostle John is as surely established as it can ever 
be. 

SEC .. J.-TIIE TI.EADEr:.S; TDIE AXD PLACE OF cmIPOSITIOX. 

l. 1'/w Readers. - Augustin says in his Quacst. Ernn!J. 
ii. 3a, when he is quoting the passage 1 John iii. 2: 
scriptum est a Joanne in Epistola cul Parthos; this more 
particular determination of the Epistle is also found (only, 
however, in the Benedictine edition of Augustin's works) in 
the superscription of his treatises on the Epistle ; and 
similarly in Possidius, in his Inclicufos opcruni S. Augustini, 
as he introduces those treatises with the words : de ep. 
,J oannis ad Parthos sermones decern. The same statement, 
it is true, frequently appears later; thus in the work of' 
Vigilius Tapsensis (end of the fifth century), published under 
the name of Idacius Clarus, contra Variinaclmn Arianmn; in 
Cassiodorus, de institut. divin. script. c. 14, who, however, 
refers the words ad Parthos to all the three Epistles ; in 
Col. 62 of Griesb. and in several lat. co<ld. (see Guericke, 

that the Apocalypse considers "the political world-power of the Roman Empire" 
nc, Antichrist, whereas the uaruc l,.,,,.;xp1d,;-o; is never once mentioned in the 
A pocalypsc ; or when he ascribes to the Epistle the hlea of a metaphysical 
antagonism between the children of God and the children of the devil, which is 
foun,1 in the Gnostics. -For the rest, it must not be denied that the difference 
in chamcter between the Apocalypse and the other writings of John is cOJrnitlcr
ablc enough to allow the view, that it docs not proceed from the same author, 
to appear not unjustified. While that differcncr, on the one si,lc, is often not 
sufliciently estimated, on the other side, with the object of bringing it more 
clearly out, the mistake is not infreriuently m,Hlc, of not keeping stric-tly cnongh 
ll"ithin the truth. But, as may hold goo,! of the origin of the ,\pocalypsc also, 
the Gospel and the First Epistle of John arc too strongly attcstc,1, both by their 
whole character am! by the external evit!cuces, as writing, of the Apostle John, 
to allow their genuineness to be denied on account of the .\pocalypsc. 

lllEYEr..-1 Jou:.. R 
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Gcsammigcsch. des N. T. 1854, p. 48G, note 2); but the whole 
Greek Church, an<l similarly the Latin Church before Augustin, 
knows nothing of it.1 It is therefore of no importance even 
for the determination of the original readers of the Epistle 
(against Grotius), nay, it cannot even be said that in it was 
retained an old tradition in regard to the determination of the 
Epistle or the activity of John (Baumgarten-Crusius), and 
still less that it " refers to its designation for .Further and 
Central Asia, as formerly Persian lands " (Guericke as above, 
p. 48 7). It might no douut be possible that Augustin 
thereby expressed ln's 01rn conjecture (:aiid1aelis), but then 
he would hardly have proceeded with tlie Epistle under this 
designation witlwut furthc1' rcmarl:. l'erhaps a mistake is at 
the bottom of it. Some critics assume a corruption of the 
reading in Augustin ; Serrarius conjectures as the original 
reading : ad Pathmios ; '\V etstein : ad sparsos ; Semler : 
adpertius. l\fo;;t explain the words as originating in a 
Greek expression; quite arbitrarily, Paulus (Hcirlclu. Jalii'b. 
18:32, p. 1071) thinks they might have arisen through 
misunderstanding of a probable inscription 7rpoc; 7ra11Tac; ; it 
is more natural to have recourse, with most critics, to the 
Greek word 7rap0ivoc;, and to regard ml Parthos as originating 
in 7rpoc; 7rap0lvovc;. "Whiston considers 7rpoc; 7rap0lvovc; as 
the description of the yet uncorrnpted, virgin comlition of the 
churches of Jolm; according to Rug's view, the inscription of 
some manuscripts of the Second Epistle : r.poc; 7rap0ovc; (1".c. 

7rpoc; 7rap0evovc;), was transferred to the First Epistle, because 
that designation was regarded as unsuitable to the Second 
Epistle ; Gicseler (Lchruuch dcr Kirchcngcsch. 4th ed. vol. I. 
Pt. 1, p. 139, note 1), with "·hom Lucke (3d c•.1. p. 52 t:) 
agrees, supposes that the inscription of lhe 1-'ir:;t and of the 
Second Epistle ,rns : f'TT"lO'TOA.1] 'I Olli/I/OU 'TOV 7rap0evov; this 
is certainly not found in any Cullcx of the Epistle, but the 
inscription of the Apocalypse in Cud. C/ud1il1ait. (30 of 
GriesL.) runs tl111s: TOV ,i~;[ov ... (l7TOO'TOA.OV Ka~ evar•,€A.LO'TOV 

1 ,\_c;ai11,t thi.s fart thr, strang,• r,·m~rk nf D,·•l<' in th-, 1'1·olntt"·' •'''/""''' •''J>!On 
rz,; ... ,,)lr(8 ('f(//IJ/l;,.,, ..... (11i-i11t1·{l i1.1 ( 

0

:l!1.'., .... ·,·,·i1.I. ,,·1-l,,-:, l,i.-.f, /;•, ,·. l: ::',Iu1ti !-,:,'rip

tnn1!1t 1•r,·lt·~i:i~tir•cir11111, in 11nil,:1-- 1·--~ :--: • • \t:1:111:1:•-in:,, 111·i!llalll 1·j11 . ..; (f.r . .Ju:r11ni . ..;) 

cpistobn, scriptam ~,1 l'nrthos essc tcst~ntnr, c~nnot of coi,rs.:, be rcg~rucu. ns 
of any weight. 
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r.ap0Evou ~'Ya'TT'T}µEVOU €7rl<TTTJ0LOu 'I oavvou 0€0A.O"fOU. The 
simplest supposition might be that Augustin misunderstood 
the remark of Clemens Alex. (Opp. ed. Potter. Fragm. 1011) 
that the Second Epistle was written 7rpdr;; 7rap0ivour;; (acl 
1:irgincs)-(see Intro<l. to Second and Third Epistle, Sec. 1)
arnl then by mistake referred it to the First Epistle.-But 
whatever be the origin of this cul Partlws, it can be of no 
value as an historical eYiclence for the original place of 
destination of the Epistle. As John, according to the un
questionable accounts of antiquity, after the death of the 
Apostle Paul, took up his place in Asia Minor; and as in 
Asia :Minor, as the Epistle to the Colossians testifies, heretical 
tendencies of Gnostic character already appeared at an early 
date,-it is to be assumed, with most critics, that the Epistle 
"·as originally directed to the churches of Asia Minor; not' 
to one of them (according to Hug, to that of Ephesus), but 
as E'TrtaToX~ €"fKVJC°'A.t,c~ (Oec.) to several (perhaps to "John's 
Ephesian circle of churches," Li.icke), perhaps to all of those 
to which the personal activity of the apostle extended, for 
the Epistle would otherwise certainly touch at individual 
circumstances of the single church.1 It is clearly quite 
mhitrary to regard as its place of destination, with Benson, 
Palestine, or, with Lightfoot, Corinth. 

:2. The Place of Composition.-This is just as little stated 
in the Epistle as the place of destination ; the prevailing 
opinion, that John wrote it in Ephesus, has at least nothing 
against it. Hug and Ebranl, who regard it-though without 
tenable reason-as a companion work of the Gospel, suppose 
that it was written with the latter in Patmos ; but even 
though the statement is found in some of the later Fathers, 
that the Gospel was written in Patmos, the morn ancient 
tradition names Ephesus as its place of composition ; comp. 
TIIeyer's Comment. on the Gospel, 3d ed. p. 39.-Hug appeals 
abo to 2 John 12 and 13, 3 John 13; unwarrantably, however, 
for a want of writing materials is here in no way hinted at. 

1 Ililgcnfeld thinks that the Epistle "\\"as addressed to the whole of orthou.ox 

\
Christendom, in so far as it did not belong to the immediate sphere of the 
111,ostle's labours; but even if the apostle mentions no specific limit of his sphere 
ul" readers, such a limit is nevertheless indicatell in the warning reference to tlrn 
Docetau heresy. 
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J. Tiu: Time ,f C'01,1zJOsit ion.-That the Epistle lielongs, 
not to the 1:arlier, lmt to the later apostolic time, i.r. the tiuw 
after the departure or the Apostle Paul, is not to lie di,;puteLl. 
The whole tone in which it is written leaves us in no mistake 
as to the adYanced age of the writer; moreo,·er, the somewhat 
prolonged existence of the Christian churches to which it is 
a<l<lre::;scd is brought out pretty clearly ; and there is the 
additional fact that the antagonism between Jewish and 
Gentile Christianity is no longer the subject, and that the 
])ocetism therein opposed points also to the later time. '\Yith 
this corresponds the tradition, according to which it was 
written by John during his sojourn in Ephesus. As, how
ever, the tradition states incleed the end (Iren. H((a. iii. ;;, 4, 
in En!"eh. iY. 14: 'Iwavvou Of r.apaµ.ElvavTO<; QUTOL<; µ.ixpi TOU 

Tpaiavou xpovc,:v), but not the beginning of thi;; sojoum, the 
time of composition of the Epistle is only indefinitely Jixed 
by it. This much only seems to be indisputable, that ,Julm 
first settled in Ephesus after the death of the Apostle Paul, 
in order from there to direct the churches of .Asia 1Iinor, 
especially those in the proconsnlate ; against which, the Yiew 
that he remained in that city until the destrnction of 
,Ternsalern (Ewald, C:csch. d. Vol/.-cs Ismd, YII. p. :203 ff) 
lacks any certain ground. The composition of the Epistle 
l,1fv;-c the destruction of Jerusalem, (:rntins, Hammoml, au,! 
Diistcnlicck infer from chap. ii. 18 ; Ziegler, Fritzsl'hc, all(l 
others, from the circumstance tliat that eYent, so impurlant 
for Christianity, is not mentinuecl in the Epistle. J:nt 
ii. 18 refers, ill(leecl, to the nearne!-'s of the l'aronsia of Chri.-t, 
not, however, to the foll of ,Jel'lt~dem; that eYell lalc·r tlw 
time reaching to the l'ar1J11!'<ia of Chri~t was cnn~i,krl'<l a,; the 
"last time," is shown by the passage in lyn,1t. ,j,. "rl E11h,·.,. 
c. xi.: ifuxarni Katpo1, A.OlT.OV aluxU110coµEI', cpof3110~1µ.w TIJII 

µaKpo0uµLav 7'0U Brnu, t'va µ.17 1jµ.iv €L~ Kpi'µ.a ~/tl'I/Tal, a\n,l 
that the Llcstrnction of ,Tcrnsalcm i, u11t rncntioncd mi;,:ht lJu 
explained ill this way, that when Lhl, Euistle was written a 
consiLleralJle time rnight ha\'e alrc:Hly ..I:qHc1l since that e\'ent. 
)lost co111mcutat0rs place till' l'ompo,iti"n in the time (,jl, ,· 

the destrnctio11 ot' ,Tcrmalem, cspcci:illy l,cc:lll~L', as tlwy think, 
the ,;late of the drnrche:-; l.irou;,!ht .. nt in the Epi,-tle wa,; 
such as was app101,riatc only trJ tll'! l'll1l or tlw ap()stolic a~e. 
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nut even this conclusion is at least not quill' sure, since even 
already Paul in his later Epistles had to take notice of moral 
indifferentism, nay, Antinomianism and Gnostic error ; 1 

aIH.l 

the disturbing influence of the judaistically-inclined Christians 
on the Gentile-Christian chmchcs must be regarded as already 
overcome by the labours of the Apostle Paul, inasmuch as 
even Paul himself does not combat it in his later Epistles in 
the way in which he had done in the earlier onesf Thiersch 
appeals, in favour of a comparatively late appearance of the 
Epistle, to this, that according to chap. ii. 1 V, " the separation 
of the heretics from the Christian community was already 
accomplished," though they still, according to the Epistle of 
,J udc, revelled at the Agapae ; but, on the one hand, it is to 
lJc observed that from the former passage it is not clear how 
far a formal separation was at that time already carried out 
(the church-forming actiYity of the heretics belongs first to 
the second century); and, on the other hand, it is at least 
nncertain whether John and Jude had to do with heretics of 
the same kind, for the one class are depicted as Antinomians, 
the other as Docetans.-Ebrard fixes as the time of com
position the year 95 aer. Dion.; his reasons for this are: the 
Epistle was written at the same time as the Gospel, as its 
dedicatory Epistle ; the Gospel was composecl at Patmos ; 
John was at Patmos in the 15th year of Domitian; but these 
• premisses lack any certain foundation.-By most critics it is 
consi<lcrecl that the Epistle was written later than the Gospel, 
and that the latter was written after the destruction of 
,J erusalcm. As regards the first part, appeal is made in its 
favour especially to this, that in the Epistle reference is 
sometimes made to the Gospel. This, howeYer, is not the 
case; there is (as Bleck, as above, also remarks) in the whole 
Epistle not a single passage ,vhich assumes the written Gospel 
as known 2 (Guericke). It would seem on the face of it more 
probable that John, induced by the false teachers, first wrote 

1 Still it cannot remain unobserved, that the heretics, a~ainst ,,·hom Paul 
directs his polemic, are never accuse<l of Docctism ; that Cerinthus probably 
appeaml only towards the end of the apostolic age ; anu that the heretical error 
\\'hich the Ignatiau Epistles contend against was of specially Docetan character. 

" Reuss (as above, p. 218) rightly says : "For us the Epistle requires the 
Gospel as a commentary ; but as it once hat! this in the oral instruction of its 
author it is not thereby proved that it is the later." 
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the Epistle to warn allll exhort the churches entrusted to 
him, aml then wrote the Gospel for entire Christendom, as 
" a consecrated record of the historic:11 foundation of salYation " 
(Tl1il'r~ch), than that he first wrote the latter and then the 
former. 1 Some of the very pac'sages liy which it is thought 
the dependence of the Epistle upon the Gospel can be provc1l 
seem tu tell in favour of this. The passage, 1 John i. 1-4, 
appear.,, when compared with Gu;;pel i. 1 ff., to be not the 
later, lmt the earlier one, since the apostle in the former fr; 
still striYi11g to give to the idea the suitable expression, 
"·hereas in the latter he has alr,!a(ly found it. Xone the 
less, compared with the expression " o Xo•1or; uttpg E"/EVETo," 
is tlw expression "' !7JUOU', XptUTO, EV uap,d, €11.7JA.U0w<;" the 
more indefinite, and therefore no duuut the earlier. Beside;;, 
the a!linity of the two works permits the conjecture that the 
dates of their composition do not lie far from one another 
( comp. nieck, p. 5 !l O ; differently Driickner), especially as 
this appe:1rs not 011ly in their peculiar character, lint also in 
the for111, to such an extent that not only do they both begin 
with a l'rooeminm containing the ;;amc ideas, hut eYen the 
thoughts expressed at the close co111plctcly correspornl \\"ith 
each other : G ospcl of J uhn x x. ;; 1. : -;-auTa DE "/E,Ypa-;;mi, 1'va 
r.tUTEUIJ'1]TE, OTL O 'I17uov, Zv7"lV CJ XptlJ'TO<;, CJ uio<; TOU BEou, 
/Cai i'va r.tlJ'TEUOVTE<; l;w11v ~'X1JT€ iv -rf:, ovuµ,an auTOv, allll 
1 John v. 13: -raurn /J,ypa,Jra Vf-1,ll', t'vct doiJT€, on l;w11v ac'wvwv 
i!xe-rE Ot 7i'lUTEUUVT€<; El, TU ifruµ,a TOV uc'ou TOU 0Eou.-.As 
rcg,mls the second point, no exaet pruof can illllecd lie drawn 
from the Gospel itself in favour •Jf its composition (/ft,·;· the 
destruction of Jerusalem ;2 lmt, 011 the other hand, there lies in 
this 110 ground to eoutradict the oltl tra1litio11, that John wrote 
it in his more adYanced age. lt i,; also 11ot improbable that 

1 ""hat. Thi,·r,,·l, ( 1·0·.surhj'. d. l,rilil.·, p. 7(1,) says g,,11<•r:tlly: ".\s a g<'IICral 

rulr, ii,,. 11ropositiu11 rnay he provc,l to l"' hi,:uri,·ally tnH·, that the writ in;;s or 
lllOlll>'lllary d1•si.g11, to whidi most or the l-:1•i-,1J.., lwlong, "1']><':U'CU. cnrlil'r, :tllll 
the wriliurr.:.. or })l'l'lll:llll'llt ll(•sirr11 t''tl(·1•ialh· tl11• ( :o.---pt·b, latcr,·,-rnav also h,· 
applied to the relation of the Go;~1c

0

! a11u. the ·Epistle of Joh11. • 
:: J,'ru111 thl! u.-,;c of ,1'11 in thr pa~~agl"sof th,, t:,, .... pd ul'.Tolt11 xi. 18, xvi ii. 1, xix. •11, 

11otl,i11g can]:,,, infrrr,·,1, a., it is 1·11tirl'ly l'X]'lai111•,l ·• liy the c·onll-xt of historic;d 
11arrat in·;'' on the C1111t·r ha1ltl, howc·n·r, t Ill' (.n·;, .Tolin v. :!, dot•."\ not pro,•p that 
.Tcrns,d,·m was 11ot y,·t ,kslro}l'<I at tlw ti1<11· 1rlll'11 .l11h11 wrote this, for J,,hn in 
his a,-.-,.n11l ol' the past 1·1·cnt 11,i.c:ht r,·1,n·,,·11! t,> hin,"·lt' thnt 1rhich no longer 
c:,:istcu. as still existing (comp. Ebrnr<l, Commcnl. p. •10 ff,), 
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it wns not already circulated in the lifetime of the apostle; 
at least it is more natural to suppose that the 21st chapter 
was added to it immediately on its appearance than later, 
when it had already become a possession of the Christian 
churches.1 In that case, John composed the Gospel as a 
legacy for the age after his death ; hence, however, it would 
result as to the Epistle, that it also was written only in the 
advanced age of the apostle, although before the Gospel. 
True, the apostle nowhere says that his readers have heard 
the Gospel/rain him, often though he speaks of their acquaint
ance with it, nor is there any passage from which it could be 
proved that he himself already laboured among them in 
person ; but from this the conclusion cannot be drawn, that 
" ,John composed the Epistle when he took up his place in 
Asia Minor after the death of the Apostle Paul, and indeed 
in order, by means of it as a pastoral Epistle, to introduce 
his labours there" (1st ed. of this comment.); for, on the one 
hand, such a purpose of the Epistle is nowhere hinted at; and, 
on the other hand, that circumstance might arise from this, 
that the Epistle was not exclusively destined for those churche& 
in which the apostle had already laboured by oral preaching, 
but was equally for others which he had not yet visited. 
On impartial consideration of all points, it appears probaule 
that the Epistle of John was written in the last quarter of 
the apostolic age. 

1 Ewald (Ge.,ch. Israels, YII. p. 2li ff.) thinks !hat the Go,l'el was written 
about the year 80, but wns first circulated later, shortly before the <leath of John, 
with the supplementary chap. xxi. acldc<l by him ; and that the First Epistle was 
written later tlrnn the Gospel, though independently of it, but was circulatell 
earlier than it, immediately after its composition. For this, however, there is 
quite as little certain proof as there is for the opinion that both the Gospel allil 
the Epistle of John were composed only at the special urgency of his fricncls. 
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'Ic,cbvou Er.tuToX1) a'. 

Ix c\. n tlte superscriptio11 l'llll~: 'bJctH6:, (U.: -cor,:,) u; in other 
cotld.: r:-:111-:-r,i.;\ 'hJanG:i -:-:pw-:-;;. The itl'c. is: I~Ja>,oJ ;G~ ci-:-:GG-:-ii.G';J 

E-:-:trl-:-oi.r, 7.aOo,./7.~ ,:;pw-:-r,. 

CHAPTER I. 

Yer. 1. Insteacl of ;~Jpa1.a,11,,v, Tisch. 7 has, both here an<l here
after, and iii. G, iv. :.W, accepted the form iop.; on thi;; fur111, see 
Ph. Huttmauu, A11-~l !Jl'iah. (:mmm. 18l!J, § 8.J., Anm. 11, note; 
Al. Buttma1111 (p. 5(j) says: "The form sipc,w, it is true, is often 
presented Ly the ms~., hut has not, up to the present, heeu 
receiwrl by the editors." - Yer. 2. Cod. n Juts before swpdw,11,,.· 
the relatiYe ii, perhaps through mistake from vv. 1 aml :.l; eve11 
Tinttm. has not accepted it. - Ver. 3. u-::-a11,!i.i.r,,1i.,~ 0:i.;;] Ree., 
according to (_~ K a11d several others, Copt. and others, Oec. 
Ang. Deeb (Tisch.) ; according to A B C, however, with Lachm., 
a ?.ai is to he iuserte<l after cka77si.i.r,,11,EV,-it ~eems to han, 
liecn omitted as snperlluous on account of the following ;·,a 7.r1.i 
~,'Mi;; in Thph. it reads: wi ·u-:;-c,i',st.i.r,11,,v J,1.1.i,; so also ~. in 
\\'hich it reads: a?.r,7.. 7.ai ewpa7.. 7.a/ a,:;a7,ft.t.O/UV. - Ver. 4. 
Instead of 7pafo,11,,v ~.,1,,, (Rn·. Tisch. Laehm. ed. mri,i.), A" n ~ 
1·c•ad 7fafo.11,iv i-,.11,11_: (Laclun. ed. miu. Buttrn.); Lileke, de "\\.etlt-, 
Ewald, and Heiclw consider this rea<ling as unsnitalJle; lliltc
rcntly Ilrilckner; the change of i;.11,!,; to LJ,1.1.7v can at any rate he 
more easily explaiue1l than that of :,_,1,;; to r,.1ui";. - i-, %a.fa :,_,.1.;;,] 
liff., according to . .\ C K, several others, Copt. etc. etc. (Tiscl1.); 
Lacl1111., following I: I:~ all(l others, reads i;.1.1.~,; hardly c111TCl't. 
- Yer. ii. 1.ai' ~15.,.,, o.>r.l according to ll C GK~ and other;;, 
Syr. Thph. 0cc. (Ti.~,·li.), in:;teaLl of the l.',·f'. ;,;a,' a:.,.r, it1-:-i,, accord
ing to ,\., Ynlg. (Lacl1m.). The l,'1',·. is au alteration of the 
original reading; colllp. ii. :2.i, iii. 11. - a11!i,ia] so Lachm. au,l 
Tisch. (approved of liy I:eidw nnd 11wst rnrnlern commentator:<;, 
ft11lu\\'iug almost the entire 111111ilier nf authorities: A n G K, 
1 ,y far the most of the nthers (Thph. in L'omn1. Oel'. ), i11stL•acl ot" 
the].',·,·. i-::-u.y1!i.ia, ,Y!iich only a fc\\" cn,lice,; support; ]'Crh:-q,,; 
C; accordiug tu Laclun. C ha~ cii'i ii.;a; acconli11,~ tu Ti~ch.: 
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s-::-'./,yy,i.fo.. J>anlus corn,iJers ci.11,i.ia as an explanatory gloss 
from iii. 11 ; so de "\V ette; but, on the contrary, kur;,1.,a is a 
conection of ci-i7si.,a, which otherwise does not appear in the 
N. T. except in iii. 11, where, however, the same correction is 
found. The original reading of~ is a,;;-ay10.,a;; later it corrects 
this to ayy,1.,a; others have corrected it to aya-:.ii :-r,, .i-:.ar;,
i./a;. Socin thinks that i1:'ar;,i.,a should be read. - Ver. 7. 
Instead of ui.i.iii.wv, A* (?) Tol. some ]at. codices, Acth. Clem. 
Didym. Tcrt. read aLJ,o:i, which is plainly a correction, as 
,li.i.~;\w1 docs not seem conformable to the train of thought; see 
the comment. on this passage. After 'Ir,110:i the Ree., following 
AG Kand others, Vulg. etc., has Xp,rr:-o:i, which is wanting in 
n G ~; Lachm. and Tisch. have omitted it; lteiche would have 
it retained; the addition is easily explained, comp. v. 3. -
Yer. S. Instead of o"r. lrrm .iv r;:1,,v (Ree. after BG~. Vulg. etc.), 
Lachm. and Tisch., following A G K and others, read iv r;y,;, o"x 
;"'"'"; perhaps the former is a correction, after ver. 10. - Ver. U. 
Instead of ;,.aO(l.pfrr, is found, in A, h. some min. (perhaps also 
iu C**) : wOaphm, which, however, lrns too little evidence to be 
regarded as genuine. 

Yv. 1--1. Introduction of the Epistle: statement of the 
snhject of the apostolic proclamation and of the aim of this 
writing. The construction of the periods is not carried out 
conformably to rule. The relative clauses beginning with o 
form the object of a verbal idea, which is just as little directly 
expressed as the subject which belongs to it; nay, more, with 
r.Ept the period that was begun breaks off, and "·ith Ka~ 17 s,:,n; 
(which refers back to the preceding T~~ sw11~) begins a new 
period consisting of two principal members. In the new 
sentence, ver. 3, the object, expressed in relative form, is placed 
before the finite verb, which contains in itself the subject. 
The parts of the sentence in ver. 1, beginning with o, are co
ordinate with each other; it is grammatically impossible tu 
take the first part as subject and the following parts as the 
predicate of it (Cappellus: quo<l erat ab initio hoe ipsnm est, 
quod audivimus, etc.) ; as far as regards the sense, it is unsuit
able to find in t'Y'1}>..u4'17G'av the verb which governs tlie 
preceding objective clauses (Paulus : " that which was, etc., 
which we have seen, our hands also have touched"). The 
governing verb cannot be contained. in ver. 2 either, for the 
verbs of this verse have their object near them in n7v {w;JV 

TIJV alwvwv. As O (C,)pcfKaJJ,EV IC. a1.:11Koaµ,ev, ver. 3, shows 
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ibl'lf to be the resu111ption of the ohjecti\'e cbuscs of Yer. 1, 
-011ly in more abridged form,-it is to he assumed that 
,'tr.ar1e">-.">-.oµw, Yf'l'. ~1, is the verb which was before the 
apo,;tlc's miml frolll the Ycry beginning, from the immediate 
mhlition • of ,d1ich he was, however, prevented by feeling him
self constrained to define the object more precisely by the 
appositional addition r.ep',, Tou AO"fOU T~<; l;wij<;. As he was 
then imluced by Tij<; l;wij,; to the parenthetical continuation 
in \'er. 2, he made the finite verb follow after he had first 
resumed the object. 

Ver. 1. ~ 1jv i'tr.' c'tpx~<;] This thought, indefinite in itself, i,, 
more fnlly expla.ined by the following relative clauses to this 
extent, that "that which was from the beginning" is identical 
with that which was the subject of perception by the apostle's 
senses. Dut from the appositional adjunct r.cpl /C.T.A. and the 
parenthetical sentence, vcr. 2, it follows that John understanLls 
1iy it the )..070,; -r1J<; l;wij<; or the l;w11, and more exactly the l;w,) 
11 aiwvto<;, "·hirh was with the Father and "·as manifested. 
That the apostle, ho\\'ever, docs not thereby mean a mcro 
ahstraction, but a real personality, is clear, Jir,:t from ~ ,i,c,7-
,coaµev IC.T.A. ancl Jrpavepw071, aml then especially from the 
cornparison with the proocrninm of the Gospel of ,John, with 
which what is said here is in such conformity that it cannot 
be doll htcd that by & 1jv ar.' ,':.pxij, the same subject is meant 
as is there spoken of as o AO"fO<;. The neuter form docs not 
entitle us to nndcrstand by & 1jv K.T.A., wi-th the Greek com
mentators Theophylact, Oecumcnins, and tlw Scholiasts, the 
"µvl1'T1Jptov of God," namely, OT£ 0eo<; Jcf,avEpw017 EV (J'apKL, 01' 

even, with Grotius, the "res a Deo destinatae." Xor doe;; de 
·w ctte's interpretation : "that "·hich appearPcl in Christ, which 
was from eternity, the eternal divine life," c11nespond with 
the representation of the apostle, according to which the l;w,7 
not only was manil'cstcd in Christ, 1,ut is Christ Himself. Jl_v 
far the greatest nu1uhcr of con1nu~11t:1tor;:; interpret () ,jv clr.~ 
,ipxij<; correctly of the personal Christ. The reason why ,J olm 
did not write o<; (comp. chap. ii. i::: Tav Jr.' ,ipxij_-), ln1t o, 
cannot, with several commentators (Enhnann, Li.icke, Ebranl 1), 

1 Liirkc ~i,·c~ this explanation of the 11,·ul,·r: that .John, "s,·eking to c•xpn·<,; 
1,ridly tlll' id,·;l of the (;o,pd, ,·oml,ines in this i,l,•a the p,·r,;,m of Christ, ns th,i 
i11l'amatc Lo;;o,, with His whole history nml work." - l::nlmnun first rc·lilark~: 
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be found in this, that J olm means not only the person in 
itself, but at the same time its whole history, all that it dill 
and experienced, for 11v a?r' apxi'Jc; (synonymous with EV rlpxfi 
;;v, Gospel of John i. 1) is decisive as to the historical mani
festation of Christ. Nor is it, with Diisterdieck, to be found 
in this, "because only this form (the neuter) is wide and 
flexible enough to bear at the same time the two conceptions 
of the one ... object, the conception of the premundane exist
ence and that of the historical manifestation," for then each of 
the four o's would have to embrace in itself both these i<leas, 
which, however, is not the case. But neither is it, with Hof
mann (Schriftbcwcis, ed. 2, I. p. 112), this: "because John just 
wants to describe only the subject of the apostolic proclamation 
as such ; " for this is not the order, that John first describes 
the subject of the apostolic proclamation only generally, and 
" then" defines it more particularly, bnt 1J 17v a?r' apxi'Jc; is 
itself the more particular definition of the subject of the pro
clamation. Nor, finally, is it, with ·weiss, this, that the apostle 
does not here mean the Son of God Himself, hut " that which 
constituted the eternal being of the Son," namely life ; for, on 
the one hand, nothing here points to a distinction of the Son 
and His being, and, on the other hand, it is not the being of 
the Son which the apostle heard, saw, handled, but the Son 
Himself. The neuter is rather to he explained in this way, 
that to the apostle Christ is " the life " itself; but this idea in 
itself is au abstract ( or general) idea.1 True, the apostle could 

Fornm neutrius gcncris generalis notio c contcxti~ atriuc Jo:rnnis dicendi rntionc 
facile <lcfiuicn<la, a<l 11ersouam Christi aperte referenda significatur, nee solum 
vis et amplitu<lo scntcutiae apte notatnr, sctl ctiam illo ;; quatcr rcpctito oration is 
sublimitati conciuuitas ad<litnr; all(\ then continues: Practcrca meminerimns, 
non solum Christi personam per sc spcctatam hie designari, verurn etiam onmia, 
quac per vitam humanam ab eo perfecta et prnfecta, aeta, <licta, etc. ;.,,,., in co 
apparnisse comprobant. - ·with this the opinion of Ebranl agrees, that ;; shows 
that the person was not to be proclaimecl qu,i person, not as an abstraction, but 
in its historical manifestation. Against this, h°'Ycvcr, it is a, valirl objection, 
that John in ;; ii, tl,;-' apx;;;; has plainly in !Jis Yiew the Logos not iu, but before its 
historical mani!'cstatiou. - \Vhen Erdmann appeals, in f,wour of John's refer
ence or the uenter to persons, to the 1iassagcs, Gospel of John iii. G, vi. 39, xvii. 
2, 1 John iv. 4, it is, on the other lrn.n<l, to be observed that in all these passages 
the neuter serves to combine the single individnals into a whole that embraces 
the entirety of them, ,vhich perrnits of uo apJ•lication to the use or;; here. 

1 Ebranl rejects this explanation r,s quite erroneous, and as being in contra
diction with tl1c acceptation of the verse otherwise. 'fhc raslrness of this 
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hav0 \\Tit ten enm o, instead of the neuter; hut as Christ has 
His peculiar importance just in this, that He is tlrn Life itself 
(not merely a living individual),-comp. Gospel of John xiv. G, 
-anLl as J ohu begins his Epistle filled with this conception, 
it ,rns more natural for him to write here o than oc,.1 Hy 1jv 
,i-ir' ,ipxij, Jolin describes Christ as Him who, although at a 
particular time He "·as the object or perception by sense, has 
been from all eternity; the imperfect 17v, however, docs not 
express the premunda11e, eternal existence, hut is explained in 
this ,vay, that John speaks historically, looking backwanl;.; 
from the point of time at which Christ had become the object 
of sensuous perception. - a'11'' dpx1i,] has frequently in the 
N. T. its more particular determination along with it, as in 
:.lark xiii. 19, 2 Pet. iii. 4 : Tij<; K71U€(J)<;, or it is easily dis
covered from the context, as in Acts xxvi. 4. In the passage 
2 Tl1css. ii. 1 :}, ,;71'• <;PX~> correspoll(ls to the expression nscd 
in Eph. i. 4 : '11'po Karn/307',.i), ICO<TJJ,OV, and is identical with the 
German "von Ewigkeit her" (from all eternity), for which 
elsewlwre is said: c:1oo TWV alwV(J)V (Eph. iii. 0), or siwilar 
wonk Here it is explained hy the followiug i/Tt, 17v r.po-. 
To,, r.aTipa. This exi,;tence of Christ with the Father precedes 
1wt merely His appearance in the flesh, but also the creation 
of the worl(l, for acconling to John i. 2 the world was made 
Ly Hilll; apx11 is therefore not the moment of the beginning 
of the world, as it is freq nently interpreted, hut what prcceLlcLl 
it (comp. l\Ieyer on Go.-,pcl of ,John i. 1); Christ was b1fvr,· tlw 
world was, a11d is therefore not first from the beginning ol' th(• 
world, as Christ Himself in ,Tohn xvii. !i speak:-; of a <ioga 
,rhich He lia(l witlt the 1''ather 7rpo TOU TOIi ,c(;,;µov €tVal.~ 

jn,lgmcnt i., l'lenrly ni,knt from the qu,·slion whi,·h he a,l,ls : "Where wo11!,l 
there be ewn the shadow of a grmnmntical reference of ii to l;wii, 1" for a 
grammatical rcf1·n·11cc is not and cou!J uot Ill, ass,•ltl'd, -- Bcrthcau's ol~1•,·tio11 
(Lii,:h, Commrnl. c,l. :J, I'· ~0Gf.), that "m· wo11l,l still han• tll reganl th,· 
1wnt1·r fnrm as a general comprl'lu:nsin, rxprcssioa which refers both to that to 
wl,ich th,· apostle ascrihcs a primc,·al ,·xistl'nc,~ aa,l t,l that whi.-11 he has h,·:ir,l 
,l'ith l,is mrs," et<-., is not teaahli•, fur it l'l'sl.s oa the 1111pron1l assumption that 
.; ;,;,,; ,,., ~. is not i,lentic11l with that which tl," apostle n•garJe,l as the object 
of the U.1to6:u ,c.~., .. 

1 ]t is unsuilalilt· to ,•xplain tlu, ,·, with Bra111JL•, in this way, that the apostl,,. 
"in Yicw of the mysll'rious sublimity ... wrote in a llight anJ feeling of 
irnh·finitcnesg." 

" That the ;,;,.,; 1,cfore th,· ercation of th,• w,d,I w,1s in1 maucut in Go.I, I ut 
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The apostle snys here ,;.,.• c;px11~, because he is lookin.~ back 
from the time when Christ by His incarnation became tlw 
object of sensuous perception (similarly Ebrani). It is in
correct either to change the idea of el1Jat dr.' dpx1i~ into thnt 
of existence in the predetermined plan,1 by which the "·ords 
are strained, or to interpret apx11 here of the hegi1ming of the 
public nctivity of Christ in the flesh (Semler, Jlaulus, am! 
others), by which the connection with ver. 2 is ignored. -
& aK1JKoaµ,ev K.T.A-.] By the four sentences the apostle expresses 
the thought thnt that which was from the beginning was the 
subject of his own perception; the main purpose of them is 
not " to put forward that which is to be proclaimed about 
Christ as absolutely certain and self-experienced" (Ebrard), 
but to bring out and to establish the identity of that which 
was from the beginning with that which was manifested in the 
flesh, while he has at the same time in his view the Docetan 
heresy afterwards mentioned by him.2 Dy the o with which 
these sentences begin, nothing else, therefore, is meant than by 
the o of the first sentence, namely Christ Himself (Eriickner, 
Braune); and here the peculiar paradox is to be noticed, which 
lies in this, that the general ( ~ tw77) is represented by the 
apostle as something perceived by his senses. It is erroneous 
to understand by each of these o's something different; thus 
by the first (with a,c17,coaµ,ev), perhaps the testimony which was 
expressed by God Himself (Grotius), or by the ln.w and the 
prophets (Oecumenius), or by John the Baptist (Nicolas de 
Lyra), or even the ,rnrds ,Yhich Christ uttered (Ebrar<l); by 
the second o (with J.wpaJCaµ,ev), the miracles of Christ (Ebrard) ; 
hy the third o (with J0earraµ,e0a), tot et tauta miraculn. 
(Grotius), or even "the divine ~Jory of Christ" (Ebrani); and 
Ly the o which is to be supplied with b[r1,>,acf:J1Jcav, the 

lJy the accomplishment of the act of creation hypostntically proccctl,,,l from Go,l 
(sec l\[cycr on Gospel of John i. 1), is an idea nowhere hintcu at in scripture. 

1 Grotius: cac rcs, qnas apostoli scnsibus suis pcrccpcrc, fucrunt a Dco ucsli• 
11:1tac jam ab ipso mumli primorclio. 

2 Erumann : Jam ctiam clarum fit, cur tarn disertc ... tcstem ocnlatum et 
amitnm sc significarc stuclcat, scilicct primum ut nritatcm et certituclinem 
verbi aeterni iu Christo manifestati scnsilms1p1c hnmauis verccpti adnrsus con
trariam pscudodoctorum cloctrinam ... conrirmet, dcinclc ut sui rracconii 
apostolici !idem et auctoritatcm in ipsa Ec:1suum cxpcrirntia fntllla:am al, 
insokntia illorum vindicet. 
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resm-rr)ctir1!1-hoc1y of Christ (Ebr::ml), or, still more arbitrnrily, 
the panes 1mtltiplicatos, Lazo.rum, etc. (Grotius) ; all these 
supplementary ideas, which have originated in the incorrect 
assumption that John refers here to "the various sides of 
Christ's appearance in the flesh," anll which can easily be 
confounded with others, are utterly unjustified, since they are 
in no ,my hinted at in the context. J olm does not mean 
l1ere to say that he has experienced this or that in Christ, 
but that he has heard, seen, looked upon, an<l handled Christ 
Himself: In the succession of the four verbs there lies an 
unmistakeable gradation (a Lapi<le: gradatim crescit oraiio) ; 
from aK7JKoaµev to iwpaKaµw a climax occurs, in so far as "·e 
are more certainly and immccliatcly convinced of the reality of 
au appearance of sense by sight than by hearing; the addition 
of the words To'ii;- ocp0a)t.µo'ii;- 11µwv is not, as Lorinus already 
remarks, a 7repuruo)..ory{a or (3aTTo)..ory{a, but there is in them 
" plainly an aiming at emphasis, as : to see with one's own 
eyes" (Winer, p. 535, VII. p. 5G•1). The third verb e0eaua
µe0a must not here be taken-with Dede and Ebranl-in the 
~euse of spi,itual beholding, by which it is removed from the 
sphere to "·liich the other verbs belong; it is rnthcr of similar 
significatiou with iwpit,caµev-iu this respect, that, equally 
,vith the latter, it indicates the seeing with the bodily eyes. 
The differcnc~ does not, howeYcr, lie in this, that 0eiiu0ai = 
µen, 0avµaTO<;' r.al, 0(tµ/3ovr; opav (Oecumenins, a Lapille, 
Homejus, etc.), 01· = uttcnte cum gauclio et a<lmiratione con
spicere (Blackwell), l>y which significations are put into the 
"'orcl which are foreign to it in itself, but in this, that it has 
in it the suggestion of intcntion.1 It is to be remarked that 
i0eauaµe0a is closely connectell with the following Ka, ai 
xe'ipei;- 11µwv E,YlJA<tcp7Juav; for o is not repeated here, and bolh 
verbs are in tlic aorist, so that they thus go to form a sort of 
contrast to the two preceding clauses; whilst <;Kovew and op~v 
express rather the inrnluntary perception, 0eiiu0ai and r,)..a
<f;iiv express acts of voluntary llc~ign,-lhe former the purposed 
lJeholcling, the latter the purposcll touchiug of the object in 
nrcler to convince oneself of its reality and of its nature. As 

1 This force Liicke ],rings out corn-,·:1.1': "'\rlll·re the expressions nrc use,! as 
co11\rastcd, 'f'.7, ~ignifics altogether the objcc:ti,·c scd11g, Lut t,a.,Pt<1 the ,fr.,;:;11«/, 
continuell beholcling." 
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both these parts of the clause remind us of the words of the 
risen Christ: 'f11A-acpry1J"aT1f µ,e «at roeTe (Luke xxiv. 39), it is 
not improbable that John had in his mind the beholding and 
touching of the Risen One, only it must be maintained at the 
same time that Christ was one and the same to him before 
and after His resurrection. In this view, the transition from 
the perfect to the aorist is naturally explained in this way, 
that the apostle in the last verbs refers to single definite acts.1 

The plural a«1J«oaµ,ev K.T.A-. is not plur. majestaticus, but is used 
because John, although he speaks of himself as subject, still at 
the same time embraces in his consciousness the other apostles 
as having had the same experience as himself. - 7rept Tov 

),.,6ryou Tij<; twij<;] is not dependent on any of the preceding 
verbs ; ~ it is also inadmissible to explain 7rept here, with 
Briickner, in. the sense in which it is used in 1 Cor. xvi. 1, 12, 
namely, in order to mark the transition to something new ; 
not only the sense, but also the position of 7rept prohibits this 
signification ; it is an additional clause in apposition to the 
preceding descriptions of the object, by which it is stated to 
what a ?JV a,7r' apx11<;, 0 UKTJICOaµ,ev refers. The expression 
o ),.,oryo,; Tij<; twij<; may be in itself a description of the Gospel 
(so it is taken by Grotius, Semler, Frommaun, Ewald, de 
"\Vette, Briickner, Diisterdieck, etc.), and Tij<; twfl<, either gen. 
obj. (1 Cor. i. 18 ; 2 Cor. v. 19), or gen. qualitatis (Phil. ii. 1 G ; 
Gospel of John vi. 6 8) ; but this acceptation is refuted, first, 

1 Diistertlieck rightly remarks that the change of the tenses tloes not here 
originate in an indefiniteness. His view, howc,·cr, "that the tr:msition from 
the perfect to the aorist is to be explainctl in this ,my, th.it the nearer the 
npostle's discourse comes to the definite historical force of •P""P,.~", the more it 
takes the historical form," is unten.ible, for '"'""'" antl J,,f., stand to •P""P,,;~n in 
no other relation than ~,a.11J""' nml ,J,n~a.rp,,,. Eriickncr opposes the view intli
catetl above, being of opinion that the perfect emphasizes '' the certain effect," 
the aorist, on the other lrnntl, "the historicnl event;" but why woultl John 
there emphasize the former antl here the latter, if this were not to be explainetl 
by the distinction which we have stated? 

0 S. G. Lange construes ..-,pi "·ith the first sentence : • ,1", ,;.,,.• ltpx,r.;, so that 
the sense that results to him, explaining ?,..,' a.px,:,;; = "from the beginning of 
His ministry," antl ,i,a., = "fieri, to happen," is: "that which happcnetl from 
the beginning in connection with our Lord, the "\Vonl of life ! " - X ot less 
extraordinary is the explanation of Paulus : "wlmt in general w.is thus in 
regard to the Logos; wlmt we, in regard to Him, heartl, saw, etc., that also, in 
rcganl to Hirn, these hands of ours have touched," namely, "the hum111 hotly 
which here contained Him as the Logos come down from above." 
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hy tl1e 1,rq-.o~iti"n 7.fpi, instead of whi<:h the simple nccusntirn 
woultl ha\'C hnd to lie put, for ,John proclaimed not r1bout the 
gospel, Lnt tl1c gospel itself (cir.a11EA.AoµEV, ver. :}) ; then 11:,· 
the cluse connedion of this ndrlitional clansc with the preced
ing oh,iccli\·e clauses; and, finally, by the annlogr with the 
prooemi11111 of the Gospel of ,Tohn (n~r. 1: Jv c:pxfi 1jv o 
/\.Ge/O<;; Yer. 4: €V auT~O swi] 1jv). These reason;;, wliich arc 
uppo;;cd to that explanation, arc in favom ol' the explanation 
of Horncjns : hie non denotatnr senno s. vcrbnm cvangelii, 
sell Christus, which is also that of most ro1111nentntors. The 
opinion of Diisterdieck, that " as John ( according to Yer. 2) 
considered the Logos itself as 1} SW~, 1/ swiJ aiwvto<;, the 1\.0"/0<; 
in the composition o /\.O"fO<; Tijc; swijc; cannot again be the 
personal Logos," is overthrown by this, that T1jc; tw,jc; in itself 
is not the name of a person, hut of a thing, just as in Gospel 
of ,Tohn i. 4, tw,j in the clause Jv auTip tw,', 77v, and To rpwc; 
T. civ0p. in the clause Kai, 1/ swiJ 1jv TO rpw, T. civ0p. Enm 
o AU"fO<; is the name of a thing; not, ilHleed, that we should 
un<lt•r;;tarnl by it, first, " the "·or<l, which was preached by the 
apostle,,," and then, hecanse this has Christ as its i'Ubje.::t, 
"Christ Himself," as Hofmann (Schi'lj(lx1!·. e<l. ~. I. p. 10!1 fl'.) 
thinks, for the sul,ject of a won! cannot be cnllcd the TJ~oi'll 
( co111p. )fryer on Gospel of ,John i. 1 1), hut o )..o1o, si~uifies, in 
the l'l'O\'incc of religions thon~ht, KaT' ifox11v, the \Yun! l,y 
"·hich Uod expresse1l Himself Jv cipxfi. Though John ur 
com~e knows that this 1V(ml is the pcr:-;onal Christ, Yl't in 
thi:-; cxpre";;ion 1·,i ·ilsdf the illea of personality i,; not yd 
l ,rouulit out. This bein~ the case, we "·ill ha\·e to 1111tlcrsl:111d 
the c~111ponml phrnse: J l\.0"10, Tij, swijc;, lir"t of all as /h,; ,uu,1,; 

,!fa thi,1g/ so that .Tolm in this de,criptiun, which in it~clf 

1 The identification of the ideas: x","i'I'" ( = '-•;,o:) nllll , ""P"""'!''":, br 
wl1i,•li, witlwnt cularg~·1111·1Jt, the f~1n1w1· 1'1 1111 11 t,l' put wlu·rl' llH· latter is 1nL·a11t, 

is rightly op)'nsr•l hy J.utli:mlt (Da.< Ei·. Jui,, ]', :!-'·l II".); an,l what llofman11, 
in tlil' :!ll l'd. ,,f his !·•frl·r~1il1t ,,., i.-:, l1ri11.~s forward fur hi.-. ,l,.r~w•p, does 1wt n·fut,· 
,Ill· siat,-1111-111,: nf Lnthar,lt. But ,-nu tl11· nplau:iti .. 11 .,f Lnthar,lt, tlut <"hrisr 
is l':ilk•l tl1<· \\°.,r,l 1,,-,·:ius" lie• "is tit,· "'•ml 11'1,i,·lt 1;.,,J has spoken to the 
worl,I, l,,-,·:nl'" Jl,, is th,· final au,\ last ll'<>r,\ of all .. ar!i,·1· wor,ls of 1;.,,l tn th,· 
world~·• c·:Lllll•1t 1,,. _j1:::-.! ilinl, 111•,·.111-.:1•, on tlw oJII' h:m.J, i11 lhl" simt•le ('XJ'l'l'~ ... d11n 

;.i;,,;; 11olliiu.~ i.~ 1,·:--s i11di,·ah·1l than that II,· i."i tl1c_1i110I \Yor.I, a111l, on the otl11·1' 
J1;1wl. it 11n1,! !,,. a,·knowl1·il~L'll tl1at ('l1ri:-.t, nnt 111,·r1·h· frotll Iii~ i11ear11atii>11, 

1,::: r1n:11 tlit' Y,·r~· lw~i1111i11_~: i . ..; the \r11ril in wliid1 lit'1• is, or the \runl nf Lif,.1. 
' Lr, :a ll-•l111a?lll ha, r',•l1th· r•·cogni,,-,1 tlii,, :,]tLungh only from his ina•l• 
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<loes not express the i<lca of personality, does not mean to sny 
that that ,d1ich was from the beginuiug, aud which he has 
hcar<l, etc., is the person that bears the name o Xoryoc; n7, 
swil';, but only defines more particularly the object, previously 
stated iu<lelinitely, in so far that it is the "\Vor<l of life, i.e. the 
"\Vord which has life in it (whose nature consists in this, that 
it is life), and is the source of all life (Braune); comp. John 
vi. 35, viii. 12. In agreement with this, Weiss says (p. 33) 
that o ioryoc; is here, as in the prologue of the Gospel, a 
description of the nature of the Son of God; but the assertion 
is incorrect, that the genitive -rii, swii, describes the Word as 
" the "\Yord belonging to life, necessary for life," in favour ot 
which he appeals incorrectly to the expressions a,p-roc; -riic; swii'> 
(,John vi. 35, 48) and Mµa-ra swii'> alwv{ou (John vi. GS). 
This explanation is refuted by this, that with it .;, sw~, ver. 2, 
must be taken in a different reference from that which -rii, 
twii'> has here.1 

- The personality of this "\V ord, which has 
already been indicated by & aKTJKOaµev K.-r.X., is still more 
definitely expressed in ver. 2 by the twofold ic{JavepwO'T/, in 
"·hich & iwpaKaµev Kai, UK1JKoaµe11 of ver. 3 finds its explana
tion. That in the expression o Xoryoc; -riic; swiic; the emphasis 
lies on -rii'> swii,, is clear from this, that in ver. 2 it is not 
o Xoryo<,, but .;, sw1, that is the subject. The construction with 
7rept is thus explained, that the apostle does not thereby mean 
to speak of the object of his proclamation, which he has already 
stated in & 1711 a7r' cipxii, K.-r.X., lmt only desires to add a more 
particular description of it, for ,vhich reason also it is not to 
be regarded as dependent on a.7raryry£X'A.oµe11. Braune incor
rectly takes it as " a new dependent clause parallel in its 
matter to the succession of relative clauses, which along with 
the latter comes to an end in a7raryryt>..Xoµev." Ebrard ground-

rnissihlc interpretation of the idea , >-,,-,; : ".\s , >-,,-,; is the wore! of the 
apostolic proclamation, , >-,,-,; -.-;;; { .. ;;; is also not meant to be the proper name 
,,f a personal being, but the <lescription of a thing, which requires the genitival 
:ittrilmtivc .,.;;; { .. ;;; in or<ler to be <lescribe<l according to its peculiar essence." 

1 Thi.s incongruity is conceale<l by W ciss in this way, that he takes { .. ,; = 
" knowl,·,lgc of God;" but it is not thereby removed, for \Veiss understands by 
1;>;;; h,·n· "om· knowledge of God," but by ;, { .. ,; in ver. 2, on the other hand, 
the knowlc<.lge of Gou which tlte Logos ltas.-Jt is arbitrary for Ewal<l to explain 
i.,,,,; by "subject," nllll, accordingly, ""'I) .,.,;; ;.;,, -.-7.; ,.,;;; hy "in regard to 
the subject of life." 

lllEYEl:.-1 Jou:., S 
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lessly finds in this conslrnction. the suggestion, th[lt ,John 
considers [IS the ol,jcct of his proclmn[ltiou, not Christ "m; au 
abstract single conception" (!), but " his concrete historical 
experiences of Christ." 

Ver. 2. ,vithout bringing to [In enll the thought bc'.-'.nn in 
Yer. 1, from the exact contimmtion of which ho lrns all'eady 
digressed in r.1:pl Tov ">..o,you T. s-, the apostle in this verse 
expresses the double thought, that the life was manif~sted, 
and that this eternal life which was with the :Father and was 
manifested, has been seen and is declared by him ; so that in 
this both i> 11v chr' apxfii; and i> aK7JKoaµ.ev, how the former, 
namely, couhl have been the subject of sensuous perception, 
find their more particular determination. This 1i·lwlc YL:rsc is 
of course parenthetical; hut that it is not regarded by John 
as mere parenthesis ( contrary to Diisterdieek) is clear, partly 
from the connecting ,ca{, and partly from this, that in Yer. ::l 
it is not () 1jv cir.' apxl/c;, but only () ciK'T}KDaµev K.T.t,,., that is 
rc•;;m11cll, ,rhile the former is fully dealt with in thi;; Ycrse. -
Kai] is not put for ,yap, hut is copulatfre, "not disjundive, 
lmt conjunctiYo" (Licko); the thought with ,rhich it is con
nected is that "·hich lies in i> 1jv ur.' c1px1"jc;, that the life, 
before it became subject of perception, was, as it is after
wards put, r.poc; TOV 7raT£pa.1 

- ,j t;w1', icpav1:pw017] Instead 
of a relative, the noun is repeated, as is peculiar to the diction 
of John; ,, t;w17 instead of o ">..o1oc; T1"jc; t;wr,c;, because the 
emphasis, as has been already remarked, is on t;w,;, is analogous 
to Gospel of John i. 4, "·lino also, after it is S[li<l of the 
Ac 0;0;;: iv au,~";i t;@', ~v, it is not o Ao";oc;, but 17 t;w,;, th[lt is the 
snl•.icct of tl1c following sentence.~ It is plainly incorrect to 
nllllerstand by s@J the doctrina de felicitate norn = onngclium 
(Semler), or, with others: the felicitas of bclicYcr;;; but neither 
is S. G. Lange's explanation, acconling to which t;w,; = "auctor 
Yilae, the Life-giver," sufficient, fur Christ is so designated not 
rnr!rcly according to the operation that proceeds from Him, 
ln1t at the same Limo according to the peculiarity of His 

1 El,r:1nl wrongly conrc-iw.i tl11• J,1gi,·:1! r,•L,ti,m thu,, lh:tt by""' the thougl,t 
that is latent in the prccl'<iing nr,c: "that ('hri,t was of eternal hiug, l>nt 
became incarnate and was manifested," is confirmed. 

~ Grotuullessly JbnmgartC'n-Cnbilh ·1.-..;1•rt-; that s~~ IC has ht·rc 1001"(: illlll'l', 

s1,i1itu.1l meaning than in Gospel i. H;" this is to mistake the mc·a1,i11;.; which 
the word has in that passage. 
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nature.1 - Erpav1:pw0'TJ] In what way the rpavlpoo1Jt<; took place 
is taught in chap. iv. 2 and John i. 14. In this way, that 
the life which was in itself hidden appeared in the flesh or 
became flesh, did it become perceptible by sense, subject of 
the ll/COVcW, opiiv IC.T.A-. Ebrard rightly remarks: " the IJd.pg 
ry£ryv1:1J0at indicates the objective event of the incarnation as 
such ; the cf>av1:poo017vat, the result of it for our faculty of per
ception." - ,ea"/, JwpJ,,caµ1:v ,ea"/, K.T.'A..] The object that belongs 
to the verbs is n)v soo~v n)v alwvtov ; according to de W ette, 
Briickner, and Di.i.sterdieck, this object is only attracted to 
a7raryryEJ-..'A.oµEV, and the object is to be supplied to both of the 
first verbs from what precedes (sw~); but the two ideas 
µapwpouµEv and a7raryry. are thereby unduly separated from 
each other; there is more in favour of supplying only an 
avT~lJ with eoopa,caµev (1st eel. of this comm., :M:yrberg), by 
which the idea of this verb is significantly brought out: "the 
life was manifested, and we have seen it; " but as in the 
context even this construction is not indicated, it is better, 
with most commentators, to connect T~v soo~v T. alwv. also 
with ewpa,,caµEv. - By ewpa,caµEV the apostle brings out that 
the eternal Life which was made manifest and perceptible 
was seen by himself; the verb µapTvpovµ1:v, which signifies 
the utterance of that which one has personally seen or experi
enced (comp. Gospel of John xix. 35; also 1 John i. 34, iii. 
32)/ is directly connected with this, and thereupon first 
follows the more general idea a7ra'Y"l~J-..oµEV; Baumgarten-

1 The chief elements which are containccl in the iclca r .. ,; arc differently 
st:i.tecl by the commentators ; Frommann mentions as such : "the truth, per
fection, or the living anclhappy character of being;" Kostlin: "the mightiness, 
blessedness, and endlessness of being." If we keep to the scriptural mode of 
conception, the chief elements appear to be "consciousness, activity, ancl 
happiness ; " true activity is only where consciousness is, aud happiness is 
activity which is not d.istnrbecl or hinderecl by any opposition. - Weiss wrongly 
infers from John ::i:vii. 3, that by r .. ,; is to be undcrstoocl only the knowledge of 
Gocl, aud it is erroneous for him to maintain that ;, ~ .. ,, does not here signify 
Christ Himself, but '' His peen liar knowledge of Gocl," which He possessed even 
before His '/J"''P"'"';· The relative clause ;/.-,; ;;, .,,.p,; 'T,, ,,.wr,pa, which is con
ncctecl with 'T;,, r .. ;,, .,.;,, a:.;,,,., is opposed to this interpretation; inasmuch as it 
shows that here ,l r"'" ,; "'"'";, nncl just as much ;, r.,,;, is to be considered as 
the s:imc subject which John in the prooemium of the Gospel calls o A•'J'••• and 
of wliich he says there that it ;f, '71'po; ,,.,, e,6,. 

2 Incorrectly a Lapicle : quasi martyres i.e. testes Dei tum voce, tum vita, 
tum passione, moi-te et martyrio. 
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l 'rusins inCOl'l'(•ctly refer;; µ,apTvpovµ,ev specially to irpavepw0q 
and ii'TT'a"f'YEAAoµ,w to €wpa,mµ,Ev, with the assertion that 
"the former two lw.ve more objective, the !alter more sub
jective meaning. :Myrberg's explanation abu: µ,apwp{a est 
expertae vcritatis simplex confessio, qua homo sibi ipsi potius, 
quam aliis consulat: a'TT'a"f"fEA{a annuntiatio veritatis cog
nitac, qua aliis potius, quam sibi ipsi providere stnde[lt, is 
,\·ithont grammatical justification. - lly uµ'iv, a7ra71h'A.oµEv 
is put in reference to the readers of the Epistle ; hence it 
docs not follow, however, that it is to be understood ouly of 
the writing of this Epistle, and is therefore simply resumed by 
TavTa 1parpoµEv in ver. 4; but the former is the more general 
idea, in which the more special one of the writing of the 
Epistle is embraced; the 1pa</mv is a particular kind of the 
a'!T'a"f"fEA'AHv.1 Ebrard incorrectly separates the two, by 1·e
ferring 1i'1T'a"f"fEAAoµw to the written Gospel of John, and 
rypa<f,oµEv to this Epistle. - n)v t;w,)v T~v alwvwv] The noun 
is here put for the pronoun avT17v, not only in accordance 
with ,John's usual mode of expression, but because the i(lc:i. 
of l;c,nj ,rns to be more particularly defined by alwv,o,. 
llaurngmtcn-Crnsius erroneously explains 11 l;w~ 11 alwvw, by 
"bestowing higher, unending life;" rather the l;w,;, which 
Christ is, is marked by aiwvw, as such as 1jv a7r' ,ipXI/'-, or
still more comprehensively-as such as, though hy the incar
nation it entered into time, is in itself nevertheless witl10u~ 
rnc[lsnrc of time, eternal (Briickner; similarly Draune). It 
is trne, the idea {w~ aiwvw, has elsewhere in the N. T. 
admittculy another signification, but this docs not justify the 
explanation of Calvin: uhi secumlo repctit: anmmtiamus 
Yita.111 aetcmam, non dubito quin <le effec.:tn loquatur, ncmpe 
ftuod :uunmtict: beneficio Christi part::un nobis csse Yitam. 
J le 1,V ette's explanation also, that ,, l;w~ 11 aiwvioi; is an idea 
" which )10ycrs in the miJJle Lctwecn the eternal true life 
wl1ich is to be appropriated l1y helieYcrs (,John xvii. :-}), and 
1 i fc in Christ, so tlwt the first is to be consi<lered in close!it 
connection with ,lr.ar1l'A.'A.oµw, but tlw second in rdercncc t< 1 

the rellcxivc ijn, 1jv;' can so much the less be held co!'l'l'Ct 
as the simple aml clmr thought of the apostle is there 1 ,y 

l nl•Hgl•l':,; intl'rprd:ttiou: I I T('stimonium, genus; sp(•eies (l\lil(' : (lllJIHUliuti,) ,,t 
s .. r;J t.'f); a111uwtiatio pouit fuwl.uncntum, scriplio s1tpl'r:H•1lilicat," is in:ithui~silJlc. 
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rendered complicated and obscure. Of that which the Le
] icYcr possesses in Christ there is here no mention at all, but 
only of Christ Himself; aml, besides, that 1j ?;wry 1j aiwv. is to 
the Apostle J olm not merely a subjective, bnt also an objec
tive conception, is proved by chap. v. 11. - i7n, 1jv] i7n, is 
more significant than the simple i7, inasmuch as it makes the 
twofold relative clause as containing a confirmation of the 
preceding statement: Ewpa,caµw IC.T.A., T1JV ?;w~v T1]V aiwvtov.1 

- The imperfect ~v also docs not here indicate the intem
poral existence, but is used in reference to icpavEpw071: ere the 
{w1 appeared, it was with the Father. - 7rpo, 70v 1rarEpa] 
comp. Gospel of John i. 1 : 7rpo, TOV Ehov. The proposition 
r.po, is often combined with the accusative in the N. T. in the 
sense of " with : " comp. l\fatt. :xiii. 5 6, :xxvi. 5 G ; but r.po, 
with the accusative differs from 7rpo, with the dative in this, 
that it describes being with one another not as a mere being 
beside one another, but as a living connection, a being in 
intercourse with one another (so also Braune); but we put 
too much into it, if we find the relationship of love directly 
expressed by 7rpo,.2 J olm does not mean to bring out that 
the ?;w, (Christ) was connected with the Father in love, but 
that Christ already was, before He appeared ( i<f,avEpw071) ; 
heforo He was iv rip ,couµrp with men, He was therefore in 
heaven with God, and indeed in lively union with God as He 
afterwarcls entered into a lively communion with men. Quite 

1 The statement of Elmml is inapposite, that by ;;.-,; the subject-matte!' of the 
relative clause is stated as an all'eady (from ver. 1) kno1m and at the samr time 
ackno1cledgcd clement of the substantive i,lca on which the relative clause 
,lcpeuds. The right view seems to lie at the ba5c of the explanation of Sanuer: 
"I declare unto you eternal life, et•en as such as," etc., at lc:ist it is not touchecl at 
1 •y the remark of Ebrard in opposition : '' The meaning of J olm is plainly this, 
that the~- a;.;,. is really and iu itself one which was with the Fathel' awl was 
rnanifcstc,l to us, and is by uo means rcprescnte,l as such merely in the [ll'O· 
damation of it." Diisterdieck rightly says: " By ;; r,; the twofold extension of 
the predicate is connected with the subject,; s. ,; ,,;~,., not mel'ely in simply 
relative manner, but in st,ch a way that the extension of the pl'edicatc contains 
at the s:une time an explanatory aml confil'mntory reference;" but it is dilftcttlt 
tn admit that by virtue of ;;.r,; the ,:o:l ipo:",.;~" "·";, in its clo,e ,·,11111cction ,rith 
,~. ,.-,. "'· "'"'~- is marked as the connecting link which unites too';;,,;.,,-' ".'X· the 
accessory elcrnents 01 

U,,r.ri,c.Oa.p!.11 x.. ,..._ >... 
" Besser: "'l'he ·word was with God, rchte,l to the Fathel' in filial lol!e." 

:-;till less justifiable is Ebraru's explanation : "The S"'" was a life flowing forth 
iuclec,l from the bosom of the Father, but immedi:itcly returning into it, f101ting 
iu the inner circulation of the life of God." (!) 
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erroneously, Soci11, Grotius, and others understand the expres
siou of the concealment of the tw11 aiwv. in the decree of 
Go<l. From the fact that John here calls God in His relation 
to Christ 1raT1Jp, it follows that the souship of Christ to God is 
to be regardell not as first begun with His incarnation, but as 
premundane. - ical i<f,avEpw0'1] 11µ,'iv] is not a mere repetition 
of what has been already said, hut in ~µ'iv a new element is 
added, by "·hich iwpaicaµw and<> ll/C'f/KOaµEv /C,T,)I.., Yer. 1, find 
their explanation. 

Ver. 3. In the opening words of this verse: & . . . 
a,c17,coaµEv, the object expressed in ver. 1 is resumetl, and 
the governing verb, which was there already in the apostle's 
view, is added. The drift of this verse does not, however, 
lie in this, but rather in the final clause: t'va ic.T.)I.. 'While 
John first meant to state what was the subject of his pro
clamation, namely, that it was that which was from the 
beginning and was perceived by his senses,-which he then 
more particularly defined in ver. '.!,-he now wants to state 
the ]II' rposc of this proclamation of that suliject. In this 
lie~ the reason why the object is resumed in abridged form, 
namely, in the form which the immediately preceding words 
( Kal e<f,avEpw071 11µ,'iv) suggested. The 3 1jv dr.' apx~,, and 
similarly the 3 i0rnrraµE0a, ,rns not to be resumed; the 
former, because it has been fully dealt with iu what follows 
it; the latter, because it was not here in the purpose of the 
apostle once more to bring out lhe reality of the se11snous 
appearance of Him who was from the beginniug. That iwpa
,caµw is placed before aK171CoaµEv - in which uo arlilicial 
p:1rallclism is to be sought for (against El>rard)-n•,rnlted 
1mLnrally from the interwcaYing uf Jwpc1.icaµEv inlo vcr. 2 
(1le w ctte). - ,i.,,ar1/:)l.)l.oµEv Ka£ uµiv J ,rith ar.a'Y"fEA)l,oµEv, 
comp. ver. 2. - ica( (see the critical remarks) distinguishes 
the readers eitltL•r from others to whom the apostle had 
declared the sarne thing (Spclll'l', Lle ,,. ette, Banrngarlen
Crusius, Li.ieke, Diistenlieck, :;\lyrberg, Braune, etc.), or from 
,Tolm (alo11g with the other apostles). Loriuus: Yos qui 
11i111inun non auclistis, nee vidislis, llec rn:t11ilms vesLris con
Lrn:tastis YcrlJlllll Yitae; su ah,, Z,ringli, Hnllinger, Elward. 
Tl1e latter i11Lerprl'laliu11 would be preferable, if the full1l\ring 
Kai Lefore vµEt'i, tu whielt tlic :'illllC n.fcrcllCC is to l,e :tLtri-
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buted, did not thereby become plconastic. - ?va Kat vµ{is 

Koivwvtav lfx11-rE µE0' 17µ,wv] Many commentators, as Socin, 
Dengel, Russmeycr, Spener, and others, supply with Ko£vwv{av 

as enlargement: " with God and Christ; " without adequate 
ground; the enlargement of the idea Ko£vwvla is µE0' 17µ,wv 

(Baumgar-ten-Crusius, Di.isterdieck, Braune), whereby, how
ever, John. docs not mean " the apostles and other Christians " 
(de Wette), but himself, although including the other apostles, 
who have also seen and heard the 1,Vord of Life. This Ko£vwv{a, 

is self-evidently the fellowship of spirit in faith and love, 
which was brought about by the apostolic preaching. - exEw 

is neither to be explained, with a Lapide, by : pergere et in 
ea ( Kowwv{a,) profi.cere et confirmari, nor, with Fritzsche, by : 
"to acquire;" the word is rather to be retained in the signi
fication peculiar to it; the apostle simply indicates the havin9 
fellowship as the aim of the apostolic proclamation, quite 
apart from the question as to how the hearers of this are 
related to that. - Kat 1J ,coivwv{a 0€ n nµET€pa IC,T.A..] By 
n /COLVWvla 1/ ~/J,f.TEpa most commentators understand "the 
fellowship which the apostles and the believing hearers of 
their proclamation have with one another," and, according as 
i, or iu-r{ is supplied, have thus defined the thought of the 
verse, that the apostle states of this mutual fellowship that it 
either should be or is a fellowship with the Father and the 
Son. But as this view necessitates a scarcely justifiable 
enlargement of the idea /C0£1/WV{a (11 /COLVWv{a n 1]/J,€T€pa '[} 

[ or iu-r{] /Cotvwv{a µETa T. 7ra-rp. /C.'f.A..),
1 the explanation of 

Baumgarten-Crusius, who resolves 1/ /CO£V. 1] 1//J,ETEpa into nµEis 

lfxoµw Kotvwv{av µE-ra -r. '!T"a-rp., deserves the preference (so 
also Ewald, Braune); taking this explanation, the Koivwvta 

meant here is not identical with that mentioned before, 
inasmuch as the distinction is marked both by the difference 
of the subject: vµE'i, and 17µ,E'i, (which is contained in nµET€pa), 

1 This enlargement is involuntarily made by the commentators-although 
they do not mention it ; thus by Liicke, when he explains : "that ye may have 
fellowship with us : but (not \Yith us only, but -ye know) our fellowship 
with one another is also that with the Fa.lher ancl with the Son;" similarly by 
Dtistcnlil'ck ; Ebranl also says : " It is the purpose of John in his a.,rayy,;_;,,, 

tliat his reaclers may enter into fellowship ,Yith the disciples, and t!ta.t this 
frllo1Yship may ha.Ye its life-principle in thcfello1cship \\"ith the Father aml with 
t!1c Son." 
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nrnl t.hnt of the object: µe0' 17µwv and µ£Ta "TOU r.aTpJ,. 

According to this acceptat.ion, tl1e apostle here brings out tl1at 
he (along with the rest of the apostles) has fellowship with 
the Father aml with the Son, and, 110 doubt, in order to 
intimate Ly this that his readers, if they have fellowship with 
hirn, nre therehy received with him into that fellowship. It 
is at all events incorrect, with Augustin, Luther, CalYin, 
Grotius, Ebrard, etc., to supply y with this sentence. In 
opposition to it are-(1) the structure of the sentence, for if 
it were llependent on 7va the verb could not be omitted; 1 and 
(2) the thought, for as the apostles are already in fellowship 
with the I~ather and with the Son, it cannot be the aim of 
their a1ra"f"f£/\.1a to elevate the fellowship which exists between 
them and those who accept their word into fellowship with 
the Father and with the Son. Therefore it is iu-rt thnt 
must l,e supplied, as Erasmus, a Lapide, Vatablus, Hornejus, 
cle "\Vette, ll:uungarten-Crusius, lhistenlieck, l\fyrberg, Ewalcl 
]~raune, etc., have rightly recognised. The conjunction Kal, .. 

U, which is pretty often found in the N. T., is used ,rhen the 
idea ,rhich is connccfrd with a preceding one is at the sanw 
time to he contmlilal with it; "the introduction of .,omcthi11_,, 
11rn· is therehy intimated" (Pape, see on Kal, ... oi). "\Yhetlrnr 
it lie the com1ectio11 or the contrast which is to be the 11101'<' 

emphasized, this particle is never used to resume an idea. with 
the view to a fnrLhcr expression of it. This usage therefore 
also proyc,; that hy 17 Kotv. 17 17µf.T£pa it is not the previously 
mentioned Kowwv(a µ£0' 17µwv, but another fellowship, 11amel:·, 
the fcllo\\"ship of the 17µ£1,<;, i.e. of John and the othn apostle:; 
(not with one another, lrnt) with the Father and with the Son, 
that is meant? l~od is here callc1l 1ran7p in rclntiuu to Tou 

l Thr 0111issio11 of 111-:-, ver\" oft,·n occms; on th<' oth'"r ha11,l, ;, is rcn/ sd,lo,., 
omittcJ in the :X. T., only i.n J ( "or. viii. 11 a111l J:l (still stro11g;.r is thi ellipsis 
in Hom. iv. JG) ; thus ncn with Paul, who so frc·•111c•11tly l'XJ'l"<"SS<'S only tlu· 
outlinrs of the thought, thee snlijnnctin or the snlistanti,·,· nrb is almost 11enr 
omitte,l ; how much h•ss !'all it 1,c 111•1,l as omiltc,l in :t constrnl'lion of 1wrio,I.
othcrwisc rp1ilc couformahle to ntlc·, in the• sc,·on,l j':ll'l of till' clc·pcncll'nt dau,c' 

2 For the usage of ,...; ... :ii, comp. :Matt. xvi. IS ; )lark iv. 36 ; Luke ii. 
3:;; Acts iii. 2-1, xxii. 2D; 11,•li. ix. ~I; :11111 in c:o,pd of.John vi. 51, viii. Ju, Ii. 
x,·. 27. Liicke wrongly says that the partidce is lhl'<l for the nu,,·,• l'X:ld <il'liui
tion, cxpa11sio11, ancl strengthening of :c prrcc,ling thought, :111tl that llwrc i., 
contained in it an "at the same time" or "uot 011/y ••• but also." It must 
abo Le hd,.l as tnoucous ,1·h,·11 Vustl'l'llicck ,:1ys: "Jolrn ha~ j-1,t ~['Okl'll uf ,1 
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VIOU av,oii. - The full description of Christ as 7"0U VlOU avrnii 
'I11G'ou Xpia-Toii serves to bring out the identity of that which 
was from the beginning with Him who became man. 

Yer. 4. After stating the snhject and aim of his apostolic 
proclamation, the apostle intimates specially the aim of this 
Epistle. f(at, TaUTa ,ypa<f,oµEv uµtv] By "at, ,ypa<f,oµEv is 
made co-ordinate with a1ra,y,yi.X'Aoµw, the particular with the 
general, not the composition of the Epistle with that of the 
Gospel (Ebrard). ,-aiii-a refers neither merely to what pre
cedes (Russmeyer, Sander), nor rncrnly to what immediately 
follows (Socin), but to the whole Epistle (Lucke, <le Wette, 
Diisterdieck). With ,ypd<f,oµw vµ'iv, comp. ii. 1, 1~, v. 13. The 
plural is used because John as an apostle writes in the con
Rciousness that his written word is in full agreement with the 
preaching of all the apostles; all the apostles, as it were, speak 
through him to the readers of the Epistle. - ?va ,, xapa uµwv 
ri 1rm'A17p<JJµiv11] comp. with this John xv. 11, xvi i. 13. The 
aim of the Epistle is the 1r'A17p<JJa-£c; of joy which it, as apostolic 
testimony to the salvation founded on the <f,avip<JJ<T£c; of tlrn 
S<JJ~ aiwvioc; (ver. ~), was to pro<lnce in its readers. De 
W ette groundlessly thinks that the effect, namely, the perfected 
Christian frame of mind, is here put for the cause, namely, 
Christian perfection. It is rather very especially the perfect 
xapa (not merely "the joy of conflict and victory," Ebrard) 
that is the goal to which the apostle would lead his readers 
by this Epistle. With the reading 11µwv it is the xapa of 
the apostles-first of all of John-that is the goal, aml no 
doubt the joy which for them consists in this, that their word 
produces fruit in their hearers.1 Incorrectly Ebrard: "If 
11µwv is right, then the apostle resumes the mutual 11µETEpa: 
that our (common) joy may be full;" for, on the one hand, 

'fellowship with us ; ' now he wants to cxpawl t!,i.~ i,lea further; therefore he 
continues : 'and ow· fellowship '-the new explanatory thought, howcV<·r, forms 
a certain antithesis to what was previously sai<l: Lnt oar fellowship is not so 
much the fello"·ship with us as rather that with the Father an<l witl1 the Son." 
- Apart from the fact that ,.,.; ... ;;, has not the force of such a restriction 
(not so llllll'h ..• as rather), who <loes not feel that, if John wante,! to express 
this thought, he would have had to write not r.µ.•~•pa, lmt vµ.,-,ipa, or rather: 
a;;-:-11 di x.011~,;" ? 

1 'fhcophyl. : Yi,u;;'/1 rya.p l,Jµ;.,, U-'H&1Yo6w'T&1II ~i.!icr-.r,v £'.l:"fL~V .. >.11 ;,.:arL~ ~µi:n, i.1t ,.,;; 

h;u,-:-a."i; 0 x,«:pwv <rr.tJptt; ;v rr~ l'f'O;j ~,(T~a; ti?t'ohi,,J,;1 {3p"/},EJ~;,, x,a.,piv7'&1'tl ""' ToJrr..111 

i-r, TZv ~,hr.,11 a.~7;;;11 ti:7.'oi-.a~,_,a,. 
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17µETJpa is not mutual (embracing the apostles aml the readers), 
aml, on the other, 11µ,wv ,rnuld haYc to be referred to the 
17µE'i, that is containcLl in "/pu.cpoµw, but not to the more 
remote qµETipa. 

Ver. 5-chap. ii. 11. 
After the apostle has indicated the fulncss of joy, which is in 

the fellowship with the Father and with the Son, as the aim of Lis 
Epistle, he brings out in what follows, from the point of view 
that Goel is cpw,; (ver. 5), in opposition to moral indifferentism, 
the condition under which alone that fellowship can exist. 

Ver. 5. This verse contains no inference from what precedes 
(,cat is not= igitur, Beza), but the thought that lays the 
foundation for what follows. - i!CTTLV auT1J 11 aryryeX{a] "ancl 
this is the message;" ECTTtv is here put--contrary to its usual 
position, comp. ii. 25, iii. 11, 23, iv. 3, etc.-beforc aun1 "in 
order to mark the reality of the message" (Braune); auT1J here 
-as clsmrhcre also-refers to what follows: on o Eho, K.T.X., 

by which the subject-matter of the message is stated. Cakiu 
incorrectly, following the rea<liug Jr.a"/'YEXia: promissio, c1uam 
vobis aifcrimus, hoe secmn trahit, vcl Irnnc comlitionem habet 
annexam.-Thc ,rnrcl aryryeX{a only here and iii. 11 (where, 
however, it is also not unopposed); frequently in the LXX. 
2 Sam. iv. 4; l'roY. xii. 2G, xxv. 2G, xwi. lG; Isa. xxviii. 9; 
.T er. xl viii. 3 4:. The reading i7T'aryryE'A.ia is more difficult 
with the meaning "promise;" yet this may be justified in so 
far as every N. T. proclamation carries "·ith it a promisc.1 

De \V cttc prefers this reading, but takes i7T'aryryeX{a, following 
the example of Oecumenins, a Lapi<lc, llcza, Hornejus, ctc.,
contrary to tlic constant usus loq11ouli of the N. '.l'.,-in the 
signification : "am10m1cc111c11t" (Laugc: "teaching"). - ·i)v 
{L/C1/KDaµev ar.' auToii] "./(1Ji1l, lli111, that is, Christ." Instead 
or £t7T'o, it is more usual tu ha\'c 7T'ap,i, cornp. ,John viii. ~G, 40, 
xv. 15; Acts x. 22, xxviii. 22; 2 Tim. ii. 2. - auTo<; in 
tlie ]~pi!:-tle, not ahrnys (l'aul ns, J:am11g,trlc11-Crusius) illlleed, 
lint rnu~tl,r, refers to Gu1l, ,rhilc J,c.'ivo, l'l'l'1•r,; always to Christ; 
here it rd'er,; backward,; tu TDV viuii au.au 'I. Xp. in \'Cl'. 3; 
I >iistenlicck: "From Him, Christ, the :--un of God llliUlifcstcJ 

1 Spencr: "Promise ; inasmuch ns, in "·hat follows, a promise is really 
iHY<•h·,·,1. (;,.,1 is w,t 011ly a li;J11 i11 Jli111,dl', hut to 1,,·licnrs llc is also thl'ir 
light. Am! tli~t is the promise." 
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in the flesh (ver. 3), whom the apostle himself has heard 
(ver. 1 ff.), has he received the message about the Father." 
In favour of the correctness of this explanation is also the 
following: OT£ o 0e<k1 

- Kal ava'Y'Y€AAOµev vµiv] dva'Y'YE"A."A.etv 
is synonymous with a'IT'a'Y'Ye"A."A.etv, vv. 2 and 3, only that in 
ava the idea "again" is contained; Erasmus: quod filius 
annuntiavit a patre, hoe apostolus acceptum a filio rcnunciat.2 

This dva•Y'Ye"A."A.oµev rnfers back with peculiar subtleness to the 
preceding d'Y'Ye"A.{a, and thus testifies to the correctness of that 
reading (Diisterdieck). The subject is, as in vv. 2 and 3, 
J olm and the rest of the apostles. To reduce their proclama
tion to the word which they heard from Christ Himself serves 
to confirm its truth; comp. the combination of aKovetv and 
d7ra'Y'YE"A."A.ew in ver. 3. Ebrard wrongly interprets this 
av!l'Y"/EAAoµrw also of the proclamation of John which occurred 
in his Gospel, to which this Epistle is related as the concen
trating development?- OT£ o eeo<, <pw<, €uTi] <pW'> is inappro
priately translated by Luther: "a light;" the article weakens 
the thought; God is light, i.e. God's nature is light= absolute 
holiness and truth (comp. chap. iv. 8; Gospel of John iv. 24); 4 

for the signification of the symbolical expression "light," 
compare especially Jas. i. 13, 1 7. -As God is <pw'> in 
absolute sense, so also all light outside of Him is the radia
tion of His nature, as all love flows forth from Him whose 

1 The use of this pronoun even where the reference is obscure is co.used by this, 
that John does not think of the Father without the Son, or the Son without the 
Father ; the thought therefore remains essentially the same, whctl1er we refer it in 
the first instance to the Father or to the Son ; notwithstanding, ho,vever, the view 
of Socinus is unjustifiable, accorcling to which, on account of the conjunctio inter 
Deum et Christum (which Socinus, moreover, holcls not as a conjunctio csscntinc, 
lmt only as a conjunctio voluntatis et rcrum aliarmn omuium), liy "'""''" is here 
to be understood equally God and Ghrist. 

0 Dengel : Quac in ore Christi fuit /4yy,,.:", cum upostoli "'"'YY•i-).,uui ; 11am 
"'Y'.l'';_;"'' ab ipso acceptam redclunt et propagant. 

~ .\cconling to Ewalcl, John b here quoting a definite utterance of Christ; 
possibly, but not necessarily. 

' The fulness of the references contained in these words, Lorinus states in the 
following manner : Deus lux est, quin clarissime sc ipsum pcrcipit, omninque in 
sc ipso, utpote primn et ipsissima vcritus; quin summe bonus, ac sumrun et 
ipsissimn bonitus; fi<lelis absquc ulla iniquitate, justus et rcctus, quin fons 
onmis lucis in oliis i. e. veritatis ntquc virtutis, 11011 solum illustrans mentem, 
tloccnsque quid agcn<lum sit, vcruru etiam opcrans in uobis, ut agamus et sic 
ra,liis suis lihcrans mcntem ab ignornntiae tcncl,ris, purgans a prnvitate 
voluntatcm. 
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lHttnrc is d7,L,,.17; co111p. chap. iv. 7 ff. - Ka£ aKoTla ~v a1',7\~ 
Ot//C EO'TIV ovoeµ{a] The thought contained in the foregoiug 
is emphasized by the negation of its opposite, which is here 
expressed in the strongest manner hy ou,c ... ouo:µia, in 
accordance with John's diction (comp. chap. ii. 4, 18, etc.). -
u,coT!a: antithesis of <pm<; : sin and falsehood ; the same 
antithesis is frequently in the N. T.; comp. Rom. xiii. 12; 
Eph. v. S ff.; 1 Thess. v. 4, 5. In opposition to the general 
prevalent explanation given here, ,v eiss thus explaius tlw 
seuse of this verse: " God is light, i.e. He has become visible, 
capable of being known, namely in Christ, who certainly 
proclaims this truth ; there is no more any darkness in Goel 
at all, i.e. no part of His nature remains any longer dark and 
unknown, He has (in Christ) become completely revealed." 
This interpretation, to which "\Yeiss is lecl by the erroneous 
supposition that the irlea <f,w,; has in the N. T. no ethical 
refcrence,1 is refute<l both by the form of expression, which 
exhibits <pw<; (just as ,i,y,,,r.17, chap. iv. S) as a description of 

the nature of God, and also by the train of thought, in so far 
as the truth expressed here forms the starting-point for all 
the followiug amplifications - which bear on the ethical 
relationship of Christians. nesides, the apostle would have 
insufliciently expressed the thought, as he would haYe left out 
the essential iv XpiuTip, which "\Veif's unjustifiably insert,·. 
,John rightly puts the truth that God is light, as the chitf 
subject-matter of the ti,y"fEALa of Christ, at the top of Iii~ 
<levelopment; for it forms the essential l1asis of Christi:111i1,-.
l1oth in its ohjectiYe and in its subjective subsistence; in it 
there lies as well as j11dg111c11t in rrganl to sin, so also salva
tion from sin by the incarnation nrnl tlL•ath of l'hri~t, as well 
as necessity of repentance aml faith, so abo the moral exercise 
of the Christian life. 

Ver. G. Inference fro111 vcr. :i. He alone has frllowshi p 

1 Thr ass,•1·tion that,;.~, n·l''"r,; 011!~· to k11nwk,lg,• an,! not to th,• l'lhic,11 state. 
is so mnd1 the more 1111tc-nal>l,·, as ,rciss himsr•lr dcsl'ribcs this knowl,·,lge as 
"the tr1u· k11owk,lg,· ol' (:o,l, i.,·. Slll'h that tl1t• r·ntire spiritual life of man is 
alisorue,l in it, so that lw is hl'ner-forth cnmpktdy in (:o,1," or "in which tlw 
nl,jr.-t of cng11itio11 i., n·,·,·i\"Cu. into thr wholl' spiritual life of 111:111 in 51\l'h a way 
that it l1tco111t:s a f'on•i,. i11:--pi1·i11g nntl (let11 nni11i11~. or ruling, tlw lath-r 111 it..; 
t,,tality. ·, l!l1t ('\"l·u .,11,:.', a c<•;.;nition 11111st nrtainly l,c r,·;.;anlet! a~ an rt/,iwl 
act. 
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with God, who docs not walk in darkness. - cav Et'ToWµEv] 

The same form of spceeh (iav) is repeated from verse to verse 
( only with the exception of ii. 2) until chap. ii. 3 ; then 
appears the participle with the defiuite article: o AE"/WJJ, ii. 4, 
vi. V ; o a7a,rwv, ii. 10 ; o µtuwv, ii. 11. - The use of the 
hypothetical particles, especially of iav, is also found very 
often in the Gospel.1 On the 1st person plural, Lorinus says: 
suam quoque in hac hypothesi personam conjugit, ut lenius ac 
facilius agat; better Li.icke : "By the communicative and 
hypothetical form the language gains, on the one hand, in 
refining delicacy, and, on the other, in more general reference 
and force;" unsatisfactorily Ebrard: "The 1st person plural 
sm·\·es only to express the general 'we.' " - on ,coivwvtav 

fxoµev µET' auTOv] see ver. :1. Fellowship with God forms 
the innermost essence of all true Christian life. - Kai iv T<p 

uKoTEt '71'EpmaTwµEv] comp. Gospel of John viii. 12. iv T<j, 

O-KoTEt '71'Ept7raTE'iv is not merely "not to know whither we are 
going" (Lutl1er), but to live in darkness, i.e. in sin, as our 
element. According to ·weiss, who denies to the u,coTo<;, as 
well as to the contrasted <f,wr;, an ethical reference, it is = " to 
walk in the unenlightened state;" but is not this just the 
very state in which the life is ruled by sin ? - Bengel, for 
more particular definition, rightly adds : actione iuterna et 
extcrna, quoque nos vertimus; such a walking in darkness is 
llll life whose principle is not the love of God.2 

- ,f,wooµE0a 

Kai, OU 7TO£OVµEv T~V aA.~0€tav] for, Tt<; KO£Vwv{a <pWTt '11'po<; 

GICUTO<;; (2 Cor. vi. 14). ,Jrwooµ,E0a expresses the moral 
objectionableness of such a contradiction between the deed 
nllll the word. - The negative clause is not a mere repetition 
of the same thought, but introduces along with it a new idea: 

1 la, is usc,1-as ,viner says, p. 2GO, VII. p. 2i3-with the idea of an objec
tive possibility, i.e. when the particular event is to be rcpres1,ntctl simply as 
objectively possible, and the speaker does not want to express his subjective 
view of it (whether he considers it 11robable, desiral,Jc, ck.). A 'l'crtium non 
,lalur (Ebrard) is not contained in it. 

" That in "''P'"'u."''' there is a reference to the outwartl manner of life is self
C\"i,knt, but that it only kignifies this, as -visible /Jy the eyes af men, to the 
exclusion of the inner activity of life, is an unfountled assertion of Ehr,trtl. 
The commentators rightly point out that this .,,.,,,c:-ar,,, l, d,.,r,, is <lifferent 
from "the failing and falling, through over-haste am! weakness, in temptation 
and in con!lict" (Gerlach); '' it docs not mean : still to have darkness in us" 
(8pencr). 
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,Jrrnooµe0a 1·efcrs to €Lr.wµw ; OU r.otovµw ,. aX. refers back 
to iv T. a-,c. 'iieptr.an'vµev ; for r.01e'iv n)v ,;x, is not merely = 
aX710evetv (Eph. fr. 1 u), out signifies the practice of ci)..110eta 
in word and dad; comp. John iii. 21, where it is contrastecl 
with cpau?..a r.pcta-a-Etv, and is used expressly of ilp"'fa. In the 
common interpretation, according to which it is = ngere cnn
dide, sincere (Cyprian, Theodorus, Socinus, Grotius, etc.), T~v 
,i'71.110etav does not receive its due force; by the article the 
idea is specified in its complete generality and objectivity: 
" the true," i.e. that which corresponds to the nature and will 
of God (Eri.ickner, Braune), although it must be admitted 
that the general idea is here used with special re:erence to 
the desirable conformity between word and deed; emphasis is 
thereby given to the fact that in the case mentioned in Jav 
,c.-r.'71.. the alleged ,co1.vw11fa with God is practically denied. In 
de Wette's explanation: "to do that which corresponds to the 
nature of Christian fellowship," a meaning is given to the 
expression which is neither indicated in the word nor in the 
train of thought. 

Yer. 7. This Yerse clues not merely repent in its antithetical 
form the preceding thought, lmt contains also-as is peculiar 
to J olm's lively fertility of ideas-an expansion of it. - Jav 
Se J11 -rip <pwTt 7reptr.anvµev] is contrasted not only with the 
preceding (ia11) €11 T<p UKUT€l 7reptr.aTwµw, but also with lav 
El7rWµEV, OTl KOlll. ix, µe-r' au-rov (so also Ebrnnl), thus: "if 
,rn do not merely sa!J that we have fellowship ,rith God, aml 
yet at the same time walk in clarkne:os, but if we really walk 
Jv T<p <f,wT{." - iv T<p cpw,l, 7reptr.a,e'iv is not " to strii·c after 
likeness to Gull" (Liicke), but so to walk that the light (Ly 
which, howen:r, ,re are not, with ,veiss, to understand only 
knowledge) is tl1c element in which um light moves; this, 
however, is a life ,rhich docs not con~i~t in striving after 
likeness to God, but which lias thi;; aln•ady as its own, or 
which is an t\E111 KOLVWl'i'av µe.' av-rov with ]Jim who is Z.i!Jht, 
This unity l>etween "·alkiug i11 the light and fellowship with 
Goel is even more clearly brought out by the following words: 
w, auTo, f.UTlV iv T<p <f,c,;-ri] w,, because it is the some element 
in ,rhich the trnc Chri;;tian walks and in which God "lives 
and works" (Diisterdicck, Driickncr), inasmuch as the Christian 
has become 0e(a, Kou•w1·0, cpua-Ew, (2 Pd. i. 4). - au'i'o~ 
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refers b:wk to atl'TOU, \"Cl'. G, and is put for EJEo,. The idea 
"tlrn.t God is in the light" is the same as this " thn.t God is 
light;" that which is the nature of God is also the element 
of His life ; the expression used here is occasioned by the 
preceding El' T<tJ cpwTl Tiepi,.aTe'iv ; Ebrard incorrectly explains : 
" God has chosen for His lrn.bitation the spheres of the sinless, 
holy, and pure life of the angels and those made perfect;" 
there is not the slightest hint at such a conception in the 
context. As "\Veiss denies to the expression rf,w, an ethical 
reference, and explains iv Tcj., cpwT£ 1repiTiaT1:.Zv = "to walk in a 
state of right knowledge," the chuse w, ai~To, E<rTw Jv Tf> cpwTt 

necessarily causes him a difficulty, which he can only solve 
by the supposition " that an idea similar to that in 1 Tim. 
vi. 16 was before the apostle's mind, and that he institutes a 
parallel between the walk of the Christian in the light of tme 
know ledge, and the dwelling of Goel in the brightness of His 
glory," in which it is plainly ignored that the second ev T<tJ 

<pwTi must necessarily have the sa1ne meaning as the first 
ev Tep cpwTL - e<rn is contrasted with 1repi1raTwµev ; the 
former is peculiar to God, the latter to men ; the former 
(being) to Him who is eternal, the latter (walking) to him 
who is tcnipoml. - ,cowwv{av i!xoµev µeT' aAA1Xwv J Several 
commentators wrongly deviate from the statement of the 
apostle, by interpreting as if " µeT' avTou " were 11sed instead 
of µeT' d';\.;\.~;\wv, as indeed the reading of some is (see the 
critical notes) ; or by understanding-quite unsuitably
a;\.';\.17;\wv of God and men; so Calvin: quod elicit, societatem 
esse nobis mutuam, non sirnplicitcr ad homines refertur, secl 
Deum in una pa.rte, nos autem in altera ; the same inter
pretation in Augustin, Beza, Socinus, Hornejus, Lange, Spener, 
Russmeyer, Ewald, etc. De "\Yette, it is true, interprets 
(lAA1)AWV correctly, but supplies "µeTa TOV 0eou," thus: "we 
]rn.ve fellowship one with another, namely with God;" against 
this explanation are: first, that then John would not have 
mentioned the very leading thought ; and, secondly, that a 
tautological idea results from it (Li.i.cke ), for a 1rept1raTe'iv ev 

T<f cpwTt is only possible through the ,cowwvla µeTa Tov 0eoii, 
nay, even is the necessary proof of it. The subject here is 
much rather the fellowship of Christians with one anothBr 
(Bede, Lyranus, Grotius, vVolf, Bengel, Semler, Lucke, Baum-
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garlen-Crnsin,;, Xcantlcr, Sander, 1 hi;;lerdieck, Elm1nl, Draunc, 
Hriickner, etc.), awl imlee<l quite geuernlly, not, as Hengel 
consitler;;, so that the apostle and his readers (nos et Yo~) 
,rnukl be regarded as the t1co parts bonml together. The 
umtherly fellowship of Christians with one another €V d~,ar.r, 

prcsuppo~es therefore the walking in light, or in fellowship 
with Uod, of which it is the necessary co11scrp1ence. - With 
such a walk a second element is, however, united, namely: 
Ka£ 'TO aiµa • T 1]0"DU 'TDU viau av'TDU Ka0apLsE£ 1jµas U'71"0 r.a;,,. 

,,µapT{ar,. - To a1µa '1110-au] is not a metonyrnical expression 
for "the considerati·on of His death" (Socinus, Episcopius, 
Grotius, etc. ),1 but: the blood which Jesus ( thus spoken of 
here as incarnate) shed as an o.fli:i·ing at His death; or: the 
uloody sacrificial death of the Lord (Diisterdieck, Ebrnrtl, 
Braune).~ - Tou viou avTaii] is" not merely added as a name of 
honour," but also not" to indicate the close connection between 
the cause of God and Christ," as Bamngarten-Crusius says, but 
in onlcr to bring out the identity of the crucified One with 
the S011 of (;Ull (so also the incarnation of the Son of God); 
compare chap. Y. G ; at the same time, howe\·cr, there lies in 
it an indication how the blood of ,T esus can have the effect 
which the apostle attributes to it (so also Ebrard).- Ka0aptsEt 

1jµas ,i'71"u r.ao-17r, ciµapT{ar,] may mean either the cleansing 
from guilt, 'i.e. the forgiveness of sins (Bede, Socinus, a L'l.pitle, 
C.1lov, Lange, lfanmgarten-Crusius, Erdmann, ""ciss, etc.), 01· 

cleansin~ from sin itself, its eradication (Liickc, Fromma1111, 
D1isterdieck, Ebrard, Myrherg, Braune, Ewald, etc.), or, finall)·, 
lJoth togeth~r (Spener, Ilorne,ius, Bengel, de ·wette, Driickner) . 
.According to Yer. ~. where ,iq,dvat Tar, ,iµapTt'as and Ka0a

pisE£v (LT.U 7Td0'1]'> uOtKta', arc placed together and thus dis
tingnished from 01!e another, the second view must be reg::mlecl 
as the correct one/ as indeed the context also demantls; for, 

1 That the operation of ll11• blornl of .J ,·sns on m is to Le reganlctl as co11-
c lit io11l'<l hy faith is evi,lc•11l; hut there is no jnslilication in this for paraphras• 
ing ,.., "'rf'-"' hy "faith in the Llootl." 

, It is 1111,in,tiliaLlc for :\lyrLerg lo say: •11111111 hi,, sanguis uominatur, ,le tolo 
"i'"l'" Christi :11,-,liatoris, i111mo ,h, toto l'hrislo Dcnm noLis et nos l>cu rccon
,,j]iantc ac opus Jil"inum in 110Lis opcrantc cogitarc clcucmns. 

1 .\;_!ainst Enhnanu's ;is:•wrtiou: ~• <J111111'. :wtio a~'.u!.t.:-o; ,1. Christi ins. s~:ripti:-. 
:,1>1pw ac uwrs t·jus sempcr vim cxpiarnli l1alJl'at al1p1e idc111 qnocl :Aat1µ0; sig11i

L·,·L (ii. '..!), ctiam h. I. l'Xl'iatio aL apostolo 1lc.;ig11atur, ,1ua sol,i ficl'i potrst, ut 
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as the fact that even the believer has still continually sin is 
in opposition to the exhortation to r.ept7raTe'i,v ev T'{) <pwTt, the 
apostle had to point out that sin is ever disappearing more 
and more, and how, so that the walk which is troubled by it 
may still be considered as a walk in light, and that in spite 
of sin there may exist a fellowship with God, who is light. 
As 7r€pt7raTiiv lv T<tJ <f,wTt is given as the condition (not as 
the means, which the blood of Christ is) of "a0apLt;eu0ai, and 
as the sul.Jject here therefore is not the change, wrought by 
the hlood of Christ, of man from a child of darkness into a 
chikl of light, but the growing transformation of him who bas 
alreaLly become a child of light, the present "a0apit;n is not 
to be turned into the preterite, but is to be retained as tl1e 
present ; Spener : " He purifies us ever more ancl more until 
the final perfect purity." Comp. Gospel of John xv. 2.1 -

r17ru 7ia<I1J<; aµapT{ar:;, "from ci"Cl'!J sin;" sins are regarded as 
the single dark spots which still continually trouble the 
Christian's walk in light. The "a{ which connects the two 
parts of the subordinate clause is explained by Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Beza, Lange, Semler, etc. = nam. Sander recog
nises the grammatical incorrectness of this interpretation, but 
is of opinion that the second clause is to be taken as mnscd, 
as the basis and condition of the first; but even this is arbi-

peccata nobis condoncntur," it is to be obscrvcll that in scripture the vis 
rxpiandi only is by no means ascrihrtl to the ulood of Christ; comp. 1 Pet. i. 18. 
In opposition to the assertion of '\Veis.,, that "we cannot imagine how the blootl 
of Christ shoultl effect a deliverance from sin," it may be state,l that a forgivc
mss of sin which produces no deliverance from sin, is no true forginncss ; 
comp. Tit. ii. 14. Forgiveness is here to be associatell with the thought on!:, 
in so far as it is the necessary presupposition of that lleliverauce. 

1 In what this purifying ellicacy of the ,,y,,_,, 'lr,u,ii is fountlcJ, John does not 
here say; bnt from the fact that in vcr. !J the a.q,,,,,,, .-l,.; "l'-"fTla.; is put Lefore 
the """"P'~"', and Christ in chap. ii. 2 is describell as ,)a~,,_,;, it follow,, that 
nccorJing to John the purifying power is associated with the blootl of Christ in 
so far as it is the blood of atonement. Ebranl improperly separates the two 
l"lcmcnts from one another, ascribing to the death of Christ "the power of puri
fying our hearts from sin, because in Christ's death sin is condeumcJ ; " :mJ, on 
the other hand, "the power of making atonement and obtaining forgiveness, 
because in Christ's Jcath the debt was pai,l aml mercy procured." - When 
Frommann says : "The power that purifies from sin does not e:cactly lie in the 
hlooJ of Christ itself, but in the love of God, of which Christ in His bloody 
death is the most speaking token, aml of the existence of which He supplies the 
most un'lucstionable evidence," this is clearly an iuaclmissible twisting of tho 
apostle's words. 

lllEYER.-1 JOIIN; T 
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trary. According to de ·wettc, ",cat connects directly with 
the idea of fellowship the progressive and highest perfection 
of it;" but this view is founded on the incorrect assumption 
that the subjet:t of the first clause is fellowship ,rith God. 
ELrard thinks that John in these t,vo clauses together 
expresses the idea of ,coivwv{a with God, while he "a11:1lyzes 
it fortlmith iuto its two elements: the fellowship of bclien~rs 
with one another, aml the fellowship and participation in the 
divine vital power; " Lut it is in the first place incorrect to 
describe the ,cotvwv[a µET' dXX~Xwv as an clcmrnt of the 
ICOLV<,JVLa µETa TOU fhou, and in the second place the purifying 
ef!1cacy of the blooc.l of Jesus can much less be regarded. as 
an element of it; besides, Ebrard has clearly been induced to 
a<ld the word " participation," through the perception that the 
i<lea of fellowship is quite unsuitable to the second clause. 
"'While the ICOlV<,JVLa µ£Ta TOU 0Eou is manifestly presupposed 
before the 7rEptr.aT£iv ev T<p cf,wTi, these two clauses express 
rather the "double fruit of our walk in light, of our 
living fcllowshi]_J with God, who is light" (Diistenlieck); 
hut when J olm puts ,cowwv{a µET' <lXX17Xwv first, ho thereby 
indicates that it is the sphere "·ithin which the purifying 
power of the hloo<l of Christ operates on each individual 
(Briickner, Braune). Be"idcs, it may he ohservecl that the 
second clause is intendecl to point out the progressive growth 
of Chrisfrm life, and cannot therefore suitably precede the 
first clause. 

Yer. S. l'nrification from sin presupposes the existence of 
sin even in belieYers; the denial of this is self-deception. -
Jew Etr.wµw J as in ver. G ; thereby is meant not merely "the 
speech of the heart" (Spener), lmt the actual expres;;ion and 
assertion.-on ,iµapTlav OUIC €xoµEv] The view of Grotins,1 
that this refers to sinning l11fu;•,; eonversion, and that ciµapT1a 

therefore mc::rns the guilt ol' sin, is rig!ttly n,jected hy Liicke, 
S:1rnler, etc. -The (p1estio11, especially of earlier commcntator.s, 
,rlwtlwr aµapTt'a is here original sin ( or sinfnlnc;:s, as "' ci:;s 
still t!ti11ks) or actual "in (pecc. nctnale ), desire ( co11cnpi
~centia) or <lced, is s()h-cd hy the fact that the iden. is con
"idered <1nite genernlly by tlw a1,o~tle (so nbu Hraune)-onl)·, 

1 llal,c,rc peccatu111, 11011 c,t: 11une in J":·:1·:it,, "·'·"'• ,c,l oh pccc·~tum rc111.1 
l'OoSC licri. 
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of course, with the exception of the sin spoken of in chap. 
v. 1 G. The 1 st person plural exoµEv is to be noticed in so 
far as the having sin is thereby represented as something 
that is trne of all Christians. The expression aµap·rla,, exEw 

describes in a quite general way the taint of sin; only of 
the absolutely pure, in whom no trace of sin exists, is it 
true that he ciµapT{av ou,c EXEt ; the relation of this aµapTlav 

exeiv to 7T€pt7TaTE'iv ev T(f <T/COT€£ (ver. G), in which the will 
of man serves sin ( or in which sin is the dominating prin
ciple of life), is therefore not that of contrast (say in this 
way, that aµapTlav exEiv is a bei11g tainted with sin, where 
no act of will takes plaee),1 but is to be defined thus, that 
the latter ( 7TEpt7TaTEfo ev T<tJ <TICOTEt) is a particular species of 
aµapTlav exEw. Even though as Christians, who are born 
of God, we have no longer sin in the sense that 7TEpt7r. iv 

-rc'j, <TICOTEt is true of us, nevertheless we do not yet cease to 
have sin; if we deny this, if we maintain that we have no 
sin at all, then what John says in the following words is 
the case with us. fouToVr:; '1Tt..avwµEv] not=" we are mis
taken," which '1Tt..avwµe0a would mean; 2 but, as Sander 
explains: "we mislead ourselves, take ourseh·es astray from 
salvation (or better: from tmth) ; " by that assertion, which 
is a lie (not an nnconscious mistake), the Christian (for the 
apostle is not here speaking of non-Christians) deceives him
self about the truth, for which he leaves no room in himself. 
Braune rightly observes that 1:avTov '1TA.avav emphasizes the 
self-activity, which the middle with its passive form leaves in 
the background. - ,cat 17 at..~0Eta ev 17µ'iv ou,c fonv] is not 
a mere repetition of iavTour:; 'lTAavwµw, hut adds to this 
another new clement. - ~ at..,j0Eta, as in ver. G, is neither 
= studium veri (Grotius), nor= castior cognitio (Semler), nor 

1 Enn Ebrard docs not correctly state the reb.tion of the two expressions 
to one another, when he says that "in ,.,;," v.l'-"P"''"' man is not in V.fL"'P"''"', 
bnt v.w,p--:-ia; is in man," for plainly he also who is in v.l'-"'f"'(J, has this in 
himself. 

" \Vhen Ebrani, in opposition to this, remarks that it cannot be assertell 
"that the middle .,,.;,."'"11da.1 means 'to Le mistaken,' ancl .,,.;,..,,-;;., lttu,,-o,, on 
the other hand, 'to mislead oneself,'" this is uot at all to the point, since it is 
not said that .,,.,.,.,'v.11~a., has always the meaning "to Le mistaken," but that the 
German "sich irrcn" [Engl. "to be mistaken") is expressed in Greek not by 
~Aecv;~ EauTO:i, bnt by ~>.avUtt~a,. 
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even= uprightness, or truthfulness (Liicke iu his 2d ed.), 
or, as de ,v ette explains: "the veracity of self-knowledge 
and self-examination;" 1 but truth in its objectiYe character 
(Liicke in his 1st ed., Baumgarten - Crnsius, Diister<lieck, 
Briickner, Braune). Baumgarten - Crusius rightly says: 
" a'X.170eta does not need to be taken in subjective sense, the 
subjective lies in ouJC fonv iv 1jµ'iv." The expressions used 
here : eavT. 'TT'A.avwµEv an<l 1] uX. OUIC EG'TlV Ell 11µ'iv, are not 
milder (Sander) than the corresponding expressions in vcr. G : 
,[rwSaµe0a and OU 'TT'O£OUµEv T1/V a'X.1j0etav, but stronger 
(Ebrarcl), since in eav-r. 'TT'A. the self-injury, and in 1j u'X.170. 
011,c ta-nv iv 1jµ'iv the negation of possession of the truth, are 
more sharply marked. 

Ver. U. :Xot a mere antithesis of the previous verse, but 
an expansion of the thought ; " there follows as conclusion 
not merely this, that we are then true, but the incomparably 
greater and surprisingly glorious thought that God then proves 
Himself actually towards us as the True, as the 'TT'ta-To, ,ca~ 
o{,caio," (Ebranl). - iav oµo'X.o'Ywµev Ta, ciµapTta, 1jµwv] 
0µ0Xo1e'iv does not mean to ;·rco_rpiisc (Socinns: coulitcri signi
ficat interiorcm ac profundam suormn pcccatorum agnitionem)/ 
but to confess; of cunrse it is manifest that the confession is 
not here spoken of as a purely outward act; still, at the same 
time, it is not sufficient to regard it merely as " an imnml 
fact, which is founded on the whole internal tcmlcncy of the 
mind" (:X cander) ; it is rather the real ( nen if not a limy.~ 
vocal) expre,;sion of sins recognised within anc.l. confessed to 
oueself; here also it is the word in which the inner life has to 
operate.a - ·what arc to be confessed arc a[ ciµap,iai 11µwv, 

1 Ewald's cx1,Janatio11 is also unsatisfactol'y : "trnth al,ont this !'elation of 
things, and therefore easily about every other also." 

" Similarly Daurngartcn-Crnsius ~ays: ",,u,i.,y,7, is ]l(>t exactly lo cmlj,-,•.•, 
1,ut to rccoynisc, 1wr1·<'ive, Ll'co1nc conscious of, as opp1lSe1.l to the !;~£;" ,.,..~ i'xI,11 
;,.,,_,,p,ia.,;" lrnt it is ,in,t to ,;,,,.,;, that '·"''·'i'';, is exactly opposed only wll(']I 
it is taken in its natural signification. 

3 It is ,p1it" dear that confession to Grnl is 111cant; when, ho\\·,,,·,,r, lll'anne 
a<lds : "anti i11<lcc,l a confession so f,·n·,·nt aml ,[,.,•p that it becomes public 
arul rcgulatc,l 1,y the church," he intro,lun•s an d,·m,·nt which nothing here 
suggests. In genuine Catholic fashion a Lapi,l" say.,: Quam confl•,sioucm cxigit 
,loha.m1cs? Jlacrctici solam gcncralcm <[liao: lit Dev a,lmittunt ; Catholiei cti:un 
spccialcm rci111irunt. Hcspomlco : .Joha1111cm utram<}lle cxigc'r,·, genera/, m pro 
pcccatis lci-ibus, specialcm pro graribus. 
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i.e. the sins of Christians, which are the particular mani
festations of aµapTlav EXHV (so also Braune); therefore the 
plural.1 - Ebrard rightly calls attention to the fact that J olm 
here mentions, as the subject of the confession, not the 
abstract aµapT{av txeiv, but Tit', ,'iµapT{a<;', i.e. the definite, 
concrete, single sins committed ; " the mere confession in the 
abstract that we have sin woulLl not have trnth without the 
acknowledgment of the concrete particular sins, but would 
shrivel up into a mere phrase." - 7rt<TTO'i' Jun ,cal o{,caw'i'] 
It is true God is both in Himself, Ho does not become so 
only when we confess our sins ; but this confession is the 
condition on which Ho actually proves Himself to us as 
7r{uTo'> ,ea;, oi,caw.,.2 These two epithets are indeed not of 
the same signification, hut still, as their corn bination proves, 
of cognate meaning. God is called 'TT'UITD'i', inasmuch as He, 
as the promise - maker, also fulfils what He has promised, 
Heb. X. 2 3 : 'TT'LUTO', o f.7raryeiXaµevo<;' ; Heb. xi. 11 ; espe
cially as He accomplishes in believers the promise of blessing, 
which lies for them in the fact of their call, Ly conducting 
them through manifestation of His grace to the goal of their 
calling (according to Ewald, "inasmuch as He keeps His 
promise already repeatedly given in the 0. T."), 1 Cor. i. 9 : 
'TT'L<TTO', 0 0eo<;', oi' O(/ f.lCA.1J01]T€ el', ICOLVCJJvlav TOU VIOU auTOU; 
x. 13; 2 Cor. i. 18-21; 1 Thess. v. 24: 'TT'L<TTo, o ,ca'A.wv 
vµas, &, ,cal 'TT'ot~<T€L ; 2 Thess. iii. :t 7T't<TTO', has this mean
iug here also, as results from the following 7va K.-r.X. Ebrard 
incorrectly calls the reference of the faithfulness of God here 
to His promises and prophecies an introduction of foreign 
ideas, and says "the subject here is faithfulness to the nature 
of truth and light, akin to His own nature, and which pre
vails in us, inasmuch as we confess our sins." - God is 
described as o{,caio, in the N. T., inasmuch as He, for the 
realization of His kingdom of grace, gives to every one
without 7rpouw7roA1)'(ia-what is due to him, according to 

1 Evrn here Socinns, Grotius (Si fatemur nos in gravibus pcccatis vixisse 
ante notitiam evangdii), an,l others 11n<lcrsta1ul "f'-"-fTia, of sins before con
version. 

2 Scmlcr's interpretation is not satisfactory : "logice intelligen<lum est; nee 
cnim in Dco jam <lemnm oritur no\·a rntio tanti prae<licati, sctl in his christianis 
succrescit nova cognitio tantae Jei." 'l'hc subject is not our perception, but 
the actual manifestation of God. 
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the righteous judgment of God, in proportion to the position 
which he occupies to,rnnl God ( or to,nml the kingdom of 
God), God being in this regarded as the Judge; the idea of 
the righteousness of God and that of His judicial activity 
are very closely connected; God is o ot,caio, ,cp,n1,, 2 Tim. 
h-. 8 ; He judges iv oi,caioCTuvy, Acts xvii. 31 (Rev. xix. 11), 
or o,,ca{w,, 1 Pet. ii. 2 3 ; Hi:-; ,cp{CT£, is a ,cpiaw {)£,ca{a, 
2 Thess. i. 5. The relation of the StKatouvv71 of God to His 
judicial activity is found throughout in the N. T., even 
"·here the former is the subject without the latter being 
expressly mentioned with it. As the manifestation of the 
Si,cata ,cp{CTi. of God consists in the righteous distribution of 
punishment and of blessing, it follows that Si,caioavv17 is 
referred to not only where both of these arc mentioned 
together (as in 2 Thess. i. 5 seq.), but also where only oue of 
the two is spoken of. God panis!tc:-; as the S(,caw,, but He 
blesses also as the S{,caio,, 110 doubt in view of the realiza
tion of Hi:-; kingdom, ,vhich depends upon the good outaining 
the complete victory over the evil. Towards him who walks 
iv T'f' CTICOTH, God shows Himself StKato, in that He Kam
«ptvEi him ; towards him who ,ralks iv -rf, <pw-r{, l,y ever 
more and more removing from him ererything that hinders 
his perfect ,coivwv[a JJ,ET<i -rou 0wu (muuely, both his con
sciousness of guilt, and the aSi,c{a which still clings to him), 
and by finally permitting him to inherit the perfect happiness 
which is prepared for those who love God (comp. 2 Tim. 
h-. 8). Here God is called S(,caio,, inasmuch as His 
purpose is directed to allotting to those who, walking in 
light, confess their sins, that which is ;-;uitaule for them, 
namely, the blcssiug mcntiouPLl in ihe following 1va IC.T.X. 
The meaning o!' S[Kaio,, j,; rightly slalctl l,y Baumgarten
Crusius, Diistcrdicck, llriickner, and J:rau1t1! ;1 011 the other hand, 
it is incorrect to refer S[icato, l1ere to the p11 nit ire actiYity 
(Drusius: justus, 1p1ia Yere pnuivit peccata nostra in iilio 
suo ), lrnt aiso to ex.plain it 1 •llnis, lcnis, aequus ((irotius, 
Lange, Carpzov, etc.), for S[Kau.,, 1wn·r has this rncaniug iu 

1 Ewnhl's 1·xpla11a(io11 is 1msatisfal'!or.1·, :11·,·or,li11g to which Gou is h,,rc call,,,l 
ju,t lJl'cansc JI" "k11ows m•ll awl c·o11si,l,·rs that Ik alon~ is the Creator, 
wl1il:-.t w1J are lli:-; 1'ITaliun exposed tu l'ITur awl :-:i11 1 a1nl acts au.:unliug- to this 
just consiJcration." 
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the N. T.; it is here of cognate meaning with 7rurro,.,1 because 
the allotment of blessing bestowed in accordance with the 
oucaiouvv1J of God has been promised by Him, and is accom
plished according to His promise ; yet it must not therefore 
be regarded as synonymous with it (Hornejus : = in promissis 
servandis integer). Following Rom. iii. 26, some commen
tators have here interpreted it= oucaiwv; but this is so much 
the more unjustifiable, as that very passage by the juxta
position of the two illeas proves their different meaning.~ 
According to the Roman Catholic view, 'TT'tCTTO'\ refers to the 
peccata mortalia, ol/CalO'\ to the peccata venialia.3 

- ?va acf,fi 
'f)µ.'iv Ta'. aµ.apT{a,_] tva, not=" so that" (Castellio: ita justus, 
ut condonet), has here (as in other passages of the N. T.) not 
retained strictly its idea of p1t1']JOSC (hence not: "in order 
that"), but it states what is the aim of the divine faithful
ness and justice to attain which these qualities operate on 
men ; Luther therefore translates correctly: " that." De 
"\Vette's explanation, with which Braune agrees: "in the 
divine faithfulness lies the law or the will of forgiving sins," 
is unsatisfactory, inasmuch as acf,dvai IC.T.A. is not merely the 
will, but the operation of the divine faithfulness and justice. 
- TliS aµ.apTLa'. refers back to oµ.0Xo7wµ.ev Ta'. aµ.apTLa,., 

1 In the passage Rom. iii. 3-5, .,,;,,,,.,; and ~"""'•~••n are also used as cognate 
ideas, but even here in such a way that ~"""'""'" has not lost its reference to 
the judicial activity of God ; !\foyer on this passage explains ~''"""""'"' on 
account of the contrast with ,.;~, .. ;", generally by "justice ; " but the former 
reference nppears both in f'-" .. ~,,.,; J e,., J ,,,-,q,,p,,,, ,,.;,, ,py,i,, and also in ver. 6 
'71'Z; ~p,,,i O 0ED; 7Q11 ,durµo11. 

•Not less inexact is it for Ebrard to say: "Goel manifests Himself towards 
,1s as the d;,.,..,.~, inasmuch as He is not only just, but also 111akM just," since 
d"'"'""' does not mean "to niake just." His assertion is also inappropriate, that 
here and in Rom. i. 17-iii. 26, "the justice of God appears as the source in 
Him from which His saving, sin-forgiving, arnl sin-overcoming action flows." 
'l'his source is rather God's ay.;,,.,, manifesting itself as X"fi: towards the guilt 
of men ; there is a reference to that in chap. iii. 24 of the passage in Romans, 
but here the source of the salvation is not mentioned. -The interpretation of 
Calov : "justa est haec peccatornm remissio et ex jnstiti:i debita, srd Christo 
non no bis," ancl that of Sander: "the Lord is just, inasmuch as He remits the 
sin of the sinner who appeals to the ransom paid in the blood of Christ, because 
it wouhl be unjust to demand the payment twice," introduce references into 
this passage which are foreign to it, 

3 Suarez : Fidelis est Deus, cum condonat poenitentibus peccata rnortalia; 
justus, cum jnstis conclonat vcnialin, <JUia, sc. justi per opera ('.} poenitentine, 
clmritatis, etc., merentur de condigno hanc condonntionem. 
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thus: "the sins confessed hy us." The rcmis.,ioil, i.e. 1.he 
forgi\'cness, of sius is therefore, by virtue of the faithfulness 
of God, the first result of the confession ; the second .T ohu 
describes by the wonb: ,ea~ ,ca0ap{cry l 11µ,iis cir.o '1i(l<T1J', 
aoi,c{a,;. Here the first thought is not repeated epexegeti
cally (Semler), or only in figuratfrc manner (Lange) ; hut the 
words express the same thing as the corresponding wonls of 
the 7th verse, with which the 8th and 9th verses are in 
closest connection (Diisterdieck, Braune ; Ilriickner does not 
explain himself definitely) ; Ka0apa;Etv has here the same 
meaning as there, and aotic{a (not= pocna peccati, Socinus) 
is synonymous with aµ,apT{a ; they are two different names 
for the same thing; comp. clmp. v. 17.~ The onler in which 
the two clauses that express the redemptiYe operations of 
God are connected together (Myrberg: ordo veruomm ponit 
remissioncm ante abrogationem), points to the fact that puri
fication takes place by means of forgiveness. - The context 
is quite decisirn in favour of regarding as the subjec:t of 
'lil<TTO,; €<TT£ IC.T.A. nut Xpuno,;, but (with Liickc, de ,Vettt>, 
Diisterdieck, JJranne, etc.) o 0€6,;; for even though in ver. 7 
the ica0apit;Etv is described as the operation of the aiµa 
'I11crou XptcrTou, and in chap. ii. 2, 'I. Xp. is the snl,ject, 
yet in this section o 0Eo,; is the principal subject; vcr. ::i, 
o 0£0,;; ,·er. G, av-ro,;, even in ver. 7, TOU VIOll avTOU; the 
blood of Christ, therefore, is regarded as the means by which 
God produces purification from sins. To holJ, with Sander, 
that Uod and Christ together form the snl>ject,3 is rpiite as 

1 Tl1e Her. :ca.laf;~i, concsponll1i to the passage Luke x:di. ~O, whl'rc-, accc,nl
h 6 to the best attested J:,,, .. , '"" is follow,,,11,oth hy tlw snhjnndirn llrst, an,l 
th,·n by the in,licati,·c; but not to the passage .Toi.in Yi .. JO, citc-J by El,r,ml, 
whtre the iu,licative is not rcganlc,l as <lq1c11,!,·nt on ;·,,., On ,,a. with 1110 

indicative, comp. ,\. lluttma1111's Gramm. p. 202. ,viner, p. 258 ff., VII. 
p. 271 ff. 

" ,rhile ,r ciss also intcrprl'!s hoth cxprcs.,inns of the for·"' ,·,•1H•ss of sins, 
he tric·s to repel the reproach of tant()logy 1,y saying: "Ir ,iu ,·0111111it1,·,l is 
n·ganlcd as a ~lain, it is ,111ite correct that c:(nl forgin·s ll.-i tliL• sin, and tl,11~: 
1•nrilic-s us fr()lll all umightconsncss, sin,·,· li~· tl1t: very fad th,it God forgin-s 
it, sin has c·t•as,·cl to exist lccf'on· Hirn, an,[ at th,· sa111t: ti111c also to stain 11,; •· 
trw~ tlwugh this 1nay ln-, ]11>wt•\'l'l", it c..:a11not ~l'ITe to l'(•fuk tlut ohjl'ctiou, for 
a:,; Y..a.fa.r,:~i"' iu this sl'nsc i~ uol tht.' result of citj!""', lmt tlic furmer consl.-,ts in 
the latter, both clauses express only one ancl the same thought. 

"In Ll\'Olll' oI co11joi11i11g ('hri,t as the snhj, .. ·t, :-an,ler a,l,[11,·,·, the fal'I !Lat 
ju,t iu tlie followiug clca1,tcr Cl11·i.,I i,; calbl oium; lmt in this he ont look~ 
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inappropriate here as in vcr. 5 to understand by auTou both 
together. Though, with ,John, God and Jesus Christ approach 
very close to a unity, yet they are always distinguished by 
him, and never represented as one subject. 

Ver. 10. Not a repetition, but "a strengthening of ver. 8" 
(Baumgarten-Crusius). As ver. 8 is connected with the end 
of ver. 7, so is this verse with ver. 9. - eav €L7l'WJJ,€V] as in 
ver. 8. - on ovx ~µapnJKaµev] is substantially synonymous 
with oTt aµapT. ovK lxoµev, only distinguished from it in this 
way that the former describes an activity, the latter a state 
(so also Braune); the expression used here is called forth by 
tllC plural Ta<;' aµapTta<;' and the idea 17 aOtKLa (ver. 9), by 
which the sinful character is more definitely specified as an 
activity than by aµapT{a in ver. 7. The perfect docs not 
prove that ~µapT~Kaµev is meant of sins liefore conversion 
(Socinus, Russmcyer, Paulus, etc.) ; the subject here, as in all 
the verses before, is the sinning of Christians ; for to deny 
former sin could not occur to a Christian.1 The perfect is 
explained both by John's usus loquen<li, accorLling to which 
an action lasting up to the present is often represented in 
this tense, and also by the fact that the confession every time 
refers to sins previously committed. - ,JreuCTT'lJV 1rowuµev 

avTov] corresponds to iauTov<;- 1r/\.avwµev; it brings out that 
the Christian by the denial of his sin accuses God (aurov, 

i.e. TOIi 0eov) of lying. In 1roie'iv there lies, as Diisterdieck 
remarks, a certain reproachful bitterness ; comp. J olm v. 18, 
viii. 53, x. 3::l, xix. 7, 12. This thought presupposes the 
declaration of God that even the Christian sins, which ver. 9 
mCTTo<;- eCTTt K.T./\.. also suggests; for if God has promised 

altogether the different meanings which the word has in the two passages ; for 
in the verse before us !'""'"; is used of a relation to men, but in chap. ii. 1 
of the relation of Christ to the divine will ; and when Sa1Hlcr further says that 
in Heh. ix. 14 it is precisely stated of Christ that He purges the consciences, 
this is incorrect, since ... ,.rf'"' .. ,jj Xp1~-.,jj is the subject there just as here in 
ver. 7 ; aml there even more expressly than here God is specified as the author 
of the purification, for the uTf'rz. ,,., Xp. purges, because it is olfere,l as a sacrifice 
-.,;; e,,;;. llioreover, it is not meant by this that forgiveness and cleansing could 
not be ascribed to Christ quite as much as to Got!, only it ,loes not follow from 
this that • Xp,~,,.,, is the subject here. 

1 Therefore it is also not correct to refer ~f'-"'?.,.;, •. to present and past, as 
Hornrjus explains : si clixerimus nos non tantum peccatum nm1c non haberc, 
set! nee peccatores unquam fuisse. 
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Christians forgiYeness of their sins on couJitiou of their 
confessing them, the above declaration is thereby made on 
Go<l's side. - Ka~ 0 A.O"fO<; aUTOU (i.e. TOV 0eov) Ol//C EG'7W EV 

17,u'i,v] o "Ao~;o,, corresponding to the thought ;, £i"A170eta in 
vcr. 8, refers directly to the preceding ,f,-EvuT17v K.T."A. Li.icke 
explains it correctly : "the revelation of God, especially the 
gospel of Jesus Christ" (so also Hriickner, Diisterdieck, 
l\rannc); to understanJ by it (with Oecumenius, Grotius, 
c1e W ette, etc.) especially the 0. T., is forbidden by the train 
of thought, for the subject here is not the sinfulness ~/ man i;1 

,r;•·;1c;·rd, but the ciµapntvetv of Ghi·ist·icms.1 Ebrard interprets 
o "Ao"/o, T. 0. as the "self-proclamation of the nature of God, 
~·hich has taken place lJoth in the verbal revelations of the 
0. and N. T. and in the revelations of deeds," so that even 
the "Ao,yo, of Gospel of ,Tobu i. 1 is to be regarded as included: 
lmt from the fact that the elements mentioned here are verr 
clusely connected, it does not follow that that idea has her~, 
or rmy\\'herc else·, this exte11siYc signification. The ,rnrch ou,c 

[uTcv Ev 17µ'i,v are erroneously explained by Baumg:irtr.n
Crnsius: "we have ginu it up, or also: "·e arc not qualified 
or fit for it;" it means rather: "it is not vividly imprinted 
in our hearts" (Spencr) ; it has remained external to us, 
inwardly unknmrn. 

1 This has Leen more or less ovcrlookccl by the commentators (even by 
Diistenli,•tk ancl Ebrnr,l), although it i, also important for the un,lcr;;t:1n,lin:; of 
chap. ii. 1, 2. But John may with jnstice assume that the word of God 
(h•nies the absolute sinlessness of Christians, sin<'c-apart from the fa..t that 
cnn the 0. T. ,locs not depict the ~;,.~,,, as p .. rl,·ctly holy-in ewry cnngrlical 
announe<·mcnt the """P,;_,.1_,.,,; is an c,scntial element fur l>elie1·c~.,, whi,·h pre
supposes their harini; au,! tloing siu. 
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CHAPTER IL 

VER. 2. Lachm., according to A B, Vulg., has put fo-:-1 before 
it.ar1.,1,6;. Instead of 11,6vov, B has 11,6v1,Jv, which, no doubt, is only 
to be regarded as a mistake. - Ver. 3. The original l'eacling of 
~ is \Z)uAa~i,J/1,H, instead of ,7jpw1uv; lmt it was afterwards corrected. 
- Ver. 4. A B ~, al., Clem. Thph. etc. (Lachm. min. Tisch. 7) 
read ;;-:-, after 1,s71,Jv; it is wanting in C G K, al. (Tisch. 2) ; 
Lachm. maj. has or, in brackets. It is possible tha.t fr, was in 
later times omitted as an interruption. ~ 1 has with i; ui,170E1a 
the addition: ,oii 0,oii. - Ver. 6. o~-:-~J; before ,:;-,p1,:;-a-:-ii, (Ree. 
following C K ~, al. pl., Copt. etc., Thph. etc., Tisch.) is un
certain; A B, al., Vulg. (Lachm.) omit it; perhaps it was 
inserted to emphasize more strongly "ii.a.Ow;, etc. - V c,r. 7. 
u1a,:;-ii-:-o,] accepted by Griesb. on overwhelming authority 
instead of the Ree. ao,A<pof (G K, etc.). - The addition &,;;-' 

i.:px,r,; after r,"il.ourra,;-, (Ree. after G K, etc.), already regarded as 
doubtful by Griesb., is with justice deleted by Lachm. and 
Tisch. (after A B C ~,al.); it was added from the preceLling; 
Reiche, it is true, thinks otherwise. - Ver. 8. iv u,11,i:,] Ree. 'l'he 
rea(ling iv i;p,ii,, recommended by Griesb., has in .A too feeble 
evidence. - Ver. 10. Instead of iv au-:-rji ou"il. irrm (Ree. after B 
G K, al., Tisch.), A C ~, al., have ou"il. rrrm iv a~-:-rji (Lachm.). -
Ver. 13. Instead of the Ree. 1parp/,J v11,ii, ,;;-cuofa (K, al.), we must 
read, in accordance with A B C G ~. many min. vss. and 
Fathers: 11 pa'+' a u/1,ii, ,:;-aio!a (Laclnu. Tisch. ; also l'ecommended 
by Griesb.); see, further, on this passage. Instead of ,/iv ,;;-ovr,p6v, 
~ erroneously reads d ,;;-ovrip6v. - Ver. 14. Instead. of dv ck' 
upxr,,, B reads d ck' ap,::;~,, plainly following chap. i. 1 ; this, 
however, is not accepted by Buttrn.; in B the addition -:-oii 0,oii 
is wanting after o Aoyo;. - Ver. 15. Instead of -:-o:i ,:;-a-:-p6; (Ree. 
after B G K ~. al., Vulg. Syr. utr. etc., Oec. Thph. etc.), AC, al. 
read 0Eoii; which reading is the correct one cannot be decided, as 
an intentional change of the one to the other cannot lie proved. 
Ebrarcl considers 0,oii as original, but without adequate grounds. 
Lachrn. and Tisch. have retained the Ree. - Ver. 17. Although 
Gries b. approves of the omission of au-:-oLi after k10;i/1,1a (follow
ing .A), it must nevertheless be considered genuine. The 
ditliculty of it easily explains why it would be left out. In 
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some of the Latin Fathers there is found at the close of tl1e 
Yer;;c the addition: 111w rnodo rt Deus mand -i,1 (l(!n·1111111, which 
Hengel, without reason, is dispo,;cd to regat'll as genuine. -
Yer. 18. The article before a,-:-fx,p1rJ-:-o; is at least doubtful; 
Lachrn. and Tisch. have omitted it; it is wanting in B C K*. -
Yer. 10. Jn,-teatl of i;r,i.llov the more unusual form i;~1.oa, is 
probably, with Laclun. arnl Tisch. (after A B C), to be regarded 
as genuine. K, howcYer, has i;~i.1lov. -The generally vrevailing 
reading : &,.:-.' o~r. f,rJav i; r,.11,wv, has been changed by nuttm. into 
rli.i.' o~r. i; i-,11,w, ~rJav, according to his own statement, following 
H ; Tisch. has not noticed this reading. In the following clause 
Tisch. reads: .; 1ap i; ;;.,.,,::iv r,aav, after D C, al.; Lachm., on th~ 
other hand, has retained the Ree.: ,; 1ap ~mv i; i-,11,:;,v, after A 
G K K, al. pl., Vulg. etc. It is remarkable that enn lluttm. 
-against the evidence of TI-has the Ree. It cam10t 'be de
cided which reading is the correct one.-Ver. 20. Buttm. omits 
wi before oi'oa-:-., according to Jl; the -:-:-cl,-:-,;, instead of -:-:-u.1-:-a 
presented (according to the statement of Tisch. mnj.) by B, has 
not, however, been accepted by Buttm. - Ver. 23. The ,nmls 
;, i/1,oi.01wv . .. E%!' arc wanting (after n K, etc., Oec.) in the Ree. 
Cal Yin, )Iilius, ·wolf, etc., do not consiLlcr them genuine; but tliey 
arc sulliciently attested by .A B C K, etc. etc., and with justir:c 
admitted into the text by Griesli. Scholz, Lachm. and Tisch. -
Ver. 2-!. The Ree. o~v after ~.,u,; is with just ice deleted by 
Lachm. and Tisch., following A B C N, al., Vulg. etc. - iv r,;J 
-:-:-a-:-pi] Ree. after .A C G K, al., Syr. utr. ~ahid. al., Thph. Oec. 
(Tisch.). Lachm. has omitted iv (after ll, Yulg. etc.). The 
omission of the preposition is perhaps expiaincd Ly the foct 
that it appea.red superfluous. N reads iv -:-cji -::a-:-pi r.ai iv -:-~7 ,.,;;, 
- Instead of r,r.o~rJa-:-,, N has both times the unustrnl reading 
ar.r,r.6a-:-,. - Ver. 25. Instead uf ;;_,.,,;;,, Lachm. in his small et!., 
following n, has accepted ~.,.,,;; (llnttm.) ; in th-:i larger erl., 
however, ;.,_,.,,;;, is rightly fonll(l, which is defended by almo$t nil 
the authorities. - Yer. 27. Ou the form ii.cl}a-:-,, received by 
Tisch. 7, following B*, comp. Ph. Bnttmanu's tom1il. Gram. 
§ !JG, note 9, allll Winer, p. G8, YII. p. 71. - Instead of i, ~.'L" 

.11.iv!I is to 'be read, with Lachm. and Tiseh., which Grie,;b. 
1,reviously rccornmende<l: ,.,,;," iv ~.,.,,;;; (after A n C K, sen·ral 
ns. etc.). Uuttm., following n, has ncceptetl, instead of eii.:-: 
,;,;, the reading ci,.,.cl, which probaLly arose t hrongh a correction. 
Instead of the Bee. -:-o aid, x,pm.11,a (A ll C: K, etc., Thph. Uec. 
Hier.), retainc<l by Lachrn., with the approval of BcHgcl, 
1,iicke, nriick11er, -:-i, a~-:-o:i %Pi'a/u/. has bePn accepted by Tisch., 
following C, ..J-, ii, 7, al., which is approwd of by I:eiche and 
llramll'; K has also a~-:-o:i, but insteatl of %fm.,1,a, "-:-:-,ic,,.,,a;" sec 
tl1e cu11m1. - Insleml of a,oi11w ~.,.,,ii.;, La chm. in his large ed. 
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reads 010. fi,r1,u;; probably a misprint, as it is not noticed either 
by him or Tisch. as a special reading. - 1m,,n] Ree. after G K, 
(I/. (Tisch.); Lachm. has received instead of it the rea<li11g 
11,i,er,, recommended by Griesb., following A D C ~, al. The 
overwhelming C\'illence of the authorities is in favour of this 
reading, v,·hich probably was changed at a latet· date in 
accordance "·ith wr. 2-! ; Reiche, ho\\'ever, has decided in 
fa your of the Ree.; Di.isterd. Ewald, Braune, and uow Bruckner 
also, justly prefer 11,ivm.- Ver. 28. The words at the beginning: 
?.o.i v:;v ... iv au,,;;, are wanting in ~- - Instead of iva 5-:-o., (Ree·. 
after G K, al., Thph. Oce. Tisch.) we must read, with Lachrn., 
following A B C ~, al., Uopt. Sahicl.: i'va iav. Instead of e,)'.;r.i,u,v 
(Ree. after A G K, etc., Oec.), Lachm. and Tisch., following B 
C, al., Thph., read <1xw1uv. ~* bas ax}ruv; ~1 has •xr.i1uv. The 
"·ords &,.' au,o:i arc read by ~ not before, but after ,-ap6~Giq, 
au;-0:;. - Ver. 29. The Ree. i-:-, -;;-u; (Lachm. Tisch. 2) is found in 
n (; K, several min. vss. and Fathers; AC ~. al., Vulg. read 
,m Y.(l.i ;.a; (Tisch. 7); if Y.ai, on which Tisch. (ed. maj.) observes: 
cnjus ml<lcncli nulla cansa erat; ex Johannis vero usu est, be 
genuine, it serves "to bring out the agreement of the conclusion 
with the premiss" (Ebrard). 

Yv. 1 and 2 are most closely connected with ,rhnt 
immediately precedes, and further determine and conclude it. 

Yer. 1. The apostle had considered, in chap. i. 7, the blood 
of Christ, in i. 9 the faithfulness and justice of God-and 
both in reference to the forgiveness and purification of 
believers; now he comfortingly points to Christ as the Para
clcte, whereby the previous thought now obtains its necessary 
complement. l;irst, however, he mentions the object of his 
previous statement. - Tc,cv{a µav] Similarly chap. iii. 18 ; 
without µau, ii. 12, 28, iii. 7. John chooses this form of 
address : tum propter aetatem suam, tum propter paternam 
cnram et affectum (Hornejus). In regard to the verbal form, 
Lorinus rightly says: <liminntiva nomina teneri ac blandientis 
sunt amoris signa. The Apostle Paul, in Gal. iv. 19, uses the 
same form of address, with special reference to the spiritual 
fatherhood in which he stood toward his readers. -TaiiTa

ryp<frpw vµiv] TaiiTa is referred by Bengel to what follows, by 
Grotius to what follows and what precedes, by most com
mentators (Li.icke, Baumgarten - Crusius, de W ette, Sander, 
Diisterrlieck, Braune), correctly, to the latter only; it refers, 
l1owever, not merely to the truth expressed in ver. G, nor 
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merely to the "exhortation to self-knowledge and penitence" 
(de Wette) which is contained in the preceding, nor merely 
to the statement about forgiveness and cleansing; but to the 
"whole in its vivitl harmony" (Diisterdieck, so also Braune).1 

-i'va µ1) 1LµapT1jT£] Statement of the object for which the 
apostle wrote what precedes; the direction which Calvin 
gives it: ne qnis putet eum peccandi licentiam dare, q num 
de misericordia Dei concionatur, which is also found in 
Augustin, Bede, Calov, Bengel, Hornejus, Diisterdieck, Ewald, 
etc., is incorrect, since the sternness of the apostle against sin 
has already been sharply and definitely expressed, and the 
context, in ,vhich the subject previously was the forgiveness 
of sin, woulcl not permit such a supposition to arise at ulF -
,ml J,;,v T£', <.tµapT?]] ,cai is neither=" however" (Banmgarten
Crnsius), nor= scrl (Vulg.); it connects as simple copula a 
new thought with the preceding one. By iuv the possibility 
of sinning is admitted; Calvin incorrectly explains it: Con
ditionalis particula "si quis" deuet in causalem resolvi; nam 
fieri non potest quin peccemus. "Thether it is possible for 
the Christian 'tiot to sin, ,Tohn Lloes not say. Under the 
iniluence of the new spirit of life which is cornmunicated to 
the believer he cannot sin ; but, at the same time, in his 
internal and external mechanism there lies for him the 
possibility of sinning-and it is this which the apostle has 
in view. Socinns perverts the idea of the apostle when he 
interprets : si quis lJeccat i. e. post Christum agnitnm et 

1 Ehranl r.,fcrs """""" t,) the two sentences, i. G, i, and c!-10, in whil'h th,•,c 
thoughts, involving an apparent coutralliction, arc contained-(1) '' 'l'hat we 
must by 110 me:uis ,rnlk in llarkness," and (2) "that we must confess that ,rn 
h:wc and that we commit sin,"' am! thinks that this apparent contra,liction is 
solved by ii. 1, in this way, that in contrast to those theoretical statements 
these two 1irnctieal conclusions from them arc here given, namely, (1) "that we 
am not to sin;" (2) "that when we ban, sinned we w·e to reflect that in Christ 
we have an Advocate." J:ut against this it is to he ohsl'rvc,1-(1) that by such a 
f'li:mging or theoretical statements into practical 1,rcccpts the problem mcntionl·<l 
ah<JYc is really not solve,1; (2) tl,at the i,lcas ,·xprcssc·,1 in i. G, i, antl in i. 8-10, 
llo not staml to one another in the rdation or co-onlinatiun, but the idea of 
i. S-10 is suhonlinat<-,l to that of i. G, i; \3) that it is herewith presupJ"'"!•l 
that the apostle shouhl have written : "~; ~,a ,;,;;.,.,, ;:.,.,, '"' ,,-,; "f'"PT:-, """F" 

";."'"" 'X'I'", wl,ir:h, however, is incorrect, as the advocate-oilico of Christ is 
not mcntioncll in the 11reccding. 

" Sol'inus inr:orrcllly renders "f'"P",;_,.,, = mancrc in pcccati. ; L,;tll,·r even 
more so=" to remair: unbaptizcd." 
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professiouem nominis ipsins adhuc in peccatis manet, necdnm 
resipuit, etc.; for, on the one hand, the true Christian may 
indeed sin, but cannot remain iu his sins ; and, on the other 
hand, Christ is not the 7rapaK'A11Toc; for him who remains in 
his sins. Besser correctly: " If any man sin-not with wilful 
doing of sin, but in spite of the will in his miud, which says 

t • " '"' " ' ' , ] F no o sm. - 7rapaK11,7JTOV e-x,oµev 7rpoc; TOV 'TT'aTepa rom 
the 1st pers. plur. it follows that the preceding nc; is used 
quite generally; the apostle is speaking communicatively, and 
does not wish himself to be considered exclu<led.1 It is 
unnecessary for the connection of this sentence to supply: 
" let him know that," or : " let him comfort himself with the 
thought that," or any similar expression ; for it is precisely 
through the aµapnivew of believers that Christ is induced to 
be their Paraclete. The verb EXELV indicates that Christ 
belongs to believers.2 - The word 7rapaK°'ATJTO<; has both a 
general and a special forensic meaning ; in the former, in 
which it is = "assister," or "helper," it is used in Gospel of 
John xiv. 16, 26, xv. 26, xvi. 7, where the Holy Ghost is so 
called because by His witness He leads the disciples into all 
truth ; see Meyer on John xiv. 16 ; ~ here, on the other hand, 
it is used in its forensic meaning=" advocatus, patronus 
cansae," or even more special=" intercessor," and is in close 
connection with the following i"'Aauµoc;, and refers back to the 
acpdvai and JCa0ap{t;Eiv of chap. i. 9 ; so that in Christ the 
typical action of the high priest interceding for the people 
has reached its complete fulfilment. The idea of the apostle 
therefore is-as almost all co1111nentators recognise4-the same 

1 Augustin : liabemus dixit, nou liabetis; rnalnit sc pouerc in numcro pecca
torum, ut habeat advocatnm Christmn, c1mun ponere se pro Christo atlrncato et 
inveniri inter damnandos supcrbos. - Socinns thinks that the apostle speaks in 
the first person, non quod 1·evcrn ipse cssct unus ex illis, qui adhuc pcccarcnt, 
sctl ut rnelius indicet, id c1nod affirrnat pertinerc ad onmcs, quilms cvangclimn 
anunnciatum est ; clearly erroneous. Grotius arbitrarily : habet ille advocatnm, 
sed ccclcsia lrnbct, qnae pro lapso precatur. Prcccs antcm ccclesiac Christus 
more advocati Deo patri commendat. 

" Besser: "He has made Himself ours, has given onr faith au eternally valid 
claim on Him." 

3 In the fact that iu the Gospel of John the Holy Ghost, but here Christ, is 
called ,rc,pu"-;,~-.-o;, there is so much the less a contradiction, as in Johu xiv. 1G 
it is expressly put: ,l!;,;.o, ,rc,pu,.;.m•ov, by which Christ signifies that He Him
self is the proper ,ra.pi,,,;.~.-os, and the Holy Ghost His substitute. 

• l:urnnl, ,vho here gives the same explanation, explains the expression in the 
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as is expressetl in J:01u. viii. :.l-1 (o, /Cat EVTV"/X(tVEt V7i"f p 11µwv), 
in Heu. ix. 2--1 (Eia-ijA.0€V O Xpta-TO', ... f£', ... 70V oupavov, 
vuv iµq:,avtu0ijvat T(p r.poa-Wr.<tJ TOU 0EOu V7T'Ep 11µwv), and 
in IIcl,. vii. 2':5.1 -r.po<, TOV r.an!pa] r.po<, in the same sense 
as chap. i. 2. - God is called 7raT1Jp, because the r.apa,cATJTO<, 
is the Son of God, and we also (believing Christians) have 
l,ecome through Him TE/Cva Tou 0Eou, chap. iii. 1, '.!. -
' I na-ouv Xpta-Tov oi,caiov] Christ is the Paraclete, not as the 
Logos, lrnt as the incarnate Logos, who has shed His aiµa 
(chap. i. 7) for the atonement,-and indeed inasmuch as He is 
OL/Cato<,; oi,mto<, is here also neither== lcnis et bonus (Grotins), 
nor = oi,caiwv ( sec "\Y olf on this passage) ; but neither is it = 
ficlelis atqnc vcrax, quatenus id praestat quod promisit, se 
scilicet suis adfuturnm (Socinus); according to the usus 
loqnencli, o{,cato<, could Le understood of (judicial) justice 
(nede: justns advocatus, injusLls causas non snsf.'ipit), hut 
then the adjective would have had to be put with r.apa
lCATJTOV; Ebrard incorrectly explains it= o/,caio<, ,ca1, ot1caiwv; 
lint this explanation is HO much the more unwarrantable, as 
Ot/Catouv is the very lmsiuess of the r.apa!CA.TJTO', ; l,y the 
epithet OLKato<,, Christ is held up before the (tµapTavova-t as 
one who IJy His nature is fitted to be the l'aracletc of sinuers, 
i.e. as one who perfectly satisfies the will ol' God; who is 
"just and stainless, and without sin" (Luther). "Only as 
the Holy One, in whom the holy iLleal of manhood is seen 
realized, can He intercede for sinners with the heavenly 
Father" (l\ candcr). 

Rlrn.\1:i-::.-IIow Christ executes His ofllcc of Adrncatc with 
the J,'ather, .John does not say; a dogmatic exposition of it is 
not in place here, still it is important to mark the chief elements 
which arc the result of the apostle's statement. These arc the 
following :-1. The l'araclctc is Jc:ms, the glorified Tiedeemer 

Gospel or Jolrn= ''Comforter,",·; .,,a:,a.u,;.,, (more correctly "'"l'ua:;..,,,,.a,, miJ.), 
nccunling to the Hclir<"W c~~r.,, LXX .. Joh Hi. 2; but in this passage it is not 

..-a.fa.";·"'°;, but -,,a.pa.,.;.,./;-:-w;, • that is usc•J; llofmnnn"s explanation is also 
incorrrr:t (,','chrijn,,11:. II.:.!, p. 15 ff.)=" Teacher" (comp. ll[eycr anJ llcngstcn
bcrg 011 .John xiv. 16). 

1 Thi., i,lca is not, as it might appear, in contr:ulietion with .John x,·i. 26 ; 
for ,·n:n in this statement a lasting iutcrccssiou by l.'hri~t is i1111icatcJ, since 
('hri.,t as,'J'ihcs the hearing of prayer in His na111e to llimsclt' (xiL 13) as well as 
to the Father. 
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who is with the Father; therefore neither His divine nature 
alone, nor His human nature alone, but the Lord in His divine
human personality. 2. The presupposition is the reconciliation 
of men with God by His blood. 3. His advocacy has reference 
to believers, who still sin amid their walking in light; and 4. 
It is a real activity in which He intercedes for His people (that 
God may manifest in their forgiveness and sanctification His 
faithfulness and justice) with God, as His (and their) Father. 
If these points are observed, on the one hand, there is found in 
the apostolic statement no ground for a materialistic conception, 
which Calvin opposes in the following words: obiter notandum 
est, nimis crasse errare eos, qui patris genibus Christum advol
vuut, ut pro nobis oret. Tollendae sunt eiusmodi cogitationes, 
'lnae coelesti Christi gloriae derogant ;-but neither, on the 
other hand, is there any justification for doing away with the 
idea, as not a few commentators have been guilty of. Even 
Bede has not kept himself free from it, when he says that the 
advocacy consists in this, that Christ presents Himself as man 
to God, and prays for us non voce, sed miseratione, and there
fore considers the intercessio, not as an actio realis, but only as 
an actio interpretativa. But the idea is even more done away 
with, when the intercession is viewed only as the permanent 
effect of the redemptive work accomplished by Christ in the 
giving up of His life to the death, which is no doubt the opinion 
of Baumgarten-Crusius when he says: "The apostles certainly 
did not think of a special oral intercession, but of an interces
sion by deed, in His work." 1 Li.icke rightly says : "The mean
ing of this form of representation is no other than this, that 
J csus Christ also in His o6~a with the Father continues His 
work of reconciliation. If Christ were not the eternal Paraclete 
for us with God, His saving and reconciling work would be 
limited to His earthly life merely, and in so far could not be 
regarded as eterual and complete;" but it is not to the point 
when he further puts it: "·without the eternally active saving 
and reconciling spirit of Christ, without the mevµ,a Xp167o'.i, 

Christ would not be a perfect, a living Christ;" for John is not 
here speaking of the '::'Hv11,a of Christ, but of the personal Christ 
Himself. The explanation of de 1,V ette, that the advocacy of 
Christ is the combination of the idea of the glorified and of the 
suffering :Messiah, is also unsatisfactory, because it changes the 

1 Similarly Kostlin (p. 61): "Christ is the eternal "'tr.fd.":>.."ro; ; He docs not 
however, pray the Father, but the sense of His office of Advocate is 5imply this, 
that for His sake the Father also loves those who believe on Him." Frommanu 
also (p. 4 72 ff.) finds in the statement of the apostle only a symbolical form of 
expression, uy which the continuation of the atoning work of Christ in His statt 
of exaltation is indicated. 

llIEYEI:.-1 Jon::,, U 
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objective reality into a subjective representation. N eander 
rightly says: "When Christ is described as the Advocate, this 
is not to be understood as if only the effects of the work once 
accomplished by Him were transferred to Himself.-J ohn con
siders the living Christ as personally operating in His work, as 
operating in His glorified position with His Father, with the 
same holy love with which He accomplished His work on earth 
as a mediation for sinful man. It is by Him in His <liYine
human personality that the connection between man, saved and 
reconciled to God by Him, and God as the Father, is always 
brought about." Comp. also :Meyer on Rom. viii. 34, and 
nraune in the fundamental dogmatic ideas of the passage. 

Yer. 2. ,cal auTor;=et ipse, idemque ille; Kat is here also 
the simple copula, and is not to be resolved either into qufri 
(a Lapide) or nam. - auTor; refers back to 'I11a-. Xpta--rov 
0£,ca,ov, and the epithet o{,ca,ov is not to be lost sight of here ; 
Paulus, contrary to the context, refers auTo<, to God. -
i'Xao-µor; Jun] The word i"Aaa-µor;, which is used besides in the 
N. T. only in chap. iv. 10, and here also indeed in combina
tion with 7rep'i, -rwv £'iµ. ~µwv, may, according to Ezck. xli\·. 
27 (= n~~J:i), mean the sin-offering (Li.icke, 3d ed.), but is here 
to be taken in the sense of C'")~~. Lev. x.x.v. 9, Num. v. 8, and 
no doubt in this way, that Christ is called the ill.ao-µor;, irrn,;
much as He has expiated by His atµa the guilt of sin. This 
reference to the sacrificial blood of Christ, it is true, is not de
manded by the idea 1Aaa-µor; in itsclj,1 but certainly is demanded 
by the context, as the apostle can only ascribe to the blood of 
Christ, in chap. i. 7, the cleansing power of which he is there 
speaking, because he knows that reconciliation is based in it. 

RE~IATIK.-In classical Greek it.ull';mrJcu (as middle) is= ,}.,w~ 
,:;-01:j;./; but in scripture it never appears in this active significa
tion, in which G-od would not be the object; but in all the 
passages where the Septuagint makes use of this word, whether 
it is as the translation of ,~~ (I's. lxv. 4, lxxviii. 38, lxxix. D), 
or of C?9 (I's. xxi\'. J 1 ; 2 King:'l v. 18), or of C1=J? (Ex. x::aii. 

I In the Scptnagint not only ,locs :}.u.u,,,; appear as the translation or the 

Ilc:brcw i1~'?~ (Ps. cxxix. 4; Dau. ix. 9), hut ;}.a.ns,P,., is also uscu= to /,,.; 

mcl'cij11l, to foryil·e (Ps. h\'. 4, b:xviii. 38, lxxix. 9), 7 uitc without rcforcncc 
to an offcrin;;. - The explanation of Paulus, howc,·cr: "He (i.e. God) is the 
pmc exercise of compassion on acc<'1mt of sinful faults," is not justifiable, 
because, in the first 1ilacc, Gou is not the snbj,·ct, anu secondly, the :}.a.u,,,; of 
Christ is not the forgivcncs~ itself, but is that which procures forginnes.,. 
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14), God is the subject, and sin, or sinful man, is the object; in 
Heb. ii. 17, Christ is the subject, and the object also is 7"a; 
a11,ap7"la;. The case is almost exactly similar with ig,AacrxscrOa,, 
which does not appear in the N. T. at all, but in the 0. T., on 
the other hand, is used as the translation of i!:):;, much more 
frequently than the simple form; it is only where this verb is 
used of the relation between men, namely Gen. xxxii. 21 and 
Prov. xvi. 14, that the classical usus loquendi is preserved; but 
elsewhere with ;;,Mcr,w;Ja,, whether the subject be God (as in 
Ezek. xvi. 63) or man, especially the priest, the object is either 
man (Lev. iv. 20, v. 26, vi. 7, xvi. 6, 11, 16, 17, 24, 30, 33; 
Ezek. xiv. 17) or sin (Ex. xxxii. 30; both together, Lev. v. 18, 
N um. vi. 11 ), or even of holiness defiled by sin (the most 
holy place, Lev. xvi. 16; the altar, Lev. xvi. 18, xxvii. 33, 
Ezek. xliii. 22); only in Zech. vii. 2 is found l;,Mo-?.ao-0w 7"ov 

?.6p10v, where, however, the Hebrew text has i1tn: '~~-n~ ni~,:i7. 
'I?.aa11,6,, therefore, in scripture does not denote the reconciliation 
of God, either with Himself or with men, and hence not placatio 
(or as Myrberg interprets: propitiatio) Dei, but the justification 
or reconciliation of the sinner with Goel, because it is never 
stated in the N. T. that God is reconciled, but rather that we 
are reconciled to Gocl.1 

Grotius, S. G. Lange, and others take t>..a<rµ,oc;= t>..a<rT~p; 
of course that abstract form denotes the personal Christ, but 
by this change into the concrete the expression of the apostle 
loses its peculiar character; " the abstract is more compre
hensive, more intensive; comp. 1 Cor. i. 30" (Bruckner); it 
gives it to be understood " that Christ is not the propitiator 
through anything outside Himself, but through Himself" 
(Lucke, 2d ed.), and that there is no propitiation except 

1 Comp. Delitzsch in his Commentary on the Epistle to the Hebrews, on 
chap. ii. 17, p. 94 ff. But it is to be noticed that Delitzsch, while he states 
correctly the Biblical motle of representation, bases his opening discussion on the 
idea of the "self-reconciliation of the Godhead with itself," an idea which is 
not contained in scripture.-It is observed by several commentators that />..airfL,;, 
as distinguished from ""',,.a;>..>.."''l'~ = "V crsohnung" (reconciliation), is to be 
tr:i.nslated by "Slihnung" or "Versiihnung" (both= Engl. expiation, atone
ment). It is true, Verslihnung and Versiilmung arc properly one and the same 
word, but in the usage of the language the distinction has certainly been fixe1l 
that the latter word denotes the restoration of the disturbed relationship by an 
expiation to be performed ; only it is inexact to a~sert that the idea />.."'"fL•' in 
itself contains the idea of punishment, since ; >..rlir:«ir#a;, does not include this 
idea either in classical or in Biblical usage, and i!;,>..tfir"'"'"'', though mostly 
indeed used in the 0. T. in reference to a sacrifice by which sin is covered, is 
also usecl without this reference (comp. Ecclus. iii. 28). 
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through Him.1 
- The relation of i'Xauµor; to the preceding 

r.apc1.KA17Tov may he variously regarded ; either r.apuKA'TJTO, is 
the higher idea, in which i)..auµor; is containecl, Bede: advo
catum habemus apml l'atrem qui interpellat pro nobis et 
propitium emu ac placatum peccatis nostris reddit ; or con
versely: i)..auµor; is the higher idea, to which the advocacy is 
subordinated, as de ,v ettc thus says : " t>..auµ6r; docs not 
merely refer to the sacrificial death of Jesus, but, as the more 
general idea, includes the intercession as the p1;ogressiYc 
1·econciliation" (so also Ricldi, Frommann); or lastly, both 
ideas are co-ordinate with one another, Christ being the 
[Xauµir; in regard to His blood which was shed, and the 
r.apdKA'TJTOr;, on the other hand, in regard to His present 
activity with the Father for those who are reconciled to God 
through His blood. Against the first view is tlrn sentence 
heginning with Kal avTor;, by which tAauµo, is marked as an 
idea which is not already contained in the idea r.apaKA'TJTO,, 

hnt is distiuct from it; against the second Yicw it is decisiYc 
that the propitiation, which Christ is described as, has refer
ence to all sins, hut His intercession, on the other hand, has 
reference only to the sins of the believers who belong to Him. 
There remains, accordingly, only the thfrd view as the only 
correct one (so also Braune). The relationship is this, that 
the intercession of the glorified Christ has as its presupposi
tion the [)..auµoc, wrought out in His <lcath,2 yet the sentence 
Kal avTor; is not merely adclcd, ut causa redllatur, cur Christus 
sit advocatns noster (IIornejus, and similarly lleza, Lorinuf', 
~ander, etc.), for its independence is thereby taken away; 
the thought contained in it 11ot merely serves for the explana
tion or confirmation of the preceding, but it is also full of 
meaning in itself, ns it brings out the relation of Christ to 
the whole world of sinners. - 7r€pl 7T"WV c~µapnwv 11µwv] 

1 The ,·asc i.s the same with 11,r r•x1•rr"io11 :,.,,~µ,; as with other al,stmcti011s 
J,y which l'hrist is ,lcsl'!'il,r•,I, '" ~.,;,, ,;,,,, (,;,~ui,,,, 1< • .-.>.. '\\"ho uoes not frd 
tl-,at hy these words something 11111,·h 111orc ,·orn)'n·h<'1JSi1·e is expressed than in 
the concrete forms : D ~t.10-:r,uZ11, D Od,,,-,Z,, 0 ti:;,ui~""'• "· .... A. ? 

"l{iistlin incorrectly says (p. 180): "Christ i~ """'f""}..""''~, while Ho is 
:).Y.r,-µ1;, i.f'. liigh rrit•st, al}ll at 1111· same time sacrifiC"e, a liigh prirst who offi·r~ 
him,l'lf; nml ;,.auµ,r, while lie i., ""'/,;_"'·""'"';, i.,. a sal'rificc whirh ofkr.s itself:" 
for nl'itlu·r <lor·s """I""}..· <lcsailor· the high-]'ri,·stho,11! of Christ, according to its 
full comprehension, nor tlocs ;}..,zuf''' mean "sacrifice." 
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7rep{ expresses the reference quite generally: "in regard to;" 
it may here be observed that Jg,,.,Ju,cea0at in the LXX. is 
usually construed with 7repi, after the Hebrew S,y i;i?. The 
idea of substitution is not suggested in 1rep{. - With Twv 
aµapT. 17µwv, comp. chap. i. 9 ; it is not merely the sins of 
Christians (ryµwv, i.e. fidelium; Bengel) before their conversion 
that are meant, Lut also those which are connnitted by them 
in their Christian life; comp. chap. i. 7. Ebranl's opinion, 
that these words are added to iAarrµo<; merely as a preparation 
for the following additional thought, is inadmissible; they 
rather suggest themselves to the apostle-and without regard 
to what follows-im1s11nH:h as it is only by virtue of them 
that the idea obtains complete expression. - ou 1rep~ TWV 

, I <;'\ , , ...... ' ' \ ..... - , ] E 'TJJJ-E,epwv oe µovov, Ul\.l\.a Kat 1rept OI\.OU Tou ,corrµou ◄ xpan-
sion of the thought, in reference to the prececling 7rep~ T. aµ. 
17µwv, in order to mark the universality of the propitiation. 
It is incorrect to understand by iJµeZ<; the J cws, and by 
Kcaµo<; the Gentiles (Oecum., Cyril, Hornejus, Semler, Rickli, 
etc.); iJµeis are rather believers, and ,couµo<; is the whole of un
believing mankind; so Spener, l'aulus, de ,v ette, Lucke, Sander, 
N eander, Diisterd., Braune, etc. - Daumgarten-Crusius agrees 
with this interpretation, only he understands by ,caaµo<; not 
mankind together (extensive), but successively (protensive); 
but this distinction is unsuitable. It would be preferable to 
say that J olm was thinking directly of the ,cauµor, as it 
existed in his time, without, however, limiting the iclea to it. 
The interpretation of Augustin and of Dede, by which ,corrµo, 
is=" ecclesia electorum per totum mundnm dispersa," is 
clearly quite arbitrary. The propitiatory sacrifice was offered 
for the whole world, for the whole of fallen mankincl; if all 
do not obtain the blessing of it, the cause of that does not lie 
in a want of efficacia in it ; Di.isterdieck therefore rightly says : 
'' The propitiation is of judicial nature; according to this, the 
propitiation for the whole world has its real efficacia for the 
whole world; to the believing it brings life; to the unbelieving, 
death." Calvin quite improperly asserts : sub omnibus re
probos non comprehendit, setl eos designat, qui simul credituri 
erant et qui per varias mundi plagas dispersi erant (similarly 
Beza) ; against this the statement of Bengel is sufficient: 
quam late peccatum, tarn late propitiatio. The expressly 



310 TIIE FIRST EPISTLE OF THE APOSTLE JOHN. 

:ulded o">..oi., places the matter beyond all doubt. -With 
regard to the genitive 7r€pt OA.. TOV ,couµov, ,viner says (p. 
5 0 9, VII. p. ii 3 6) : " instead of this, either 7rcp't Twv o">..ov 

,-. "·, or, instead of the first words, m,p',, ~µwv rni~ht have been 
written; similarly Heb. ix. 7 ; " many cornme11tators, on the 
other hand, supply Ta,v directly, as Grotius, Semler, ,vilke 
(Jfmncncntil.·, II. p. 145 ), de ,v ette, Dilsterdieck; as the 
Vulg. renders: "pro totius 1nund1:," and Luther: "fi.ir clcr 
ga11zen \V elt." On behalf of this, appeal is made to passages 
such as John v. 36,1 Matt. v. 20; but the construction which 
appears in these passages is the well-known comparatio com
pendiaria, which does not occur here, as there is no comparison 
here at all; au oratio variata is therefore to be accepted, 
which was the more natural to the apostle, as the idea ,c6uµoi;; 

includes in itself that of sin.2 

Vv. 3-11. J<\u-ther antithetical statement of the believers' 
walk in light; it is described as T1]pc'iv TU', EVToXa~· 0cov (vv. 
3-G) ; this then is further defined as a 7rcpi1raTc'iv ,ca0wc; 

E/C€£VO', 7r€pt€7rl1T1]U€ (ver. 6), and u.rya1rijv TOV docXcpov is 
emphasized as ueing the essence of this walk (vv. 7-11). 

Ver. 3. Semler ,rnuld make a new section begin here : 
"after the foundation of salvation has been spoken of, them 
follows the exhortation to preserving the salvation ;" incor
rectly; ver. 3 is closely connected with chap. i. 5, G, and 
states in what the Christian's walk in light consists; therefore 
also it begi11s si111ply with ,ea[. - £V TOUT~ rywwu,coµfv] EV 

,-ouT~ refers to the following iav; the oLject is stated by on; 
the same cornl>ination is fonml in the Gospel of ,John xiii. 35; 
similarly in chap. iv. 13, where, however, the particle OT£ is 
usecl instead of Ettv, and chap. v. 2, "·lll·re oTav is used. 
A Lapide wru11gly weakens the force uf ~;wcvu,coµw : non certo 
et llemonstrative, sed prolmLiliter et cunjednrnliter ; it is 
rather the anxiety of the apostle to bring out that the 
Christian has a sure and certain consciousness of the nature 

J 'l'l1is passage is citctl by Ebrani furthl"r, in onlrr to 111·0,·c his as~crtion : 
"This alibn·viation for "''P; -c;;,, ,}.ou -cov "'"!'-•" 11c,·1ls 110 t•xplanation" (!). 

"\Vhcn Dra11nc, who has acccptt,l the ,•xplanation which is here gin-n of th~ 
verse as a whole and in detail, says in reference to the oratio variata which 
occurs h,-re : "it has not hap1wnc,I for U1e sake of the c,·il which attaches to the 
,.,,,,,.", !'t>r this is tnw of Christi:rns also (1·011trary to ll11thl"r)," he thereby shows 
tl1at he has not corr~ctly understood the above remark. 
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of the Christian life. This certainty is confirmed to him by 
unmistakeable facts, in which the truth of his knowledge 
attests itself. - on i7vw,caµ,€v a1iT6v] avT6v seems to refer to 
the last-mentioned subject in ver. 2, therefore to Olirist; so it 
is explained by Oecumenius, Erasmus, Grotius, Calov, Spener, 
Bengel, Semler, J olmnnsen, Sander, Myrberg, Erdmann, etc. ; 
but the deeper train of thought is opposed to this ; John is 
not continuing the idea of ver. 2, but is going back to the 
fundamental thought of the whole section: "He who has 
fellowship with Goel walks in the light ; " the principal sub
ject is God, and to it, therefore, avT6v is to be referred; so 
Calvin, Beza, Li.icke, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, de Wette, 
Bri.ickner, Ebrard, Di.isterdieck, Braune, etc.1 

- On i7vw,caµ,€v, 
which is not, with Lange and Carpzov, to be interpreted= 
" love," the commentators rightly remark that it is not a mere 
external, purely theoretical knowledge that is to be understood 
by it ;2 it is the living knowledge that is meant, i.e. a know
ledge in which the subject (God) is really received into the 
inner life, and thought and action are determined by it,3 so 

1 The reason brought fonvarel by Ebrarel: "it lies also in the ielea of the coin
inandinents, thnt they arc mentioncel as commanelmcnts of the Father nnel not of 
the Son," is not vnliel; comp. Gospel of John xiv. 15, 21, 23, xv. 10. Ebranl, 
on the other hancl, rightly points to vcr. 6, where '"''"; (Christ) is distingnishe,l 
from ,,,;,..,;, From this verse it also follows that John, in this section, is con
sidering Christ not as having girnn commanelments, but as having walkecl 
according to the commandments of Goel. 

~ Lorinus: cognosccrc cum quadam voluntatis propeudentis approbationc. -
A Lapidc: cognitionc non tantum spcculativa, sctl et practica, quae cum amore 
et affectu conjuncta est, ac in opus dcrivatur. - Spcner: "This is not a mere 
knowing (1 Cor. viii. 1), such as may exist without love, but a knowleJgc which 
comes into the heart anel fulfils His will with trust."- De Wctte: "Knowledge 
of the heart, not of the mind, wherc,Yith activity is also assumed."-Li.lcke: 
"the knowledge of Goel in the highest sense ; not, however, in so far as it is 
identical with the love of God, but only in so far as it really impels men practi
cally to fulfilment of the divine commands, anel thus reveals itself in gmwing 
love to the God who is known as the Light." 

3 \Yciss not unjustly contends against the current view of.,,,..;""'" in John, in 
so far as the idea of knowledge is not kept pure in it from confusion with other 
ideas; but when \Veiss says that in John only "the knowledge that rests on 
immediate contemplation is to be thought of," anel observes that "it lies in the 
natme of the case, that in this intuition and contemplation the object is receivccl 
into the entire spiritual being of man as n-nay, as tlie determining power," he 
not only agrees with the explanation given above, but defines the iJea in such a 
way as not to deviate so very far from the commentators whom he opposes as his 
polemic would lcatl one to suppose, 
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that E"fvw,c/.vat is necessarily connected wiLh the ,coivwv{av 
i!xciv P,€T. avTOV ( chap. i. 6) ; still it is inexact to render OT£ 

E"fl'W/Caµw auTov, with Occumenius, directly by OTt UVV€1Cpa-
01)µ€v auT<j,, or, with Clarius, by societatem habenms cum eo. 
By ti"fvw,caµw the element of consciousness in the fellowship, 
and with this its internal and spiritual side, is brought out. 
- eav Trtr; EVTO°Xar; auTOV T1JpWµ€v] The expression T. EVTOA. 
T1JpE'iv 1 describes the obedience resulting from the internal 
faithful keeping of the commandments ;2 it is incorrect, with 
Draune, so to press the idea T71pE'iv here, in its distinction from 
7i'Ot€'iv, that merely " attention to the commandments" is to be 
understood by it; it rather includes in itself the actual obedi
ence. This obedience is not here regarded as the means of 
the knowledge of God, Lut as the proof of it; rightly Oecu
rnenius: Otci TWV i!p"fWV ?J Tf.AEla Of.Of.LICVVTat U"fa1T71; only 
he should have said ""fVW<rtr; " instead of a"fa1T71. Between 
lJoth of those there is the su.me relationship as between fellow
ship with God and walking in light ; for as the former is 
related to the knowledge of God, so is the latter related to the 
oLservance of the divine commandments, which is the concrete 
embodiment of ev T'f) i/JwT'i 1TEpt1TaTe'iv. 

Yer. 4. Inference from ver. :; , expressing the antithetical 
side. - o Xi"fWV K.T.X.] is used in the same sense as iav 
Et1rwµEv, chap. i. 6. ,vithout reason, Braune considers that 
" in the singular there lies a progress in the development of 
the thought." The statement that i!'Yvw,ca is used " with mani
fest regard to the Gnostics " (Ebrard), is not to be accepted ; 
o AE"fWV is rather to Le taken in a quite general sense, comp. 
Yer. G, at the same time referring to the appearance of such a 
moral indifferentism among- the churches. auTov, as in ver. :3 
= 0€oV. - yevo-T71r; £0'Ti] = ,YflJOfTat, chap. i. G ; hut in such 
a way that the idea is more sharply brought out by it (Urnunc). 

l It is to he notice,!, that to ,lcscrihe tltc• Christian rommamlmcnls John 
llC\'l'r uses ''f'-•• (which Ly him is 011/y used in rci'ercnl'c t,, the )Iosaic Law), but 
gencmlly i>ToAa.i (only now a111I then ;.,y" e.,;; or x;,,~,ii); aml as Ycrb, -rr.p,i,, 

ucnr "•"'' (,,xccpl in Hc1·. xxii. 14). - In tlw writings of Pan!, ""f''' ,,.,.,>.;., 
appears only in 1 Tim. Yi. H, an,! l,csi,l,·s in th,, X. T. in )Lttt. xix. li (chap. 
xxviii. 20: rrt'lpt'i-, -,,.a.w..-tz Otra iw!Tt,i-.tlp.r,w ~1-1.'"i,). ...., 

e 'I'll<' paraphrase of :-:icmkr may be gi1·c11 lien· llll'r"I:,- fur it~ l'miosity: Si (nos 
Aposloli) r<:tincmns <:t magnifacimus hanc ,-jns ,l,.drin:nn: Dcum cssc paritcr 
onmium grntium. 
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- Kal. €V TOUTCf> K.7.:X..J as in chap. i. 8. - From the connection 
lietween the knowledge of God and the observance of His 
commandments, it follows that he who boasts of the former, but 
is wanting in the latter, has not the truth in him, but is a liar. 

Ver. 5. In this verse the apostle confirms the idea of ver. 3, 
in the form of an antithesis to ver. 4, and with the introduc
tion of a new element. - 8, o' av T1JPll al!TOU ( i.e. 0€ou) TOV 

:X.o,yov] The particle U, which refers not to ver. 3 (Lucke), but 
to the words Ka£ TOS €VTOAa<, aUTOU µry TTJpwv, ver. 4, shows 
that this verse stands in the same relationship to ver. 4 as chap. 
i, 7 to ver. 6 ; "TTJPll is with emphasis put first, aud similarly 

• ~ b r ' .,. ' " (B ) ' ~ ' .,. , • auTou r,:iore Tov l\,o,yov ranne . - auTou o l\,o,yo, 1s synony-
mous with al €VTOA.a£ auTou, vv. 3 and 4: " the essence of 
the divine comlllandments ; " a Lapide : Dicit vcrbmn cjus in 
siugulari, quia praecipue respicit legem caritatis; haec enim 
cacteras omnes in se comprehendit. - The predicate does not 
l"\lll: OVTO', E,YVWKEV aUTav, but: UATJ0W, EV TOIJT«:p 17 Cl,YU'TT'TJ TOU 

0Eofi TETEXElwTa£, whereby "a new side of the thought comes 
into view" (Ebrarci). - ciX1J0w,] "in truth," opposed to appear
ance and mere pretence ; it is emphatically put first, as in 
John viii. 31; with reference to the preceding 71 aX10E£a (de 
\V ette) ; and serves to bring out not a quality of the TETe

XE{wTa£ (Ebrard), but the actuality of the iv TouTtp ... 

T€T€A€lwra£ (so also Bruckner). - €V TOIJTtp 7/ ll'"fa7t"T} TOU 0€0U 

T€T€A€LWTa£] ,, U'"fa7T'1J T. 0Eou is not here, as in chap. iv. 9 : 
" the love of God to us " (Flacius, Calovius, Bengel, Spener, 
Tiussmeyer, Sander, Lange, etc.), nor: "the love commanded 
l,y God" (Episcopius), nor: "the relationship of mutual love 
between God and man" (Ebrard: "the mutua amicitia et 
conjunctio between Goel and the Christian "); 1 but: "love to 
God," as in chap. ii. 15, iii. 17, iv. 12, v. 3 (Bede, Oecumenius, 
Luther, Calvin, Beza, Lorinus, Hornejus, Paulus, de ,v ette
Tiriickner, Baumgarten-Crusius, Liicke, Dii.sterdieck, Erdmann, 
l\lyrberg, Braune, etc.). This interpretation is required by the 
context ; for " the love of God " appears here in place of the 

1 Similarly Besser: " 'The loi·e of God in 11s' usually embraces both God's 
lorn to us, by which, and 0111· ]o\'C to God, in which we !h·e. This is the case in 
this passage also." This interpretation can be just as little gr~mmatieally 
justified as that of Ebrard; neither a duplicity nor a mutual re/alionsliip is 
expressed in the phrase ~ «y. -r,ii e .. ii. 
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"knowledge of GoLl,'' vv. 3 and 4. As in the latter, so in the 
former abo, consists fellowship with God. Both, love and 
knowledge, arc so inscparal.Jly connected, and are so essentially 
one in their principle and nature, that the one is the condition 
of the other.1 -The i<lea TeTeXelooTai is not to be weakened, 
ns in Beza: TeAetouv hoe in loco non declarat perfecte alifp1id 
consummarc, sed mendacio et simulationi opponitur, ut hoe 
plane sit, quod dicimus: mettre en execution; but it is to 
lie taken in its constant meaning: "has been perfected," as in 
chap. iv. 12, 17, 18? The objection, that nevertheless no 
Christian can boast of perfect love to God, docs not justify an 
arbitrary change of meaning. The absolute idea -r11pe'iv avTou 
-rov AO"/OV demands for its counterpart an ideo. quite as absolute 
(so also Bri.ickner).3 Where the word of God is perfectly 
fulfilled, there love to God is perfect; in perfect obedience 
perfect love is shown. That the Christian has not attaine(l 
this perfection at any moment of his life, hut is ever only in 
a state of progress towards it, is no doul.Jt true; Lut J olm is 
not here euusidering that aspect (so also Braune).'1 

- iv TOVT'f' 
"/Wwu,-oµ.ev J iv TOVT'f' refers neither to the thought contained 
in vcr. G (Socinns, Ewald), nor to ~ aJya7r7J ... -re,eX., Lnt to 
the keeping of the commandments (so also Diistcrdieck, Elm:ml, 
Briickner, Braune). Obedience is the evi<lence for the know
ledge that we arc €V aimp. - on iv auT<ji icrµEV] The expressinn 
signilies the inward fellowship of life (differently .Acts XYii. :2 S); 
it combines the preceding iv TOUT~,> ••. TETf.A. aml the former 

1 <:rot ins, it is hur, is not wrong when he says: Amor praesupponit c:,,gni• 
tiom·m; but it is just as concct to say: Cogniiio pracsnpponit anw1"<•111. 

" Even Bengel's interpretation: perfcrt11111 regimen naetns et )'fi:/i clc cog11it11s 
, .,t (\'iZ. nmor Dei crg,t homincm ), ,locs not cones pond to the i,\ca of the won!. 

" Ebrani, it is true, wants the i,\ca ,,.,,,.,,.,;.,.7a1 to uc rctain,·,l Ullll'l'akcm·,l, 1,nt 
filllls hi111sdf co111pcllc<l J,y his in!erpretation of ;, uy. 7. e. lo n_c,:rcc with BPza ·.s 
.. x,,lanatiou, l,ccaus" "in the case of a rdalio11xhi1, its pn:1,ctio11 is nothing dse 
than its co11c/11~io11." Ehrnl'll's opinion, that if ;, <iy. -.-. e.= "Ion, to (:od, ·• 
.l(1hn 1nust have wl'ilt(•n -:-t>~!la i11-;-;., instcall of -:-!~!A1:w~a,, i.s-Lc·sidl·S b<:i11g 
contrary to John's IISUS /oquendi-wiihout fountlation. 

4 In I 'ah·in's cxplnuation: Si 11uis ohjicint, 11t·111inl'lll 1111rprnm fnissc rc'J'(•rtm:;, 
,p1i l1t:u111 ita prrfcetc ,liligcrct, n,spondeo: snlliccr,·, mo,lo ,p1is,p11: J'l'O grati~c 
,il,i ,la tac 111cns11rn a,l haw: p1·rfoctionc1t1 nspirct, an,! in that of ::iocinns: "Est 
,,11t,,111 J'l'!·f,-etio ista carilatis in Vcum et ohc,licnlia pra,·ccplornm 1•j11s ita int,·lli
gl·llda, nt non ornnino n:,p1iratnr, nc ci '!11ic1!ua1n tl,·es:-.c pvssit, ~e(l tanturn at 
1 j11s111,uli .'-it, 1111:t Dens pro !-il1:t inµ:enti cr,!..',t nos ho11itat,i t•onfrntu"' (•,sP. ,·(1]11it, •• 
li111i::t::u11s are i11troJ11ccd ,vhicl1 are foreign to the apostle',; train of tl1011~!it. 
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e-yvwKaµw av,ov, ancl is identical with KOtvwv{av ilxoµw µ€T, 

av-rou ( chap. i. 6 ), whid1 it defines in its internal character. The 
knowledge and love of God is being in God (so also Tirii.ckner).1 

- Grotius, who understands au,rj, of Christ, cnfeeblingly 
explains: Christi ingenii discipuli sumus. 

Ver. G gives the more particular definition of what the 
-r17pc'iv of God's commandments, and therefore the Christian's 
walk in light, consists in. - o ;\e7wv] as in ver. 4 ; here, how
ever, with the infinitive construction. - ev auT(j, µevEtV] ev 
auT<ji does not refer to Christ (Augustin, Hornejus, Wolf, 
Lange, ::N"eander, etc.), but to God. - µevEtv] instead of 1:lvat, 

ver. 5. Both expressions are synonymous, it is true, but not 
identical (Beza); in µevEtv the unchangeableness of the being 
is brought out. Bengel: Synonyma. cum gradatione : illnm 
nosse, in illo esse, in illo manere. Fromrnann (p. 1 S 7) : "The 
being and abiding in God signifies one and the same fellowship 
with God. The latter describes it merely as something con
stant, lasting, which accessory notion is not contained in the 
former expression." - ocpdi\.Et] comp. chap. iii. 16, iv. 11, "is 
in duty bound," refers back to o "i\.e7wv; it is not meant to be 
indicated here what is demanded in regard to the µev1:tv ev 
01:p, but what is the duty of him who says that he abides in 
God-if he does not want to be a liar, in ,vhom the truth is 

t 1 0' ' - ' ' ' ' [ ,, 7 no ' ver. '±. - Ka "'" €K€tVO', 7r€ptE7rllT1]G'€, Ka£ au,o<, OUTW<;'_ 
r.ept7raTE'iv] Dy these words Christ is placed as a pattern before 
Christians, i.e. in regard to His whole walk (whieh is elsewhere 
done in the N. T. only in regard to His self-abasement and 
to His conduct in suffering; see this commentary on 1 Pet. 
ii. 21) ; of what sort this was, John does not here say ; from 
the connection with what precedes, however, it is clear that 
the apostle points to Him in so far as He kept the command
ments of God, and therefore walked in the light.2 This reference 
to Christ as an example is frequently found in the same form 

1 In substantial agreement with this ,veiss says: "In vv. 3 and 4 it was 
statcu that in the keeping of God's commamlmcnts ,rn recognise that we have 
known God. If, tliercforc, tlicrc is a continuous train of thought here, the 
being in God must only be a new cxprcssiou for tlie knowing of Go,!, or must be 
directly given along with it." 

~ Semler paraplirascs : Si quis gloriatur, sc suamquc doctrinam scmper con
.cnisse cum uoctrina ilia Christi, is sane debct ctiam in humanac vitae modo 
non Judaismum praeferre (!). 
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(KaOw, iiKeivo,) in onr Epistle; so iii. 3, 7, iv. 1 7; comp. also 
John xiii. Li, xv. 10, aml passim. - 7reptr.aTe'iv describes not 
merely the disposition, but the action resulting from it. In 
the fact that John brings just this out (comp. c8pecially chap. 
iii. 17, 18), it is cvillent how far his mysticism is remoYe<l 
from mere fanaticism. - On ouTw,, sec the critical notes. 

Yv. 7 -11. A more particular statement of the nature and 
import of n7peiv Tl!S €VTOA.as aUTOU or of 7r€pt7raTe'iv ,ca0wr; 
€KE'ivor; 7r€pl€7raT1]CJ"€. 

Yer. 7. arym,17Tot] Such a form of a<l<lress does not neces
sarily indicate the commencement of a new section, but is 
also used when the subject of the discourse is intended to be 
lJ1·ought home to the hearers or readers; this is the case here. 
- OVIC €VTOA1JV ,caw17v ryparf,w vµ,'iv] certainly does not mean: 
" I do uot write to you of a new commanJ.mcnt ; " neither, 
howe\'cr: " I write (set) bcfurc you" (Bmungarten-Crusius) ; 
for ryp11cf,Ew has not this signification ; it simply means : to 
1i:rifr; when conncetctl with an object, as here, it is= to com
municate or anuouncc anything by writing; comp. chap. i. 4. 
The subject of his writing the :1postlc calls an ivTo'A11; it is 
arbitrary to iake the word here in a different meaning from 
that which it always has; thus Hickli: "the whole revelation 
of divine truth as it has been brought to us in Jesus Christ "1 

(similarly Flacius, Calovius, etc.); and Ehr:ml: "tlic mmounce
mcnt, that God is light, chap. i. 5 ; " ivToA-17 means " com
mamlrnent; " this idea must not be l:onfounded with any 
other. l\Io,;t o[ the commentators (Augustin, Bede, Oecamc11ius, 
Theophylact, Luther, Calvin, H:mmgait<m-Crnsins, de ". cttc
Hriick11cr, ~foander, Sander, Enlma1111, l\Iyrbcrg, Ewald, etc.) 
umlcrstand by it, according to n·. 0-11, the commandment of 
Lrotherly love; others, on the other hand (Socinus, Episcopius, 
C,tlovius, i:ldwtt, Li.icke, 1''ritz:schc, l◄'rommann, etc.), according 
to Yer. G, the commandment of fullowi11g Christ. These two 

1 Ehrnnl wrougly maintains that ,,ro1.,i is "a truth i11d11,li11g dircdly in itself 
practical rc•p1ircmcnts." Only the prnctical rc,p1in·ru,·11ts ,·ontaincd in a truth 
<'an lJl'-whcn rcgar,l.,,l as a 1111ity-,·allc,l ;,~,1.i, hnt not the truth which con
faius them in itself. It is tnw the deman,l of faith in the message of salrntion 
may he ,lcscrihc,l as i,TOl.>1, hut not the 111,•ssagc of sah·ation itsrlf; h,•rc, how
C\'er, lhl' ,·oult-xt forhi,ls us to take the t'xpr·:ssiou in that sense (as \\'t·iss), siuc~ 
neither in what prcccLlcs nor in what i111111ccliatdy follows is there a ,lcman,I for 
faith c:i:prcsscLI. 
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views seem to be opposed to one another, but they really are 
so only if we assume that John here wants to emphasize a 
single special commandment-in distinction from other com
mandments. This supposition, however, is erroneous ; the 
command to keep the commandments (or the word) of God 
after the example of Christ, or to walk in the light, is no 
other than the command to love one's brother. Fl'Om chap. 
i. 5 on, John is speaking not of different commandments, but 
of the one general commandment of the Christian life which 
results from the truth that God is light. It is to this com
mandment that reference is made when John, in order to 
bring it home to his readers, says : ou,c EVTOA~v ,caw~v rypaq,w 
vµ,'iv, so that by EvTo">..~ he does not indicate a commandment 
which he then for the first time is about to mention, but the 
commandment which he has already spoken of in what pre
cedes (only not merely in ver. 6), but defines more particularly 
in what .follows, namely, in regard to its concrete import.1 

Of this commandment J olm says, that it is not an EVTo">..,) 
,camj ;2 in what sense he means this, the following words 
state : ClAA' EVTOA~V 7ra">..atav, i}v EtXETE a1r' apxiJ<; ; it is not 
new, but old, inasmuch as his readers did not first receive 
it through this writing, but alrea<ly had it, and indeed a7r' 
apx1'),;, i.e. from the very beginning of their Christian life ; 
comp. chap. iii. 11; 2 John 5, 6; and, for the expression u.7r' 
iipxiJ,;, ver. 24 (Calvin, Beza, Socinus, Episcopius, Piscator, 
Hornejus, Lange, Rickli, Liicke, de ,vette-Briickner, Sander, 
Nean<ler, Besser, Diisterdieck, Erdmann, Myrberg, Ewald, 
Braune, etc.). The imperfect erxeTe, instead of which we 

1 This view is in accordance with that of Diistcrdicck, who rightly remarks: 
" The solution of the problem lies in this, that the holy corurnm1<l to walk as 
Christ walked, fully and essentially resolves it~elf into the comrnancl of brotherly 
love;" it is also accepted by Braune. The objection of Bruckner, that brotherly 
love is only a principal element, and not the complete fulfilment of following 
Christ, can only be regarded as valid if brotherly love is not viewed in its full, 
complete character; comp. John xiii. 3-i, ancl also the statement of the Apostle 
Paul: "lf'>.i.p.,f'rr. ,oµ,,u;, tlyti"lfn, Horn. xiii. 10, -The instances aclcluecd by Ebrard 
against the reference to brotherly love can only have any force if the commaml
ment which prescribes this is distinguishecl, as a special one, from the command 
to walk in light. 

2 Certainly what John here says reminds us of the statement of Christ in John 
xiii. 34 ; nor can it be denied that John was here thinking of that, as well as in 
the passage 2 John 5 ; but from this it ,loes not follow that '"" ,,..,;,.. ,r,ai,. 

,yp,.qi., .,,,_;, does not refer to what precedes, but only to what comes after (ver. 9). 
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should expect the present, either refers hack to the time 
before J olm had come to his readers, or is to he explained : 
" which ye hitherto already had." The latter is the more 
probable. Sorne commentators weaken this interpretation, 
which is demanded hy the context, and hold that John calls 
the c:ommamlment (namely, "the commandment of love") an 
old one, hecause it was already given hy Moses; thus Flacius, 
Clarius, etc. ; the Greek commentators even go beyond that, 
and refer it at once to this, that it was written from the very 
beginning in the heart of man ;1 the latter Baumg:utcn-Crnsius 
maintains, and says : " here, therefore, the ethics of Christianity 
are represented as the eternal law of reason," in which he 
explains cir.' upxii, " from the beginning of the hi5tory of 
man," and regards "ye as men" as the subject of erxE-re. -

1j El/TDA.1] 1/ r.a'A.att1 EO"Ttll () 'A.o-yor; 311 1j1COVO"aT€] This addition 
se1Tcs for a more particular definition of the preceding ; 
-iJ 1ra"ll.aia is repeated in order to accentuate this illea more 
strongly. By dxeTe it was only stated that the readers were 
in possession of the connnanchncnt; 110,Y the apo;;tle defines 
it more particularly in this respect, that it is the word (not: 
" the chief su Lstance of the word," de W ette) "·hich they hall 
llC(ml (comp. vcr. 2-!, iii. 11, iv. 3), which, therefore, was p;·o
cloiliwl unto them (comp. chap. i. 2, 3), nmuely, by the apostolic 
preaching. The clause is therefore not to he ta.ken, as Baum
gartcn-Crusius holds, as a correction of 1pr1.cf,w : "not hy him 
"·as it first given ; it is from the beginning of Chri;;tianity, 
the 'A.o•;or;, 311 1j,covO"aTe, namely, from Christ : " for 1j,covo-a-re 

docs not refer directly to -ypacf,w (Bengel), but to ei'xc-:-e." On 

1 In the seholin of 1\fotlhari it is thus pnt: ,i I''' '1,,,2:"; ,,.,,_:;,,, 'Yf~+", ,ix,";, 
' ' ' , ' 'lo' I ' 1" , '; • I • ~ ' - -

':"" 'T!~, a.,,«'7."',i; 
1 

O~tJ,-.·)J" ,°f./ X~lll'l: irnz, !""': ':" ;«' ,,_tz? o!ZLl:""'lll', c,z :r..,". ~~~1r.,,.,,.,: 
E-:':"'r,yy!1).txi:-o. E, is ov,r, l.1r.i~tz101 ,;era,, f,l'l'/-::'O":" ou" u-i:-oAr. -:;-a:Aa,a. ..• £0":-n 11 ,ca,~a, 

'1"a,; rpvrru,a.; h,ofar ,,,.,,,,(7, ~ul.ifrr,r, -:rlZ,-:-t; ,,«p <fUrr11 111.up2, ,.a~ ~r;,.,:.,uxa. ~,;.z O,.rt; 

U;-i·vr;.,., -:-o~; -:r"-""'""·- Occnn1cnius nntl rfhl•ophylact combine th,~ two tt)gdhcr, 
l:ol,!i11" that the Epistle was ,uhln,ssr,l to ,Tc-wi,h :rn,l (;,•ntik ('lnistians. 

0 ";~If assumes n peculiar antithesis lirt1n•cn the two sentence's: Ratio 
fortassis ali,prn. re,hli possit, cm r:.:;,,, et .ixovm ,.,,.• ap;.;r.; ,ihi im·iccm sulijllll• 
,:antm. Prins cnim a,l illos spl'ct:ivcrit, 1p1i ex Ju,laeis :1,l Christum connrsi 
(•rant ; illi l'nim jam ante praccl'ptum hoe ,t .. amor,• mutuo l'X kge l\Io.,is et 
prnplll'ti, cognitmn halll'bant ; postl'rius rcspicict l'X-r.entilcs, <jlli idem inter 
rrii::a ernng,•lkac ,loctrinae pracccptn :ll'C"Jll'rant : this amounts, partly, if 
nnt altn'.s~thl'r, to what the Grc-ck commentators a,ldnel' for explanation of the 
,,::1,r,-s.,ion "'")."'"· The arbitrariness of such an antith,•;is i, sdf-c1·i,le11t. 
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the addition a77'' apx,ryc; (Ree.) after rJICOVCTaTE, which Ewald 
regards as genuine, see the critical notes. 

Ver. 8. 7raALV evToA~v ,caw~v IC.T.A.] Almost all commenta
tors hold that the evToA~ ,caw~ is the same evToA~ as was the 
subject of ver. 7 ; differently Ebrarcl, who explains as follows: 
"With ver. 7 begins a new section which continues to ver. 29, 
iu which the leading thought is the position of the readers to 
the light as one which was already shining; by evT. 7ra"Jl.au, 

is meant the clause, chap. i. 5 : o 0eor; <f,wc; ecrn ; by evT. 
,caw~, on the other hand, the following clause : ;, cr,coT(a 

I \ \ ,,. ~ \ ,,. 0 \ "s:- ,,. ' 1 tl l t" 7raparyeTat ,cai TO .,.,we; TO lll\.T} WOii 'YJOTJ .,.,aLVH; 1C re a 1ve 
clause o eCTTLV a.A770er; ,c.T.A. belongs, by apposition, to the 
following sentence: on ;, u,coTta K.T.A., and states to what 
extent the essential true light has already begun to shine, 
namely, the fact that the light already shines has a double 
sphere in which it is a.A770lr;, i.e. actually realized, first in 
Christ, but then also ev vµiv, i.e. in the Ephesian readers 
themselves, and equally in all true Christians." This explana
tion is, however, incorrect; for-(1) the truth ;, CTKoT{a 7ra,pci

"fETat ,c.T.A. can just as little be called an e11ToA1J as the sentence 
o 0eor; <f,wr; ecrn (see on ver. 7); (2) the relative clause, if it 
was to be a preceding apposition to ;, cr,coT{a K.T.A., would 
have had to come after on ; according to the structure of the 
verse, o must necessarily be connected with what precedes ; 
(3) it is a false idea, that that which the clause on ;, cr,coT{a 

expresses was actually _realized in Christ ; the incorrectness of 
this idea is concealed in Ebrard's interpretation in this way, 
no doubt, that he gives to ev aim'p a different relation from 
that which he gives ev vµiv, and changes the present 7rapa-

7eTai into the perfect.2 Nor is the opinion that we are to 

1 The same view is founcl in Castellio, Socinus, and Bengel. The latter 
remarks on ,,.-,>.i,, '"""''' : pra~ceptum novum, quod nobis nunc primum in hac 
epistola scribitur; and on ;; .. , : quod hoe est illud praeceptnm, to "·hich he then 
very strangely adds : amor fratris, ex luce. 

2 Ebrard says : "The eternally existing light is one which has alreacly 
appeared ,, "-""'3/, in so far as in Christ the light objectivized has arisen for the 
world and has overcome the darkness, and ,, •f',i• in so far as also subjectively 
to the readers the light of the gospel has arisen, ancl they also subjectively have 
been drawn from darkness unto light." By ,, i,l'-i, he means, therefore, the 
readers, in whom, i.e. in whose souls, the transition from darkness to light has 
taken place; by i, «•.-ii, however, not Christ, in whom, but the worlcl, for which 
that has happened objectively, inasmuch as Christ entered as the light into the 
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nmlerstnnd liy iv-r. 7ra'J... the commandment of walking in 
light, and by iv-r. Katv11, on the other hand, tl1nt of brotherly 
love (ver. fl), tenaLle, because these cornmamlments, according 
to their import, arc not two distinct comnrnndments, but one 
nml the same commandment. Still more unjustifiable is the 
nssnmption of S. Schmid, that in ver. 7 the fundamental law 
of Christianity, namely, justification by faith, but here the 
commandment of Christian sanctification, is meant; and thnt 
of ·weiss, that hy iv-roX~, ver. 7, is to be understood the 
evangelical message of salvation, but here the commandment 
of love. The apostle, having in view here the same com
mandment as in ver. 7, says: "Again et new co111mandmcnt I 
nTitc mzto vou, u:hich thing is true in Him and in vou: because 
the darb1css is past, and the true hght now shinctlt." The 
relative clause o icrTw IC.T."A.. serves not merely to establish 
the statement that the commandment is a new one (Socinus, 
Flacins, ::Uorus, Horncjus, <le "\Vette-Briickner, Liicke, ed. 2 
and 3, e• l. 1 of this commentary, Erdmann, etc.) ;1 but the 
apostle thereby describes the commarnlment, yet not in a 
rnatl'1'ial way, so that o would he referred to the substance of 
it (Oecnmenius, Luther, Danmgarten-Crusius, Semler, From-

•brkncss of tlic worJ.\. Qnite n. different men.ning, therefore, is here assigneu to 
!, ,.;,,,.;;; from that whieh is gh·en to ;, vµ.,,, as the <lilference in the relation from 
the antithesis of "ol1jccth-e" mu! "snhjective" clearly shows.- It is not rnerdy 
the change of the present "'"f"'Y'"""' into the perfect that is the cause of thi~ 
treatment, for it apj>ears elsewhere in the commcntary,-thns on p. 148: "tl,at 
''"hir·h is trne in Christ and in yon, that the ,larkncss is past," etc.; p. 1 DO : 
"similar to the new an11om1cc111ent, that the dark1l!'ss is past," de.; p. lf.5: 
"It is the truth, that the darkness is l"'·'t _;" against whid,, 011 the other ban,!, 
"'""F"'Y'"""' is correctly explained on I'· Hi~ : "the uarkncss is l'assiug hy, is in .\ 
state of passing away, of disappearing." 

1 For if ;; i.-.-.. ~ . .-. "-· is, accor<liug to the intention of the apostle, to Le 
n·ferre,l to the iilrci of the nt·wut•ss of the comman,hncnt, he wonhl-lir.,t, harn 
given this i,lea n. mm·" ill(lep,,n,lcnt form than he has given it as a simJ>le attrilm!e 
of the ol,jeet .,.,..,._,,, ,lcpenuing on 'YF".P"'; aud, secon,lly, 11nt han~ ginn the coll
Jinnatiou of the statement (that the commamlm,-111 is a n, 11: 011,·) ill a scntenr~ 
which ,!o,·s not so mneh shu,,· th,· truth of this i,h-a a., merely state the sphere ia 
which that state1ncllt is true; to which may he atl,lhl, that the itlca so resnlti11g 
is itself so ill(listinct, that it rcr1nircs, ill onl,·r to ht" nlld.crstoml, an expbnatory 
•·ircnmloe11tio111 such as: "that the eomman,lmcnt is a new olle has its truth i11 
I "hrist, illasmnch as it uitl not nist before llilll," dt'. (<•,!. 1 of this comlll. ). 
lle~i,!1es, an n1111hasis uuwanantt,1 1,y the cont,·xt is 1,Ia,·e,l nn the id.ea of thu 
11ew1H:,s of th" comnrnndment, cs1•<·l"ially ir it is tli1ou;!ht that the followin;; 
;;,,., again scrn-s to establish the thought cxprcssc,l iu the coulirmatory clause 
(Liickc, de W cttc, llriickner). 
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mann, Diisterdieck, etc.),1 but only in a fonnal way, as that 
which is actually fulfilled in Christ and in his readers; as the 
commandment in ver. 7 was also only defined in a formal way 
by -i}v frxm, d1r' apxiJ<;, - ;; €<1'TLV ... EV uµ,i.v is the object 
belonging to rypa<pw, and EvToXhv 1tatv~v is to be taken as the 
accusative of more particular definition ; this construction of 
it is found in Ewald, only he explains EV auT~':J incorrectly 
by : " in the last-mentioned (in ver. 7) word of God;" most 
recently it has been accepted by Braune with the interpreta
tion here given. The sense accordingly is : that which is 
already true, i.e. fulfilled, in Christ and in you, namely, the 
T'TJPf£V Ta<; €VTOA.a<; TOU BEou ( comp. J olm xv. 10, where Christ 

f H • lf ' ' ' ' " ' ~ ' ' ) says o 1mse : f,YW Ta<; EVTOl\.a<; Tov 1raTpo<; µ,ou TfTIJP"l"a , 

I write unto you as a new commandment.2 With this view 
it is self-evident that the apostle calls the old commandment 
a new one only in so for as he writes it anew to them. It is 
true a different reference has usually been given to Katv~, by 
understanding it either of the constant endurance of the com
mandment of love (Calvin: novum elicit, quod Deus quotidie 
suggerendo veluti renovat; J oannes negat ejusmodi esse doc
trinam de fratribus diligendis, quae tempore obsolescat: se(l 
perpetuo vigere), or to indicate that this commandment first 
entered into the world along with Christianity - whether 
emphasis was put more upon the substance of it (Lucke, de 
\Vette, ed. 1 of this comm.), or upon the mere time of it 

1 Diisterdieck, it is true, approves of Knapp's paraphrase, which agrees with 
tlie above cxplauation: i;riA,11 (&Is) h-roA'1l11 xan. "YP· U/J,ilJ r;o'ii-oo;; fo-7111 ri.Andf; ,e.-r.A.; 

lmt, with the idea of a constrnctio ad sensum, refers ii to the prccecling ,,,,.,,.,,,, 
so that this forms the object of ypa.,P.,, which by the relative clause obtains its 
morn particular definition. In opposition to this constrnction, de ·wettc has 
rightly observed that it has grammatical difficulty. When Diistcrdicck, in reply 
to Liicke's objectiou, that with that interpretation it would neetl to nm ;; ,n,, 
,;,_d,;~. says that it is not the ;,,,.,,_,; itself as such, \Jut its substance in Christ, 
etc., that has been fulfilled, Ebrnrd's observation is a sufilcient answer : " 'flrnt 
which is required in the ;,,,.,,_., is nothing else than just tl1e ,,.,,,_,; itself; 
the re'luirement itself is fulfilled in Christ when its substance is fulfilled in 
Him." 

" That John places before his readers anew as a commandment that which 
already has been fulfilled in them, is clearly not more strange than that he 
declares to them truths of which he himself says tlrnt they know them already 
(comp. ver. 21), Bruckner admits that the construction here a<lvocatcd is simplo 
am! clear, \Jut groundlessly thinks that "the strangeness of this form of speech" 
is not mitigated by the reference to ver, 21. 

llIEYEr:.-1 Jon:;, X 
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(Di.i.sterdicck) ;1 but these constructions, not being indicated in 
the context, are purely forced. - On 71'aXw, Erasmus says: 
et contrarietatem <lcclarat et iterationem ; hie autem non 
repetitionis sed contrarietatis est declaratio; with this inter
pretation almost all commentators agree, referring 71'aA.w to the 
idea JvT. ,ca,v11v ; but an antithetical construction is foreign to 
the ,rnnl; it is=" again, once more," is to be connected with 
,yparpw, and is explained by the fact that the readers have 
already heard the commandment, nay, even are already 
fulfilling it. Liicke and de W ette connect it directly with 
the verb, but in such a way that even they give to it an 
antithetical reference.2- EITT&v aXTJ0ec;] aX1J017c; signifies here 
the actual reality, as in Acts xii. 9 (1:,ee Meyer on this passage). 
- Jv avTp] Jv is to be retained in its special meaning, not = 
"respectu, in reference to," nor is it used "of the subject in 
which something true is to be recoguized as true ( ver. :~) " ( de 
·wette), for there is no mention here of any knowledge. That 
by avTac; here not God (Jachmann), but Christ is to be under
stood, is shown by the context. Socinus incorrectly explains 
Jv avTp = per se ac simpliciter. On the point that T}µ'iv is 
not to be read, see the critical notes. Grotius unjustifiably 
understands by T}µ'iv the apostles. - N eander has a wrong 
conception of the relation of €V avT<j, and fV vµi.v when he 
explains : " it takes place in reference to Christ ancl in 
reference to the church, therefore in reference to their mutual 
relationship to one another." - oTt 17 ITKoTt'a K.T.X.] on is not 

1 011 the basis of the right view of,;,,,' "PX"', wr. i, we liial the nature of tho 
newness of the commanJment in,licatecl just in this; this, lioll'enr, is only the 
case if the temporal reference is retaineJ in its 1,nrity. This DiisterJic,·k 
inJccJ insists on; but this relation has only force if we regard at the same time 
the substance of the commanJmcnt, as Diistcnlicck ,locs. nut nothing in the 
l'Ontcxt indicates this new substance, anJ it is thcrci'oru very Jiifcrcntly ,lcfine,l 
l,y the commentators. 

• Liicke docs so when he says : " In vcr. /3, .John continues correcli11guJ thus: 
Again a new corumandmcnt I write nntu yuu." 1In the cJition of 1851, Liieke 
".~recs with the usual acccptation: "Again-in co11trast-a new comma111hucnt 
J write unto yon;" sec cJ. 3, p. 249, note I.) - llc \\' clte docs not expressly 
gh·c his opinion about.,.,;_)..,,; but when he thi11k,; that John shou!J pmperly 
h:t,e written: "again a new commanJmcnt I <·all it," an,l when he tl,en para
phrnses it: "The commandment of !o,·e is an old n11,l long-known om• to you; 
liut (as it is altogether rcvcalcJ as a nm one by Christ) for yon who partake 
in lhl' newness of life it is in an especial manner a new one," the antithetical 
reference is clearly brought out by him also. 
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used dcclaratircly, nor in such a way as to be dependent on 
,i)\.170£,; (" it is true that the darkness," etc.), or on evToA17v 
(Castellio, Socinns, Ilengel, Ebrard),-to both these views the 
structure of the verse is opposed,-lmt causally; this is rightly 
perceived by most of the commentators; but it is incorrect 
when they connect it with the immediately preceding o eCTTtv 

u)\.170£s IC.T.A., for the donble-membered clause: on 1j CT/CoT{a . .. 
cpat'vei, being a confirmatory clause, does not stand in a corre
sponding relationship to the thought: o eunv aA .... vµ'iv, which 
it is intended to confirm.1 Ily on IC.T."A.. the apostle rather states 
the reason why he writes to them as a new commandment that 
,rhich is true in Christ and in them (Dii.sterdieck, Ilraune); this 
reason is the already commenced disappearance of darkness and 
shining of the true light. The contrasted words 17 u,co,.{a and 
-.o cpwr; To a"A.170tvov are to be taken in ethical sense (Braune) ;2 

the former idea :::ignifies the darkness which consists in error 
and sin, as it exists outside the fellowship with God; the 
latter, the light which consists in trnth and holiness, as it 

1 With this connection of the thoughts, the double-raembercd clause: ;;,,., ;, 
D'Xt1'Tia. ••• ,a.:111,, must confil'm both lD''T111 a;,._ iv rzU~o/ and also i0"'1'111 aA. iii Vµ,"'i~. 
Now, when Liicke makes the apostle to say, as a proof that the commauclruent to 
wrrlk in light shows itself in Christ and in his readers as a new one: "Not only 
in Christ Himself (1, ,,;,,,.;) has the trne light appeared, but it has also shc,l 
itself abrorlll, dispelling the ,larkness in the minus of his readers (,, ;,,,_,,), am! 
is shining in tlwm," he attributes the thought really expressed by the apostle 
(;, D'Y.o'T•"- ••• rp .. ,,.,) only to " ;,,,_,,; while to ,, ,,;,,,.;, on the other hand, he 
attributes an i,lea which the apostle h11s 1wt expressed. - Ilriickner says: "The 
E11 aL,:-Z refers to xal <T~ cp;;> .¥.<T.A., the h, IJµ7-, rather to 'J t1x.o-Tia. x.ir.A. ;" but this 
referc~cc of the one member of the confirmatory clause to the one element of the 
tl:oug11t to be confirmetl must be regarded as unjustified, although Briickner 
thiuks "it can easily be imagined that the apostle in the one part of the con
firmation had in view rather the latter, ancl in the other rather the former part of 
the clause to be confirmed," for such a ,liITerent reference is in no \\"UY hinted at; 
besides, ;/~" is here altogether left out of view. Diistcrdieck rightly establishes 
the proposition that the whole sentence : ,.)..P . ... ;,,,_;,, is to be rcgartled as 
confirmed by the whole sentence : ,-~• ,; ""· ... rpaf,,,; but when he then, in 
interpretation, says : "Already the darkness is dispelled by the true light, 
which shines in truth in Cl11"ist and in His beliei·ers (in so far, namely, as 
brotherly love attained its most perfect manifestation in the walk of Christ, and 
is exercised by believers also)," it is only the seco11cl part of the confirmatory 
clause that is referred by him to ;, ,,;,,,.; ""'l i, ;,,,_;,, but not the first part; and 
this indeed is quite natural, since in Christ a disappearance of darkness is not 
imaginable. 

' It was to be expected that ,v ciss here also denies to the ideas .,,..,,.;,. and 
~;;; the ethical meaning, and wants to be untlerstood by the former only error, 
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proceeds from Christ, who Himself is the trne liglit. It is 
incorrect to understand here by To rpw, To ,i;\., Christ Him
self (Bengel, Er<lmann), as the contrast with 17 u,coT{a shows. 
a;\170wo, is an expression which is almost confined to the 
writings of John; outside them it is only found in Luke 
xvi. 11, 1 Thess. i. 9, and three times in the Epistle to the 
Hebre\\'S; it describes the light of which the apostle is 
Rpeaking as the etemal, essential light, of which the earthly 
light is merely the transitory reflection; see especially 
X eander on this passage. - 7rap1tryf.mt is translated by the 
Yulgate as perfect: quoniam tenebrne transierunt; similarly 
by Luther: "the darkness is past;" and Calvin directly says: 
l'raesens tempus loco Praeteriti. This, however, is arbitrary; 
the present is to be retained as such ; it is used in the same 
iiense as in 1 Cor. vii. 31 : 7rap<iryn ( see :\Ie:yer on this 
passage), so that we must interpret: "the u,coT[a is hi the 
state r!f passing mmy." It is unnecessary to take 7raparyf.'Tat, 

with nengcl, with "·hom Sander and Besser agree, as passive 
(Dengel: non dicit 7rap1tryf.i transit, sed 7raparyf.rni traLlucitnr, 
commutatur, ita nt tandem absorbeatnr) ; it is more natural 
to regard it as the middle form with intransitive meaning. 
,rith the meaning: "is in the state of passing," corresponds the 
particle 17017 with rpaivf.t, which is not=" now" (Lutlier), but 
by which the moment is described in ,rhich the darkness is 
retreating before the light, at which therefore neither has the 
darkness already completely disappeared, nor is the light 
completely dominant. l\:Iost of tbe commentators, both the 
ol<ler and more recent (Daumgarten-Crusius, Lle ·w ette
Rriickner, Liicke, Sander, Diisterdir.ck, Erdmann, Ebranl), take> 
this as referring to Christianity in general, in so far as by it, 
as the true light, the old darkness is being ever more aml 
more overcome; but l1y the word 1iS11 the apostle :;hows that 
in these wor<ls he is looking forward to a future time at 
which that victory will h:n-e been completely won, and which 
he regards as close at hand (~o alsu J:ranne). The moment 
hy the latter only the knowlt'<lg<' of (1o,l. ,r,•i,s hi111st·lf, howl'wr, Yiews th<"l11 
Loth so that thry arc of dhieal-arnl 110( llll'n·ly theorelil'al-charadcr; a nil, 
mor.,onr, as he a<lmits that with the fon111·r ,•nor siu, :111<! with the latt<-1· 
k11owlc1lgc holinl'ss, is 11cccssarily eoun,·tll'1l, it is so much the more arhitrary 
to nlll'g" that John, in the use of thc,c iilc-as, uth-rly ignorccl this necessary 
connection. 
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in which he writes this is in his eyes, therefore, no other than 
that which immediately precedes the second coming of Christ, 
and which He Himself in ver. 18 calls the iaxaT1J lfipa,1 in 
which it is of the greater importance for Christians, by 
keeping the commandment, to show themselves as children of 
the light. The same train of thought essentially occurs here 
as afterwards in vv. 15-18; compare also the Pauline ~ vu~ 
7rpoe,co,;ev, ~ Of ~µepa ~'Y'YtlCE, Rom. xiii. 12. 

Vv. 9-11. Further definition of the life of light as life in 
love. -Ver. 9. o ;\.e7wv] the same form as in ver. 4, to which 
the structure of the whole verse is very similar. ev T'f' cf,wTl 
elvat] stands in close relation to what immediately precedes; 
although he alone is in the light who lives in fellowship with 
Christ, and belongs to the church of Christ, yet To cpw~ 
llescribcs neither Christ Himself (Spener, etc.) nor "the 
church, as the sphere within which the light has operated 
as illuminating power" (Ebrard). Chap. i. 6, 7 may be 
compared. - In contrast with ,cal TOV aoe;\.cf,ov avTOu µurwv 
is ver. 10, o a-ya7!"WV ao. aVTOU, in which the apostle states the 
substance of the -r11pe'iv -rov ;\.07ov Tau 0eou after the example 
of Christ. As cpw~ and U/COT{a, so µtue'iv T. do. and a7a7rav 
T. do. exclude each other ; they are tendencies diametrically 
opposed to one another ; human action belongs either to the 
one ot to the other; that which does not belong to the sphere 
of the one falls into that of the other; Bengel: ubi non est 
amor, odium est: cor non est vacuum. Here also John 
speaks absolutely, without taking into consideration the 
imperfect state of the Christian, as is seen in the hesitations 
between love and hatred. - Tov aoe"l-.,cf,ov Grotius interprets: 
sive Judaeum, sive aliegenam; fratres omnes in Adamo sumus; 
similaTly Calov, J. Lange, etc.; by far the greatest number of 
r.ommentators understand thereby fellow-Christians. Apart 
from its exact meaning and the wider meaning = brethren of 
the same nation (Acts xxiii. 1 ; Heb. vii. 5), aoEX<po, is used 
in the N. T. generally, in Acts and in the Pauline Epistles 

1 Rickli : ''John says this of the time in which they arc living, anu in which 
the great work of the Loru had hall a won,lerful, rapid progress of development. 
The trnc Light, the Lord in His perfect manifestation of divine truth, is already 
.~ltining; ... already the great morning is <lawning for mankind. When the 
Lor<l shall return, then shall be the perfect <lay of Gou. Towar<ls this mani. 
fcstation all believers ,rnlk." 
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always, to denote Clui:;tians; lmt in many pas 0 nges it is 
also= o ,.XTJ(jfov or o €Tcpoc;; thus in :Matt. v. 2 2 fl'., Yii. 3 ff., 
xviii. 35; Luke vi. 41 ff.; Jas. iv. 11, 12 (in ::\Iatt. v. 4 7 
it describes our friendly neighbour). In the Gos1Jel of John 
it is only used in the sense of relationship, except in chap. 
XX. 17, where Christ calls His µ,a017Ta£ "oi aOEA.cpo{ µ,ov," 

and in drnp. xxi. 23, where oi c;o_ is a name of Christians. If, 
therefore, according to the 11811S loqucndi of the N. T., 0 aoEXcpoc; 

may certainly be= o 'TT"A'YJ(j'LOV, yet in the Epistles of John, 
acconling to chap. iii. 11 (comp. Gospel of John xiii. 34, 
x,·. 12; besides, especially ,rith chap. iii. 16, comp. Gospel 
of John xv. 13; there: !J7r€p TWV aOEA.<pWV Tl1<; ,frvxac; n0evai ; 
here: t/7r€p TWV <pLA.(t)V avTou), and according to chap. Y. 1 
(where the do. is specifically called a 7E7Evv17µ.evoc; e" Tov 

0eov), we must understand hy it tltc Christian &i·otlu:r; so that 
John, therefore, is speaking, not of the general love towards 
men, but of the special relationship of Christians to one 
another ; comp. the distinction in 2 !'et. i. 7 ; Gal. Yi. 10. -
€00<; c1pn] "until now," refers back to -17017, Yer. 0 ; the 
meaui11g is: although the darkness is alrea(l_v shining, such 
an one is nevertheless still (mlhuc) in darkness; on this 
1iecnliarly X T. expression, see "\Yiner, p. 418, VII. p. 439; 
~\. lluttrnann, p. 2 7 5; there is 110 reason for supplying 
"even if he were a long time a Christian" (Ewnld). "\\'ith 
the EV T. (j/(. f(j'TLV is contrasted, ver. 10: €V T<f cf,ooTt µ,evf.£; 

see on this ver. 6.1 That the "exercise of brotherly love is 
itself n. means of strengthening the new life" (Ebrarcl), is not 
contained in the idea µ,evH. Even if the idea of ver. 10-
in relation to that of the Dth verse-is brought out more 
(listinctly by µ,evEt, this is much more done by the words : /Ga~ 

(j'K(lVOaAOV EV aunj, OUIC €/j'TlV. (j'K(ll'Oa'>..011 appears in the 
N. T. only in the ethical significrrtion =''offence," 1·.c. that 
which entices and tempts to sin: in the case of ev aun'j,, the 
prepusition ev is generally either left mmoticed by the 
commentators (C:rotins ~ap:, appealing to I\:. cxix.: est 

1 K;,stlin incorrectly finds the n•asou why 111· who Ions his l1rothcr n·mains in 
1111, li_:_:ht, in this, "that the Christian li[u uf th,· i1uli,·idual rc'}nir,·s for its own 
c·xistence the support of all others .• , Of such a support the apostle is not 
,p,.akiug h"r" at all, hut the truth or his stat,·111t11t lies rather in thi,, that Ion> 
au1l li.'7hl arc essentially councctcd with 011c another. 
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metonymia et iv abundat. Sensus: ille non impingit) or 
changed in meaning; de ·w ette: "in his wse (for him) there 
is no stumbling; comp. J olm xi. 9 ff.;" similarly Baumgarten
Crusius, N eander, etc. ; Liicke even says : " ev auTrj, can here 
only signify the outer circle of life," because "the u,cavoaA.a 
for the Christian lie in the world, and not in him;" with him 
Sander agrees. For such changes there is no ground, since in 
the usage of the word the figure (the snare, or rather the wood 
that falls in the snare) has quite given place to the thing, and 
it is therefore unnecessary to say, with Di.i.stcrdieck, that "in 
the expression ev auTrj, the thing itself penetrates into the 
otherwise figurative form of speech;" the offence may be 
outside a man, but it may be in him also; comp. Matt. v. 29, 
30. The preposition ev is here to be retained in its proper 
meaning (Di.i.sterdieek, Ewald, Braune). The sense is: In 
him who loves his brother and thus remains in the light, there 
is nothing which entices him to sin. Some commentators 
refer uKavSaA.011 to the temptation of others to sinning; so 
Vatablus: nemini offendiculo est; Johannsen: "he gives no 
offence;" Ebrard: "there is nothing in them by which they 
would give offence to the brethren," etc.; but in the context 
there is no reference to the infiuence which the Christian 
exercises upon others, and if John had had this relationship 
in his mind, he would certainly have expressed it ;1 this is 
decisive also against Braune, who wonlcl retain both references. 
Paulus quite unwarrantably refers €1/ auTcjJ to TU rpwr;;: "in 
that light nothiug is a stumbling-block." -The beginning of 
the 11 th verse repeats-in a form antithetical to ver. 10-
that which was said in ver. 9 ; but with further continuation 
of the Jv -rfi uKoTiq, euTtv. - The first subordinate clause runs: 
,ca/, iv Tf, u,co-r{q, 7rEpt7raTe'i. The difference of the two 
clauses does not consist in this, that the representation passes 
over from the less figurative ( e,nt) to the more figurative 
(7rept7raTe'i.) (Li.i.cke) ; for, on the one hand, 7repi1raTe'iv is so 
often used of the ethical relationship of man, that it is scarcely 
any longer found as a figurative expression; and, on the other 

1 When Ebrard finds no obstacle in the thought that he who loves his 
brotll<·r docs not by any act give offence to other~, he shonhl find no obstacle 
in thr- thought that there is nothing iu him which becomes an offence to 
himself. 
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hallll, the connection hy Kai shows that there is a <lifference 
of iLlea between the two expressions; this has been correctly 
thus descrihcll hy C:rotius: priori membro affectns (or better: 
lmhitus, Sander), altero actus <lenotatur (similarly de ,v ette, 
Jl.rnmgarten-Crnsins, Braune). Both: the lJCing (the con
dition) nnd the Lloing (the result) of the unloving one belong 
to 1lnrkncss; comp. Gal. v. 25. The second subor<liuatu 
clause: Kal. ouK oloi: 7rou vr.a,ryE£, is closely connected with 
r.1:pi"TT'aTE'i; 7rou, properly a particle of rest, is in the N. T. 
frc<p1ently connected with verbs of motion ; comp. ,John 
vii. 33, xx. 2, 13; Heb. xi. 8; in the Gospel of John 
especially, as here, with u7r11"fE£V; see John iii. 8, viii. 14, 
etc. ; in John xii. 3 5 it rnw, exactly as here: o r.Ept7raTwv 

iv Tfi <TKOTIC[ ouK oioE 7rou U7rlt"fEL, The translation: " where 
lte is going," is false, for u7ra-yEw is not : " to go," but: "tu gn 
tu." To the unloving one, the goal whither he is going on his 
dark way, and therefore the direction of his way, is unknown. 
11y this goal it is not exactly the final goal, i.r. condemnation 
(Cyprian: it nescius in gehennam, ignnrns et caccus prac
cipitatur in poennm), that is to be thongl1t of, for the 
subject according to the context is not punishment; bnt hy 
the figurative expression the apostle "·ants to bring out that 
the unloYing one, not knowing whither, follows the impulse 
of his own selfish desire: he does not know what he is doing, 
and whither it tends. As a confirmation of this last idea, the 
apostle further adds : OT£ 1/ <TKOTla ETV<pAW<TE TOU', o<f,0aAµou, 

auTOu; Tu<p"i\ouv docs not rne:rn "t,o darken," but "to mal.·,· 
Mind, to blind;" this idea is to be retained, and is not, with 
Liicke and others, to he enfeebled by an interpolated "tam
<1uam, as" (" in the Llarkness tliey arc as if blind"), by which 
the clause loses its meaning; the apostle wants to bring out . 
that, innsmuch as t Ii,! unloving one walks in the (brkness, the 
sight of his eyes is taken from him by this Llnrkncss, so thnt 
he docs not know, etc. He who lives in sin is blinded by 
sin, and therefore 1loes not know whither his sin is leading 
him; comp. John xii. 40 and 2 Cor. iv. 4. 

Yv. 1 ~-14-. After the apustle has depicted the Christian 
life in its (•ssential features, he pa;;,-ps on tu exhortation. Tu 
this these verses form the introd11cliu11, in "·hich the apost!t) 
assures l1is readers that their Chri,-;tianity is thu ground of his 
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writing. The motiYe of this, which explains also the form of 
expression, is the earnest longing which inspires the apostle, 
that his readers may take home to themselYes the following 
exhortation. -The apostle addresses them under four different 
names : -re,cvta and 71'atola, 71'aTipcc;, vEav{o-,coi. By the two 
latter names they are distinguished according to the two cor
responding degrees of age ; 1 in the case of 71'aTipec; the proper 
meaning is not to be strictly retained, but in contrast to 
lJEav{o-JCOl it is = "fEPOVTE', or '11'pEo-/3vTEpot, the members of 
the church who are already in advanced age; thus Erasmus, 
Calvin, Socinus, l\1orus, Carpzov, Lange, Paulus, de "\Vette
Brtickner, Liicke, Dtisterdieck, Braune, etc. - The veav{o-Kot 

are the younger members of the church; Calvin: tamctsi 
diminutivo utitur, non tamen dubium est, quin sermonem ad 
omnes dirigat, qui sunt in aetatis flare et statu. The view of 
Augustine is to be rejected, that under the three names tltc 
same persons are addressed, whom the apostle only designates 
differently in different aspects: filioli, quia haptismo neonati 
sunt; patrcs, quia Christum patrem et antiqumn dierum 
agnoscunt ; adolcsccntcs, quia fortes suut et vali<li. So also 
is the opinion that the apostle has in view, not the difference 
in age, but the difference in the degree, or even in the length 
of existence of Christian life; a Lapide: triplici hoe aetatis 
gradu triplicem Christianorum in virtute gradum et quasi 
aetatum repraesentat ; pncri enim repraesentant incipientes 
et neophytos ; juvcncs repraesentant proficientes ; scncs per
fectos ; similarly Clemens, Oecumenius, further Gngneius, 
Cajetanus, Russmeyer, Grotius,2 etc. Some commentators (as 
Erasmus, Socinus, J. Lange, Myrberg) also refer the two 
expressions: TEKv{a (ver. 12) and 71'atoia (ver. 13), to the differ
ence of age, and understand by them children, in the proper 
sense of the word; but more prevalent is the view that this 
is true of 71'atUa only, and that TEKv!a, on the other hand, is to 
be regarded as a form of address to all Christians ; Calvin : haec 
(namely, ver. 12) adhuc generalis est sententia, mox speciales 

1 That "the uistinction between church ]callers and church members appears 
in the uistinction between olu anu young" (Hilgenldcl), is in no way suggested. 

2 l:rotius: Partitnr Christianos in trcs classes, 'lnac c\iscrimina non sccumlum 
netatPn,, scd secnn,lnm gmdus divcrsos ,•jus profcctus, rp1i in l'hristo est, intel• 
ligi Jebent, cf. 1 Cor. xiii. 11, 12; Ilcb. ,·. 1;:;; Eph. fr. 13, 14. 
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~entcutias acc11mf)(labit singnlis aetatilrns; similarly Luther, 
neza, (';1]ov, "\Volt: Baumgarten-Crnsins, S,uuler, X camler, 
J\c,;ser, Eliranl, etc. 'IVith the first Yiew there arises a wroug 
succession, namely: children, fathers, young men, iustead of: 
children, yonng men, fathers, or: fathers, yon11g men, children ; 
and, moreover, since -re,cv{a is in the Epistle fre<1uently the 
form of mlllress to all readers, and not only with, but al;;o 
without µov (see on ver. 1), so it is to be taken here abo. 
Equally, however, by r.atUa the apostle addresses all readers, 
as Liicke, de 'IVctte-Bri.i.ckner, Di.i.sterdieck, Gerlach, Erdmann, 
Ewald, Braune rightly interpret. If we rea<l before r.a,ofa, 

with the Rcccptus: 7parpw uµ,v, there certainly results, if 
7.atofa is taken as alluding to children, a more accurate suc
cession : fathers, young men, ·children; lrnt (1) according to 
almost all authorities we must read, not 7pacpw, but ii,ypa,Jra, 

and the former reading can only be explained in this way, 
that 7raio{a was understood in its proper sense, allll it was 
thought that this clause must be urought into the closest 
connection with the preceding; (~) then in the repetition of 
the same succession in ver. 1-! one memLer of it is wanting, 
:is the chil<lren arc not rneutioned ag:1i11; :ind (3) in Yer. 1 S 
':Tatoia is nsed as a form of acldre5s in reference to all readers; 
enmp. ,Jolm xxi. G. Against the two last reasons it might 
indeed be alleged, with Bengel, Sander, and Uesscr, that from 
wr. 14: to ver. 17 is still intellllcd for the veav/.u,cot,, and that 
then in ver. 18 the address to the chihlren comes in, and that 
the sequel as for as ver. 2 7 refers to them. llnt against this 
construction is-:1) the dissimilarity in the form of the 
sente:nces that thereLy results; (2) the absence of an exhorta
tion addressed to the fathers; (3) the nusuitablc reference of 
the warning against false te:ichers specially to the eh ildrc11, 
with the alhlitional rL:mark: otOaT£ mtvTa, Yer. 20, and ov 

xpeiav EXET€, t.'va Tt\' OtO<l<T/C/7 uµas, e,·en though the warning 
against false teachc1·,; in chap. iY. 1 ff. is referred without 
1listinction to all readers; and finally, ( -!) the close connection 
,,r ver. 17 and ver. 18: o ,couµo, r.ap<t~/ETat (comp. Yer. 8: 
,j <T/COT{a 7rapa"f€Tat), and £<TX<lT1J wpa f.<TTl. - .According to 
tlic trne construction of the sentence;;, they fall into two 
gronp,;; in each group first all I 'hri,-tiaus, :iml then ;;pecially 
the uhlcr aud the younger 111emLers uf the church, arc 
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addressed ; 1 the correctness of this construction is shown also 
by this, that in reference to waTepe,;, and equally to veav{a'Kot, 

in both groups the same thing is expressed, but in reference to 
all there are different statements. The arbitrary conjecture 
of Calvin (with whom Wall agrees), that both the clauses of 
ver. 14 are spurious, and interpolated tcmcre by ignorant readers, 
requires no refutation. - The interchange of ,ypacpw with the 
aorist ifrypai/ra is peculiar, and is not to be explained by saying 
that i!,ypa'fra points to another writing of the apostle, whether 
it be the Gospel (Storr, Lange, Baurngarten-Crusius, Schott, 
Ebrard, Hofmann, Schriftbcw. II. 2, § 336; Braune 2), or even 
an earlier Epistle (Michaelis); both expressions rather refer, 
as most of the commentators have recognised, to this Epistle ; 
not, however, to the same thing, as some commentators sup
pose ; thus Bengel, who regards the two expressions as syno
nymous, explains : verbo scribendi ex praesenti in praeterito 
transposito innuit cornmonitionem firmissimmn, which cannot 
be grammatically justified; a and Diisterdieck, who thinks that 
the "different import of the present and of the aorist can only 
be sought for in the representation of the writing itself; that 
both times the apostle means the whole Epistle lying before 
him ; that by ,ypacpw he represents himself in the immediately 
present act of writing, and by i!,ypa'fra, on the other hand, his 
readers, who have received the completed Epistle ; " opposed 
to this, however, is the fact that such a change of the mere 
form of representation would certainly be rather trifling. The 

1 Even Ebrard regards the secornl triad ns beginning "'ith ,,,.,,.,M,., although 
lie understands by it eh ihln·n in age ; there is a glaring inconsistency in this 
construction. 

2 To this view the following reasons arc opposed :-1. That if the apostle in 
''YP"'+'" had another writing in view than in ,ypr1.!{!.,, he wouhl have expresse,l this 
distinctly; 2. That thereby the train of thought of the Epistle is u!llluly inter
rupted, since the assertion of the reason why he had written the Gospd is here 
introtlure,l without any connecting link; 3. That then the emphasis contained 
in the threefold repetition of ''YP"''+'"' l'emains inexplicable, whereas it is perfectly 
justifiable if the reforence to something written in this Epistle is intended to 
stimuhte the readers more earnestly to attend to the following exhortation. The 
view of Ebrard, that "while the Epistle plainly could only be understood by grown 
people," the Gospel "is even for children (,:-a,~:a) enjoyable and pleasing food," 
scarcely any one will endorse; although c,·en Braune passes this over in silence. 

3 When I3uttruann (p. 1i2) thinks that the dwngc of tense is entirely occasioned 
1,y the nec1l for variation in a sixfol!l repetition of the verb, it may be obst•1Te<l 
against this, that then ver. Ha woul<l he nothing but a repetition of ver. 13a. 
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E"/flata must lJe rcfenel1 to sometliing dse than the preced
iu.~ "/p«ipw ; yet it is not, with X enmler and Enlmann,1 to lJe 
refr·rre11 to that which is expressed in tlie clauses lJegiuniug 
with 'YP'''Pw ; for, on the one hand, the clauses ueginni11g with 
t'Ypata have not tlie form of confirmation, and, on the other 
liaml, there is no real cause apparent for the addition of such 
a confirmation; it seems more appropriate when Rickli thinks 
tlrnt ,ypriipw refers to what follows, and t"/pata to what pre
cedes/ hut opposed to this is the fact that t"Jpaya would then 
stand more naturally lJefore ,ypaipw. The correct view has been 
taken Ly de '\Yette, Driickner, and Ewald, who refer e,ypata to 
what was already written, and ,yp«ipw to the immediate act of 
writing, and hence to the Epistle in general; taking this view, 
it is quite iu onler for John to write "Jpaipw first, and that he 
then refers specially uy e,ypaya to what has been already 
written is explaine<l in this way, tliat this contains the prin
cipal grounds for the following exhortations and amplifications.3 

- In each part a clause Legi1ming with on follows the 
address ; this on is not objective or declaratin °-0 " that" 
(Socinus, Lange, Hussmeyer, Dengel, Paulus, Johannsen, Xcan
<ler, Hilgenfcld, etc.), Lut causal: "because" (Cah·i11, neza, 
Bnnmgmten-l'msin:s, Likke, de '\\"ette - Briickncr, Gerlach, 
1 Jiisterdieck, ~Iyrbcrg, Ebraru,·1 etc.). The apostle <loes not 

1 Xeawler explai11s: ".\s .John l1all saicl: 'I write unto ~-on,' so now he rcsum .. s 
confirmiugly what !ins just been written, and says: • I have writtt-n unto yon,' 
as if he woulu say : It is agreeu. This that I am now writing to you, I ha \'c 
110w wriltl'n, it is scttle,l, I have nothing else t" say to you, this you must always 
allow to l,e said to yon." 1-:rumann: Pcrtinet hoe (,ypa:../,a:) nc,1nc ad supcriorern 
q,btolam, 11cr1uc a,! r1uiuquam in hac ep. snpr:t <lil'tnm, sed ad l'a, ,p,ae mouo 
nrbo YP"'"' notata s1111t. 8imilarly Paulus, who compares with this the expres
sion : "His majesty decrees and has dccrceu." 

'Liich, following I:i<-kli, thought that with the first part (~ri fl{,_,.,.,. x . .,-., .. ) 

r·oncsponued the stction ii. 15-1 i in what follows, an<l i. fi-i in what pr,·i:,•u,·s; 
with the secon<l part (,,,., i,,,.;.a,,., x.,:-.,-,), in the furn11•r ii. l~-~;, and in the 
latter i. 8-ii. 2; and with the thircl part (,..-, m,.,uu x,.,-,,.,), in the former 
ii. 28-iii. 22, allll in the latkr ii. 3-11 ; 1,nt he afkrwards gan· up this artilil'ial, 
i:rucifonn construction of th" clans,•s, an,! f'Xl•binc,I the 1,i/., with i'y;-.·+"' a., 
belonging to the rhetoric of the author. Sec 3d ed. p. 2Gfi, note. 

"It is only if the signilicatio1111f the Sl'di1111 ,·l,ap. i. :i-ii. 11 fill' tl11i cs.,cntially 
hu1tat1Jry Epistle is ignored that it ,·au J,., said. with El,rard a111I llraun,•, that 
with this view tire autithesis of ,i"t"' a11il i'1<>•;" l,,·comcs ,L lllcl'c rqu·tilion ur 
play upon words. 

• Luther ,·aries curiously in his translation; in wr. 12 he translates ;;.,., : 
"that," in nr. l:l "for," :rnd in ver. 14 again "t!,~t." Sumler thinks that in 
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wnnt to say 'ldwt he is writing, but why he is writing to 
them; comp. especially vcr. 20, also vv. 21, 27, iii. 5, 14, 15, 
v. 18-2 0. The particular Christian experiences of his readers 
form the fundamental presuppositions of the Epistle ; it is not 
anything new that the apostle declares unto them, but he 
reminds them of what they know, so that they may take it 
more seriously to heart. - The first thing that the apostle, 
addressing all, reminds them of is : on acperonai vµiv ai 
/iµapTt'ai ota. To lJvoµa auTov. The forgiveness of sins is the 
basis of all Christian life ; therefore this is put first. - On 
the form used here, the perfect passive dcj,erovTai, see Rutt
mann, Awif. gr. Gr.§ £17, Anmerk. 3, and§ 108, note 1; and 
Winer, p. 74, VII. p. 77. The Vulgate and Luther incorrectly 
translated it as if it were the present: "are forgiven" (simi
larly Rickli and others; Paulus strangely interprets, deriving 
it from dcj,' Mro = acp' lwvmi, dimittuntur). - oui with the 
accusative is not=" through" (this meaning, as is well knowu, 
it has only with the genitive, comp. Acts x. 43 : acpcuw 
aµapnrov ]\.a(:Niv Olli TOV ovoµaTO', auTov), but= "for the 
sake of;" auTOu = Xpt<TTOV, not= ewu (Socinus, J>aulus). 
According to most of the commentators, Otct. T. lJv. auTOu 
refers to the objective ground of the forgiveness of sins, 
and To lJvoµa a,iToii signifies Christ Himself; thus Diister
dieck : " Christ who is what His name signifies;" 1 but 
tl1is is contrary to the Biblical 'ltsus loquc1uli; if by ota 
Christ is refened to as the author of salvation, the prepo
sition is always construed with the genitive ; by otd To 

ovoµa auTov, therefore, it is the subjccti?:c ground of forgiveness 
that is stated (de \Vette-Briickner, Braune), in this sense: 
l1ecause His name is in you, i.e. because ye believe on His 
name (comp. ver. 2:): 7rl<TTflJ(;lV 7<tJ ovoµan 'I,,,uoii Xpunoii). 
The name is therefore not regarded as empty, but as the form 

,·v. Hanel 18 ,,,., is usell causatively, but that in ver. 12 both "because" and "that" 
nre containcel in ,,,.,_ Erumann takes ;;,,., in the first thn'c sentences ol,Jectirely, 
but he leaves it undcciucel whether iu the last three sentences it is to be taken 
objectively or causally. 

1 Similarly Sanuer : " Goel forgives our sins for the sake of the offering which 
Christ maue ; both of these-the person aml work of Christ-arc His name, for 
the sake of which we receive forgiveness." Desser: "for the sake of all that 
Christ is, from tl1e manger to the throne." Ewald : '' because Christ is and is 
callcel Christ." 
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which includes the contents and reYeals them; so that the 
snbjectiYe gronml cml.n·aces in itself the objective. - In the 
second group it is said, in regard to the readers of the Epistle 
there called r.atOLa : 'YP· vµi.v ... on eryvwKaTE 'T'OV 7TaT£ pa. 
By o 7raT1Jp ,rn are not to nnderstaml, with Hornejus, Christ, 
inasmneh a,; believers per fidem in nomen ejus renati sunt, 
for such a designation of Christ has the constant usus loqucnd i 
of Scripture against it, but God; for the name o 7raT1Jp is 
used here without any more particular definition, with clear 
reference to 7Tato(a, and so God is here so called, not merely 
on account of His relationship to Christ, but equally on 
account of His relationship to those who, hy faith in Christ, 
have obtained the forgiveness of their sins, and arc thereby 
11laced in the relationship of children to God. l~rom this it is 
clear nlso how exnctly on acp1fowrnt vµi.v ai aµapT{ai and 07£ 
eryvw/CaTE TOV 7raTipa correspoml "·ith one another. But in 
the fact that J ulm ascriLes to the believers both of these, he 
tcc;tifies to them that they arc in possession of the fulness of 
divine peace and of diYine truth. - In regard to the r.aTf:.pe,, 
the apostle l1rings out the :-;ame thing in both groups, YY. 13 
and 14: on EryvwKaTE Tov J.7r' ,',,px,i),. If the forgiveness of' 
sins and the knowledge of Goll are common to all, the 
knowledge of Him who is u.,r' apx,i), is specially appropriate 
to the older members of the church. ,vhen some com
mentators, as a Lapidc, Grotius, (novistis Deum, qni Scncx 
,liernm ; I >:-m. vii. 9, :xiii. 2 2), and others, un<ler:;taml lJy 
o J.r.' apx,1/'> Goel, they ignore the deeper connection which 
exists Letwecn the particular ideas ; o J.7r' u.px,i), is Christ, 
Lnt not so calleil because He is the author of Christianity 
(Socinus : novi foedcris et evangelii patefacti primum initium ; 
Semler: qui irnlc ah initio auctor fuit hujus meliuris religionis), 
but because He is from all eternity; ,',,,r' cipx,1], is used in the 
same sense as in chap. i. 1. J olm brings out by this designa
tion of Clirist the truth that Christ is subject of their know
lellgc in the quality of His being h<'rein mentioned; it is 
therefore incorrect to unclerstaml e~;vwKaTE of the personal 
knowledge of Him who was rnanil'est in the flesh (Dengel, 
Schoettgen, etc.); the "·ord has rather the same meaning as 
in Yer. 3.1 John ascribes tl:is knowledge to the fa/has, 

l :Xcan,lcr: "A knowledge 01" Christ as the One who is from the hcgiuning, 
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because he might with justice assume that t11ey had not 
contented themselves with a superficial knowledge of Christ 
in His appearance according to the sense, but had looked more 
deeply into the eternal nature of the Lord. - In regard tu 
the yonng nicn, it is said in both groups : OTt, vevuc171CaTE Tov 

7T'DV1Jpov ; not as if the same were not true also of the older 
members of the church, but John attributes this eminently to 
the young men, because they-in accordance with their age
had just recently obtained this victory, and their care there
fore must be specially this, not to lose again what had been 
lately won. That o 'lT'ov11poc; is the devil ( comp. l\Iatt. xiii. 19, 
38, 39; Eph. vi. 16; 1 John iii. 12, v. 18, 19) the com
mentators have rightly recognised.1 Carpzov suitably says: 
Viris fortibus et robustis tribuiter supra fortissinmm et 
robustissimum victoria. In the second group some further 
subordinate clauses precede that word, which state the con
ditions under which the young men have attained their 
•victory: QT{, laxvpot €UTE; laxvpot, "strong in s11irit," with 
special reference to the fight, comp. Hcb. xi. 3-!; Luke xi. 21; 
Matt. xii. 2 9 (Di.i.sterdieck) ; here also on is " because," not : 
" that," thus : "beccmsc ye arc strong," not : " that ye are to be 
strong" (Paulus). -This conquering power of the young men 
is not their "own moral strength" (Baumgarten-Crusins), but 
the effect of the Word of God; therefore John adds : ,ca~ o 
AO,YO<; TOU 01:ou iv vµ,1,v JJ,f.VEt, and only then brings in ,ea~ 

vEvt,c17,caTE K.T./1.. - The individual sentences arc simply 
placed side by side in order to let each of them appear the 
more strongly in its own meaning. The train of thought, 
however, is this, that their strength has its ground in the 
Word of Goel, which is permanent in them (µ,evEt), and that 
it is in this power that they have attained the victory.2 This 

which results from the deeper communion with the personality of Christ. This 
is something else than the statement of a certain formula about the person of 
Christ." 

1 Even Semler admits this, but then observes: Est usitata Judacorurndescriptio, 
quae gmvium peccatorum et flagitiorum magistrum diabolurn designat, quam 
descriptionem non opus est ut Christiani retineaut, quum non sint ex Judacis. 

2 '.V eiss groundlessly finds in what is said above au incorrect expression, au,l 
thinks that not the abiding, but the being, of the Word of Gotl in them is the 
gronllll of their strength ; for to the Apostle John tile being is really this only 
when it is a firm and abiding existence. 
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rdation is correctly stated by Grotius, who explains the first 
,ea{ hy ljllia, the second by ob 1'd. - 0 'Ao~;o<; TOU Bwu is not 
= Christ, hnt the word proceeding from God, 1·.c. the Gospel, 
of which the personal Christ is no doubt the substance. 

VY. 1 ii-1 7 . .A warning against love of the world, which 
is directed neither specially to the children (Oecnmenius: 
ir.,071Ta£ 'Yap {l€l Ta 71'atola 11'€p~ TO cf,awoµ€1Jov 17011), nor 
specially to the young men (Bengel, Semler, l}esser), hut to 
all (Bede: omnibus haec generaliter ecclesiae filiis scribit). 

Yer. 15. µ~ lL'Ya71'aT€ TOV ,co<rµov] The meaning of U"/a71'({V 

depends on that of the idea Ko<rµo<;. - Ka<rµo<; is with J olm 
eminently an ethical conception = mankind, fallen away from 
Go<l, and of hostile disposition towards Him, together with all 
that it liYes for and has made its own; comp. on Jas. i. 27, 
iv. 4 (similarly Gerlach, Besser, Diister<lieck, :Myrberg, Ebrar<l, 
Ilraune1). The explanations that deviate from this are divided 
into three leading classes-(1) Those in which ,corrµo,; is 
regarded as a total number of men indeed, but in a limited 
way; either = "the heathen world" (Lange), or more indefi
nitely: "the mass of common men" (Oecumenius: o uvpcf,ETu<; 

ox'Ao,, &,; OU T1JV TOU 71'aTpo<; EXE£ ,i'Yll11'7/V EV iaVT<f; Calovius; 
homines dcditi rebus hujus nrnndi), or " the greater part of 
men" (Urotius: humanurn genus, secundum pai'lcm i;wjorrm, 
quae in rnalis actionibus versatur); Storr limits the idea here 
"to that part of the world which the antichristians con
stituted." (2) Those which understand ,cc)(rµo.; not of the 
human world .itself, but of the eYil dwelling in it; so says 
the Scholiast: Ka<rµ.ov T~V Ko<rµuo)v cf,t'A71ooviav ,cal, 01(txvuw 

Af."(€£, ,jr; E<rTtV c'Ipxoov () oia{:3o'Ao<;; Luther: "the world, i.,·. 
godlessness itself, through which a man has not the right u;;e 
of the creatures;" to this class belong also the explanations ol' 
Calvin, ~Iorns, S. Schmid, Semler;~ hut in this abstract sense 

1 It might not he incorrect to SU['posc that .Tohn, whrn he l1crc an,l aftt-r
w:mls in his Epistle ['laec·s the .;,_u.,; in ,harp contrast with l,dic,·ers, spc,·ially 
nn<lcrstan<ls the sum-total of tho,c who, as the light has ,·0111c into the world, 
love the ,Jarknc·ss rather than light \lins['t'l of .John iii. 13), nlll] thrrertlre not 
unsn,·e,l humanity as such, but those of mankin,l who resist sah·ation, while 
J,y ,)_,, o k''I-'" (ii. '.!.) the whole human racl', as n,·c,ling saln.tiou, is to \,c 
11nlirrstoo1l. 

'1 ·;1]vin : )fun,li 11ominc intellig,•, rp1i,·,1ni,l n,1 ]'rnrsPntc'111 ,-it:1111 ,1,c,ctat, ui,i 
b!·paratur a n·,;110 ill·i d ,pc vitae al'lcruac. Ita iu sc ~um1,rcl1l'llllit 011111c guius 
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the word ne,·er appears elsewhere; and besides, taking this 
view, difliculties appear in the sequel which can only be over
come by arbitrary interpretations. (3) Those explanations in 
which ,coc;µoc; is regarded as the total of perishable (actual) 
things; tliese things being regarded as purely physical, there 
lies in the idea ,corrµoc;, in and by itself, no ethical meaning, 
but this appears only through the a1ya1r~v which is connected 
with it ; the ,couµor; as a creature of God is in itself good and 
irreproachable, but the love to the ,couµor;, through which 
man centres his affections on it, and make~ it the single aim 
of his activity, is to be blamed, because amid all association 
with earthly things it is not they, but God, that must be 
loved ; thus there results for the command : µ~ a'Ya7raT€ Tov 

,carrµov, certainly an appropriate idea; but what follows in 
vv. 16 and 17 has induced almost all commentators who 
accept this view to give, neYertheless, to the idea ,couµoc; 
itself, more or less distinctly, an ethical reference; thus Lucke 
indeed says : " o ,corrµoc; is, as the sum total of the temporal 
and sensuous, in contmst (!) to the 1rv€vµa, always only the 
objective sphere of evil, i.e. to which it tends as ethical 
direction and disposition," but immediately afterwards he 
explains the same idea " as the sum total of all sensuous 
appearances, which excite the desire of the senses;" still more 
definitely de ·w ette says: "the sum total of that which attracts 
desire, the temporal, sensuous, earthly-regarded in confrast 
with God; " but this connection of the ethical reference with 
the idea of actual things is itself rather unsuitable ; not in 
the things, but in man himself, lies the cause of the seductive 
charm which things exercise upon him; besides, it is not 
possible to retain this conception of the word without 
modification to the end of the 1 7th verse.1 It is true some 

corruptelae et malorum omnium abyssum. )Iorns explains "'"ft'; by : malum 
morale ; S. Schmid. by : corruptio peccaminosa ; Semler by: vulgata consuetll(lo 
hominum, res corporeas unicc appctentium. Here may be enumerated also the 
interpretation of Erdmann: totus complexus et ambitus mali, quatenus hoe non 
solum toti generi humano, vemm etiam proptcr hominum a Dco dcfcctionem 
omnibus rebus humanis totique rcrnm naturac inhaeret. 

1 Thus Liickc finds himself compellc,l in the case of .,,.;;_, h ,,-,; "'"f'~ to make 
an abstraction of the things themselves, and to umlerstaml thereby their ethical 
reference; and. here results the certainly -:.injustifiable thought that this ethical 
reference of things has its origin in the things themselves (lx ,,.,;; ,.,,,,,.,,). Still 
more tlccide,lly, de Wctte says that in the words ,,. ,,.,;; ,.J~!'•• ;,.;, ver. 16, 

lllE,E1:.-l Jom,. ~- • Y 
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commentntors 1 distinctly say that J olm here make;; a sort of 
play upon the "·ord, but such :m assumption does too much 
violence to the clearness and certainty of the thought for 
us to npproYe of it. The right vie"', therefore, is to take 
o Ko<rµor; here in the same sense thnt the "·ord prcn1ilingly 
l1ns throughout J olm's works, so thnt it signifies the world 
lying Jv -rep r.ov7Jpp. This Korrµor;, this is the me:ming of 
the apostle's wnrning, is not to Le the object of the ci~;<t7r7J 

of believers. From this it follows that 1i7a7r~v here means 
neither "to love too much," nor " to love with unhallowed 
sense," but love in the strictest sense of the word, consisting 
in a life of inner fellowship.2 

- µ7JOE -ra iv -rep Korrµtp] As 
Korrµar; is an ethical idea, natural objects as such cmmot be 
meant by -ra iv -r. K., but only these in so far ns they are 
taken by the ungodly world into its service ; or better, the 
apparently good things which the world pursues, or with 
which it delights itself, and which therefore belong to it, as 
riches, honour, power, human wisdom, and such like. Ebrard 
erroneously understnnds thereby "the different kinds of sinful 
impulse, thought, and action, e.g. avarice, ambition, sensunlity, 
and such like," for either of these is plainly a love (nlthough 
a false, unholy love) which cannot itself again be regarded as 
tl b• t f l " , A ' , , " ... J 1C O ~ec O ove.-EaV Tt<; a,ya'TT"<f TOV KOU'JJ,OV, OVK EU'TtV K.T.I\,, 

By this sentence the apostle confirms the previous exhorta
tion, expressing the incongTuity of love to the Kouµar; with 
the a/yar.,,, TOV r.a-rplir;; Bede: Unum cor duos tnm sibi 

"; x,~p,•, is not regarJ<:d as the sum total of earthly things, but as tl11• sc11,nous 
life alienate<l from Goll, or as the sum total of "·orl,lly men wlw enjoy this;" 
somr,what differently lhiickner: "that the sum total of <'nrthly cYil, of the 
,.,~p,,;, is here n•ganlc,l mthcr of rwl things, is dl'ar from the suuor,linatc 
clause ~•"' ,,.,. i, ,,-,;; "· ; in nr. lG th,· J" r.<ona! aspect prern.ils." K ,·anJ.cr, on 
nr. 16, c,111ally <lcviates from the o:planation wlii<-h ]u, ha,l ginn of \·er. l!i; 
in the, latter he J\•ganls , x.i,p,,; as "the worhl an,l earthly thin.~s," 1,ut in the 
form,·r as "the 1,n·,lominati11g tcnJ.e1wy or the soul to the worl,1, tl,,, growing 
worldliness of the soul, which !.,lends itself with the ,rnrlu." 

1 Tims a. Lapiclc says (a[tcr he has "·"ign,·,l lo tlu· ll'tll'tl thn·c llll':tllings, 
namely (1) holllincs lllunJ.ani, in his prop1-it- .. ,t ,:oncupisctntia; \~) or\.iis sul>
lunaris, in hoe munJ.o proprie et fnnnalit,·r n"n ,·st concupisccntia; s,·,l in co est 
co11c11pisccntia matcrialis i. c. obj,·ctmn con,·•l]•iscihilc; (:;) ipsa munJ.ana Yil:t 
nl concupisccntia iu gentn') : omnibus his<:e mo,lis 1,11111du.s hie accipi 11otcst et 
Juha11ucs nunc a,l unum, uunc a,l altcrum rcspicit; lwlit tnim in voec munJ.us. 

" Liickc groumllcssly thinks the idea of Ion; must neccssa.rily lie weakenc,l 
to that of "mere lo11ging for," if !Jy ,.,,p,,; the human worltl is untlcrstood. 
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adversarios amores non capit. By cuya71''TJ TOU 71'aTpac; is to 
be understood neither the love of God to us (Luther II., 
Calovius), nor the charitas quam Pater praescribit (Socinus); 
but, as by far the most of commentators (Bede, Beza, Grotius, 
Vatablus, Spener, etc., and all the modern commentators, 
even Ebrard, despite his erroneous interpretation of ver. 5), 
interpret, lore to God.1

- If 71'a-rpoc; is the correct reading, 
then the name Father is here to be explained from the filial 
relationship of Christians to God, and points to their duty 
not to love the world, but God. - Between the two sorts of 
a1ya71''TJ there is the same exclusive contrast as between the 
BEcp oovXeueiv and µaµrov~ oovXeueiv, Matt. vi. 24. Compare 
also J as. iv. 4 : i, <f,,Xta TOU Koo-µov, ilx0pa TOU Beou eo--rlv. 

Ver. 16. Confirmation of the preceding thought that love 
to the world is inconsistent with love to God. - on 71'UV -ro iv 
T<p Kao-µrp] Bede incorrectly explains the neuter here (as it 
certainly does appear elsewhere in John) as masculine: omnes 
mundi dilectores non habent nisi concupiscentiam ; most 
commentators regard the expression as identical with the 
foregoing -ra. iv T~ Kao-µrp; even Di.isterdieck, who, in reference 
to the following ;, em0vµta K.T."'A.., thinks that a " change occurs 
from the representation of the objects of the love of the world 
to the subjective desire itself and its actual manifestations." 
But even apart from the fact that the assumption of such a 
change in the form is only a makeshift, the expression of the 
apostle himself is opposed to this ; for had he not meant by 
71'av To ev -r. "· something else than by Ta. ev -r~ "·, he would 
have put the neuter plural here also. Besides, it must not be 
overlooked why the following: ;, em0vµta K.T.X. could not be 
the apposition stating the sense of 71'av T. ev T. "· (Frommann, 
p. 269).2 Accordingly, the apostle means by this expression: 
all that forms the contents, i.e. the substance of the Kao-µor;; 
its inner life, which animates it (Braune) ; in what this 
consists, the following words state. ~ em0vµ(a TrJ<; o-apKor; 
K.T.X.] Although the ideas em0vµta and aXat;ovela in them-

1 A combination of both interpretations : amor patris erga snos et filialis erga 
patrcm (Bengel), is clearly unjustifiable. 

2 According to Ebrarcl, <rii, .,., l, ,,., "· is a resumption of .,.,;, ,, ... "· ; as, how
ever, he understands by it various kinds of conduct, etc., that idea is rightly 
interpreted by him. My:rbcrg ag:rees with the interpretation given above. 
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sclns dr11olc n snujediYc disposition of 111a11, yet i::cvcml 
commcutator;; thiuk that here uot this, hut the oujcctiYe 
things arc rnPant, tu which that subj1!ctive disposition is 
directed (ne11gd, Hnssmeycr, Lmige, Ewnhl). or that the other
wise snhjectiH' i1len disappears iuto the ohjecti\"e (de ·wette), 
or at least that both the subjectiYe nnd the olijectiw arc to 
be thought of together (Loriuus, Briickner). J:ut with the 
correct co11ccption of the ideas K<>uµor;; and m"iv To Jv -.~-;, 

,couµ(f' there is no apparent reason for such nn arbitrary 
explauation, by which violence is done to the words or the 
apostle. -11 Jr.i0uµ[a T1'jr;; uapKo,] The genitive is here not 
the genitirn or the ohject, but, as is the case with Jr.t0uµ[a 1 

alwnys in the N. T. (except 2 Pet. ii. 10; on Eph. iv. 2~ 
comp. ::\feyer on this pnssage), the genitive of the subject, 
hence not.: "the clcsire directed towards the flesh," but: "thn 
llcsire which the flesh, i.e. the corrupte1l sensual nature of 
man, cherishes, or "·hich is peculiar to the flesh;" comp. Gal. 
v. 17 : 11 utip~ e'm0vµe,. - Ebrard interprets, describing the 
genitive as that "of fl11nlity and reference," for which he 
wrongly apprals to Eph. iv. 22, 2 J>et. ii. 10: "the desire 
which occm;; in the sphere of the flesh;" the apostle scarcely 
conceived the iden so indefinitely. The i1lea may he taken 
in a l1roatfor or in a umTOWer sense; the fir«t view in Liicke 
(" fleshly, sensuous desire in general, in contrast to r.vEvµan 

1repir.aTE'iv and 01yEu0at; comp. Eph. ii. 3 ; 1 Pet. ii. 11 "), 
,le ""\Yette, X eander, Diistcrdieck; in the secoml, the desire of 
:-en:mnlity awl drnnkennc'-s is specinlly understood; A11g11sti11e: 
<lesiderinm en.nun rcrmu, qnne pertinent ad cnmem, sicut 
cilms et concubitus et caetera lrnjnsmodi; f;irnilarly Grotius, 
Baumgarten-Cmsiu.~, Sander, Uesser, etc.; ]3riickner limits the 
i<len to "the lust of the flesh in the narrower sense;" Gerlach 
specially to eYcry sort of pm,mit of 01jo_11;;1, ,1! ; ~ aml ]~brard 
to "sr:,:11(/l enjoyments.'''; The right cxplnnntiuu can lie l"mmcl 

1 It is arbitrary for Ebrani to say: '""·•·•!';,. is l1crc-as in John Yiii. 44; 
Hom. vii. 8; Gal. ,·. 16, etc.-" that which 011~ /11.,1., aflfl"," which intlec<l he 
ngain cancels l>y translating tho wor<l by "lust." 

' En-n B,·ng,·l tak,•s the ,-xprcssion (wl,i],,, how,·n:r, he un,ler,t:m,ls it of the 
,.,.;,.,-ti,·e thing,) in a narrower sense: ,•:t •111il,11s pa,,·nntur scnsns, ,p1i app,·ll:1nt111· 
1, .. itivi: ~ustu9 et tactus. 

·' Tliis explanation results for Ebrani from th,, f.,.-t that l,e tak,·s 6a,~ 1,,-n, = 
,;;I'", aml tlll'n ,ksrrihcs th,· i,.lc:i ".•r1w1<1/" as i<1,,11ti,_._i] with ".,owr/ •• ( '.). 
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only on the consideration of the following expression. - Kat 1j 

im0vµia -rwv oq,0a"J,.µwv] i.e. " the desire that is inherent in th(' 
eyes, that is pcculim· to the1n ;" the expression is explained in 
this way, that the desire of seeing something is atLributecl tn 
the sense of sight itsclf.1 This idea also is understood in a 
broader and in a narrower sense. As Li.icke calls the eyes 
"as it were the principal gates of sensual desire for tlrn 
external world," he identifies this idea with the preccclin~· 
one; de V{ette docs the same, interpreting it (in objective 
aspect): "what the eyes see, and by what sensual desire is 
excited." The connection by ,ea{, however, which is further 
followed by a second ,ea{, shows that the two ideas arc to be 
definitely distinguished. Accordingly, most commentators 
justly regard £7T't0. -rwv orp0at..µwv as the description of a 
special sort of €7rt0vµ{a ; thus ( against de W ette) Briickner in 
suLjective and objective view: "the lust of the eyes, and, at 
the same time, that in which, as sensuous and earthly, the 
eyes delight." Two different interpretations arc found with a 
more exact definition. Very many commentators, as Luther, 
Socinus, Grotius, Hornejns, Estius, Lorinus, '\Volf, Clarius, 
Paulus, Semler, Baumgarten-Crnsius, Gerlach, ctc.,2 hold, 
though with some modifications, the expression to be sub
stantially synonymous with 7r"J,.eove~{a, ava:ritia. On behalf ol' 
this interpretation, appeal is made principally to several 
passages of the 0. T., and especially to Eccles. iv. 8, v. 10, 
l'rov. xxiii. 5, xxvii. 20; Lut erroneously, for even though 
the eye of the covetous or avaricious ruan looks with pleasure 
on his treasures, and eagerly looks out for ne,v ones, still the 
possession or acquirement of wealth is to him the chief thing; 
the striving for it, however, is not expressed by the phrase : 
im0vµla -rwv orp0a"J,.µwv. Still less justifiable is the explana
tion of Ebrard, who partly agrees with those commentator~, 
Lut regards the idea of " avarice " as too narrow ; and, with a11 

appeal to passages such as Ps. xYii. 11, liv. 0, xci. 8, xcii. 12, 
Prov. vi. 1 7, etc., maintains that by 17 i7rt0. -r. orpO. is meant 
"the whole sphere of the desires of selfislme:;;;, envy, an11 

1 Ei.Jranl strangely thinks that in this view the genitive oipfa')../1-w, is reg:mk<l 
as oujcctive genitive=" the desire for eyes, i.e. for enjoyment of the eyes." 

2 Sauder also explains it of a.vai·icc, but would not exclude the curiositas in 
spcctaeulis, etc., regarding this, however, as merely collaternl. 
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avarice, of hatred and reYenge (!)." Other commentators, on 
the contmry, retain the reference to the pleasure of mere 
sight, but limit this too much to dramatic performances, etc.; 
thus Augustine : omnis curiositas in spectaculis, in theatris; 
similarly X cander and others. Such a limitation, however, is 
arbitrary; accordingly, others refer the expression to other 
objects of sight, thus Calvin : tam libidinosos conspectus 
comprehendit, quam vanitatem, qnae in pompis et inani 
splendore vagatur; but it is more correct to take the reference 
to ihese things in a quite general way, and, with Spener, to 
interpret: "all sinful desire by which we seek delight in the 
seeing itself" (so also Braune) ; besides, it is to be observed 
that 17 bn0uµ{a T. oq,0. is not the desire for ,vealth, etc., 
which is excited by the sight (Rickli and others 1), but the 
desire of seeing unseemly things, and the sinful pleasure 
which the sight of them affords.~ Thus, this idea is quite 
exclusive of the E1rt0uµla T17,; uap,coi;; if the latter is taken 
quite generally, then the lust of the eyes is a particular 
species of it, which the apostle specially mentions in order to 
meet the itlca that the desire of seeing anything can have 
nothing sinful in it. Ilut, having regard to the simple 
juxtaposition of the ideas by ,ea{, it is more correct to suppose 
t,hat J olm conceived the Em0. Tiji; uapKoi; not in that general 
sense, but in the particular sense of the "lust for wealth and 
immoderate enjoyment," so that the two ideas stand to one 
another in the relation not of subordination, but of co-ordim1.
tion, both being subordinate to the general idea of hrt0uµ{a. 
- /Cat 1] ai\.atov€La TOU f3{ou] ai\.atovEi'a is usually translated 
by superbia, ambitio (Socinus: :unbitio in honorilms quaerendis 
:w sectandis), and by similar words, and thereby is understood 
a,11.bition, together with the pride and haughty contempt for 
other,; which am frequently associated with it ;3 thus Cyril 

1 Hickli interprets : " tlw low, scn~unl slyk or thought, in so far ns this is 
excite,! nrnl fo.,tercd by tl1e sight." Dtisll'r,li,·ck uu,h-r.,t.m,ls by it specially 
co,·,·(onsncss am! :l\"aric,, ; lint at th,· same time ol,se1Tc·s that c,·ery sort of 
1lesire may be excited by the eye. 

" lh·ugcl extends the i,ka h,,yo1ul the limit which Jfr.,; in the l'Xpression itself, 
v. !:I'll lw oxplains: l'.a, 1plilrn'-i t,·11t•11tnr ~L·usus illVl'sligativi: otnlus, si\·l~ ,·isns, 
:uulitus et olfoctns. 

: ( ':tl\"in: fastns ant ~up1·rhia, 1·11i ,·,-,11,i11111·t:1 ,·-..t a111liitin, jal't:intia, alionun 
ro11lr•mptns, ,·o,·cn.; amor sni, pracccp.,; c1mli,l,·nti.1. 
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interprets (Homil. Pasch. xxvii.): aA.asove{av T. {3. <p1]CTt Tfi-V 
't I .. ' \ \ ' f .:~,,. , \ a5U1JµaTWV V7TEPOX1JV Ka£ TO TJpµEVOV u 'f O<; Ka Ta ,YE -rtµ1]V 
,cal o6gav. Thereby, however, its peculiar meaning is not 
assigned to the word. In the N. T. aA.asoveta only appears 
in J as. iv. 16 (in the plural) ; the adjective aA.aswv in 
Hom. i. 30 and 2 Tim. iii. 2, in close connection with 
imep11<f,avor;, from which, however, it does not follow that the 
idea of ambition, thirst for glory, etc., is contained in it, but 
only that the aA.as', is related to v1rep11<f,avia ; in James is 
meant thereby-according to the context-the hcmghtiness 
which ovedool;s the 1tncatainty of earthly liappine::;s, ancl 
ostentatiously relics on i·ts permanence. In the same sense= 
ostentatious 1n·idc in tltc posscsoion, whether real or pretended, 
of cm·thly good things, such as happiness, power, knowledge, 
etc., the word appears also in the Apocrypha of the 0. T. ; 
comp. Wisd. v. 8, xvii. 7; 2 Mace. ix. 8, xv. 6. In 
classical Greek ci:X.asovEia has almost always the collateral 
meaning of the nmcality of proud ostentation (Theophr. 
0/iaract. 23 : 1rpou1roi'T]CTL<; -rt~· arya0wv 011/C OVTWV 1rpir; oagav; 

Plato, Phaedr. : ;g,,, 1rpo<J"Ti0£1]TUch a,ya0ov ~ a,1ya0wv TWV 

µh v1rapxovTWV; antithesis of €tpwvEia), which has obtained 
in Hellenistic usage only in so far that the idea here also 
always refers to something by its very nature worthless and 
trifling, and in this way certainly includes a delusion or 
unreality. This meaning is to be retained here also, as is 
rightly done by Li.icke, Sander, Desser, Braune; 1 for examples 
in the Scriptures, comp. 1 Chron. xxii. 1 ff. ; Eccles. ii. 1 ff.; 
Ezek. xxviii. 16, 17; Dan. iv. 27; Rev. xvii. 4, xviii. 7, etc. 
The genitive Tov {3,:ov serves for the more particular definition 
of the idea; f3[or; signifies in the N. T. either "tc1nporal life " 
(1 Tim. ii. 2; 1 l'et. iY. 3, Ree.), or more commonly "the 
support of life, the means " ( chap. iii. 1 7 ; Mark xii. 44 ; 

1 ·with this view Ne:uuler, Gerlach, and Diisterdieck substantially agree also; 
yet their paraphrases <lo not keep precisely enough within the <lclinite limits of 
the extent of the id.ea, as they indude ostentation, ambition, etc. ; a definite 
,listinction between this idea allll k,P"f'-'"- is requisite. -Augustine not 
inaccurately describes the J:i.al;c.i, thus : jactare sc vult in honorilms, mngnus 
sibi vitlctur, sivc de divitiis, sin Jc aliqua potcntia. :Ebranl wrongly denies 
that ncconling to Hellenistic usage the element of pride is contained in the 
i,lea /41.a;<>,;z; neither in classical nor in Hellenistic usage ha.~ the worJ tho 
meaning "luxury," which he 1mi11tains for it. 
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Luke viii. 43, xv. I~. 3 0, xxi. -!) ; it nc,·er has the meaning 
"conduct or life" (Ebranl). Following l'olyh. II1A. vi. ii7G: 
17 r.ept -rovr; {3{ovr; ,iXasovda Ka;, r.o">..v-re>..eia, it is appropriate 
to take {3{o, here in the second meaning, and the genitive as 
objective genitive (so Liicke); as, however, aapKor; and 
orf,Oa">..µwv arc subjective genitives, it is much more correct 
to take {3{ov also as subjective genith-e, and accordingly to 
interpret: "the ,iXatove{a peculiar to the {3{or; ;" in the 
expression 17ooval. -rou {3{ov, Luke viii. 14, -rou {3/011 may also 
be the ol1jective genitive, thus: "the pleasures which refer to 
the {3{or;, the temporal good;" but more probably it is the 
subjective genitive here also, especially if it be connected with 
the preceding ideas (see ~!eyer on this passage), thus: "the 
pleasures peculiar to the present life." 1 

RE:-.rAI:K.-It has almost become traditional to find the mode~ 
of appearance of the evil fully stated in this threefold form, 
corresponding to the triplicity which appears in the Greek 
writers, as in Pythag. Clinias: ;,i.r,<i6>iu /ki, iv ,u,; a'76i.r~ur;,r;, rn,; 
i,CI. GW/J.r.L':·o;, -;:-i.rn~~.;1a 0~ iv ":'!jJ Y..:pOah :,v, ~,i.60<,;Ja OE i11 ":'!j; xat1:.,'7':':pi

%"' ,;;,, '/r;wv " zut' i:J.6iwv; for other expressions, see "\Yet stein." 
This threefold form, it has lJeen thought, is fonu<l both in the 
fall and again in the temptation of Christ; thus Bede, following 
Augustine, says: l'er haec tria tan tum cupi<l.itas hum::ma tenta
tur; per haec tria Adam tcntatus est. et Yictus ; per hnec tcnta
tus est Christus et Yicit; while a Lapide finds expressed in it 
even the contrast with the three Persons in the divine Trinity.' 
- Bengel opposes tl,is Yiew, and makes such a distinction 
lJetweeu the i-::,J. ,r,; r;apzf,; nllll the e,::HI. -:-. i,;J., that he refer,; 

1 The commentators for the most part express th<•mscln~ ~onH·wl,at vaguely: 
<le ·wcttc explains: "the ,·njoyrn<·nt, con,1,inc,l with pri,lc of (<·Hthly) !if,· (not: 
or the good things of life);" Braune says that the g,·niti1·,, i, t" J,., tahn '" 
sulijcctil'c genitive, allll th<"n int,-q,rets: "the g1•niti1·e "'· :;;,. ,i,c;nilil's th., 
si,le on which ostentatious pri,I,, usually appears;" l•:wal,l translat,·s: "swiml
ling in money," which is not only intlclinitc, but even unjustifiable. 

"Ebrani justly ,!,·nil's that a ,lirision of sin as snl'h is to 1,c sought for h,·rc; 
lmt his own 1·i,·11·, that in that tlm·,·fol,1 f,,r111 thl'I'<' is gin,n" ,listril,ution oi' 
,rnrltlly con,luct in its ('ntin, extent, an,! in this way, th:1t first thl' rl'lation ol 
man to his own lio,lily r11Hl sensual 11atm,· is l'X['rt'ss,·,l, thl'II the •·gotistil':tl 
")•]'ositiun to his frllow-11lt'n, an,! finally, Li, n·lation tu th,·111 :1111! complication 
with them, is, as rcsliug 011 a false int,·rprdati"ll of the· J•artic-ular i,lc-as, just as 
little to be ju.~tificcl. 

3 '1'111, COlll1(1·rpart or ,1i .. ,c thn·,, r.-,r111.s of the ,inful ]if,, is, acconling '" 
a L:q,i1l,•, tli,~ tl1rt•c prirnariaP ,·irtuks: 1·111:ti1w11ti:t, d1arita,, l11tmilitas, whkl1 
,·.,i1wi,lc nry exactly with the three rnona,lic 1·,11r, c,I' chastity, po,·crty, n11<l 
olicdirnce. 
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the former to the sensus fruitivi, the latter to the sensus invcs
tigativi, but says of the &,.a~~~eia ,. (3.: arrogantia vitae est, 
quae cupiditatem foras educit et longius in mundum <liffundit, 
11t homo velit qumn plurimus esse in victu, cult.u, etc.; and 
then observes: non concidunt cum his trilms tria vitia car<li
nalia: voluptas, avaritia, superbia; sed tamen in his continen
tur. By the last clause Bengel shows, however, "that there is 
a trace of that scheme to be found even in him" (Diisterdieck). 
- Li.icke has more decidedly expressed himself against it, 
inasmuch as he finds in that threefold form only " the three 
chief points of worldly lust" (according to the first edition, only 
"as examples"); and, moreover, the points "in which it pro
ceeds from the sensual desire to the climax of the clr.a~~v,ia." 
But Liicke's own interpretation of the particular ideas is opposed 
to such a progress, as he makes the first two ideas to coincide in 
regard to their snbstance, and thus no progress takes place from 
the one k•,O;.ip,ia to the other, nor is it, besides, in any way hinted 
at by the apostle. - Li.icke rightly contends that particular 
leading vices are the subject here; not individual vices, but 
the leading forms ( Li.icke 1) ; or, as Briickner says, the leading 
tendencies of worldly sense are stated by the apostle in that 
threefold form. But in what relation do these stand to one 
another ? According to Di.isterdieck, the k,Buµ,ia ,~; ~etp%6; 
forms the superior idea, to which the two other ideas, as mutually 
co-ordinate, are in subordination: "The first-mentioned lust of 
the flesh, the most comprehensive and thorough description of 
the love of the world (ver; 15), embraces both the lust of the 
eyes and the pride of life." This is incorrect. For, on the 
one hand, the clya,;;-~ to the %oG/J.o; is not to be identified with 
the i,;;-10u1J.ia ~~; tretpY.6;, as the latter rather describes the inner 
nature of the %&G/J.o; ; the apostle warns against that love, because 
in the 'XOG/J.o; the k,Bu:J.ia which is not of God dominates; the 
thought that is to be supplied is this, that love to the 'X.6~11,0; 

necessarily implies an entrance into its nature; and, on the 
other hand, the apostle's form of expression is utterly opposed 
to such a subordination ; the two first-mentioned forms of 
worldly sense are by the same appellation: i-7:'1But1,ia, closely con
nected with each other, and distinguished from the third, which 
is not called i-:.,OvtJ.ia, but clr.a(o,e,a ; 2 it is unsuitable, however, 
to regard the latter as k10u:1,fa; i,;;-1~,.,1,ia is the dcsil-c directed to 
the attainment of any good-the lust/or something (not exactly: 

1 When Liiekc calls those three not merely the leading forms, but also the 
principles an,! somccs of the worldly sense, this is not correct, for the worltlly 
sense does not spring from the ,.,,o"l'-i"- "'·""·i .. , but the lattei· is the living motiou 
of the former. 

~ Frommann (p. 2i0 ff.) justly remarks that the tlrn lea,ling forms are the 
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1..hc lust or delight in anything), but the cl1.a.~6H,a. is a definite 
behaviour in regard to the good which one possesses. The 
worldly man stands in n, double relationship to the perishable 
gooll things; on the one hand, he 11.,piffs after them, whether 
he wants to possess aml enjoy them ur to delight himself ,vit.h 
looking at them; on the other han<l, he fancies himself great in 
them when he has them as his own. -That the whole sphere 
of sinful life is not hrre surveyed, Luther has noticed when he 
says: " The following three things arc not of the :Father, viz. : 
(1) hatred of the brethren; (2) the three idols of the worl<l; 
(8) false and seductive teaching." - Sander also brings out the 
sa111r tricliotomy of sinful corruption, appealing for it to chap. 
ii. :!-1:!, where the subject is the first, to vv. 15-17, where it is 
the second, and to ver. H) ff., "·here it is the third. The apostle 
certainly mentions these different m0<les of the appearance of 
sin ; but that the organism of the Epistle rests on this, is an 
assertion that goes too far. 

The following words: OV/C €CTTlV EiC TOU 'TT'aTpor; IC.T.t...] ex
pre!'<S the anti-divine character of the "·orldly nature of the 
E7T't0vµ{a IC.T.t... - 7TaT17p, as in ver. 15; ,ccJ<rµor; here quite 
in ihe same sense as before. - Etvat EiC is, according to Paulus, 
Bmmigarten-Crnsius, de "\Y ettc, not the description of the 
origin, but only of the connection and similarity; by this 
vi<:w, ho,rnnr, the depth of ,J olm's conception is ignored ; the 
c::q ,ression rather embraces hoth, but the seeon<l only as the 
re--;ult of the tir;:;t (so also Ebrarcl); comp. John viii 44. -
B,\' the addition of dt..t..' EiC TOU ,coa-µov E<TTL the antagonism 
bet\\'cen Gou and the world, as the source of the ungodly 
disposition, is brought out with peculiar distinctness. 

Ver. 1 7 adds a new clement to the preceding, ,rhcrclJy the 
exhortation of ver. Hi is strPngthencd an<l confirmed. - Kat o 
Kouµor; r.ap,i,yEmt] is frequently taken by com1uentators, with 
:rn appeal to 1 Cur. vii. 31, as an expression of the transitori
m•,-,; uf the ,vurkl; either the prl'sent being changed into the 
fnture (Dede: nrnmlus transihit, quum in die jndicii per igncm 
in mcliorcm mutaLitnr figurarn, ut f'it codnm 110,·mn cL tcrra 
noYa), or the peculiar natnrc of tlw ,r11rl<l being regarded as 
clPscribctl in it (Orc11mt:11iw;: T<t Koa-1-uKct •'r.t0vµ,1µaTa ou,c 

txu T<> µivov T€ Kat t:GTW',, c,i\.i\.ct r.ap,i~;eTat) ; Dii,;tenlieck 

t.~,,1:_a;~ and the U).u~,n!:z; that th,~ I~,;u,u.i~ si.~11ili1• . ..; tlu• ,h·.~ire, :1.n1l the C£>.a:~,~ 
~:,r. tli,· :wtio11, wlti<:h in the att.ti111111·11t ul' tl1e ol1,i,-cl 1..k~irell lt;ts alrl·ady fuunJ 
it., satisf.1ction. 
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combines both ; the apostle, according to him, expresses a 
trnth "which holds good with ever present meaning, and 
which will thereby show itself some time in fact" (so also 
Ebrard and Braune). But ver. 8 and the following euxa.TT/ 

wpa eu-rtv make it more than probable that the apostle here 
also uses 7rapa,y1:mi in the consciousness of the approaching 
second advent of Christ and the judgment on the Kaup.or; 

which is connected with it, thus: "the world is in the state of 
disappearing; " in 1 Cor. vii. 31 : 7rapa,yE£ To ux;,µa wu 

Koa-µou TOVTOU is said with the same feeling. - Kal ;, lm0uµia 

av-rou] ,vith the world passes away also the hn0uµta which 
dwells in it; whereby the apostle briefly refers to the three
fold form previously named: av-rou is not genitive of the 
object (Lucke, Neander, Sander, Besser), but of the subject 
(Dtisterdieck, Braune); though there is mention previously of 
an a,ya1r<i,v TOV KDCTµov, yet there is none of au em0uµia 

directed towards the Kaup.or;; the contrary view rests on an 
erroneous interpretation of ,coo-µor;. - o 0€ 7T'O£WV TO 0k">vT}µa 

TOU 01:ou] antithesis to o Koo-µo<;, which in its lm0uµia does 
not do the will of God. It is true, "o 7raT~P" is previously 
put as antithesis to the Kouµor;, but it does not follow from 
this that the antithesis here is not to be taken as fully 
corresponding, and " lm0uµwv" to be taken out of e1ri0uµ{a 

(Lucke); the appearance of this arises only from the fact that 
Kaup.or; is taken as something concrete. The expression used 
by the apostle is synonymous with o a,ya1rwv TOV 01:av ; for 
the doing of the divine will is the effect of love to Him. -
P,EV€£ cl<, TOV alwva] antithesis of 7rapa,Y€Ta£; the expression 
signifies, as frequently, eternal, infinite endurance, comp. John 
vi. 51, 58, viii. 35, etc. That John regarded this abiding for 
ever as the eternally happy life in the fellowship of God is 
certain, but is not contained in the expressiou.1 To the 
,coa-µo,; is assigned 0ava-ro<;, to the children of God swh 
aiwvto<;. 

Vv. 18-27. Warning against the antichrists, whose pre• 

1 Ebrard arbitrarily explains that by .,;.;, is to Le understood "the Aeon 
which will begin with the visible est:Lblishment in glory of Christ's kingdom on 
earth," nnd that ~ .,,..,.;, ... ,i; "'· ,,;.;,., therefore means: "he who does the will 
of Uo(l slrnll remnin till the e,111,lishmcnt of the king,lom of Christ-he will 
Le permitted to see the victory u[ Cluist's kiugdom." 
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se11ce shows that the last hour has come. Description of 
them, and exhortation to Leliewrs to continue in that which 
they have heard from the beginning, combined \\'ith the 
testimony that they ham known the tmth.-This section 
stands in closest connection with the preccdi11g one ; for, in 
the first place, the preceding exhortation is occasioned by the 
thought that it is iaxaT71 wpa, as is evidenced by the appear
ance of the avTixpunot; and, in the second place, the 
avTtxpunot, of whom the apostle treats here, arc, as it is 
put in chap. iv. 5 : £IC Tov ,couµov. 

Ver. 18. The appearance of the avTixptUTOt shows that the 
last hour has come. - ,ratoia] nut an address to the chil<lre11 
(see on YV. 12-14), but to all readers.1 

- ia-xaT71 wpa ia-Ti'.] 
l:a-xaTTJ wpa may be the "·hole Christian era from tl1e 
incarnation of Christ to His second advent. In the 0. T. 
1n·ophecy the appearance of the :\[essiah was promised 11':~~!l 

C't?;;:t (Isa. ii. 2; Hos. iii. 5; l\Iic. iv. 1, LXX.: iv rni', t:!TX<LT~L~ 

17µipat\'; comp. also Acts ii. 1 G ). Hence arose amun~ the 
Jews the <listinctio11 of the two ems: i1_l;:t C?iY (aiwv ov,o,) 
and ~f;:i C?iV (aiwv µb .. Xwv), the former the time up to the 
appearauce of the l\Iessiah, the latter embracing the 
l\lessianic time itself. - In the ~- T. arc found, 1iartl)· the 
former idea that Christ has appeared in the lust tiil1.- (HcL. i. 
1 ; 1 Pet. i. 20), partly also the llistinction of these two 
periods, but in this wny, that the aiwv oVTo, does not clo.se 
with the jiYst appearance of Christ, L11t 0111~· with his Pnrousia, 
which coincides with the uvvTEAeta Tov aic7ivo,; comp. )fark 
x. 30; Luke xx. :~4, 35; Epl1. i. ~1. - Iunsm11ch as the 
period which Lcgins ,rith the birth of Chri;;t is now the last 
preceding the a-vvTEAEta, it nrny ue dcscriLed by tl1e expres
sion iuxa.T1J wpa, as Calvin says: ultimulll tempus, in q110 sic 
complcntlll' omnin, nt uihil snpcrsit practcr ulLirnalll Christi 
revelationcm. This view is the customary one \\'ith the older 
commentators; Semler agrees with it, Lnt tl1c context is 
opposed to it; on the one hand, it results from vv. 8 and 17 
that the apostle is \\'riling "·ith a prcst.:ntimcnt of the 
l'aro11sia of Chri>'t; aml, 011 the other ha11d, the eonclmion of 

1 F"r 1111• ,·"ntrary, El,ranl app1·:1ls lo the p,1·nlia1·ly ,-1,il,llikt· 1·h:1r:1ct.·r n[ this 
S!'di"n; 1,nt ]'lainly this 111':ll".S 110 uth,·r 1·h:1r:1,·t,·r tl,a11 tl,,, -,,-/,,,/, E1,i-1I,-, or 
w],i,·l1 El,ranl liirns,-lf s;iy,; that it cunltl uuly l,c llllllerstuuJ 1,y a,lnlts. 
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this verse: o0€v K.T."'A., shows that the apostle cannot here menu 
the whole period extending from the first appearance of Christ 
to His second coming, but only a distinct time in it, namely, 
the time immediately preceding its termination; in fayour of 
this also is the usus loqncncli of the N. T. ; comp. 2 Tim. 
iii. 1; Jas. v. 3; 1 Pet. i. 5; 2 Pet. iii. 3; 11long with 
which it is to be observed that, especially in the Gospel of 
,lohn, the day of judgmcnt is called iJ ~µ,€pa ea--x,aTTJ. Li.icke, 
N eandcr, D:uungarten-Crusius, Gerlach, Erdmann, l\fyrberg. 
Ebrard, etc., have therefore rightly interpreted the expression 
as a description of this time. The hesitation to admit that 
the apostle was mistaken in his expectation of the nearness of 
the advent, hns given rise to many a false interpretation. 
~:-ocinus and Grotius think that iaxan1 wpa is the time 
immediately preceding the destruction of Ji·1·usalc1ii ,· this view 
npproximates to that of Di.isterdieck, according to which the 
last time before the commencement of the ,cp{,n,; is meant, 
v1hich had its beginning at the destruction of Jerusalem. But 
the scruple is not overcome by this, for chap. ii. 2 8 shows 
that ,John regarded the 7rapovu{a of the Lord as near, and not 
as distant, just as the other apostles, and especially also 
Paul, according to 1 Thess. iv. 15, in view of which even 
Di.isterdieck finds himself compelled to admit this ; Besser 
nrges the want of the article, and translates : " a last time," 
i.e. the time before a special revelation of the judicial glory 
of Christ, in which the last hour before the universal final 
ju<lgment is prefigured; but it is well known that the article 
is often wanting just with ideas which arc definite in them
selves; to which it may be added that the idea of such a 
succession of different epochs, which are to be regarded as 
special revelations of the judicial power of Christ, is 
nowhere found expressed in the N. T.1 Oecumenius 
regarded it as likely that luxaTTJ here is used = X€tpiuTTJ ; 

this explanation is found in Schoettgen (tcmpora pericnlosa, 

1 Ilmune, who speaks of Calvin's view and that of Besser as "worthy of 
notice," expresses himself somewhat vaguely when he says: "The expression 
,,,.x,.;.,." .:pa. is to be taken prophetically, eschatologically, and has a valuo con
nected with tl,e history of the kinydom, ernn a historical reference to the Parousia 
of Christ, as the beginning of the second era of the worl<l, but no chronological 
n•h•reucc to the date of the commencement of this l'c:ro:.s:a." Clearly a cp1ito 
arbitrary assertion, 
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pessinm et abjectissima), Carpzov, and others (similarly P,mlus: 
it is a late, i.e. dark, and ever growing worse, time); whereas 
the distinction between these ideas is perfectly clear from 
2 Tim. iii. 1 : €V JuxaTati; ~µ,Jpat<; €VCTTIJCTOVTat Katpol 

xaX€-rrot. 1 The result of an impartial exegesis therefore 
reruains, that-as the other apostles-John also expected that 
the advent of Lhe Lord would soon take place.2 It was ouly 
when the first generation of believers was already dead, without 
that expectation having been fulfilled, that in the conscious
ness of Christians the period till the coming of the Lord 
extended to an indefinitely distant limit, without, however, 
extinguishing the hope of His speedy advent ; comp. 2 Pet. 
iii. 4 ff. ; but that later still the timE= which began with the 
appearance of false teachers was regarded as the last, is proved 
by Ignatius, cp. acl Eph. c. xi. - Kal ,caOwi; ~KovcraTe K. T.'X.] 
With the observation that it is the last time the apostle con
nects the other, that in accordance with what his readers have 
heard, that the avTl'X,PtCTTO<; would come, many avTlxptCTT0£ 

have already come. Bengel supplies before KaOwi;: "et ita 
est," and after Kai: " adeo" ( et ita est, sicut audistis, nempe 
anticbristmn venire: atque adeo jam multi, etc.); these 

1 Peculiar, but artificial, is Ilcngel's interpretation, which, moreover, rests 011 

the false opinion that the chi!Jren arc here specially aJJrcsscd : ultima, non 
respcctu omnium mundi temporum scJ in antithcto pucrulornm ad patrcs et ad 
juvcncs. Trcs omnino horae erant, quarum una post aliam et inchoavit, et 
conjunctim continua.to cursu aJ finem sc inclinavit. Patrum itcmque juvcnum 
hora statim absoluta fuit. Hine puerulis Johannes <licit: ultimo. hora est. Hae 
ultima horn nos etiamnum vivimus omnes. 

2 In opposition to the "prejudice" that the apostles rcganlru. thr a,h-ent as 
so mar, S:mJer thinks that they could not possibly h:n-e imagined that "all 
the great changes, transformations, an,l Jc\'clopmcuts," to whiclt 2 Thess. iii. 3, 
1:om. xi. 25, 26, Luke xxi. 24-26 allwlc, could be aceomplisheJ within a genera
tion. But coulJ not important cvenb takie place within a comparatively short 
period? As it was not the business of the apostles to foresee the course of 
l1istory, it cannot be any reproach on them if they chcrishc,l the hope that the 
long,·,1-for coming of the Lonl woul,! soon occur, especially as they form,·,! out 
of this hope 110 pu:uli.1r ,locirin<', anti ,li,I not \'cnturc to <lrlcrmin,· the time and 
the hour. The n:rtainly extravagant assertion of EhrarJ, that it wouhl ha,c 
been contrary to the or,ler of Go,l's economy uf n,nlation if John, at the time 
when he wrote his Epistle, h:,,J not cxpectcJ the scconJ aclvent of Christ in the 
nrn1· future, rests entirely on Ebrard's \'iews of the s\pocalypse, from the Yisions 
of which, aecorJing to him, it coulJ only be clear to tho apostle for the first 
time that the 1px,,,_a., of the Gospel of J c,hn xxi. ~::! is to be unJcrstood of the 
coming of the Lorcl in 11 'l'ision. 
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supplements are, howeYer, unnecessary, for the Kat before 
viiv is not the simple copula, but serYes to mark the appear
ance of the avTtxpunoL as a fact corresponding to the Ka0wr; 

~KovuaTe· K.T.)t.,. : "as ye have hcanl, etc., so, accordingly, many 
avTtxpurTOL arc even now actually appcm·ing."1 Ka0wr; 

~KovuaTe, namely, by the apostolic declaration, which had 
been communicated to his readers (comp. vv. 7, 24) either 
by John, or even earlier, by Paul especially, according to 
Semler by Jewish teachers, who were spreading false rumours 
of the end of the world (!). on (o) ClllTlXPLUTO<; epx,eTaL /W£ 

K.T.).,.J The present epxeTat is put for the future; it marks 
what is still future as a certainly occurring event; Ebrard 
incorrectly translates ifpx,eTat by "is to come;" even in the 
passages cited by him: chap. iv. 3 ; Matt. xi. 3 ; Gospel of 
John xvi. 13; Rev. i. 8 (why not i. 4 ?), epx,eu0a, does not 
express simply the idea of the future ; besides, Ebrard intcr-

21rcts correctly: "will one day appear." -The prophecy that 
before Christ comes (hence before His Parousia) Antichrist 
will come, accordingly formed a part of the apostolic preach
ing, although it is not contained in the last discourses of Christ 
that have been handed down to us, for the ,[revoo7rpocp~rn, 
and the ,frevooxpiuTot, whose appearance Christ foretells, are 
not to be identified with the avTixpiuTor;. - According to the 
view which has prevailed from antiquity, the avTlxpiuTor; and 
the ,ro).,).,ol avTtXP,uTot are to be distinguished in this way, 
that the latter are only the 7rpoopoµot of the former, in which 
for the first time the antichristian spirit which already animates 
them will be revealed in his full perfection and energy ; 
Bengel, deviating from this, takes the expression avTlxptUTO<; 

as a collective idea : ubi Joh. antichristum, vel spiritum 
antichristi, vel deceptorem et antichristum dicit, sub singulari 
numero, omnes mendaces et veritatis inimicos innuit. Anti
christus pro antichristianismo, sive doctrina, et multitudine 
hominum Christo contraria dicitnr; with this interpretation 
Lange, Baumgarten-Crusius, Besser, and )1yrberg agree. But 
neither here nor in iv. 1 ff. does J olm say that Antichrist has 
already come ; here he merely indicrttes the fact that '77"oi\.).,ol 
avTiXP£UTO£ ryeryovautv as corresponding to the announcement 

1 Diisterdieck: "With the expectation ;',,., ; "'""'XP• lpx., founded on the 
apostolic teaching, corresponds the fa.et already begun: °''""'XF· ,r,oJ.i.,, y,y,vun." 
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of the comiug of Antichrist, and in the other pas;;nge it i,, 
merely stated that rnnuy ,ywoor.pocfn},at arc goue out iuto the 
workl, and that the r.v1;vµa of .Antichrist is already iu the 
world. In the pa,;sage 2 ,Tohn 7, "it is trnc that the explana
tory clause oho, iuTtv o r.)..uvoc; ,ca't o avT[xpiuTo, refers so 
directly to the preceding 7TOA.A.O£ 7TA-<Lvot," that it appears that 
"the identity is thereby indicated" (1st e<l.); but this direct con
nection may, no tlonbt, be explained in this way, that he who 
speaks through the many is, according to J olm, no other than 
the one Antichrist; and even though John "neither describes 
the U.VTi')(PtUTOt as the r.poOpoµot, nor the UVTLXPLUTO<; as the 
one in whom the principle that auirnates them is concentratcll 
in highest potency," it is to be remembered. that John is 
:-;peaking of the Antichrist here, not in doctrinal aspect, but 
only in order to show by the heretics, whom he calls avTi

xpiuTot, that the 7'i"VEuµa of Antichrist is already iv T<j, ICoUµ<p.1 

The name avTlxp1u,o, is not found in the Scriptures outside 
of the :First and Secoud Epistles of John; only in the later 
ecclesiastical literature does it appear frequently. --That the 
prefixed <i.vn cloes not express the snhstitntionary reference 
(as in avn/3aut11.Eu,), but the refercucc of antagonism, is with 
justice now commonly recognised; but the prevailing trausla
tion : "enemy of Christ," is grmmuatically iuaccnrate, as in 
s11lJ8tantfrc compounds formed with avn (in the antagonistic 
sense) the substantive is an object which by aVTt is descrilied 
as standing in opposition to an object of the same kinJ. Thus. 
an c'tvncp,11.ouocpo, is not an "opponent of philosophy" (Ebranl), 
or of philosophers, lmt a philosopher who is opposed to other 
philosopher:-;, a hostile philosopher; comp. <i.vnµax17T1J,, tiv.t

r.aA.atuT11,, avTir.011.i,. (lVTIPPTJUL<;, <ivTlppota IC.T.11.? ~\cconl
ingly, o <ivTixpiuTo, does not mean generally: the euemy of 

1 ·w ciss justly maintains, a.~ainst Fron11nnn11 arnl 1:,-nss, n,·ron!ing to whom 
.John has spiritnalizcJ or confuse,! the ,logma of Anti,·hrist, that he in 110 wa~· 
,lenies the reality of the ,\ntichrist, although Wci,;s thinks that John rcganls 
the 1,rophr,·y or th,· Antichrist as l'ulfillc,l in this, that the spirit of Antid1rist 
has !'.1/lllC into the worhl, mul in the false teachers is dcnyiug the fu11Ja111l'11tals of 
Christian truth. 

2 From this it is c!Pnr that the rnlc laid ,lown 1,y Lii,·kc, that "the wor,l com-
1•01111,kd with ,..,.,., is tlw objert of the opp,,sition," can by 110 mrnns hohl goo,I 
for nil rn111po111uls with ,..,.,.,, ir1:1s111uch as 1111· 1•,rn111ph·s a,!Juced by Liickc : lr..r:
ifw, U.1tp,;-., Uv,,,,;~p!1,;;, ch·•n:>.,o;, U,-.:,;iJvf'>i, nrc not sulistanth·cs ; ;1J1.J, in the sccor11l 
place, ,.., .. , llo~s not express in them the iuea of hostile :mtngoni,111. 
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Christ, but the "opposition Chi·ist," i.e. that enemy of Christ 
who, under the false pretence of being the real Christ, seeks 
to destroy the work of Christ.1 Almost all commentators 
have correctly supposed that John understands by this enemy 
the same as Paul speaks of in 2 Thess. ii. 3 ; the features 
which appear in the description of the Apostle Paul and in 
the statements of John correspond too closely to permit of 
this being doubted; according to both, his appearance in the 
Church is preceded Ly a falling away (John says in vcr. 19 
of the antichrists: Jg 17µwv igi]X0ov; Paul in ver. 3 speaks of 
au a'!T'OUTa<r-la conneded with his a7T'OKUAV,fnr;); both ascribe 
to him a God-opposing, wicked nature (Paul calls him o av0p"'

r.or; T~', c'iµapTLa,, () avoµo,; John puts the 7T'Vevµa TOV aVTL

XPLUTOV in antithesis to the 7T'Vevµa TOU Beou, and says of the 
a.ntichrists who are animated by the former, that they are f.K 

roii Kouµov) ; both characterize him as a liar, who seeks to 
establish the lie against the truth ; according to both, he 
appears in the last time before the Parousia of Christ ; even 
the names correspond with each other, for even though the 
name avTtxpt-:;-ror; contains an important feature ,d1ich is not 
expressed in the name o avn,ce[µevor;, yet this very feature 
comes out so distinctly in the Pauline description, that it is 
clear how suitable John's appellation of that enemy is; when, 
namely, Paul describes him as the av0p(J)7T'0', n;, aµapTta,, 

and afterwards says of him that he CL71'00ElKVVUL eavTov, OTl 

f.UT~ 0eor;, this points to the fact that he will represent him
self as the incarnate Gocl,-and this is just what is indicated 
in the name avTtxpiuror;. 

RDIAitK.-On the various views of the Antichrist, see Li.ine
maun on 2 Thess. ii. 1-12, p. 204 ff., and Di.isterdieck on this 
passage. - The Greek l<'athers regard the Antichrist usually as 
a man who, as an instrument of the devil, imitates the true 
Christ, comp. Hippolyt. de consuininat. 1;mncli, c. vi. 14, c. xlviii.; 
Cyril, Catcch. xv. ; yet there is also found the incorrect view that 
he is the incarnate devil himself ( comp. Theodoret, Epit. cliv. 

1 While Briicknc1· agrees with the E1Kplanation given here, it is opposed by 
Braune ; lint he does not pay attention to the grammatical vinuication. Besides, 
it is to be obser,·e,l that the more particular uefinition of " false pretence" does 
not lie in the wonl itself, but certainly in the fact, since there is only one Christ; 
it is different in the case of the worl ,.,.,,q,,i.,~oq,,;. 

l\[EYEn.-1 Joux. Z 
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dcc;·ct. c. xxiii., aucl Co,i1 mcnt. in Dan. ii.; Hippolyt. c. :xxii.). -
Like the Parousia of Christ, so the appearance of Antichrist 
also belongs still to the future ; of antichrists, as they had 
appeared in the time of J olm, there has never since been any 
lack ; but the Antichrist bas not yet come, and it was equnlly 
arbitrary for Grotius to regard Brrrkochba., or others :::\Iohammed, 
or Luther the Pope, or Crrtholics Luther, ancl so on, rrs Anti
christ. - Not merely rationrrlistic writers, but also Li.icke, 
cle "\V ette, N errnder, and others, distinguish Jorni and idea in 
John's representrrtion of the future appcnrance of the Anti
christ.. As the fundrrmental idea, they regard the thought thnt. 
equally with the development of Christirrnity, the evil will 
gradurrlly increase more and more in its contest against Christ, 
until at last, when it has attained its highest summit, it will be 
completely conquered by the power of Christ. As the Foi'1ii 

they regard the representation that this highest energy of the 
evil will finrrlly appear in one single person. For such a dis
tinction it is difficult, however, to show any justification, n;; 
Scripture itself gives no suggestion of it; it is therefore rightly 
rejected hy Di.isterdieck, Braune, Driickuer. 

In the words : /Cat vvv civ-rlxJJLU'TO£ r.OAA.Ot 'YE"fOVaU'tV, the 
apostle mentions the fact in which the expectrrtion: o-r~ 0 
av-rtxpiu-ro-; fpxe-rai, is beginning to lJC realized. The UV'Tl

XPlU'TO£ arc the heretics who accept the lie described in ver. 2 2 ; 
but they bear that name because the r.vevµa 'TOV avnxp{u-rou 
animates them, and thus the Antichrist himself is already 
revealing himself in them. ryEryovauiv is not = coeperunt ebe 
(Erasmus), but: "they have become," 1·.,-. they are rrlreaLly in 
existence. Dy merrns of the snbonlill[lte clause o0ev rywwu,co

JJ,Ev ,c.-r.:,\,., the connection between the two first parts of the 
verse is to be recognised. 

Ver. 10. Helation of the <iv-rtxpiu-roi to the Christian 
Church. - Jg 1jµwv €F1>..0av, (LA.A.. OU/C 1juav Jg 1jµ.wv] On the 
form of the second aorist "·ith a, sec Winer, p. GS (VIL p. 71). 
- ny 17µ,wv we arc uot to umlcrstawl the Jews (C:rotiu,::, 
Eichhorn, Hickli), 11or the apostles (S. Schmid, Spcner, Besser, 
and other;;), lrnt Christians in geueral, as the Church of Christ.1 

Jg,7;>..0av is trrkcn hy scYeral comrncntators = prodienmt (Yul
grrte, naumgrrrten-Crusius, Enli11:rn11, anll others), finding the 

1 l:1,rnnl finds l,imsc•l[ com1,dk-,l hy !,is i11l•·q,n·t.11i,,n o[ "'"'';;;,. not to i1wli:,I' 
in ;,I'-,~' those a,ltlrc,sc,l, l,ut t,, sar: "tlw :1p,,,ti., pnl; himself aml tht• l'hnr..l: 
in contrast to the little ones whom ho :ulllrcsscs." 
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idea of origin expressed in it; this is incorrect; the following 
µ€µ€V1JKeurav shows that it is rather to be taken in the sense 
of secessio (so Augustin, Bede, Erasmus; and among the 
modems, Lucke, Diisterdieck, Ebrard, Braune, and others). 
Ey the emphatic position of Jg 1jµwv it is brought out that 
the antichrists were previously µ€0' nµwv, and belonged there
fore to the Christian Church. How far this separation had 
been formally accomplished, J olm does not say; but it is 
contained in Jgif)l.,0av that they had taken up an antagonistic 
position, not merely to the apostolic doctrine (Beza: ad muta
tionem non loci sed doctrinae pertinet), but to those who by 
their faitMul observance of the unadulterated gospel proved 
themselves to be the children of God (as also Braune). -
Ui\,f\,, OVIC 'i]rrav Jg nµwv J a,,\,\' expresses the contrast to the 
preceding thought: although they went out from us (and 
therefore were connected with us), yet they were not of us. 
€tvai EK expresses connection in the most complete reality, 
thus : they were not of us, viz. in such a way that they would 
have really belonged to us, as common members of one body, 
in which one sonl lives; in contrast to which the €tvai µ€T<L 

contained in the following µ€µEV1JK€Lrrav av µe0' nµwv ex
presses the outir:cml fellowship as distinguished from the 
former idea. Even here h does not depart from its original 
meaning (see on ver. 16), for he only truly belongs to the 
Church of the Lord who in regard to his inner life has pro
ceeded from it, i.e. from the Spirit ruling in it.1 The imper
fect 'i]rrav embraces the whole previous period during which 
the antichristians were connected 'with the believers, and does 
not merely refer to the time immediately preceding their 
separation (Episcopius, Socinus). -That they were not Jg 
nµwv, J olm proves by the words : el ryap 1irrav Jg 1jµwv, µeµe
v17Ketrrav UV µe0' nµwv. The civTixptrrTO£ belonged therefore 
to the Christians for a while ; they ,rnre µeT' avTwv, although 
not Jg avTwv, for in this case they would also have remained 

1 Diistcrdieck: "That those antiehrists left the fellowship of the believers, 
follows from fL'I-'"""· ;;,, µ.,d' ;,µ.;;,,; but the original, inner, ethical relationship 
of those men who 1i·ent out from the bosom of Christian fellowship and fell away 
from it, is indicated by the different meaning in which the same phmse ii; ;,,,_;;, 
appears, on the one hand, with i;ii;\.ta,, with which µ,µ."f,"· "·""·"-· is to be com
binetl ; and, on the other hand, in the expressions ''"" 7.,c.:, •; ;,µ.;;,, aml ,i -yl,,p J~a, 
~ ... f l) •; nµ.. 
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µeT' av-:-wv. Here, too, John proceeds OJI the idea that the 
µeve,v is the evidence of the eivat. On the pluperfect with
out the augment, sec "'\\'iner, p. G7 (YII. p. 70). - a'll.)I..' ,'va 

cf,avepw0wutv K.T.A.] aA.A.U refers back to €~1JA.0av, or to the 
thought: 011 µfµev11Kau, µe0' ~µwv: "but they have not 
remained with us." Less simply Diisterdieck interprets : 
"they have not remained with us, but (a;\.A.u) they have lJCL'll 
separated from us, in order that." Such a double supplement 
is not necessary, for aAAu is not necessarily the antithesis ur 

a negation. - By t'va K.T.A. it is not the result (Paulus), but 
the purpose that is stated,-the purpose, namely, of their 
separation or not remaining, which was willed by God; the: 
purpose is that it might he manifest that they are not i, 17µwl'. 

The connection of cf,avepw0wu,v with the following on ovK 

eiu',, r.avTe<; i~ 17µwv is not quite regular; Socinns construes 
ou and 1TavTE<; together: non omnes = nulli i. e. ncmo ex 
illis est ex 11ostro mnnero; this is incorrect, ou 7TavTE'> i~ 
not= nulli, but·• nonnulli ; de "'\Vette right!~· supposes the con
junction of t,rn thoughts, yiz. (1) t'va cf;ai1epw01i, oTt ouK Eiu1 

7TUVTf', i, 17µwv; and (2) t'va rf,avepw0wuw, on OUK ei'u111 ii; 
17µwv, only de "'\V ette should lwxe pnt the second thought lir,t 
for John's immediate intention was, as the plural cf,ai·epw0w,rn· 

shows, to speak only of the civT1xp1uTot, but then he exlcnd., 
hi:; idea so as to introdncc the new snl,ject 1Tciv,e,; the senc:,· 
is : it "·as to be made manifest in the civTl'xpiuTot that the~· 
were not-and therefore that all who were µe0' 17µwv we1\· 
not-if ~µwv (so also Drmmc 1). - Fllr the work of tli,· 
Clll'istian Chmch it is 1weessary that it ~hall be manifest wl1t 1 

really belongs to it and ,rho docs not; Lhis ,cpiui<; is the pm
pose for the sake of which Cod h:1,; ~o arranged it that tltu~v 
civTix.piuTot should go ont; comp. with the itlea in 1 Cur. 
xi. 1 ~I. 

ltDL\ltK.-In the wonls: ,; ~.,u., i:. i-,:1.Z,·, :1.,:1.Hr,%:1r:;u., cl., .'1.,,'° 
i,1,:;,, this thou 11ht is containe,l: H,~ ,rho really belon~-~ tu th,· 
<°''hu;.eh HCYer lca,·es it; he who k:\\"e,; ii sh;iws th~r0liy th:1t 

1 :llyrl1(·rg iuterpn·h: s.·,l (1•g1vssi sun!) ut 111a11ifesli rc,l,lerentur; 111111 11,,1, 

omnL·~ sunt tle uoLi,; Uut inl'Onl'l·tly, for(]) ,:!t.Hf~r,~r1'a r,·'lllirl'!:i a uwn'. part!
cnLu- lh·li11itio11 ; nn1l (2) the i,le:t: nun ,,11111f's su11t cl,· nohi.-.:, cannot :-.cn·t· t 

c.,talili,h the i,h-a r""f"'';q,., A,·i:onliug to llil,:.:,·nli-1,1, .,,-i,,,; is to l1c rl'frrr,·,. 
only to tl,e auti,:ltri,ts: "that tl11·y all wer,· w,t of us;" hut t!tis is n'fulc',l 1-:
thc position of <rav-:-,r. 
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he did not really belong to it. This confidence of the apostle 
iu the preserving love of the Lord, and in the faithfulness of 
those whom He has saved, seems to be opposed to the idea 
l1rought ont in Heb. vi. 4 ff., that even those who were once 
eulightened, and have tasted of the heavenly gift, and were 
made partakers of the Holy Ghost, etc., may fall away. But, 
as constantly in his Epistle, so here also John speaks absolutely, 
without taking into view the state of gradual development, from 
which, however, it does not follow that he does not recognise 
it. The one circumstance that he exhorts believers as such to 
abide in Christ, shows that he would not deny the possibility of 
their falling away; only it is-justly-certain to him that lie 
who does not abide had not yet with his g•lwlc heart entered 
into the fellowship of the Lord, but, even though touched by 
His love, and exhibiting the trace of love towards Him, had 
nevertheless not broken completely with the world. Ebrard 
thinks that the apostle means only, that temptation by this 
particular lie (namely, by Gnosticism) is 011ly possible \\'ith 
those who in their inner being were previously strangers to 
Christianity; but even though John here speaks of particular 
A11tichrists, yet the general thought is at the basis of the words 
d f,,rav uttered in reference to them ; otherwise the apostle would 
have definitely pointed out the difference of these apostates from 
others to whom the word has no refereuce. - Augustin, Calvin, 
Beza, etc., find in the words a confirmation of their doctrine of 
predestination, but. only by inserting in them ideas which are 
foreign to them, since the subject here is neither a donum 
perseverantiae nor a distinction of the vocati and electi. 

V v. 2 0, 21. Testimony that the believers, to whom the 
apostle writes, know the truth. - Kal, uµeis xiiuµa exeTeJ The 
apostle writes this neither as a captatio benevolentiae (Lange), 
nor as a justification of the brevity of his writing on the fore
going subject (a Lapide), nor for the purpose of quieting his 
readers, "who at the appearance of so many Antichrists might 
possibly be alarmed for the safety of their own faith" (Li.icke), 
bnt in order to make the warning contained in his words in 
reference to the antichristian lie the more forcible ; see on 
ver. 12. - Most commentators take Kai here as particula 
adversatirn (so even de Wette; more cautiously Li.icke: "the 
logical relationship of this verse to ver. 19 is that of an 
antithesis, therefore Kat becomes logically aclversative ") ; the 
incorrectness of this view is recognised indeed by Di.isterdieck 
and Ebrnnl, yet they maintain the antithetical reference of 
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this verse to the prececling one ; and of com.,e in itself there 
is nothing against the supposition of a connection of achersa
tive ideas by the simple copula ; but that an nrlversative 
relationship occurs here is very much to he doubtcLl, for the 
apostle did not now need to say to his readers that they, as 
such as have the xpiuµa,, were in opposition to the antichrists, 
and, besides, in the sequel that idea is not further followed 
up.1 It is more suitable to the context to connect the first 
part of this verse closely with the second, and in this two
clansed sentence to find the presupposition stated for what is 
said in the following Yerse (so also Briickner). - xp'iuµa 
appears in the N. T. only here and in ver. 27; according to 
Greek nsiis loqiicndi, it is the anointing oil; as in the 0. T., 
for example Ex. xxix. 7, xxx. 31. "In the 0. T. the holy 
anointing oil is constantly the type of the Holy Spirit, both 
where anointing appears as a figurative action (besides the 
passages quoted, in 1 Sam. x. 1 ft, xvi. 13, 1-!) as well as 
where it appears in figurative language (Ps. xlv. 8; Isa. b:i. 1). 
But that which in the 0. T. is presented in tn)C aml slrnrlow, 
in the N. T. has appeared in trnth and substance" (Desscr) ; 
xpiuµa is therefore a symuolical expression for the Holy 
Spirit, as xpfrw, moreover, is frequently n~cd of the gift of 
the Holy Spirit; comp. Acts iv. 27, x. 38; 2 Cor. i. 21. With 
this most of the commentators agree, only that xp'iuµa is 
usually incorrectly explained as the act : " unctio, anointing," 
and this is then taken as a description of the Holy Spirit: 
1,0 hy Augustin, and even by de ,v ette, Ewald, Sander, and 
J-:rdmann. It is erroneous to umler.;;taml xp'i.uµa of the " lrne 
tradition about Christ, viYidly transmitted, proceeding from 
the apostles" (IGistlin, p. ~43), or of the "·orkin~ of the Holy 
Spirit (Didymus: charitas, quae cliffnmlitur in con1ilms no,:;tris 
per spiritum :oanctum; Soei1111s : di,·i1111m beuclicium coguo
scencli ipsas res divinas, qnatenn;; homini est opus; Emanuel 

l By this, however, it is not 1:1rant that th,· apo.,ll,·, "·h,-n he turns to his 
readers with up.,7;, docs not contrast them al nil \l·ith th,· nntid1rists, but only 
that he docs not do it in //,i.s S<•nst', thal 111· wislw, tlll'rl'liy t,, l'll!J'hasizc :1 con
trast between thl'm. ll:1,l the apostle int,·n,J,,,\ t hi,, h,· wnu\,l ,·,·rtainly not 
l,ave use,! ,.a,, f,,r in .,111'/, antitl11-.,,._, xa: is only ,ui1;1lil,· when the prc,licates 
c~adly ('.OJ'l'l'S]IO!itl with OllC another(<',[/, [/,ry h,,w ,,., ,.,.,,;;_ux ""'" ,;,,.,-,_;_,;,.,.., anu 
ve l1a\'1• ~o -:7J'a'ijf',CL (-);;1i;); 1,ut CVC'll tlwn usually a, i:-; llSt"tl (1•01:q,. )latt. \". 21, 22. 
aml many other p:bsages\, or 11<J p:1rti..I,_. :tl all \l'ulll[>. ,John iii. 31, de.). 
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Sa: christianismus), or of the act in which the Spirit is given 
to Christians, thus of baptism (Ewalc.1) or of confirmation. 
Oecumenius wrongly finds here (h,.a/3€T€ Ota TOV f]a?TTLa-µ,aTo<; 
TO ·xiiap,a TO Lfpov, Kal Ota TOUTOV TO €£<; 7ra,(j'Q,V T~V a~~0e.tav 
0017ryovv vµa.r; 0e.'iov ?TV€vµa) an allusion to the old custom of 
anointing the candidate for baptism ; this custom does not 
belong to the apostolic age, but was probably first introduced 
by this passage, as Bengel has observec.1.1 It is, on the whole, 
less likely that John was here thinking of the communication 
of the Spirit by means of baptism, as is usually supposed, than 
that he was thinking of that by means of the preaching of the 
gospel (Di.isterdieck), as in the whole context there is nothing 
to suggest the former.2 That John uses just the word xp'i.(j'µa 
is not without meaning; as in the 0. T. not only kings, but 
also priests and (sometimes) prophets were anointed, he 
reminds believers thereby " of their high honour, calling, 
office, and glory" (Sander).3 If it be the case that there is 
also an allusion in it to the name of the Antichrist (Bengel, 
Di.isterdieck), then the apostle wanted to bring out that 
believers in possession of the XP£(j'µa, are enabled fully to 
know the antichristian ,fre.voor; in its contradiction to the 
'' '0 ') 1 " ' ' ~ ' ' ] F " • a/\,17 e.ta ; see ver. .. . - e.xe.Te. a?To Tov aryiov or e.xe.Te., 1n 

1 As Bengel thinks that this whole section is adJrc~sed to the children, he 
says: Earn unctioncm s11iritualcrn ho.bent .,.,.. "'"''l,a: pueruli; namquc cum 
baptismo, quem susceperunt, conjunctum erat donum Spiritus s., cnjus signi• 
ficaudi causa ex hoe ipso loco deinccps usu reccptum cssc videtur, ut olco corpora 
baptizatorum ungcrcntur. - How in modern times this passage is misused as a 
proof of the post-apostolic origin of the Epistle, see the Introduction, sec. 3. 

~ As quite arbitrary interpretations, we may further mention here that of 
Semler and that of J. J. Hess (Flatt's and Sussl.:ind's lofaga=. vol. xiv.) ; the 
former, on the false assumption that the Epistle is addressed especially to the 
presbyters also, explains xp7,rµ.a by : lcgitima auctoritas docendi, and adds : 
XP;"I'"' est idem ac X"F'"i'"' illud, cujus auctor spiritus s., qui per apostolos 
imprrtitur doctoribus ; and the latter understands by it the instruction which 
the Churches of Asia Minor received about Antichrist through the Apocalypse. 

3 K eander : '' That which in the Old Covenant was counectcd only with 
inclividuals to whom in some way the guidance of God's people "·as entrusted, 
,rith individuals who thereby were singled out from the mass of the rest of the 
people, this under the N cw Covenant is connected with the people of God in 
general. ... There arc therefore no longer among the people of God any such 
distinctions as there were in the Old Covenant between kings, prophets, priests, 
and people .... They arc one kingly priestly race, whose nobility ancl high 
destination all share; all arc prophets by virtue of that common enlightenment 
by the Holy Spirit." 
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vcr. 27, 1:11.ci/31:TE is put; the possession rests upon a reception, 
and this, indeed, ,i7!"o Tou c'i'Y{ou; o a'Yto'> is-following the 
correct interpretatiou of xp'icrµa-not the Holy Spirit (Didy
mus, Lorin us, Semler), but either Goel (Rickli, Besser, :Ncander: 
"a'71"o indicates the source;" which, however, is not always 
the case ),-comp. John xiv. 16 ; 1 Cor. vi. 19 : Tou a'Y/ou 
'!rVEVµaTO<;, ov €X€T€ ci?ra 01:ou,-or more probably, as most 
commentators think, Christ; comp. John xv. 26: o r.apccKATJ
-ror;, &v E'YW ,rJµ,Jrw vµ'iv ,rapa TOU r.aTpo<; ; and J olm vi. 6 9, 
where Christ (according to the overwhelming authorities) is 
called o a'Yior; Tou 01:ou; in favour of which is the fact that 
,John, in ver. 2 9, calls Christ UKaior;, and in chap. iii. 3, a'Yvor; 
( comp. also Acts iii. 14 ; Rev. iii. 7). - That the hcstower of 
the xp'icrµa is called by John o a'Yto'> (whether it he God or 
Christ) arises from this, that the anointing with the Spirit is 
an act of 11iak:ing ltoly, i.e. of separation from the world ; but 
he only can ma!.:c holy who himself is holy. - Ka~ oroaT€ 
r.avTa] Bengel, acconliug to the sense, explains ,ea{ correctly 
by : et iude ; the possession of the xp'i,crµa is the reason of 
the 1:iUvai wavTa. - ,ravTa is not masculine (Syrus: omnes; 
Bede : <liscemitis inter probos et improbos), but neuter. 
Calvin rightly says: omnia, non universaliter capi, sed ad 
pracsentis loci circumstantiam rcstringi debet ; still it must 
not be restricted merely to those things ( quae sunt) uecessarirr 
agnoscendis antichristis et cavendis illornm insidiis (Dengel), 
but it embraces along with these Thv ciJ...110€lav in general 
(ver. 21); comp. John xiv. 26, xvi. 13: r.iicrav T1JV ,1J...110€lav. 
In the possession of the whole truth Christians are also 
enabled to distinguish lies and truth.1 

Ver. 21. ouK E"/pa,Jra vµ'iv] does not refer to the whole 
Epistle (Beza), lmt to that which is said of the antichrists; 
comp. ver. 26.2 

- on OUK oLOaT€ TIJV ,iJ...1i0€lav IC.T.A.J OTL = 
because (comp. vv. 12-14); the apostle tloes not want to 
teach the anointnl Christians for the Jirst time the trnth ,\'hich 
was revealed in Christ, but he is writing to them becau;;c they 
know it ; a Lapille: non nt hacc vos doceam, secl 11t t!octos 

1 Th<· g,·nninl'ly Catholie inll·rprdati,,11 o[ E,tins is wo1·thy of noti,·,·: halol'!is 
1·11iscnpos cl pn·:-;hytcros, cpwrum tlll"il a,· ~twli1) Yl• . ...;tral' etdl':-.ia,• satis i11:--tn1cUlO 

sn11t in iis, 1p1ac vertinent n<I ,loctriuac rhristinnar n·ritatcm. 
' Ebrar,I rP[ers this 1yptz~tz aho arhitrarily to th t:ospd o[ John. 
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confirmem. - ,ea~ OTt 7rav ,[rEvOor; IC,T.X.] This OT£ is not co
ordinate with the preceding one, but is dependent on o'ioaTE. 
Luther, correctly according to the sense: "but ye know it, and 
know that," etc. - 1rav ,y.voor;, quite generally, though with 
special reference to the antichristian doctrine ; ,[revoor; : " not 
merely error, bnt lie" (de "\Vette)-the absolute antithesis of 
<tX170Eta; Lange quite arbitrarily thinks that the abstract is 
liere put for the concrete : " that no false teacher can be a 
genuine Christian." It is incorrect to take 1rav ... ou as a 
Hebraism= ouSJv; ou belongs mther to the predicate. - EiC 
-rry<; aX170dar; Oll/C ea-Tt] EiC here also indicates the source, and 
does not express mcrcl?J the connection (de Wette, Daumgarten
Crusius). Because the lie is not of the truth, so also it has 
no connection with it; Lorin us : ex vero non nisi verum 
seqnitur, et Yerum vero consonat. "\Vhence the lie, which is 
not EiC Tryr; <LA1J0E{ar;, originates, Christ says in John viii. 44 : 
The truth is from God, who is Himself the truth ; the lie from 
the devil, who is not in the truth. 

Vv. 22, 23. The existence of the autichrists and their 
relationship to the Christian Church having been previously 
stated, there follows now the more particular definition of the 
antichristian lie. - Ti;; ea-Ttv o V•Vl1'T1J<; ;] The intenogative 
form, with which John addresses his readers who know the 
truth, is explained by the vividness of the feeling with which 
the apostle is writing; similarly in chap. v. 5. He passes 
from the abstract (1rav t•voo,) directly to the concrete 
( "[rEv<TT1J,). The definite article: o "[rEVCTT1J<; (Luther incor
rectly : a liar), brings out the idea in clearer distinctness : the 
liar KaT' E~ox11v, i.e. he in whom the lie appears in concrete 
personality (so also Braune), identical with o avTiX,Pta-Tor;, 
which is denied by Jachmann through mistake of John's 
idea. The thought is weakened by the supposition that the 
apostle is speaking here comparatively (Grotius: quis potest 
major esse impostor ?). Nor is Ben gel's interpretation 
satisfactory : quis est illius mendacii imposturaer1ue reus? 
with which Diisterdieck agrees, when he paraphrases: "·what 
sort of a lie I mean, ye know very well. "\Vho arc the liars ? 
Are they not those who deny, etc. ? " The apostle certainly 
has the particular lie of the antichrists of his time in view, 
but this he reganls as the one chief and fundamental lie "in 
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\\'hich n11 ,yEvoo, is co!llprised" (Liicke). The explanation of 
Rrnungarten-Crnsius is plainly quite erroneous : " ,diat else is 
a false doctrine than, etc. ? " nor is thnt of Ebrnrd less so, as 
he finds in this catcchctical (:) question intended for child1·cn 
this meaning: "on whose side is the lie?" with which he 
then ::,upplies the corresponding question: " nncl on whose 
side is the tmth?" - El µ,~ o <'ipvovµ,wo,] El µ,11, often after a 
negation, may also stnnd after a question, ns in this n nega
tion is contained; comp. Luke xvii. 18; Rom. xi. 15; 1 Cor. 
ii. 11 ; 2 Cor. ii. 2 ; 1 J olm v. 5 ; it corresponds to the 
German: "als nm·" (English: "but only," "except"), and 
lilllits the general thought to a particular one ; the sense 
ac:cordingly is: Xo other is the liar but he who, etc. Accord
ing to Ebrnrd, El µ,fi must here only have the meaning of 
"than," 1Jecause the question here is, ·\\"hich of the tn·o 
do.'7mrdical tcnd1·11cfrs 0) helongs to the lie; that the apostle 
here has in view t1,;o parties, namely, the antiehrists and the 
helieYing Christians, and asks which of them is in possession 
of the tmth, is n pure fiction, for which there is not the 
::;lighte;;t evidence in the text. on 'l71uov, OVIC €<1'TLII o 
Xpio-,o,] On the construction of the negntiYe idea cipvE'iu0at 
,\"ith the following ou,c, br "·hich the negation is more strongly 
emphasized, see Killmer, II. p. 410. -The lie of the Anti
christ consist;; in the denial that J esns is u Xpuno,, 1·.c. in 
the llenial of the identity of Jesus and Christ, whereby is 
meant, according to ver. 19 aud chap. iv. 3, not the Jewish 
nnl,elief, thnt Jesus is not the promised l\Iessinlt, hut the 
Gnn~tic heresy of the distinch'on uctn·f<'ii Jesus ancl C!u·ist, 
"·hic!t forms the sharpest contra<liction to the npostle's 
cluc:trine that J esns is the '!,.o,yo, uap~ ,ywoµ,wo,. It is 
erruneons to find here a reference to two different lduds of 
heresy; on the one han<l the denial of the dirinc, on the 
oilier the dcninl of the h11 11u1;1, nature of ,Jesus ;1 for John 
spe:i.ks only of ow: lie. - oVTo, iunv o civTfxptuTo,] ovTo, 
rekrs bnc-k lo o c'ipvo1,µ,wo<,: the liar who <lenies the identity 

1 So 'l'crtnllian (de Prac.<rript. c. 33) : Joh. in cp. cos maxi me antichristos 
Y0":1~, qni ('Jirist11111 1u•gan•11t in <·arru· n·11is:•w t·t •tlli 11011 pnt:n,·nt .T,·.•mm CSM' 

Fili11111 Dt·i; illntl )Iarcion, ll<11' El1ion vi11di,·:n·it. fi111ilarly U,•S:;L'l': ~• That 
,Tt,,,;, 1•;:is J1<Jt the Christ, the ('hrist not ,fr,,,,. Eitlwr the JJ",,,·,l tli:tt II":\, frrna 

tJ, .. 1"·.::innin.~ ,ms scparat,-,1 frollt thi.s ,lc•,us, or the Jfcsh 1ras ,lc·1ticcl t,J the 
eternal W onl. '' Comp. In troll. sec. :J. 
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of Jesus and Christ, he is the Antichrist. It is natural to 
take o ,frevuT71r:; and o avT£XP· here in general signification, and 
to find therein a justification for Bengel's conception of John's 
idea of Antichrist ; but as the lie of the antichrists proceeds 
from the 'TrVEVµa TOV avnxp{u-rou, it may be ascribed to the 
Antichrist himself; the individual ::mtichrists arc the mouth 
by which he speaks. - o apvovµevor:; 'TOV 7raTepa /{Q,i, 'TOV 
ul&v] is not to be connected with oVTor:;, so that the sense 
would be : this one, who denies the Father and the Son, is 
the Antichrist; but as a clause of more particular definition 
subordinate to o av-rtxptCTTOr:;. " John hereby adds a new 
element which states the full unhappy conscq_ncncc of that 
Antichristiau lie" (Diisterdieck; similarly Braune). The 
apostle wants to bring out here that the denial that Jesus is 
o XptuTor:; is in its very essence a denial of the Fatl1c1' and of 
the Bon. He who denies the identity of Jesus and Christ, 
directly denies the Son, for the Son is no other than 'I,,,uovc; 
o Xpiu-ror:; (neither an Aeon named Christ that did not 
become man, nor Jesus who is not Christ, or, according to 
John i. 14, the Logos) ;1 but he who denies the Sou denies 
also the Father, and not merely inasmuch as Son and Father 
are logically interchangeable ideas, but because the nature of 
the Father is only manifested in the Son, and all true know
ledge of the :Father is conditioned by the knowledge of the 
Son, so that the God of those who deny the Son is not 
the true God, but a false image of their own thoughts-an 
efor.i;\.ov.~ 

Ver. 23. Confirmation of the last stated thought in two 

1 Weiss correctly brings out the distinction between the ideas Xp111.-,; and 
u:0;, when he o bscrves that J Xp111To; is a historical conception to the apostle, 
and that it is enough for him that that proposition of the false teachers denies 
the l\Iessiahship of Christ, from which all belief in Him must take its starti11g
point, in order to arrive at the recognition that Jesus is the Sou of God, and 
thus in the Son to recognise the Father. 

~ That such commentators as proceed on rationalistic assumptions have not 
been able to interpret the thought of the apostle is quite natural. But c\'cn 
others have got a more or less indistinct view of it by putting, as Diistcrdieek 
rightly says, "the ideas of John too clircctly into clogmatic fonus (and, indeed, 
into those defined by the Church) ; " or by ignoring the realism of the apostle, 
and regarding what he considered in an objcctinly real way as a mere element 
of the subjective consideration ; or, finally, by bringing out one-sided references 
inste:ul of giving the ideas the due force of their cntirn comprehension. 
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l'lauses, which express the same iclen, only in different forrn.1 

- '7l'tl'i' o cipvouµwoc;- TOI/ viov, Ol/0€ TOI/ '7!'aTipa EXH] apvei.u0at 

TOI/ viov is in meaning synonymous with apve'iu0at, OT£ 'l1]lTOU<;' 

ou,c ElTTw o XptuToc;-. The assertion that J olm here con
founds with the idea of Christ that of the Son, i.e. of the 
ctemal Logos (de ,vette and others), is erroneous; it is not 
Christ apart from Jesus that he regards as the Sou, but 
Christ in his identity with Jesus (Diistcrdieck, Briiclmer). -
Instead of saying in the second part of the first clause: Kae, 

,ipve'iTat, corresponding to the first part, John says: ovoE ... 

txei, which has a wider import, for exew is to be taken 
cm phatically = " to possess in living fellowship " (Diisterdicck); 
the exvlanation of Beza is insufficient: nee patrem rsse credit 
(better, a Lapide : habere in mente et fide, in ore et confes
sione); the thought of the apostle is utterly eliminated when, 
with Socinus, Episcopius, Grotius, exeiv T. r.aT€pa is explained 
by: "to know the will of God;" erroneously Storr also: "to 
him is the Father not gracious." - In the following words: 
o oµo'A.o"fWV ,c.T."A., which arc wanting in the Rcccpta (sec the 
critical notes), oµo"A.o,yeiv forms the antithesis of apvei.u0at; it 
means a confession which is the expression of faith (l\fatt. 
x. ::l 2 ; Hom. x. I 0). In regard to the construction, Ebranl 
rightly remarks: "That TOV viov is dependent Oil oµo"A.O"fWV, and 
not along with ,ca'i, 7011 '7!"aTepa (as in 2 John 9) on EX_H (in 
which case oµo"A.o"fwv would Le used absolutely), clearly resnits 
from the preceding words, to which these form the antithe~is." 

Yv. 24, 25. Exhortation to the faithful keeping of the 
gospel. Ver. 24. vµe'ic;-] By the Rcccpta vµ(is oiv the 
concct relationship of this verse is takon away ; it is not a 
conclusion from what immediately precedes (Diisterdieck, 
Braune), but with the emphasized vµe'i, it is put in contrast 
\\'ith what is said or the false teachers; Theophylact: EKe'ivoi 

µEv ovv OVTW<;' vµeic;- OE ar.ep ¥ovuaT€ cir.' cipxi}, <f;uAILTT€i€ 

7rap' EaVTOt<;. - In regard to the constrnction: vµEt<; a ,jKouuaTe 

,i7r' cipx11,, Jv vµi.v µevfrw, Ileza all(l Soci1111s, it is either an 
attraction ( vµeis i, ~"- fur & vµeis ,j,couu., so also Bengel : r,nti
thcton est in pronornine; idea adhibetur trnjectio; de ,v ette: 
"vµei, is properly no doubt the sul1ject of the rclati,·e clause 

1 Brauur, rightly: "Il<'fC' is the progt'l·ss fro111 tlu· ,k11yi11g to the ha\'ing, 
:11)(l from the particular(, </,,vnr.;) to the g,•nernl (oru;)." 
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placecl first;" Jachmann) 1 or an ellipsis (vµeis = quocl acl 
vos attinet) ; Paulus aucl Ebrard regard vµei, us the pure 
rncative; but it is more correct to aclmit an anacolouthon 
which has its natural origin in this, that the apostle's thought 
in opposition to the false teachers was first directed to his 
readers, but equally also to the word which they had heard 
from the beginning; accordingly the apostle begins with vµei,, 
but does not follow it up by µEveTe iv or a similar expression, 
but by a ~,covcmTe K.T.'A., as a new subject; comp. Winer, p. 
50G; VII. p. 534; Buttmann, p. 325. The same anacoloutbon 
in ver. 27.2 With a ~/COl/~aTE a,,r' apx1i,, comp. ver. 7; 
t!tereLy, of course, the whole gospel is meant, but here 
1;pecially the fundamental doctrine of it: that Jesus is the 
Christ. - iv vµiv] Theophy lact interprets iv by ,rapa ; 
Luther: "among;" but the preposition must be l'etained in 
its prnpet' meaning; for upon that it depends that what was 
heard " abides in the soul as something that determines the 
life" (Xeander; comp. John xv. 7), because only then dues 
that take place which the apostle expresses in the sequel. 
- tcal vµei, ... µevei-re] The tcai before the concluding clause 
brings out more clearly its corresponding relationship to the 
preceding clause; here it is so much the more significant, as 
in both clauses the same verbal idea µhew is used: If the 
"'ord remain in you, ye also will remain in the Son, etc.3 That 
o~n· remaining in the Son is the immediate result of the 1Vonl 
remaining in us, is explained by the fact that " the words of 
Christ substantially contain nothing else than a self-revelation 
or explanation of His person and His appearing, and similarly 
the enrngelical proclamation of the apostles is only the copy 
of this preaching of Christ Himself" (Weiss). iv -rip vt'ip is 
put first, because fellowship with the Father is conditioned 
h,r fellowship with the Sou. 

1 The i,ka of an :-ttlraction is erroneous, because ""f'-'7;, if attractc,l to the 
n·btirn clause, wouhl be too strongly emphasized in this position" (Winer). 

" J\IJTberg's reply, that "f'-'7; is rather to be regar<le<l as nominative absolutr, 
is met by the fact that the use of the nominative absolute is precisely an 
:-tnacolouthon. 

' D,istcrclicck : " By ,r,u: before "f'-'7; John specifies the promiseu consequence 
whil'h 11·ill corr0spoml to the ccnuition which is stated, while at the same time 
lie hrings out the nice point which is contained iu the significant interchange 
of f¥ &µi~ ,-u;,?l and J~si; i¥ 'T~ u:; • • • f'5.'ISiTs." 
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Ver. 25. Kal aVT1J €UTtV 17 €7T"a"/"/EALa K.T.A.] avT17 may be 
referred either to what precedes, or to the concluding words 
of this verse : T1JV swhv Tryv aiwvtov. In the first case the 
meaning is : and this remaining is what He has promised, 
namely, eternal life. Gagnejus: " Manere in filio et patrc 
promissio est, quam nobis pollicitus est orans pro nobis patrem 
Dominus Joh. xvii. 20. Bene ergo ait de hoe Johannes: 
haec est promissio, quam pollicitus est nobis, 11uae quidem est 
vila aeterua; vita enim aeterua est manere in Deo eoque frui 
hie per gratittm, in futuro per gloriam ; " T~V swryv T~V aiwvwv 

then forms an apposition, by which that very remaining is 
described as happiness ; this view iu Oecumenius, and amoug 
modern commentators in Sander, Besser, "\Veiss. In the 
second case the thought is : " and eternal life is the promise 
which He has given us;" taking this view, a new thought, 
it is true, enters with vcr. 25, and it requires something to be 
supplied to connect it with the preceding, perhaps what 
a Lapide gives: si in ipso mancamus (Spener : that is the 
promise if we remain in the Word, and consec1uently in the 
:Father and the Son); but nevertheless it is, in accordance 
with the aualogy of John's mode of expression, to be preferred ; 
comp. chap. i. 5, v. 14; similarly also chap. iii. 23, v. 11 ; 
111 lhe last two passages the connection with what precedes 
appears clearly enough by both being connected ,vith the same 
idea, whereas here there is no previous mention of the irra'Y

"/E'A.{a; but even here the connection is not to be mistaken, 
hceanse the sw~ aiwvto<; is directly connected with the JJ,EIIEW 

iiv T<p vi<j, K.T.A. This second interpretation in ::i. Lapide, Grotin,-;, 
Lorin us, Russmeyer, Spcner, Li.ickc, de "\V ctte, Di.isterdieck, 
Enlmann, Myrberg, Ebrard, Braune, and others. - Kai is 11ot 
used here aiTtoAO"/tKw<; (Occumcnius), but is the simple copula. 
- 11 i7rar1E'A.La: "the promise." Li.icke mmecessarily con
jectures that instead or this perhaps c',:r.ary"/E'A.ia is probnlJly to 
lJe read, or that ir,a"/"/E'A.{a has here the meaning : " proclama
tion," for neither is it the cnse that the iclea of the promise 
refers only to the distant future life, nor, according to John, 
that Christ docs not bestow any promise.1 

- avTo<; is Chri~t, 

1 From this passage it is clear that with John(.,;, u:.;.,,; nn,l tlie l.·,1mc/,,/'.J': <i 
r:u<l are not 1,y any means, a,; ,reiss thinks, i,h·ntieal idc·as, for ii' ,lollll hell·, 
'll'eunling tu the Yicw of Weiss, tkscribcs the :1bidi11g iu the ~011 allll in th,· 
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who in this whole passage forms the centre round which all 
the statements of the apostle move. - On the accusative TlJV 

tw~v, which has occurred through the attraction of the verb 
in the relative clause, comp. Winer, p. 5 5 2 ; VII. p. 5 8 3 ; 
Buttmann, p. 68. 

Vv. 26, 27. Conclusion of the section on the antichrists. 
Ver. 2G. TavTa refers to all that the apostle has written 

about the antichrists from ver. 18 down. In calling them 
here oi 7rXavwVTfS vµar;, he gives it to be understood that their 
efforts were directed to seduce the Church from the truth of 
the gospel to their lie ; that their purpose had actual effect 
(Braune) is not indicated by the verb. - Ver. 2 7. In the first 
part of this verse the apostle testifies to his readers that they 
do not need any teacher, in which he goes back to what he 
had already expressed in vv. 2 0, 21. - ,ea), t',µE'ir;] ,ea{ is here 
used just as in ver. 20. - On the auacolouthon, see on ver. 2-!. 
- TO xp'i<rµa & €All$€T€ cir.' avTov] TD XP'i<rµa is, with Braune, 
to be regarded as the accusative, for the juxtaposition of two 
nominatives could not be explained ; the apostle probably had 
an €)(.€TE in his mind, instead of which, however, he then 
wrote µ€VH €V uµ'iv; avTOV, i.e. Xpt<rTOV; so the context 
demands ; avTor;, ver. 2 5. Herein lies a proof that TOV ury{ov 

in ver. 20 is to be understood of Christ. - EV uµ'iv ,U€VEt] The 
indicative, instead of which the imperative is used in ver. 2-!, 
expresses the certain confidence of the apostle. - ,ea), ov XPEtav 

€X€T€] This sentence, which by Ka{ is made co-ordinate with 
the preceding, stands to it in the relation of conclusion; 
meaning : since, as is not to be doubted, the Spirit is in you 
-and abiding-you do not need ; Bengel describes thi::1 rela
tion correctly by: et ideo. - Zva Tl<; OlOUU'IC'!} uµ.ar;J Zva is 
used here, as not unfrequently in the N. T., in an enfeebled 
signification ; only in an artificial way could the OTiginal force 
of purpose of this particle be here retained; while this force 
sometimes passes over into that of object, this is still further 
weakened, so that the clause beginning with 7va is the object 

Father as the i;:.,;, ,.;.;"o;, he then mentions what this consists in, as something 
plainly transcending the idea of knowledge; but if aU.-n is directly connected 
,vith ,,.;,, 1;:. ,,._ ,,;,;,,, then the alii<ling in the Son aml the Father is consi,lcred ns 
the condition of the S"'"; it is impossible, however, for it to be the condition of 
knowle<lge, for it rather presupposes the latter. 
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which complete;; the idea or the verb; so it is here; comp. 
especially Heh. Y. 12 : XPE[av ilxfTE TOU 0£0(L(T/Cftv vµas ; iu 
other passages XP· exfw is used even with the simple infini
tive, :\Iatt. iii. 14, xiv·. lG; 1 1'hess. i. S, iv. 9; ,vith Lva as 
here, John xvi. 30.1

- Several commentators suppose here a 
reference to the false teachers, so that in the wor<ls of the 
apostle there lies a ,raming against those who wish to impose 
themselves on the Church as teachers; so a Lapide, Speuer, 
( Ttr; =" who may make pretence of a, new revela.tion "), Sander, 
Gerlach, Besser, and others. But it is more appropriate (ac
cording to ver. 21) to refer the apostle's word to a teaching 
proceeding from himself or other apostolic teachers; so Hor
nejns, <le \Vette-Briickner, Li.icke, Diisterdieck, Braune, etc. 
-only we must not restrict the generally expressed thought 
merely to instruction a.bout the false teachers, even though it 
is intended with special reference to that.~ Delievers neeLl uo 
lrnrna.n teacher iu onler that the divine truth may be made 
known to them. They have received, with the ,,·ord which wa.~ 
declared unto them (~ i1icova-av), the xp'ia-µa, which leads them 
Elr; r.tia-av TIJV 1'iA.1J0EtaJJ; therefore the apostle frequently in this 
Epistle emphasizes the fact that lie docs not want to i11stmct 

them, but is writing to them ,rhat they already know (o1'oaTe 
7rttVTa, ver. 20). ,John thereby assumes lxlicriil!J readers, in 
whose hearts that which they lHn-e heard from the beginning
is preserved true a.nd uncorrupted. K othiug new therefore 
can lie prodaimed to the bcli1Tcrs, hut only that which they 
:ilr1!ady po;.;;;css iu faith may lie brought to a clearer consciou;,
ness.::_ u)\.)\,' wr; TO aim'> xpicrµa K.T.A..] In this second part of 
the Yersc the first <pwstion is about the construction. Liicke, 
Ewald, de ,v ettc•, Neaudcr, l liistcrclicck, I3ranne (and pre-

1 .\ t the n10st it nm~· !x· sai,l that,.,, is usc·,l with the nrl, Xf';"' ,';,;;.,,, bccau,e 
tl,at of wl,ich one is in ncc,l rnny lie n•gnr,lc,l as the ol,jl'd of his Hccu; on the 
otlH·r l1a1ul, it is u11suitaUle wh('11 lha111H1 ~ays: "tl11· teadli11~ is here reg:u'llcd ri:-; 

the ol,j,·ct nllll purpose fur the sakl' 111' ll1<' position of hi111 who is to lie taught.•· 
' Liieke pamphrasrs the passag,, : "The reason ,rhy I do not write any more 

al,ont the false tl'achcrs, is that I assum" that tl,at holy un,·tiun of the S['irit 
n·mai11s in you ; all(l if that is so, you llo not llt'l'•l that any one shall instrnct 
you fnrthcr on the suhjrct." 

'' :-,-n-ral c·o111mc·11tntors rightly remark IH·n•, that i11 llu• stat,,m~nt of tl«l 
npn,tl,· thr·n• is no foull(]alion for tl1t• nrur of the ",·ntlrnsinsts," i11ns1nu.-!1 ,,., 
.lohn ,]()(•s 11ot s,•pnrat,, the ll'achi11g of tlu· Xf~'I'-"- :111,l the aJ><1.,lolie wut\l fro;n 
one another, but places them in the closest connection. 
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viously Oecumenins and Theopbylact) think that the whole 
to the end of the verse forms one period, in which the premise 
,t~.:x.' w~ . . . Ot0aCTIC€£ is resumed by the words ,cat, ,ca0w, 
iotoagev uµ'iv, and has its conclusion in µevei:re (or µJveTe) iv 
a1m[,, and in which the words ,cat aX710E, ... +evcio,; contain 
a parenthetical adjunct. The difficulty that in the resumed 
premise ,ea{ is put instead of aXXa, ,ca0w~ instead of w~, and 
the aorist icitoagev instead of the present otoau,m, can cer
tainly be easily got over by the fact that the apostle wanted 
not simply to repeat the thought, but at the same time to 
bring out a new phase of the subject.; but the additional 1repl 
1ravTwv, which does not stand in any relationship whatever to 
the conclusion µeve'i:re (µJveTe), is decidedly opposed to this 
construction ; to this is added that aX.Xa indicates that the 
apostle wants to express a contrast to the OU xpdav exe-re ll.T.A., 

that is, a clause in which the teaching of the 'X,P'iuµa is de
scribed as such as removes the need of any other (human) 
teacher; finally, that the subordinate clause ,cal ou,c lun 
+eucio~ conjoined with aX710J~ ECTTt raises this thought above 
the level of a mere parenthetical adjunct, and stamps it as a 
leading thought. For these reasons it is preferable, with 
Luther, Calvin, Baumgarten-Crusius, Sander, Bruckner, Besser, 
and in general most of the commentators, to divide the whole 
into two parts, and to regard ,cat, aX710. ECTTt ••• ,Jreucio, as 
the conclusion of the first part; Luther : " but as the anoint
ing teaches you all things, it is true, and is no lie; and," etc.1 

- w~ refers not so much to the form and fashion, as to the 
substance of the teaching. - To avTo xp'iuµa] To auTo is not 
idc1n semper, non aliud atque aliud, sed sibi constans et idem 
apud sanctos omnes (Bengel; so also Erdmann), but: jitst the 
same xp'i,uµa,, namely o e'Xa/3eTe. Still the reading avTov might 
be preferable, for it seems unnecessary to emphasize the fact that 
the xp'iuµa is the same that they have received, and no other. 
- 7rfpi 7ravTwv is used in the same sense as 1ravTa, Yer. 20. 
- ,cal, ciX710J~ iun K.T.X.J ,ea{ before the conclusion, as in 

1 Ebrnnl makes d,; dcpen,lcnt upon fypa:,J,a:, vcr. 26 ; it is true he himself 
aJmits that this gives it " /axe and legfl"e form or speech," but he thinks that 
there is "nothing strange" in this, because the apostle is speaking to children in 
•[Hite childlike language. Ilut what chi!J's understanding wou!J be capable of 
supplying "·ith the worJs : " but as the same anointing teacheth you of all 
things," the thought : "sc. I have saiu to you" 1 

llIEYER.-1 Jon:-. 2 A 
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Yer. 24: "thcil it is also t;·Hc," etc.; it l)l'in;.c~ out prominently 
the idcn. ciX170is; ci'>,170/.r; is referred to 7'o xp'iuµa Ly Lucke, 
clc "\Y cttc, Tiriickuer, Diister<lieck, Ehrard, Ewald, Braune, and 
others ; but the substantive "[revoo, is opposed to this connection, 
for it ca1111ot be referred to To xp'iuµa, i11asmuch as it is con
sidered by John as a person (oto<;u,m), and rnust neither be 
arbitrarily explained, with Beza, by ,f!woe,, nor, with Drn.une, 
he i;eparated from ciX'rJOE, (" and there is no lie in it") ; Oecu
menius, Theophylact, Luther, Neander, Besser, J~rdmmm, and 
others, have therefore rightly referred ciX770e, K.T.X. to that 
which the xp'iuµa teaches. Because this is true, and is no 
,f,-euoo,, therefore believers do not need any teacher besides, 
but they may rely entirely upon the teaching of the xp'iuµa. 
To this thought the apostle further adds a new one, in which 
he goes back to the end of ver. 2-!. - Kai Ka0w,] Ka0w,, as 
distinct from w,, means: "in 1n·opodion (IS."- io/oa~fll uµa,] 
namely, cir.' cipxfJ,. - µ,even (µ,evf'iTe) iv avT(o] The llcccplCl 
µwe'iTe is taken by Socinu", a Lapide, Loriuus, Semler, ::md 
others, in the sense of the imperative; others retain the future 
meaning, as in ver. 24; thus Beza says: mihi videtur omnino 
servanda Futuri propria significatio ut est optime sperantis; 
as the apostle thereby expresses his good confidence, the future 
acconlingly has the Yim consolamli (Bengel). The correct read
ing, however, is µeveTe, which, corresponding to the preceding 
µi.vei and ifxm,, is not imperative (Ewalcl,Braune), but indicative 
(llriickner), and as such it expresses the firm conviction of the 
apostle that they, according to the constant instruction of the 
xp'iuµa, abide €V avT~o, i.e. in Christ (Erasmus erroneously : 
= iv T('J xp{uµan, and Baumgarten-Crnsius : " in the teaching 
which the xp'iuµa communicates to them"). In favour of 
this view is also the exhortation of ,·er. 2 8 herewith 
connected.1 

Ver. ~8 concludes the section beginning at ver. 18, but 
se1Tes at the same time as an introduction to the following 
section. - Kai viiv] cannot, it is true, be explained, with 
l'aulns, by "even now already," but neither can it be ex
plained, with mo~t of the commentators, exactly by igitur, or 
a similar word ; here it rather introduces, as it frequently 

1 Myrbcrg on vcr. 28: Speranus vcrh'l illa snnt, <pm,:, paullo nntc lrguutur; 
bate atlhortantis, 11uoll nonuu quoil.dam initimn dicondi imlicat. 
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does, the following exhortation as a deduction from the present 
circumstances. Incorrectly El)l'ard: " And now (namely, after 
I have spoken to the 7ratolot,) I turn to yon" (namely, to the 
v:hole Church): a supplement of that kind cannot be justified 
from the passages quoted by Ebrard; John xvii. 3 ; Acts x. 
5, xxii. 16. - TE1cvLa] as in ver. 1. - µ€VETE iv aiiTp] quite 
the same thought as in ver. 27. Rickli's view is incorrect, 
that in ver. 2 7 it is "the abiding in the confession that Jesus 
is the Christ, but here another abiding, namely, the abiding in 
righteousness," that is meant. - Zva J,w cpavEpw0v] eav is 
distinguished from oTav (Rcccptct) in this way, that it describes 
not the time, but only the actuality of the manifestation of 
Christ. The cpav€pw<n, of Christ is His Parousia occurring at 
the end of the Jaxd,.,,, i/Jpa ; comp. Col. iii. 4. By the same 
word the first appearance of Christ on earth is also elsewhere 
described ; see chap. iii. 5, 8. f.xwµEV ( axwµw) 7rapp'T]a{av] 
The communicative form of expression indicates that J olm 
tacitly includes himself also under the exhortation: µ€verE iv 
auTp.1 - 7rapp'1/a{a : the confidence of the believer at the day 
of judgment ; chap. iv. 1 7. - ,cat µ~ alaxvv0wµEv a7r' auTOu] 
Elsewhere also 7rapp'T]a{a and aiaxvvEa0at are contrasted with 
one another; so Prov. xiii. 5: aaE/3~, aiaxvvETat Kat oux 
e,H r.app'T]<rtav; comp. also Phil. i. 20. aluxvv0wµEv is 
either used in the passive sense, in which case the original 
meaning "to be shamed" passes over into this, "to be put to 
shame" (see Meyer on Phil. i. 20); then a7ro (which is 
not = v7ro) describes Christ as the one from whom this 
aiaxvvEa0at comes, namely, by means of His judgment of 
condemnation ; or it is used in the middle sense : " to be 
ashamed," in which case a7ro is not= coram (Luther, Ewald), 
but = "away from," thus: "to draw back from, Him with 
shame;" so Calvin, Beza, Episcopius, de '\Vette, Li.i.cke (who 
adduces Sir. xxi. 2 2: &v0pw7ro, oJ 7ro">i.v7rEtpo, aiaxvv0~aETat 
a7ro 7rpoaw7rov), Di.i.sterdieck, Ebrard.2 The second view de-

1 Sander introduces here a foreign reference, when he thinks that John 
includes himself as if he would also have to be ashamed if on that clay his 
chilclren, whom he begot through the gospel, should come short. Similarly a 
Lapicle : no pudefiamus utrique, sc. tarn vos, si a doctrina Christi aberretis, 
quam nos Apostoli et Pastores, quod vos in ea non conservaveri.mns, Lorinns: 
conjungit seipsum cliscipulis, spc de illorum gloria adgautlens. 

~ Braune thinks that the passive meaning is to be retnineu : 11 For we shall 
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scn·es the preference, on account of the corresponding contrast 
,vith ixoiv r.ap/n7u/av. - iv Tfi 1rapovu{q, a1iToii] expresses 
definitely the reference alrea<ly implied in <f,avopwBfi: " at 
His (Christ's) coming;" 1rapouuia, in John only here, fre
cptently appears in this sense in the :N". T. ; comp. Matt. :xxiv. 
3, :x:xvii. 37, 39; 1 Cor. xv. 23; 1 Thess. ii. 19, antl 
elsewhere. 

Yer. :.!~. With this verse the third section begins, which 
l'Ontinues to chap. iii. 22, and consists of two groups: (1) 
Yer. 2\l-iii. 1Oa, au<l (2) iii. lOb-22.-Aftcr the apostle 
has warned them against the love of the Ko<rµor;, and against 
the false teachers (who are EK Toii Ko<rµou;, he shows the 
oLligation of Christians to 81"aiouvv11, in which they reveal 
themselves as TfKva 0rnii, in contrast to the TeKva 8ia/3oll.ov. 

Yer. 2 a. The apostle no\\' goes on to indicate how it is 
consistent with the nature of Christians, as those that are born 
of Goll, to do righteousness. - icw elc77Te] Here also the apostle 
1lirccls himself to his readers' own consciousness, as he docs 
not want to teach them anything new, but only to state what 
they already know for their more earnest considerntion. -
on oiKator; iun The present E<rTt is not used, either here ur 
in iii. ,i, i,·. 1 7, for 1jv (Storr). It is doubtful whether the 
,-11bjccl is Cl11·iot (a Lapitle, Lorim1s, Bengel, Ilickli, :From
mann, 1Iyr1Jcrg, 1st eel. of thi,- Comm., etc.) or God (Baum
garten - Crusins, K candcr, Gerlach, Kostliu, de ·w ettc, 
Diisterclieck, Erdmann, Elirard, UranuL>, "\Yci,-s, antl others). Jn 
f,wour of t!ic formc;· is the fact that prcYionsly, not only 
in \'Cl'. ~5 by auTor;, arnl \"Cl'. :!7 by EV au,~o, lmt also in ve1·. 
:!S hy cpav(pw0fj, (l'r.', auTOV, and EV r[l r.apou<rt'IJ, auTOv, Chi-i.~t 

is clearly meant ; for the /r,tl(;·, that in the follo\\'ing f~ auTOv 

"/€"/€VV1]Tat the }>l'tlll()llll refer;; had, to the snl1ject of 8/,catu<; 

t:<rn, arnl the itlca 0;wvii<r0ai EK Xpt<r.oii ucn-r appears in the 
\\'l'iti11g, and, rnurc11,·c·r, .Tu]111, in \\·hat folio"'"• c;,lls Christians 
,EKva Elrnii, :tll(l i11 n·r. D 111akcs 11,-;e of the expression 
'W/fVl!IJµEvor; €IC 7'0tl 0rnv (comp. i,·. 7, Y. 1, .J, 18). :From the 
pre1licatc 8/,cawr; nothing can Le infencd, as thi:; attribute is 

not ,\raw hack a11t! trrn1hlc, but wr shall be rr,icctcJ anJ ca,t out;" but tho 
11u·;t11ing- al111\"e stall·1l, :Llltl at.T''Jilc·1l al:-.•i liy Brau1u·, 1loes uot snit the p:L":o;i\'U 

i1l,·,:; lw:--itli·:--, tlw eun1•spo111h-lll'\.' \\"ilh till' i ◄ ltn ;·x::,~ -:rz)fr,~:a.r lklnauds thL1
, 

miJ,llc: ,ignification of the won!. 
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assigned by John Loth to God (i. 9) and Christ (ii. 1). As, 
""ith John's peculiar blending of the I~ather and the Son (or 
of Goel and Christ), it would not be easy to explain how he 
c:an pass from the one to the other without specially indicat
ing it, it appears more safe, in accordance with the constant 
mode of conception and expression in the Epistle, to supply 
as the subject of U"a16r; ea-n God, than Christ. It is inappro-
1wiate, with Storr, Lucke, and others, to refer U"ato<; to Christ, 
and i~ airrou, on the other hand, to God, because the thought 
of the apostle would thereby lose its peculiar force (Bengel: 
justus jnstnm gignit).1 -The statement that God is U"ato<; 
corresponds with the statement that He is ipwr; (chap. i. 5); 
it does not follow from ver. 28 that by oi"aior; here the 
justitia jmlicialis is to be understood; I~rdmann: qumu 'Tl"Otc'iv 
T;,v <>t"atoa-vv'T/v ad o("ato<; ia-n referendum sit, hoe jnstitiam 
llei sensu jmliciali significare nequit, sed absolutam ejus 
sanctitatem. - ,ywwo-"cTE] is here not to be regarded as the 
indicative (Beza, Bengel, Semler, Dtisterdieck, Myrberg, Ewald, 
and others), but, as its position between µ,iveTc (ver. 27) and 
i:oeTe (chap. iii. 1) shows, as the imperative: "then !mow, i.e. 
observe and reflect," with Vnlgate, Grotins, Hnssmeyer, Baurn
garten-Crusins, de Wette, Liicke, Erdmeyer, Ebrard, Draune, 
and others. - on 7rar; ... ,yc,yifvv'T/rnt] The same relationship in 
which, according to chap. i. G, KOtvwvlav ifxctv JJ,€Td, 0c0u and 
-rrcpt7raTc'iv e" 7<p ipwTl stand to one another, exists between 
rye,yevv17a-0at €" TOl/ 0€0v and 7'/"0te'iv T~V Ot"atOO"IJV'f/V 
(so also Braune), inasmuch as the latter is the practical proof 
of the former, so that every one who practises righteousness
hut no one else (Dengel: omnis et solus)-is born of God. 
That when Episcopius describes the nasci ex Deo, not as the 
condition, but as the result of the exercitii justitiae, he per
verb, the thought of the apostle, needs no proof. The right 
interpretation in Bengel, Neander, Besser, Di.isterclieck, Erd
mmrn, l\Iyrberg, Ebrard, Driickner, Braune, ,v eiss.2 By T17v 

1 Sander \\'oulu leave the 11ucstion nnclcci,lcd ; still he col'rectly states the 
alt~rnative: "If~'""'"; must be referred to Christ, so also must ,; .,;,,,..;;_ But 
if the latte!' cannot be, if 1; o:/i-.-oii can only be referred to Goel, then d1.a,o; must 
aho he rcferre<l to Goel." 

2 'l'he thought that only lie \\·ho is born of God can practise righteousness, is 
not exactly cxprcs,ed here by John, but it is suggested in the preceding._,,.;;_;_ 
·when Llickc in his 2d cu. says: "We might have properly expected ih, ..-ii;, 



3 7 4 THE FinST EPISTLE OF THE APOSTLE JOIIX. 

OtKatouvv1w it is plainly righteousness, in the foll extent r 
the idea, that is tlescribed; ,rith the expressio,1 'T'i"Ote'iv n:_. 
<itKatou6vrw, compare the synonymous idea 'T'i"Ote'iv -r~v ,i:~178et..i,v 
(chap. i. G); similarly in Hebrew i187~ i1t;'V; Gen. :.:Yiii. 19; 
Isa. lvi. 1 ; Ps. xiv. 15 ; in the N. T. comp. }fatt. vi. 1. On 
'irote'iv an cmphm,is is placed which must not be overlooked ; 
comp. chap. iii. 18; for now is the truth of the experience 
and of the word first proved in dcccl. - In Jg avTou "'fE"/· we 
must retain Jg in its proper meaning; explanations which 
weaken it, such as that of Socinus : dei similem esse, or of 
Rosemni.iller: nmnri a deo, nre of course to be rejected 
(Braune) ; the relation of the perfect 1e-yevv17Tat to the present 
7rotwv is to be observecl.1 

Y'Y'"""'["; 1; ""7''"• "'""'; ,,.;,, ''"""d>•••; but John woulu appear to ha,·e the 
purpose of exciting in his rl'a,lers the cunsciousncss of sonship to God in Christ, 
therefore he sl:tll's the re,·erse,l rdation, "-this is erroneous, since it is ratl1cr 
"""';, ,,.i;, ;;'"""d,;,,., that has th,, clti,·f emphasis; in his 1st ed. Liicke correctly 
state,! tho thought of the apostle. 

1 The <ldiuition of \Vciss: "Th,• being born of C:o,l is the net by which t!:e 
known nature o[ Goll, anti therewith (;"'J Ilimsdf, who in,lcc,l is rccc-i,·c,l into 
uur entire spiritual life as the ol,jcct ol' that intuitirn kno,de,lge, opcraks 1lr·tcr-
111i11i11gly, 1110uhli11gly, rl'g1.:n1·ratingly, upon our ~piritn~l a1ul inoral lJl'iuµ, ·, i~ in 
Hrious aspects nnsuitaLlc; for (1) it is not so much the act or C:n,l as mtla·r t,:c 
aetivity of m:rn, his knowlc,lgc, \\·hi,·h is rcpl'l':iente,l as causing the being born 
of Goel; (2) it is ,,rroneous to ,h·.,erilic the /,irth as z,roducin[J, since the birth is 
the rc:sult of tlw generating activity; (;J) it is no doubt trne that the hirth is 
hronght about by knuwle,lg,•, for it is only hy pro,lucing in man tlw kuowlc,lgc 
,,f II is nature thc.t Goel produces in him the new birth ; but, on the other 11.111'1, 
it is just as trne that the knowledge of Go,l is con,liti011C(l by the being born , .. f 
«:oel: only he who is 1,orn of Go,l knows Go,l; there are two gr:1,ks of tl1<· knmr
kclg,, to \,c, ,lislingnisl1 .. ,l, namely, the knowlc,lgc as comlition, a11<l the knuwle,ls-c' 
ns result, of being born of Goel,· 
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CHAPTER III. 

VEI:. 1. Instead of il~ooJrn, A G read the aorist: ioonm; the Re,;. 
is, however, sufficiently attested by the majority of authorities. 
- The reading iiµ;., in B is not even accepte<l by Buttm., 
rightly; for it no doubt 0\\'eS its existence merely to the con
nection with the 2d pers. : ioe..-e. - After xt.TJ0wfi,,v is found in 
A B O ~, many min. an<l vss., in Thph. Aug. Bede, the addition: 
-xal s1111,§,; the Vulg. and other Latin vss. have: et sinws; 
Oecum. in his comm. : iow-xev ii11,7v ..-§-xva au..-o;, yevia0ai :-e Y.a,' 
Y.11.,i0~~a1, and Thph. in his comm.: y,vi110a1 :-e Y-al 1.oy10"0~vai. 
According to these authorities, the addition must be regarded 
as genuine (Lachm. Di.isterd. Ewald, Bruckner); Tisch. (follow
ing G K, many min. Capt. etc.) has not accepted it; many 
critics (tlrns even Reiche) explain it as a gloss; this it certainly 
may be-taken from ver. 2 ; but the overwhelming weight of 
authorities is in favour of its genuineness. Di.i.sterdieck thinks 
that the omission originated in a false explanation of ;,:;.r;Bw1uv. 
- Instead of 7111,u;, ~ has u11,u;. - Ver. 2. After o'/oa,tuv the Ree. 
has oi (G K, etc., Syr. Capt. etc., Thph. Oec. etc.), which, with 
Lachm. an<l Tisch., following A D C ~, several min. etc., is to 
be deleted; its insertion is easily explained by the apparent 
antithesis to the preceding. - Ver. 4. The Ree. ii a11,ap:-,a is 
certified by all the authorities ; Lachm. omits n, but, as Tisch. 
observes, sine teste, for even D, to which Laelnu. appeals, reads 
ii a.,iap-:-ia. After sa-:-iv, ~ (sol.) reads xai, which, scarcely genuine, 
serves to connect more closely the two ideas aµap:-,a and a,011,,a. 
- Ver. 5. Instead of o'foa..-., ~ (sol.) reads oloa1uv, which makes 
no essential difference in the thought. - :-a, a11,apT,af ii11,wv] 
Ree. following C G K ~, etc., Syr. etc., Thph. Oec. Bede (de 
Wctte); Lachm. and Tisch. omit 71µ,wv, following A B, etc., Capt. 
Theb. etc., Tert. Aug. etc. The genuineness of nµwv is certainly 
doubtful; perhaps it was omitted at a later date, to generalize 
the idea ,af a11,ap:-ia,; Reiche regards it as genuine. - Ver. 6. 
·with the reading i6paw in Tisch. 7, comp. chap. i. 1.-Ver. 
7. Instead of the Ree. rn,v,a (in B G IC~, etc., vss. min. Thph. 
Oec. Tert. etc., Lachm.), Tisch. has accepted ::woia, after A C, 
etc., Capt. etc. ; it is difficult to decide ; it is possible that 
:-fi-.,,a is a correction for "aioia, a form of address unusual in 
the Epistle. That "aioia, as ElJrard thinks, is a correction, 
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because in the section beginning with the aclclress -::-wofa ( ch[lp. 
ii. 18) the conclusion is ,;:,p; -:-wv ,;:J .. avwv-:-w~ (ver. 25), and here 
the same verb (11,r,o,i; -::-i.avr.frw i,,(£a;) follows the ad<lress, has 
little probability in its favour. - Ver. 10. Lachm. in his 
larger ed. has instead of the Ree. ,;:o,wv 01uttoG~vr,v, which he 
had retained in his smaller ed., the reading cl)v oixu.,o;, attested 
hy no cod., but only by the Vulg., some other vss. and several 
Father:3 (Or. Tert. Cyp. etc.); clearly without adequate reason. 
- The Codd. A C K, etc., have before o,wt0~61r,~ the article 
-:-~v, probalily inserted in correspondence with ver. 7 and chap. 
ii. :rn. - Yer. 11. InsLead of the Ree. a11,i.fa, C N, etc., some 
vss. read i-~u.yy,i .. fa; probably in accordance with chap. ii. 
2ii; de ·w ette considers it the original reading, just as chap. 
i. 5 ; scarcely correct. - Ver. 13. t( has Lefore /.£Ti iJav,(£u~m :_ 
'· xai," clearly adcled for the purpose of closer connection. -
aris1..ro,] according to A B C t(, 27, etc., Yulg. etc., Aug. Oro,;. 
etc.; recommended by Gries b., accepted by Lachm. Tisch.; 
the Ree. adds µ,ov, after G K, etc. - Ver. 14. After -:-o~. ao,,.rio6; 
t( reads i-;11,wv, probably a later addition to complete the thought. 
- a,a,;:wv ':"OV U0£1..~i:v] Ree. following C G K, Thph. Oecum. ; -:-/.: 
ao,1..rov is, however, a later addition ; it is not found in A B ~. 
etc., Vulg. etc., Aug. etc.; justly omitted Ly Lachm. and Tisch.; 
it,, insertion is easily explained; Reiche, however, is of a 
different opinion. - Yer. 15. Instead of a~ -:-o ::i, as Lachm. aJHl 

Tisch., or u.v-:-ov, as most of the editors read, B has ia:i-:-ou. -
i, auT!f (or better: i, aim~, Tisch.), Ree. after n (-l- K, etc., Thph. 
Oec. - Lachm. has accepted iv eav-:-rji, the reading of A C t(, 

etc. - Ver. lG. Instead of -:-,uhw (Ree. according to GK, etc., 
Oec.) we must read, with Lnchm. and Tisch., following the 
overwhelming evidence of A n C t(, etc., the aorist t!,i.a,. -
Ver. 18. After -:-,x,iu. the Rl'C. (following G K, etc.) has 11,ou, 
the genuineness of which, however, is justly doubted by Uriesb. 
-The article .. ~ Lefore 11.w1111ri, which is omitted by the Rcr., i,, 
with certainty attested by almost all authorities; it is ,ranting, 
however, in N. - Before 'ipy'-f) the Ree. has omitted iv, only 011 

the evidence of K; almost all the authorities attest its genuine
ness; as the co-ordinate icleas arc ,rithout i,, it was natural to 
omit the preposition with 'ipy'-f also. - Yer. 19. Before e v -:-Q~':"'-f 
the Ree., following C (_} K ~, most min. vss. etc., reatls xai, 
which is also acceptcLl by Tisd1. Lach 111. has omitted it; it 
is ,muting in .A B, elc., V ulg. Copt. etc.; it is, however, probaul:,· 
genuine; omitted because it scemecl nnsuitalilc for the cnu-
11ection. - Instead of yuwGi'..D(.£.V, Rr'C., follmring (~ K, ete., Yulg. 
etc. (Tisch.), A D O N, etc.,1 se,·l'ral ns. etc., rea, I 1 ,wc;o,(£,da 

1 Liirkc, whom Samlcr copies, says !hat C docs not testify in farnnr of 
,-,wu,l'-.t", but according to 'I.'ischemlorf il certainly doe,. 
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(Lachm.); as the latter is the more difficult reading, and uesiJes 
has the most important authorities in its favour, it is to lie 
reganled as genuine, with Ewald, Driickuer, Braune, contrnry 
to the opinion of Liicke, de W ette, Reiche; Bengel and llP 
W ette think that the following ~,illotuv has led to the change 
of the present to the future; but it is just as likely that the 
inJicative is a correction of the copyists, in accordance with 
the frequently-occurring formula: iv ;ou;'f 7ivwllxo:uv, ii. 3, iii. 
24, iv. 2, Y. 2 (Erdmann). - ;a; ;,.apoia; ~,11,wv] Ree. following 
A** C G K ~. almost all min., several vss. Thph. Occum. Dede ; 
retained uy Tisch. and Lachm. (in his larger ed.); in the small 
ed. Laclun. has: .. ;,v wpoi&v r,µ,wv, after A* n, Syr. etc.; the 
plural was apparently altered to the singular in accordance 
with ver. 20. - Ver. 20. Instead of ;;.,., euv, Lachm. and Buttm. 
read : o .. , fr},v ; see on this the explanation of the verse. -The 
ii,, before /Lfi~wv, which Laclun. had omitted in his small ed. 
(following A, etc., Vnlg. etc., Oec. etc.), he has again rightly 
accepted in the larger ed. The change of it to ;.,,, which Hem. 
Stephanus would read, is arbitrary. - Ver. 21. The genuine
ness of r,/Lwv (Ree.) after ;, ;,.u.pofa is uncertain; it is found in C 
G K ~, etc. (Tisch.), but is wanting in A B, etc., Vulg. etc. 
(Lachm.). - The r,/1,wv after ;,.a:-a7ivwll?.?'J is wanting in B aud C; 
it is, however, hardly spurious, as it is indispensable for the 
sense. Instead of ;%0,11,ev, attested by almost all the authorities, 
B has~%", originating in a false reference to xapoia. - Ver. 22. 
Instead of 1l iuv, B reads 1l &v. - Instead of the active form: 
airw1w, there is found in ~ the middle form: airw11,,0ct. - In 
opposition to the Ree. ;.ap' aim1i (G K, etc.), c.i.-:r' a~ro1i deserves 
the preference, according to the authorities (AD C ~, etc., Lachm. 
Tisch.). -The reading rripw.,uv in~ instead of ;r,po1i,u.H is no doubt 
only a clerical erro1·. - Ver. 23. ,.,m61lw/w] Re·. following B U 
IC, al. pl., Oec. Tisch.; the reading of A C ~. etc., Thph., on the
other hand, is ,.,~-:-.~w:1,,v; recommended uy Griesb., accepti>d 
by Lachm., probably a change in accordance with the following 
present a7"-~w1uv; so lteiche thinks. - After iv,oi.f,v, r,/L"' is 
wanting in GK, etc. (omitted by Tisch.). The most important 
authorities attest the genuineness of r,/""; Reiche, howen:r, 
regards it as a later addition. - Ver. 24. In ~ the r..ai is wantmg 
uel'ore EV '.OUT'f ; in the same cod. o& eiir..mv r,/J,l'J is found instead 
of the Ree. oi r,µ,i, i'owxev. 

Ver. 1. From the e~ auTou ryEryivv17Ta£ (chap. ii. 2()) the 
apostle goes on to the thought that he and his reaclers are 
children of God, whence he deduces the necessity that exists 
for them of 7TO£E'iv T~v ouca1ouvv71v. First, however, he points 
his readers to the love of Goel, through which they have 
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become children of God, inviting them to the consideration of 
it by tSm,. - r.oTam'w arya7T1JV Uow,cev 11µ,'iv o 7TaT~p] ichat 
manner of lore the Falha has bestowed on 11s. 7,oTa-rror; (later 
form for 7TOOa7Tor;, properly= from whence?) in the N. T., 
never in the direct question, is strictly, it is true, not= 
qmmtus, lmt = qualis ( comp. Luke i. 2 9 ; 2 Pet. iii. 11 ), but 
is frequently used as an expression of admiration at anything 
especially wonderful ( comp. Matt. viii. 2 7 ; Mark xiii. 1 ; 
Luke vii. 39), so that the meaning of qualis passes over into 
that of quantus; and so it is to be taken here also.-arya7T1}V 
OlOova, only here; OlOova, is more significant than 
ivoH,cvvva, or a similar expression ; it means : " to gi1:c, to 
bestow." Goel has made His love our property (so also 
Ilmune). It is quite incorrect to take otoava, = destinare, 
and, weakening the thought, a,rya'IT''T}V as metouymons for "love
token" (Grotius), or for cffectum charitatis (Socinus).1 The 
reference which Calvin finds in the word, when he says: quod 
elicit datani esse c:-iritatem, significat: hoe mcrac esse liberali
tatis, quoll nos Deus pro filiis habet, is not indicated by 
,John. - On ~µ,'iv a Lapide remarks : imlignis, inimicis, pecca
torilrns. - The name o r.an7p points to the following Te,cva 
0eoii.-Zva Tf.lCVa 0eou /CA1J0wµ,ev] Paulus,dc ,v ettc,Li.i.cke, etc., 
retain Zva in its original meaning; " the greatness of the divine 
love," says Li.i.cke, "lies in the sending of the Son" (chap. iv. 
10). This thought is correct in itself; but the apostle is not 
here thinking of the sending Christ ; it is therefore arbitrary 
to supply it ; here there is in his mind only the fact that we 
-as believers-are called the children of God : " This is the 
proof and the result of love" (Spener) ; Zva is accordingly 
used here in modified signification, synonymou~ with iv 
TOIJT(t', ~Tl, only that by tva the Tf./CVa e. ICA?/0. is more 
definitely described as the purpose (not, however, as the object 
of an act distinguished from it) of the love of the Father; 

1 A Lapide interprets ayd<Tn, in the Catholic interest : i.e. charitatl'm tum 
:wlivam (aetum amoris Dci quo nos mire amat), tum passivam nobbp1c a Dco 
communicatam et infusam. Vi<lctc quantam charitatcm ... nobis ... 
pracstitit et cxhibuit Deus, cum ... charitatcm creatam nobis <le<lit et 
infmlit, ,1ua filii lJci nominamur et sumus. - \'cry appropriately Luther, iu his 
Schol;": usus est Ju:rnncs singulari vcrhornm J>OIHicrc: uon ,licit, ,k<lis,c no bis 
l)<;111n ,lonum ali,1uoJ, sc,l ipsam caritatem et fontcm omnium honornm, cor 
ipsum, etc. 



CHAP. Ill. t. 37\J 

Ebrarcl unsuitably gives the meaning by the explanation 7ro-r. 
ary. 0€0WK€V 17µ. 0 7ra-r17p EV -r<j, /301/'A.€<1'0a£ 7va K.T.A., inasmuch 
as the love of Goel is bestowed on us, not in His will, bnt in 
the act which is the outcome of it. - ,ca"A.et<1'0ai is erro
neously explained by Baumgarten-Crusius = Efouq{av gxeiv 

~;evE<1'0ai, John i. 12, so that the sense would be: "that we 
have the right to dare to call ourselves God's children " 
(Neander); it is very common to take KaA€t<1'0ai = Elval, 
Augustin: hie non est discrimen inter dici et esse; this is so 
far correct as the name, which is here spoken of, inanis esse 
titulus non potest (Calvin), for: "where God gives a name, He 
always gives the nature itself along with it" (Besser); the 
€tvai is included in the KaAe'iu0ai; yet the very fact of being 
called is significant, for it is only in the nainc that the being 
is revealed, and it is through that giving of a name that the 
separation of believers from the world is actually accomplished. 
Zva ... ,c)l.710wµEV is usually translated: "that we should be 
called." Ewald adds: " at the clay of jndgment," but it is 
not the future, but the present, that is here spoken of; 
KA710wµev is therefore not to be_ taken as the subj. fut., but 
as the subj. aor.: "that we were named, and therefore are 
called." Braune would explain the apostle's expression in 
this way, that being children of Goel is "a work only graclually 
accomplished, an operation;" incorrectly, for "being the 
children of Goel" is certainly "a simply stated fact;" comp. 
the /Cat €<1'µ.Ev and ver. 2. Instead of T€KVa av-rov, John says 
T. 0eoii, because he wants to state the full name itself. The 
view of Baumgarten-Crusins has less in its favour, that the 
apostle contrasted 7ra-r~p and 0eoii in order to indicate : " He 
bestowed it on us lovingly, that we should be connecteJ with 
the Goclheacl, inasumch as the former descriues the divine 
will, the latter the divine nature." - Kal E<1'µEv, which 
according to the majority of authorities is scarcely a mere 
gloss (see the critical notes), says John in an independent 
form, not depending on ?va (the Vulgate erroneously = simus),1 

1 Ebrarcl thinks that 1 .. ,..1, may be clcpcnclcnt npon ,,,,,, not certainly according 
to Buttmann's, but according to John's grammar; incorrectly, for the present 
indicative after ,,,,. is not surely attested in John enn by a single passage, 
whilst it is unmistakeably in Paul, 1 Cor. fr. 6 ancl Gal. iv. 17 (comp. in 
audition, Al. Euttmann, p. 202, note) ; it therefore appears most probable that 
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in onll'r still more spC>ci:illy to bring out the element of being, 
which ,ms certain]~- contained already in ICATJ0i;µm - Xot in 
or1ler t,> comfort beliewrs in n•g:ll'd to the persecutions which 
they haYe to suffer from the world (de \Vettc, Li.icke, etc.), 
lrnt to specify the contrast in which believers as T€1Cva 0EOv 
starnl to the worhl, and the greatness of the love of the Father 
"·ho has ginm them that name, the apostle continues: o,a 
TOVTO (, /C()(f'µo<, OU "fWW<l'/C€L 17µa<,] Ota TOVTO refers back to the 
prece1ling thought (Dengel, de \Yette, lJriickner, ]h-auneJ; 
thus: therefore, lJecause we arc children of God; the follow
i11g on then serves to confirm the reason why the world doe,; 
not know us as children of God. It is true, S,a ToiiTo might 
be also directly referred to on (Ilaumga1ten-Crusius, also 
perhaps Li.icke, Ewald); but with this reference the sentence 
would come iu too disconnectedly. - \Vith u ,couµo,; comp. 
chap. ii. 15. - au 71vwo-1CEL means: "dvl's not l.:now us," i.e. 
our inner nature, which we as TE1Cva Brnv possess, i~ tc> the 
world somethi11.~ incomprehe11sible ; to it, alienated from Goel, 
what is godly is strange and inconceivable; comp. John xiY. 
17. ::\!any commentators unnecessarily deviate from thi.~ 
proper meaning of the word; thus Grotius, who interprets it 
= 110n ag11u~cit pro suis; Semler = nos rejicit, reprobat; 
Ibumgarti:n-Cntsius = µta-ft (" therefore the wol'lcl cannot 
emlnrc us, because it cannot endme Him-God"). - on au,c 

il7v(J) auTov] "for ·it did not !.:now Him" (namely, God or tht' 
:Father); S. Schmid erroneously explains E"fVW lJy : credere in 
Denm; Episcopins by : jnssa ])ei obserrnre; John's iu.ea or 
l·;wwlcd9c is to he retained, as in the case of 71vwo-1CH, so abo 
in E"fVW (Di.isterdieck, Ebrard, Braune). 

Ver. 2. After emphatic resumption of ia-µEv, the apostle 
indicates the yet co11ccaleu. glory of the TE1C11a 0€ov. He 
lJegins with the address ,i7ar.T),01; which occurs to him here 
the more rcallily as he feels himself most closely connecteLl 
\l·ith his rcatk•rs in the cu1mnun fellrm;;hip with God (so ab11 

""; ,,µi, is a,l,],.,l 1,y John, not i11th·,•1l as a triunq,ha11t ,·xclamation, hut as an 
11tkra11n.• al111ut tlw adual }ll'l'Sl'Bt :-,lah· of hi:-; n·ailL•r.-;, toulinuiug the prcn•ding. 
j f lu,u!~ i.'i ri•µ::nd1·ll as dl'l'l'Illll'nt OU ~'~tz, Wt.' an• l'Olll}ll'lkd to \\"l•.tkl'll the illt',l 

x;.a,;;,µ,,, for ELrar,!"s supposition tlut in x).,,wµi, is contaiue,l the rclationshi1• 
of ( :1111 to 11 .... , or the den1cnt of "Ll:i11g l'l'l'01l1·il1·d," a111l in 1.,.~iw, on the otlh·I 

l,aud, ,. l>lll" l'l'lationshiJ> to Co,l, ,,r the dcmcnt or lhe conversion anJ l'Clll'Wal 

of our 1iature," lacks any tcnaule grouml. 
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Diistenlieck). - vvv Tticva eeov iuµev J 1/V!I is used in reference 
to the future (oim-lLl); it is here a particle of time, uot =" now, 
in consequence of that decree" (de Wette); a contrast with 
what immediately precedes (Liicke: " amidst all mistake on 
the part of the world, we are nc1:crthclcss really now the 
children of God;" so also Di.isterdieck and Braune) is not 
suggested by it. Hereby the present glory of the believing 
Christian is described; 1 before the apostle mentions the future 
glory, he observes that this is yet concealed: icat oiJ1rw 
hpavepw071 Ti fo6µe0a] <f,avepova0ai may, as Ebrard re
marks, mean both : "to be actually revealed," or: " for the 
knowledge to be revealed;" most commentators rightly take 
the word here in the first meaning; it is true, Ebrard main
tains that this explanation is grammatically impossible, because 
<f,avepoltl, as governing a question, can only lmve the meaning 
of theoretical revelation; but this assertion is unfounded, for 
in the N. T. 11sus loqncndi (nay, even in the classics) the 
interrogative Tlr;, sometimes Ti, confessedly appears where, 
according to the rule, the relative should properly be used ; 
comp. Winer, p. 15 2 ; VII. p. 15 S f. ; ..Al. Buttmann, p. 216 ; 
and especially if the thought involves an assumed question, as 
is the case hcre.2 That <f,avepovaOai cannot here be under
stood of the theoretical revelation is clear-(1) from the fact 
that no 71µ'iv is put with it, which Ebrar<l arbitrarily inserts 
when he interprets: " it has not yet been revealed to us, no 
information about it has yet been communicated to us;" 
(2) from the fact that the apostle himself immediately after
wards says what Christians will be in the future; (3) from the 
fact that a, confession of present ignorance is at variance with 
the natural connection ; from the fact that with this view a very 
artificial thought results for the following wonls : oY8aµEv K.T.A. ; 

1 De "\Y ctte incorrectly remarks on ; .. /";,: "by clcstiny, by faith an,! aspira
tion or iclca ; " John rather signifies by <ITf'lv the actnal reality. 

0 Acts xiii. 25 is especially to be compared. ,\cconling to Duttmann, tlm 
interrogative is used for the relative only after pre,licates which have a certain 
similarity with the vcrba senticndi, etc., thns especially after 'X"' Pfark viii. 
1, 2); yet this similarity is sometimes at the least wry remote, thus with~,~,,. 
,w,v.,, ~fatt. x. 10, am! with '"'''l'"-IT", Lnke XYii. 8, where Duttmann finds him
self compelled to snpply a connecting verb. Besides, a similarity with the verb:i. 
,entiemli is not to be denied to the verb <p,,,,p;;; .. ;,,_,, e\"en if it docs not describe 
the theoretical revelation, for the coming out of crJ1Jcealment inclucles the he, 
coming visible. 
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i;cc lie lo"·· - ]~y ovr.w Jq,avEpw01/ K.-r.'A. the apostle accordingly 
~tales that the futme condition of those who at present are 
7EKva BEov is still concealed, has not yet come to light ( cmnp. 
(\,1. iii. :; ; 110111. Yiii. 1 S).1 This future state is, it is true, 
r-;onH:thing llifferent from the present, yet it is not absvlutd!t 
new, but is that " which is latent arnl established in the pre
sent" (Di.istcrdicck, Braune). - o'toaµ.ev on eav cpavepw0f'1 
K.T.A.] By ot'Saµ.EV the apostle expresses his own and hi:;; 
readers' consciousness of that which, as TEKva 0EOv, the,· will 
Le in the future. - ,vith q,avEpw0f, we must supply -rt ea-6-
µ.E0a, the meaning is the same as it previously has ; so it is 
correctly explained by Didymus, Augustin, Socinus, Grotius, 
Paulus, 11::tumgarten-Crnsins, de ,v ctte, Semler, Li.icke, Diister
clieck, Erdmann, Braune, etc. As Ebranl similarly supplies -ri 
euoµ.e0a, but understands q,avepw0fi here also of the knowledge, 
thl're results for him this thought: "we know rather that 
when it shall Le made kno\\·n to us, we shall ci.:cn afrcad!J be 
like Him," in ,rhi<.:lt "the emphasis is made to rest on the con
trn1po;·awo11-"1,·-<s of the theoretical q,avEpovo-Oai with the actual 
0µ01oi l!.a-Eu0ai;" but in this interpretation, which suffers fron! 
tmjustifiaLlc supplements, a reference is brought out as the 
chief clement of the thought \\·hich is in no ,rny indicated, 
nnd is foreign to the context. - Some critics supply ,rith 
4'a11Epoo0f, as subject Xpuno,, as in chap. ii. 28, so Syrus, 
Cah-in, Dcza, Hornejus, Calov, Semler, etc. (:\Iyrberg at least 
thinks that this is not omnino improlialiile) ; this is, however, 
erroneous, as in this q,avepw0f, what immediately prcccl1es is 
clearly resumed. It is self-cYidcnt that this rc,·elation will 
take place Jv -rf, r.apourr{<J, Xpto--rou; comp. ii. 2 S. -J1µ.oioi 
auT~v Ja-6µ.e0a] auT~v, 1·.r:. Deo, cujus sum us filii (Bengel) ; the 
il1ca remains, in<lcccl, essentially the same if au-r~'o i;, taken = 
Xpta--r~v (Storr), but the context decides in favonr of the first 
explanation. The apostle ~ays: we shall lJc to God oµ.0101, 

not t'a-oi, because likeness to God ,rill not lie unconditioned, 
l ,ut conditioned by the nature of the creature, as a creature ; 
in so far oµ.010, may he tran!-lated l,y " like," only this idea 

1 El,rnn\ groumllcs,ly a~scrts that 1his Yicw amounts to a tautology: "our 
fut urc slate is still future," for atcunling (11 it the ai'ostlc rather expresses the 
thought that the future eondition of the s •~•« e,.ii will be Jbtingubhcd from 
the prc,L·llt ; in which, plainly, there is not the slightest tautology conta.incil. 
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has something indefinite in it, and thereforn Sander not unjustly 
says " that thereby the point of the thought is lost." As J olm 
himself does not more particularly define this future oµotoT17r; 
of man with God, the commentator must not arbitrarily restrict 
the general idea on the one side or the other, as, for instance, 
by the reference to the "light-nature of God" (Ebrard), or the 
0£/CaL0<1'VV1] Beov (Di.isterdieck), or the oo~a 0eov (de Wette 1). 
- OT£ o,yoµe0a aiJTOV, ,ca0wr; €0'7'£] This sentence states 
the logical ground of the foregoing; Calvin correctly: ratio 
haec ab effectu sumta est, non a causa; so that the sense is: 
" because we shall see Him as He is, we therefore know that 
we shall be like Him " (Rickli ; so also Socinus, S. Schmidt, 
Erdmann, l\fyrberg, etc.). It is a different thought in 2 Cor. 
iii. 18, according to which Bengel explains: ex aspectu, simi
lituclo (similarly Irenaeus, adv. hacr. iv. 38, says: opauic; 01:ov 
?,1:pi7roi17n,c~ aef,0apuLar;), according to which the sense is: 
"the beholding is the cause of the likeness" (Spener; simi
larly Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Neancler, Kostlin, Di.is
terdieck, Ebrard, Braune, Weiss, etc.). But John does not 
here want to explain whence the oµowv eivai T'f' Beep comes 
to the believer, but on what the o'toaµev is based. The 
certain hope of the Christian is that he shall see God. In 
that hope there lies for him the certainty that he will one 
day be like God; for God can onl.r be seen by him who is 
like Him.2 '\Vhen Rickli remarks on a,yoµe0a: "not a 
bodily vision of Him who is Spirit; it is the spiritual behold
ing, the knowledge of God in His infinite divine nature " 
(similarly Frommann, p. 217), or when others interpret this 
op~v simply by " to know aright," and similarly, this is con
trary to the sense of the apostle ; for as the word itself indeed 
shows, an actual seeing is meant. For man in his earthly 

1 Baumga.rten-Crusius and others quote on this 11:issage 2 Pet. i. 4: "'".,'"' 
.,.~; d,!a; q,r!.-,.,;; this is (as Ilriickner also remarks) unsuitable, for iu this ex
tJressiou the author of that Epistle does not say what the Christian will be one 
day, but what he already is; it therefore corresponds rather to the "'''"" Si,v. 

2 To Diisterclieck's question, Why then did not the apostle write : J,J,,µ,dx 
.,,1,.,.,,, ;:.,., iiµ,,., ,.1,.,.; io-oµ,da; 1 it is a valid reply : because he did not want to 
represent the beholding of God, but likeness to God, as the purpose of the divine 
love. The justification of the rejected explanation by 2 Cor. iii. 18 is inappro-
11riate, because John describes the future condition of the children of God, not 
as a becomina like, but as a being like (i.-,µ,d«). 
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7,od!J, G0tl is certainly i11Yisible; but it is different with the 
yloi'ijicd man in his a-wµa 7T'VEUµaTL/COV (1 Cor. xv. 44); he 
,1·i11 not merely blow (the believer has bw1dcdyc already here), 
hut sec God ; and, moreo,·er, no longer ot' ia-o7rTpov iv alv,7-

µan, hut 7rpo<TW7T'OV r.po~ 7rpo<TW7T'OV, 1 Cor. xiii. 12. 
l'umpare on the seeing of God, Matt. v. 8 ; 2 Cor. v. 7 ; Re,·. 
xxii. 4. - I\y ,ca0w~ ia-TL the entire reality of the nature of 
God: " as He is, not merely in a copy, etc., but in Himself aurl 
in Jfo; nature, His perfect majesty and glory" (Spener), is 
tlcscribed.1 The relation of the single parts of this Yerse is 
wmnlly regarded hy the commentators as adversnti\-e ; cer
tainly vuv and ov7rw form an antithesis, but the connecting 
Kai shows that the apostle considered the first two thoughts 
less in their antithesis to one another than in their co-ordiua
tion, inasmuch as it occurred to him to emphasize them both 
l'.11ually: Loth that beliewrs are now really T€1'va 0eoii, and 
also that a glory as yet concealed-namely, likeness to Goll
awaits them. Between the third and fourth parts also a sort 
of antithesis OCClll'S (hence the Rcccpfct oe), but here also the 
npostlc is not anxious to bring out this contrast, but rather 
to acl<l to the negatively-expressed thought, for its continua
tio11, the positive substance of Christian consciousness; comp. 
,le "\V ette-Briickner, Braune. 

Ver. 3 shows the moral effect of the Christian hope ; not 
the condition with which the fulfilment of it is connedecl, as 
Liicke thinks. The same combination of ideas, only in the 
J'orm of exhortation, occurs in ~ Cor. Yi. 18 and Yii. 1 ; 2 l'd. 
iii. 13, 14. -'TT'as o EXWV T~V €A7T'IOa TaVT1JV ir.-' avT~;;J llalll(·ly, 
the hope of one day being like Uod.2 "In the case of 7rci~ o 
i!x. we can, ns in ii. 29, Lring ont the converse in the meanin.~ 
, ,r the apoi;tle : every om· ... and only such" (Diistenlieck). 

1 C'alviu: Deus nun,· s,· nohi, <'Onspicil'llllnm olf,-rt, non 1111alis est, scll•1ual,·m 
,nn,lnlns nosll'r eum ea pit. ". eis.s ri,:htly obser\"t's that tlw emphasis is lni,l 1111 

"a;Pw; ,,T,,; hut it is iuconl'd l'nr him to ('1:tee this in cnntr,1st "·ith His 111:tlli• 
i'i-statiou in 1/,,, Sun; for Gou has not n·\"t'nbl llims .. lf in U,rist otherwise th.m 
>:.rdW; !11-r,.-As a curiosity th1• l'XplanatiQll of (h:rt,·l lil:l,Y lie ,~ivcn hrre: "On,~ 
,I.,,· after ,.,nral 1·,·nluri<"s, rn:rnkiud, which no11· l,elou,:s loo mueh to the s1,irit 
,,I l,arbaris111, will h,•conw more .~lorili,,.], mori, l'lllH>blcd, an,l more h:tp('y, ,,wl 
tl11cs attain to lhc pcrli·ct knuwh-dgc of lh,· ('lall ,.r l:,"l :till! the purpose .,r 
.lt•'-,U~. i, 

' J-:1,rar,\ :..,y-01111<1lcssly wouhl uwh·rst:111<! by i>.-:-:; the trcnsnn• which is :],,_. 
ohj,·et of the hope. 
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The phrnse ixew tJ...-rr{Sa J-rri with dative only here; Acts 
:-:xiv. 15 : ix, lJ..-rr. El, 0eov; but €A.71'LS€lV J-rrt with dative: 
Rom. xv. 12 and 1 Tim. vi. 17. - aimp, i.e. 0eii] God is 
regarded as the basis on which the hope is founded. The idea 
of maintaining (Spener) is not contained in ixew. - a7v{f;et 
faVTOV Ka0w, K.T."71..] a7visew (comp. 011 1 Pet. i. 22), not "to 
keep oneself pure" (~L Mons, Bengel, Russmeyer, etc.), bnt 
"to purify oneself, i.e. to make oneself free of everything that 
is unholy ; " in J as. iv. 8 it is used synonymously with Ka0a
plsew. This self-purification necessarily follows from the 
Christian's hope, because the object of this is to be like God, 
and therefore also to be holy. - In reference to the opinion 
that this purification is described as an act of man, Augustine 
says: videte quemadmodum non abstulit liberum arbitrium, ut 
diceret : castificat semetipsum. Quis nos castificat nisi Deus ? 
Seel Deus te nolentem non castificat. Castificas te, non de tc; sc<l 
de illo, qui vcnit, nt habitet in te. The active impulse of this 
a7vif;etv eavTov does not lie in the natural liberum arbitrium 
of man, but in the hope, which the salvation work of God 
presupposes in man. - This purification takes place after the 
pattern (,ca0w,) of Christ (€K€tVO<:;, ver. 4), who is a7vo,, i.e. 
"pure from every sinful stain." The want of harmony which 
exists in the juxtaposition of the a7vtsetv EaUTOV of the Chris
tian and the a7vov Eivat of Christ, must not induce us to take 
,ca0w, here otherwise than in ver. 7, ii. 6, iv. 17, namely= 
quandoquidem, so that this clause would add a second motive 
for the a7vtsew EaVTOV, as Ebrard thinks ; th0 sense rather 
is, that the purity of Christ is the pattern for Christians, 
which the Christian by self-purification strives to copy in his 
life also. - E<rTl: "the a7voT17, is a quality inherent in Christ" 
(Liicke); the present is not put for the preterite, but signifies 
the unbroken permanent state; chap. ii. 29. 

Ver. 4. The believer is so much the more hound to holi
ness, as all sin is avoµ,{a. - -rra, o 'TrOlWV K.T.A,] corresponding 
to the beginning of ver. 3, -rra,;; o ixwv K.T.A. The apostle is 
anxious to emphasize the truth of the thought as being with
out exception. wotE'iv Tryv aµ,apTLav, as the antithesis of 
'Tr0l€'iv TryV OtKatoauv1711, chap. ii. 29, is contrasted ,vith ll"fVLS€lV 
fouTov, ver. 3 ; as the apostle "wants to contrast with the 
positive sentence ver. 3 its negative counterpart," " he begins 

IIIEYEn.-1 Jon:.. 2 B 
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with the antithesis of that idea which formed the predicate in 
Yer. 3, and makes it the subject" (Ebmrd). The definite 
article shows that the idea, according to its complete extent, is 
intended as definite, as forming the concrete antilhesis to ;, 
SiKatoavv17 ; 1 both the interpretation of Socinus : " to remain 
in sin," and that of Ilaumgarten-Crusius: " to receive sin into 
oneself, to let it exist in oneself," are alike arbitrary ; even 
the very common definition : "to sin knowingly and wilfully," 
is out of place here, as the subject here is not the ii:ay in 
which sin is done, lmt the actual doing of sin itself. According 
to llri.ickner,2 by 7rOtE'iv T~v aµapT{av " an actual moral 
tendency of life" is indicated; this explanation is apparently 
justified by vv. G, 8, 9, but even in these passages the apostle's 
meaning goes beyond the restricted idea of " tendency of life," 
inasmuch as he certainly has sinning in view. - Kal. T~v ciµ,ap
Ttav r.ot£'i] " Kat accentuates the idea that the very doing of 
aµapT{a is as such equally the doing of avoµla" (Di.isterdieck) ; 
lJy avoµ{a we are to understand, according to the constant 
i 1s11s loqucndi, never the mere non-possession of tl1e law (dif
ferently avoµor;, 1 Cor. ix. 21), hut always the violatiou of the 
law, uamely, of the divine law, of the divine order according 
to which mau should regulate his life,-lazdcss;zcss (Li.icke).3 

The sense therefore is: he who practises Sill (in whatever \vay 
it may be) thereby makes himself guilty of the violation of 
divine order, he acts contrary to the 0e">-.17µa TOV eeov, chap. 
ii. 1 7. According to Ebrard, T~v civoµ{av 7TOtE'iv expresses 
the antithesis of €X€LV n)v eA.7rioa Tavn,v, ver. 3 ; bnt it is 
more correct to perceive in that sentence-instead of a con
clusion-the intro<luction of a new clement, by which the 
sharp contrast with Thv ou,atouvv17v (ii. 2 0) is indicated. -
The following words : Kal 11 aµapTia eaTlv ~ c'tvoµ{a, are added, 

1 Br:nme, however, rightly obser,es that too strong an emphasis is not to be la.ill 
h,•re, either upon the article or on ,,,.,,,;,, for in ver. !) it is put "l'-"F~;,,., "''"''• allll 
!lien, as synony1uous with it, simply "i'-"P""""; 11en·rthcless, it is to be noticed 
that "the fuller idea c:-«,,, .,.;,, "·"· at the beginning includes and determines tho 
others, "'"''' ;,.,,_. antl "l'-"-F''"''"" (Ebrard). 

' Briiekncr rightly rejects the interpretation of <1,, W cttc : "f'"P_,.;,,. appears to 
I,,, tl11, l,roa<ler idea, ,.,,,,.;a the narrower, moro delini!c an,l stronger, indmling 
particular offences, ,;ccs, etc. 

' """·";"- is tlistingui,he,l frum ;.,,x;,, (i. !l, ,·. 1 i) in this way, tl1at the lormcr 
i,1,·a is contrastc,1 with abstract right (ai.,,), the latter with the conndc furm of 
right (,,,,.,;) (llriickncr). 
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partly to confirm the previous thought, partly to mark empha
tically the identity of aµapTta and avoµ{a which is expressed 
in it. The apostle does not want to give an exact definition 
of the idea aµap·rta (contrary to Sander), but to indicate its 
nature from the side "on which its absolute antagonism to any 
fellowship with God appears most unrestrictedly" (Bruckner). 
The apostle could not more sharply express the antithesis 
between the character of the believer, who is a -rJ,cvov 0eou, 
and will be oµow~ 0erj,, and the aµap-ria, than by showing 
aµap-rLa to be avoµla, whereby he most distinctly opposes the 
moral indifferentism, against which the first section of the 
Epistle is also directed. Violence is done to the thought, both by 
limiting the idea aµapT{a to a particular kind of sin ( a Lapide: 
loquitur proprie de peccato perfecto, puta mortifero), and by 
making avoµ,{a the subject and aµapT{a the predicate; 1 so 
also by mixing up references which are foreign to the context.2 

The ,ea{ by which the two sentences are connected with one 
another, Bengel translates and explains by: immo (so also 
Bruckner by " nay"), with the remark: non solum co11(iiinctci 
est notio peccati et iniquitatis, sed eadcin; this is incorrect, 
for even the first sentence expresses, not a mere connection, 
but identity. The apostle could have written instead of ,ea{ 
the confirmatory particle OTi, or the like, but by means of ,ea{ 
the thought of the second clause obtains a more independent 
position (so also Braune). 

Ver. 5 contains a new proof of the incompatibility of the 
Christian life with sin ; this exists in Christ, to whose example 
the apostle has already pointed in ver. 3. Of Christ John 
states two things, while he appeals to the consciousness of his 
readers ( or8aTe ; the same is the case with the reading of ~: 
o,Saµev)-(1) that His manifestation (J.rpavepw0'f/, an expres- • 

1 K,;,tlin (p. 24Gj appeals in behalf of this construction to John i. 1 : ""'l e,J, 
;;, , ;.,y,;, assuming that ,.,.) a.µr.:p.-:,,, "·"'· ;., is to be rcacl; sec, however, the 
critical notes. Against this construction there is, besides, the fact that a.µap,,rr. 
"·ould have to be taken in a di[erent sense here from that in which it is prc
l'iously used, namely, as IGistlin says : " The first time a.µap.-,c,, means sinful 
action, the second time guilt in the sight of God." 

2 This is the case, for example, in Hilgenfolcl's explanation : " Not every one 
who deviates from the ceremonial laws, but only the sinner, falls under the cate
gory of ""I'-'"' ; " not less in the remark of Calvin: "the sum of the thought is 
that the life of those who give themsel¥es to sin is hateful to God, and cannot be 
tolei·atccl by God." 
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sion ,rhich refers to the previously unre,·calctl existence of 
Christ in heawn) had this purpose: i'va 'Tac; ,,µapT{ac; upn; 
and (~) that He is without sin. - Tac; ,tµapT1ac; atpEtv may, 
of course, mean in itself " to bear our sins," 1·.c. as the atoning 
sacrifice, in order thereby to procure their forgiveness, lmt 
here it means " to take mcay, to remove our sins ; " for even 
although the Hebrew expression ~¥ ~t,!-'~ signifies both, yet the 
LXX. translates this i,i the second sense only by atpEtv, but in 
the first sense by cf,epEtv (comp. l\Ieyer on John i. 2!:l, and my 
comm. on 1 l)et. ii. 24); moreover, atpEtv with John con
stantly means " to tfl.kc away;" comp. xi. 48, xv. 2, xvii. 15, 
xix. 31, 3 8 ; and the context is also decisive in favour of this 
meaning, for even though in the thought that Christ bore our 
sins, inasmuch as He suffered for them, there lies a mighty 
impulse to avoid sins, yet the antagonism of the Christian life 
to sin appears more directly and more strongly if the taking 
away of sins is described as the purpose of the manifestation 
of Christ. Kostlin (p. 18 0) rightly says: "the expression 
signifies to take away the sins themselves, but not their guilt 
Ol' their punishment, for it is added : Ka, ,,µ,. EV auT~O OUK ECJ'TLV, 
nnll in ver. 8 : fp'Ya Tov Dta/3o"Jtov." This interpretation in 
( :al vin, Luther, Russmeyer, Paulus, Baumgarten - Crnsius, 
:Nean<ler, Frommanu (p. 449), Diistenlieck, ::\Iyrberg, Ebrarcl, 
Braune, etc., contrary to which Liicke, de ,vette, Erdmann, etc., 
explain aipEtv =" to bear;" Li.icke: "the object of the manifes
tation of Christ is the bearing of sins as a holy offering in His 
death;" while others, as Bede (" tollit et climittendo quae 
facta sunt et a<ljuvan<lo ne fiant et perducendo acl vitam, ubi 
fieri omnino non possint "), Socinus, a Lnpide, Spener, Sander, 
]3csser (also Lticke in his 1st etl.1), combine both meanings. 
,veiss, it is true, interprets a'tpEtv cnrrcctly, but thinks that 
the plural aµapTlac; " can only signify actually existing sins" 
which Christ takes away, "iuasmueh as His blood cleanses us 
from their guilt;" lmt in the whole context the subject is not 
the guilt of sins, lmt the sins thernsel\'cs. The plural, how
ever, by no means renders that interpretation compulso1-y. -

1 '' A:f!I" ..-. U.p. Y;µ;" corresponds to the xa/ltrp:~w, a'T,; ~a~r.: a~., i. i, and signi
fies the whole <·xtc•nt of tl,r n·1k111ptil'e a.-til'ity or Christ, Ilis <>fli,:c of takiu;; 
nway siu, Loth in the ideal ~,·m•: by till' net or f,,rgi,·iug ,i11, a11t.!. nbo in tl,c real 
sense by the act of sanctifying the sarct.!.." 
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The pronoun 11µ,wv nfter Ta.; c'iµapT{a.; (see the critical notes) 
is regarded by Liicke and de \Vette as genuine ; Lucke: " be
cause J olm would otherwise have written T~v aµapTlav;" 
de "\Vette: " because its omission appears to be occasioned by 
the interpretation of atpeiv = to remove;" Di.isterdieck remarks 
against ~µwv, that in the whole section vv. 4-10 there is no 
direct application expresse<l ; from internal grounds i ~ cannot 
be deci<led, inasmuch as Tits- aµapT. ~µwv can be taken quite 
as generally as the simple Tits- aµapTfa,. In regard to the 
plural Tit'> aµapTta-., Diisterdieck rightly says that "thereby 
the form of representation is made so much the more vivid, 
as the whole mass of all individual sins is taken into view." 
It is to be observed that John does not regard Christ, accord
ing to the Pelagian mode of thought, only as the motive for 
the free self-determination of man, but as the active living 
cause of sanctification determining the will of man. It is His 
crucifixion especially from which proceeds, not only the for
giveness of sins, but also (in and with this) the new life, in 
which the believer purifies himself (a,yvisei), even as He is 
pure (aryvoi,). -The second thing which John states of Christ 
is : /Cat aµapT{a EV auT~d OV/C €<J'Tt. The meaning of these 
words is not that in those who are in Christ there is no sin 
(Cah-in, Paulus), but that Christ Himself is without sin; 
comp. ver. 3, ii. 29. This clause is not meant to confirm the 
preceding one ( a Lapide : ideo Christus po tens fuit tollere 
peccatum, qnia carebat omni peccato, imo potestate peccandi; 
so also Oecumenius, Lorinus, Baumgarten-Crusius, Sander, 
K eander) ; but it is co-ordinate with it (Li.icke, de "\V ette
Driickner, Di.isterdieck, Braune), in order to serve as a basis for 
the following statement. - The present iuTt is not used instead 
of the preterite (Grotius), nor is it to be explained in this way, 
with Winer (p. 239, VII. 251), that" the sinlessness of Jesus 
is considered as still present in faith;" but it rather denotes, 
as in ver. 3, the character of Christ in its eternal existence. 

Yer. 6. was o iv aimj. ( i.e. XptuTcj'J) µevwv] refers back to 
the exhortation in ii. 2 7 ; µJvEtv, not merely= inesse, ex
presses close fellowship. - ovx ciµapnfvct] John hereby states 
the abiding in Christ and sinning as irreconcilable opposites ; 
still it is not his meaning that the believing Christian does 
not sin any more at all, or that he who still sins is not in 
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Christ, for in i. 8-10, ii. 1, 2, iii. 3, he clearly enongh ex
presses that sin still clings to the Christian, and that he 
therefore needs constantly both the forgiving and saving 
grace of God and the intercession of Christ, as well as self
purification. The solution of the apparent contradiction must 
not be songht by giving the word c'tµapT<1.vetv here a meaning 
different from "·hat it has else"·here (e.g.= persistere in pec
cato; or with Capellus=sceleratmn cssc, or=to commitpeccata 
mortalia) ; nor even by appealing to the apostle's ideal mode 
of conception ( de ,v ette, Diisterdieck; substantially also ,v eiss 
and Briickner 1), for "John ltas here to do with real cases, and 
wants to indicate to us the marks by which it may 1.Je known 
whether a man loves the Lord or not, whether he is a child of 
God or of the wicked one" (Sander), as is clear from cf,avepa 
fon, ver. 10 ; hnt only in the fact that the Christian, who is a 
-ri,cvov 0EOu, bears the contradiction in himself that he, on the 
one hnnd, it is true, still actually sins, but, on the other hand, 
is also nctually free from sin-so free from it that he cannot 
sin (ver. 9) ; he has actually l>roken with sin, so that in his 
most inner nntnre he is in the rnost decided opposition to it; 
yet at the same time he finds it in himself, and indeed in such 
a wny thnt he still actually sins (chap. i. 10), but inasmuch 
as he confesses it, and experiences the forgiving and saYing 
love of the faithful Goel towards him (chap. i. 9), and with 
all earnestness practises the a,yv{l;€w iavTov, it eYer loses more 
and more its power over him, and thns it results that it is no 
longer sin, but opposition to it (as something foreign to his 
nature), that determines his conduct of life ; and hence the 
apostle may with perfect justice say, that he who aLiLles in 
Christ docs not sin (so also Braune~), which is cp1ite the same 
as when Paul says : er Tt<; iv Xpunf,, ,caivi] /CTLUt<;" T(/, ltpxa'i.a 

1 When W,·iss (and 13riickncr ag1wi11g with him) say., "that John h,,rr rrprc
scnts the Christian life as arconli11g to its 11alnr,• it is :tll(l ouyht lo /,f," tl:c 
expression of the apostle is explained by him also from its iJcalism. 

2 Bcs,l'r apprnpriately says: "Enry one wl,o ahiJcs in Christ, to whom llc 
once l1eln11gs, ,locs not sin, but says 'No' to sin, which belongs to the ohl mnu, 
anJ resists it.< ali<'n power. A Christian ,lm•s 11ul do sin, but he ,S1'1i<l"8 it. Hi,; 
will, his Christian Ego, is not at unc with sin. /[,1/rul P/ sin is th,· commo11 
mark of the d,il,ln·n of Gou; lore of sin th" c,11nmon proprrly of the chil,lrl'll of 
thell,•Yil." ,\ugnstim•·s explanation:" in r1na11tnm in Christo mnn,·t, in ta11tum 
llOll p•·c,;at," is uu:satisfactory, l,ccausc it woul<l thcrcl;y ,tppc~r a$ ii' the inner 
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7rap1JA0:v, lSov, ,Y€,YOV€ tcatva. Tei. '1fU,VTa (2 Car. v. 17). -
The antithesis expressed in the first clause is even more sharply 
brought out in the second, inasmuch as John does not say: 
7rGS o aµapn:ivwv ... OU µevei EV auT<p, but: ovx eoopatcev 
a VTOV, ovSE E,YVWICEV avTOV. - 'TrGS o aµapTavwv is every 
one who leads a life in aµapTla, and therefore has not come 
out of the ,couµor; into the number of God's children ; 1 such 
an one, says John, hath not seen, neither known avT6v, i.e. 
Christ. Lucke takes the perfects ewpaKEV and ilryvwtcev in 
present signification, the former in the meaning of "the pre
sent possession of the experience," the latter in the meaning 
of" the present possession of previously obtained knowledge;" 
but this is not rendered necessary by the context, and hence 
the perfects are to be retained as such, although it must be 
admitted that John is considering the result as one that con
tinues into the present. The meaning of the two verbs in 
their relation to one another is very differently explained; 
according to some commentators, ewpatcev signifies something 
inferior (Semler, Banmgarten-Crusius, Li.i.cke in his 1st ed.), 
according to others, something superior (Socinus, Neander, 
Fromruann, p. 2 2 3), to i!,yvwtcev ; with the former view ouSe is 
taken as =" and still less," with the latter as =" and not as 
much as;" both are incorrect, for a difference of degree is in 
no way suggested ; yet the two expressions are not to be 
regarded as synonymous, so that il,yvwKe would only be added 
to bring out the spiritual meaning of loopaKev (Di.isterdieck), 
for although ouSe can neither Le necessarily "disjunctive" 
(Li.icke, 1st ed.) nor "conjunctive" (Llicke, 2d ed.), yet the 
form of the clauses shows, inasmuch as the object is put along 
with each verb, that ovSe here has a stronger emphasis, and 
that John wanted to express by the two verbs two distinct 
ideas. In order to determine these, the original signification 

life of the Christian was something divi<lecl in itself; bnt it is more correct when 
he says : " Etsi infirmitate labitur, peccato tamen non consentit, quia potius 
gemcnu.o lnctatur." 

1 Ebr:ml says this explanation is opposed to the context, because "even from 
vcr. 4 the subject is such as are Christians, but arc lacking in holiness, and it 
is only in ver. 6 that it is stated how far such Christians cannot be rcganle,l 
as truly rei(cncrate;" bnt (1) do not the unregenerate Christians still belong to 
the ,.:,~:,,; 1 and (2) docs not that explanation refer precisely to tho close of tho 
6th verse 1 
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of the words must lie retained; opiv signifies neither "the mere 
l1istorical knowledge of Christ" (Lticke), nor the perseverantia 
ro111rnu11io11is cum Christo (Erdmann), and rytvwuK€£V signifies 
neither " the experience of the heart," nor eYen " love," but 
cYen here opiv means to sec, and ryivwuKeiv to 1.-iww; but the 
seeing of Christ takes place when the immediate consciousness 
of the glory of Christ has dawned upon us, so that the eye of 
our soul beholds Him as He is in the totality of His nature ; 
the knowing of Him when by means of inquiring considera
lion the right understanding of Him has come to us, so that 
,re arc clearly conscious not only of His nature, but also of 
His relation to us.1 

Ver. 7. While the apostle would reduce the specified anti
i hesis to the last cause, and thereby bring it out in all its 
sharpness, he begins the uew train of thought, connected, 
lioweYer, with the preceding, after the impressive address 
TEKvfa (or 7rato[a), with the warning directed against moral 
indifferentism: µ,77od,; 7rXav,fToo vµas, which, as lJiistcnlieek 
rightly observes, is not necessarily founded on a polemic 
:igainst false teachers (Antinomians, for instance); comp. eliap. 
i. 8. - 0 'TT"OLWV TIJV ()LKatoUVl/1/11, ()LKato<; f.UTL Ka0w, K.T.A.] 
with 'TT"OtE'iv T17v CtK., comp. chap. ii. 2 !.l. From the connection 
with the foregoing we would expect as predicate either : iwpa
KW avTUV IC.T.A. (ver. G), or f.V avnp Jl,f.V€£ (Yer. 5); but it is 
peculiar to J olm to introduce new thoughts and references in 

1 With this intt·rprctation that of SandPr, who inlnprcts ;,.;P""'' of "spiritual 
intuition or beholding," a111l ,,_,,.,,.., of the "knowlc,lge obtain",\ more; y rcllcl'
tion along the lines of tlialectic and ir1<jliiry," as well as that of )lyrl.ll'rg, aeconl
i11g to which the fonlH:r signifies the "imnwdiata p<·ri:eplio Christi spirituali 
111odo homini se manifcstantis," the latter the" p('l'1lurnns cognitio at,pie intt-lli
i.:•·ntia," arc in substantial agreement. Brnunc, it is trnc, assl'nts to this ,·i,·\\·, 
lint he Pl'l'oncously thus ,lefincs the thought of the apostle: "EYcry on<' wlw 
sins, and inasmuch as 1:t· sins, is one in whom the seeing am! knowing of Christ 
i- a thing of the past, l,11[ ,J,ws not continu" an,l 0111•ratc into the pr,·sent," f<>r 
,T,,hn plainly says of him who sins that In• /w., not s,·,·n or known Chri,t. ·when 
1·'.nhnann defines l'y,.,,m as the ,·ognitio l'hristi, ,prn,· et intuitn ,•t inlellcclu 11011 

,nlum personae Christi ,·,·rnm ctiam tutins ,-jus "l"-'ri., indolc-111 ,·ompleetitur, this 
is in so far unsnital1k, as the intuilu belon,gs pn•,·isi·ly to the ;,;_,,,,.,._ \'cry 
1111,atisfodory is EJ,ranl's cxplanati,,n, that •pi• is "the .si·,·ing of' !.'hrist as th" 
1 .. ·,,1,1, y,11~0""!111 the lot·in!J knowll•dge." The diJI'l'rrncl' hetwc<·n Cr'2v a1ul 'Yu-~o-x.:,v 

"l'l"'"rs also in this, that in tho former the "i'''l"'1tin~ aetiYity is rq,rescnt,·,1 
r:,!}11-r 011 the sitlc of th<' nl•,i•·ct, which pr,.,_,,nts itsl'lf ti, the C}"l' nf th,• soul ; in 
tb· Lttt,-r, rntlu·r 011 the• si,lc of the snhj,·d, wl,i,·h this nrb makes the snl>j,_•ct 
or consideration. 
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antithetical sentences. Dy the subordinate clause Ka0wr; 

€/CELVO<; u.c. XptuTor;) DLKator; €(TT£ he puts the illca o{,cator; 

in direct reference to Christ, so that the thought of this verse 
includes in it this, that only he who practises 01,cawuvvr, has 
known Christ and abides in Him; for he only can be exactly 
,ca0wr; XptuTor; ( i.e. in a way corresponding to the pattem of 
Christ) who stands in a real fellowship of life with Hirn. It 
is incorrect, both to interpret, with llaumgarten-Crusius : " he 
who is righteous follows the example of Christ," and also to 
take o/,cator; ="justified," and to define the meaning of the 
verse thus: " only he who has been justified by Christ does 
righteousness." 1

- There is this difference between the two 
ideas : 7rote'iv TrJV ot,c. and U,catov elvat, that the first signifies 
the action, the second the state. The reality of the latter is 
proved in the former. He who does not do righteousness 
shows thereby that he is not righteous.~ 

Ver. 8. o 7rotwv TrJV aµapTiav] forms the diametrical oppo
site of o 'Tf'Otwv TrJV ot,caiouvvTJV, inasmuch as it signifies the 
man whose life is a service of sin, " who lives in sin as his 
element" (Sander). While the former belongs to Christ, and 
is a T€KVOV Beou, the latter is EK TOU Ota/3oA.ou; EiC does 
not signify here either merely connection (de '\Yette), or 
similarity (Paulus), or imitation (Semler), but, as the expres
sion TE/CVOV TOU Ota{3oA.OIJ (ver. 10) shows, origin (so also 
Ebranl): the life that animates the sinner emanates from 
the devil; " not as if the devil created him, but that he intro
duced the evil into him" (Russmeyer). The apostle confirms 
the truth of this statement by the following words : on chr' 
apxrir; a Ota{3oXor; aµapTaVEI. The words a'Tf'' apx~- are put 
first, because the chief emphasis rests on them, inasmuch as 
those who commit sin are J,c Tou ota/30A.011, not because he 
sins, but because it is he who sinneth J7r' apx11,, From this 
expression it must not, with :Frommann and Hilgenfeld, be 

1 As there is no reference here at all to justification, there is no grountl what
r\·cr for tho assertion of a Lapitle, that the thought of this verse forms a contra
,liction to the Protestant tloctrine of justification by faith. -'l'he interpretation 
of Lorinus, th,tt J ,ro,Z, .,.;,, ii,~. is=qui habct in sc justitiam i. c. opus gratiae, 
videlicet virtutem infusam, is also plainly erroneous. 

" Braune rightly proves, against Ro:nan Catholics and Rationalists, that "the 
pre,licatc is not first attained after what fa expressed in the subjective clause 
has taken place," ::rntl that rather" the prcJicatc is inunaucnt in the snbjc~t." 
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inferred that ,John was considering the devil as an originally 
evil licing,-in dnali,tic fm,hion (comp. Kostlin, p. 127, and 
·w eiss, p. 13 2 fT.),-for ,T olm is not here speaking of the vcing, 
bnt of the action of the devil. In order not to accuse John 
of the ::\faniclrnean dualism, the attempt has been made to 
define <i,r' cipxi),;; more particularly, either by referring it to 
the creation of the world (Calvin, S. G. Lange; also Hofmann, 
Schriftl,e11•. 2d ed. I. 429: "since the lieginuing of the world," 
"r: " from the beginning of history, in the course of which 
the sin of men has begun"), or to res humanae (Semler\ or 
to the time of the devil's fall (Dengel: ex quo diabolus est 
<liabolns); but all these supplements are purely arbitrary. 
:;\fany modern commentators take the expression in reference 
to the sin of man, and find this idea expressed in it, that " the 
devil is related to all the sins of men as the first and seduc
tive originator" (Nitzsch, Syst. dcr cltristlicltcn Lch1'C, 6th ed. 
p. 2 44 f.) ; thus Liicke, Diisterdieck, Ebrard, Weiss, Braune, 
and previously in this commentary; but this thought, while 
it 110 doubt lies in the preceding €IC 'TOU Ota/3oA.OV and in the 
following TEJCvov Tou otaf]o")\ov, and hence in the thesis to be 
P,:tablished, does not lie in thi,; confirmatory clause, apart 
from the fact that in cir.' apx~,;; aµap,u.vE£ no reference is 
indicated to the sin of man. It is otherwise in John viii. •14, 
where the more particular definition of the relation of the 
cle,·il to men is supplied with u.7r' <ipxi'),;; from the context 
("' since he has put himself in connection with men") ; here, 
011 the contrary, J olm does not say : " what the devil is to 
rneu, but what is his relatiouship to God" (Hofmann as 
above); hut as he describes his relationship hy a,r' cipXIJ'> 
aµapTctvE£, as a sinning which has co11li1111e<l from the bcgin
niug, this can only mean that the deYil's first action was sin, 
and that he has remained and remains in that action. Like
wise in the interpretation which Briickne1· gins of cir.' cipXIJ'>: 
" i.e. so long as there is sin," <1.,r' <iPXIJ'> docs uot recein! its 
full force.1 -The present c1µapT1tvH descriues the sinning of 

1 The idea. that the devil, brfoi-c he sinned, was for a time without sin, is 
]l(,wl11·n· cxprl',,l'<i i11 S<"riptm,•; ncitlicr in ,!,,Jin Yiii . .J-1 11nr in the <le11t,·ro• 
c-:u1011il'al 1ja~=--agcs Jude (j aud ~ Pc:t. ii. ·1 (set· lllY 1·1 1111lll. on thPsc pas~a_!.w~).

'l'lll" ,·i,·w "I" Fro1111na1111, that J,,hn"s st.tt,•111t·11ls ,!<1 nut ,inslify the rc•pn·se11la• 
tiun .,fa 1•cr.,nnal cxisll'lll'C of the de,·il, that "he is nothing further th:lll Lho 
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the devil as uninterruptedly continuous. - el,; TovTo icpave

pw011 K.T.A-.] As vv. 6, 7 refer to the second prrrt of ver. 5, 
these words refer to the first part of that verse ; they not only 
express the antithesis between ehrist and the devil, but they 
bring out the fact that the appearance of Christ has for its 
object the destruction of the :Jprya Tov oia/3(,J..ou, i.e. of the 
aµ,apTfat which are wrought by him (not " the reward of sin," 
Calov, Spener; nor "the agency that seduces to sin," de W ette). 
;\vEtv is used here as in John ii. 19 ( similarly 2 Pet. iii. 
10-12), in the meaning of "to destroy;" less naturally some 
commentators (a Lapidc, Lorinus, Spener, Besser, etc.) main
tain the meaning "to undo," sins being regarded as the snares 
of the devil. 

Ver. 9. Antithesis of the preceding verse; yet "·hat was 
there the subject is here-in its opposite-the predicate, and 
,vhat was there the predicate is here the subject. - r.a,; o 
ryerywv71µevor; EK TOV Beau] Antithesis to him who is EK TOV 
oia/3o">..ov (ver. 8); "by r.a,; the general signification of the 
clause is indicated" (Braune); aµ,apTlav ou ?roter] is used in 
the same sense as oux aµapnfva, ver. 6. To be born of God 
and to commit sin are mutually exclusive contraries; for o Seo,; 
ifJw,; f.<TTt, Kai, (T,COTLa EV avT<p OUIC €<TTtv ouoeµ,{a, chap. i. 5 ; 
comp. also chap. ii. 2!); the child is of the same nature with 
him of whom he is born. For confirmation of the thought, 
J olm adds : OTt U'TT"Epµa auTOV EV avT<p µEVEt. Both the 
deeper context and the expression itself are opposed to the 
interpretation of these words, according to which a-1repµa is 
explained = TE/Cvov, and EV avTijJ = iv 0erj> (Dengel, Lange, 
Sander, Steinhofer); for if the apostle meant to say that "a 
child of God remains in God," he would certainly not have 
exchanged the word T€1Cvov, which so naturally would suggest 
itself just here, for another word, unusual in this sense. By 
u1repµ,a B eov is rather to be understood tha divine element 
of which the new man is produced 1 (comp. Gospel of John 
i. 13), and which, as the essence of his being, keeps him from 

world-spirit thnt tempts man, considered in concrete personality," is to he 
rejected ns nrbitrnry. 

1 Frommann (p. 170) incorrectly interprets ,.,,,.,pµv. of the divine light origin
ally dwelling in mnn, Ly which he is distinguished from the rest of crcatiou; 
for the subject here is not men as such, but the d~,,. ,,..'ii eioii. 
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8in. ..\ccon1ing to urnny commentators (Clemens ..\1., Augustin, 
Jlcdc, Luther I.,1 Spener, Grotins, Besser, ,v eiss, Ewald, etc.), 
thi,; i;; the 1cord of God, in favour of which appeal is made not 
only tu the parable of the ·sower (~\Iatt. xiii.), bnt also to 
1 l'et. i. 2 :1 and Jas. i. 18. But that parable can here so 
much the less be adduced, as in it the reference is to the seed 
of plffnls; but here, as the allusion to the idea '"/E"fEVV1)µivor, 

sho\\"s, " the comparison is made to the seed of human birth, 
as in John i. 13" (Neander); and in the two other passages 
the word is not represented so much as the seed, lmt as the 
means of producing the new life.2 It is scarcely to be doubted 
that the apostle was here thinking of the Holy Spirit ; the 
only f]_nestion is whether he means the Spirit Himself, the 
7T"VEvµ ... a'Ytov in His divine personality (so Beza: sic vocatur 
Spiritus sanctus, quod ejus virtute tanquam ex semine quOLlam 
novi homines efliciamur ; Diister<lieck, and l\Iyrberg ; also, per
haps, Liicke and de ·w ette), or the Spirit infused by Him into 
the heart of man, the germ of life communicated to his nature 
(Homcj ns : nati vitatis novae indoles ; Semler : nova q uaellam 
et srrnctior naturn.; so also Ebrard, Braune, and others). The 
figurative expression is more in farnur of the second view 
than of the first, ouly this germ of life must not, on the one 
hand, be regarded as something separate from the Holy Spirit 
Himself} nor, on the other hand, as love (a Lapide, Lorinus), 
for this is the life wl1ich has proceeded from the u7rEpµa, but 
not the u7r[pµa itself. -The thought that he who is born of 
God does not commit sin is still further emphasized by the 
words ,cal OU ouvaTa£ ciµapTUVf.£JJ, whereby, of COlll'5C, not the 
physical, bnt 110 doubt the moral impossibility of sinning is 
described; both ideas, aµapTc,VEtV as well ns OU ouvaTat, a\"I) 
to be retained in their proper meaning, and not t,) be arbi-

1 In his 2,1 edition Luther says: "He calls the cause nf our change a ,c .. ,1, not 
a full car of corn, Lut what is c.1ot into the groun,1, an,! 1ttnst lirst ,lie there; 
from thence there 110w results true rq>t·ntan,·,·, so that it is accordingly said: 
he cannot sin." 

"Weiss appeals to chap. ii. U; Lut from the fart that John there says: , 
'-, ,,, , .,. , ii .i ";; i, v,v.,, ,.,,,,, it ,locs not follow that ""'fl'-tz is here = , ,_,,,,, ""· e.; 
w much th<: Jess as there is 110 n·frrcucc then· to bci11g horn of (:0<1. It is 11101-., 

appropriate in connection with """'f""" to refer to chap. ii. 2i. 
3 Briiekucr inn-rsely lirst int,·l'['l'ds ~~•,.v.2 as the """'l'-2 ""· ~l., lint th<'n a,!,ls: 

"nm!, in,lcctl, in this way, that the J'l'inei['lc of lifo whi,·h Oj•<'ratcs on 111:in is at 
the ~ame time rcganlcu as the gmn of life pbutcu in man." 
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trarily perverted ; aµapnlvew must here, just as little as in 
ver. 6, be restricted to mortal sins (a Lapide, Gagnejus), or to 
"sinning in the way in which they who arc of the devil sin" 
(Besser), or "to sinning knowingly and wilfully" (Ebrard), or 
even merely to the violatio charitatis (Augustin, Bede); but 
just as little is the pointedness and definiteness of 01) ouvaTa£ 
to he weakened and to be explained = aegre, difficulter potest, 
or similarly,1 for the apostle here wants to bring out the 
absolntc antagonism which exists in general between being 
born of God and committing sin (so also Braune); comp. on 
ver. 6. With regard to the question as to the relationship of 
the thought expressed here to Heh. vi. 4 ff., comp. the remark 
on chap. ii. 19. - As in the case of the first thought of this 
verse, so here to this second one a confil'matory clanse is 
added, namely: on l,c Tou Bwu ,.W/EVV1JTat; it is true, the 
idea of the subject seems to he here repeatecl (similarly John 
iii. 31: & tJv l,c T~, 'Y11,, l,c T17r; 'Y~" lun), but here EiC Tau Brnv 
is put first, whereas in the subject it follows "'/€"fEVVTJµevo,, by 
which that idea is strongly accentuated; Bengel: priora verlm : 
ex Dco, majorem hauent in pronunciando accentum, quod ubi 
observatur, patet, non idem per idem probari, collato initio verso. 
The sense therefore is : Because he is born of God ( comp. chap. 
i. 5), he who is born of God, i.e. the believer, cannot sin. 

Ver. 1 Oa concludes the development of the thought with 
the sharp antithesis of the children of God and the children 
of the devil. - iv TouTtp is by most commentators justly re
ferred to the preceding, inasmuch as in ver. 9 the characteristic 
sign of the Te,cva Tou Beau, and in ver. 8 that of the -re,cva -roii 
ota/3aXou, are stated. Some commentators, however (a Lapide, 
Grotius, S. Schmidt, Spener, Episcopius, Ebrard, etc.), refer it to 
what follows ; but ns in this only the one part of the antithesis 
is resumed, this reference is found to necessitate an arbitrary 
supplement; the explanation of a Lapide is clearly quite erro
neous : hac sunt duae tesserae et quasi duo symbola filiornm 
et rnilitum Dei, sc. justitia et caritas. - ipavepa Eun] The 
eZvat EiC 'TOU Beau, and equally the Elva£ EiC TOV Ota/3oXou, are 
in their principle internal, and therefore concealed: it is by 

1 Grotius explains: res uc qua n;:itur alicna est ab ejusmodi ingenio ; Paulus: 
"not absolutely impossible, but: his whole spirituality anu lwbit (!) are opposeu 
to it." 
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the different ToOlEtl' that the different nature is disclosed; 
comp. }fatt.. vii. lG.-Thc expression: Ta TE/Cva TOV oia

(3o'A.ov, nowhere else in the N. T. except in Acts xiii. 10: vt'oi; 

oia(3o'A.ou, is easily explained from vcr. 8 ; comp. also John 
viii. 44. Sander supposes a distinction between these and the 
children of wrath, Eph. ii. 3; while the latter name signifies 
all who are not born again, the latter only signifies those among 
them " who despise the grace offered to them in Christ, and 
wantonly set themselves against it." This is, however, incor
rect; as the 1clwlc conduct of men falls under the contrast of 
ciµ.apTaVELV and oux aµ,apnlvEW, so the distinction of TE/CVa 

TOU 0wu and Tf.lCVa TOU Ota/3o'A.ov, that is based on it, equally 
embraces the whole of humanity (see also Braune). Socinus 
accordingly with justice says: Ex .Apostoli verbis satis aperte 
colligi potest, quod inter filios Dei et :6.lios Diaboli nulli sint 
homines medii. 

Vv. l0ii-22. This section treats of brotherly love as the 
substance of ou,aiouuv1J, and is therefore most closely con
nected with the foregoing ; it is the commandment of Christ 
(ver. 11), instead of which hatred reigns in the world 
(vv. 12, 13); with love, life is connected; with hatred, 
death (vv. 14, 15); in Christ we possess the ideal and 
example of love ( Yer. 1 G ). True love consists not in word, 
but in deed (vv. 17, 18); it produces firm confidence towards 
God, and obtains an answer to prayer (vv. 19-22). 

Ver. lOii. Transition to the section on brotherly love. -
7rai; o µ,~ 'TT"oiwv ou,atouuv11v] refers to ver. 7, and further to 
chap. ii. 2 9 ; the meaning of r,oLEZv oi,ca1ouuv11v is here the 
same as there; only that the idea oucatouuv1J is indicated by 
the article as definite and restricted; comp. ver. 8 : T1)v aµap-

' 9 • I • " • ~ 0 ~] , -riav; ver. : aµ,apnav. - OV/C f<TTtV €/C TOV - €OU = OV/C 

tlunv TE/CVOV TOU 0€0ll. - ,cal () µ~ U"fa'TT"WV TOV ao1;'A.4'ov 

avTou] Calvin correctly says: hoe memLrum vice exposi
tionis additum est. The U"flL'TT"1/ is not a part of the ot,caiouuvTJ 

(Bengel, Spener, Lange, N eamler, Gerlach), still less some
thiug different from the Ot1Catouu111J, which must be connected 
,rith it (Rickli), or even forms an antithesis to it (Socinus 1); 

1 "While Socinus umlcrsto.mls by "'"""~"'"' -..,,;, justc vivcro ex prncscriptione 
:\Iusaicae h-;;is et ipsius lmmauac ratiouis, he cx1,lai11s a.ya,rn as the trnnscwclent 
Christian virtue of sacrifice for the brethren, 
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but it is the essence ancl nature of the oitcawuuvTJ (so also 
Braune 1), or rather the ou,aiouuvTJ itself in reference to the 
brethren; comp. Rom. xiii. 8-10; Gal. v. H ; Col. iii. 14; 
1 Tim. i. 5 ; John xiv. 15. Besser: "brotherly love is the 
essence of all righteous life;" it is related to oi,caiouuv'T/ just 
as to the '1t'ept'1t'aT€tV ,m0wr; €/CEtVO<; 7rEptE7rUTTJUf, chap. ii. 6. 
Ebrard erroneously tries to prove from the auTou which is 
added that a.01:Xcf,o<; = o 7T'ATJ<I{ov, Luke x. 36, and is therefore 
used differently from ii. 9, 10, 11, iv. 20, 21, for that John 
in this relative sentence passes on to the love of Christians 
towards one another is quite clear from ver. 11 ; the aUTov 
only shows that, though in the foregoing the antithesis between 
the regenerate and the unregenerate is quite generally stated, 
this is for the special consideration of Christians. It is in
comprehensible that the view, according to which John in this 
section speaks of Christian brotherly love (i.e. the love of 
Christians towards one another), is in antagonism with Matt. 
v. 44; 1 Oor. iv. 12 (according to Ebrard). The co-ordinating 
,cat is epexegetical = "ncimcly ;" it is unnecessary to supply 
OU" lunv €/C T. e. 

Ver. 11. on confirms the thought expressed in the fore
going, that he who does not love his brother is not of God. -
aVTTJ €<IT£V T/ a,y,yeXla] aVTTJ refers to the following rva, with 
a retrospective allusion to a,ya1rwv T, do. auTOu. The word 
a,y,ye"A,{a = " message," is here to be taken in the meaning of 
"commission," "commandment." vVith the reading €7T'a,y,y1:X{a, 

comp. i. 5. By the words ~v . . . a1r' apxiJr;, which do not 
refer to the Old Testament period (Grotius: etiam sub lege), 
or to "the beginning of history" (Ebrard), the commandment 
of brotherly love is characterized as the a,y,ye"A,{a which is 
necessarily connected with the preaching of the gospel ; comp. 
chap. ii. 7. - rva tc.T.X.] states, not the pmposc for which the 
tiryryeXla is given, but the import of it, as frequently with 
words of wishing, commanding, etc.; comp. Buttm. p. 203 ff.~ 
The a,ya1rwµ1:v aXX~Xovr; shows that the apostle is in this 

~ Ebrard and :Myrberg object to this, that it may be true of love to God only, 
but not of love to the brethren ; but Christian brotherly love is, according to 
John, certainly identicnl with love to God, for the Christian loves hi.a brother as 
one who is born of God. 

2 Drnune would have the idea of purpose retained ; but in his interpretation : 
"it is llot merely the substance of a commandment that is trentrrl of, lint n 
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~ection treating of the love of Christians towards one 
another; it is self-evident that the Christi:111 has to fulfil the 
general commandment of love even to those who are not 
Chri,;tians. Yet J olm does not here enter on that, as it would 
be inappropriate, for he has here to do with the ethical anti
thesis between Christians as children of God and those who 
arc opposed to them as children of the devil; it is only on 
the ground of this antithesis that it can he said : µ~ ci'Yar.aTe 
TOV Kouµov, ii. 15. 

Yer. 1 ~- The converse of Christian brotherly love is the 
hatred of the world, which has its example in Cain. - ou 
i.a0w, Ka'iv K.T.X.] Contrary to the opinion of Grotius, with 
which Liickc agrees, that before Ka0w, we must supply " ouK 
~~µev £K Tov r.ov71pou" dependent on Zva, de '\V ctte has shown 
the dnmsiness of speech that woulcl result with this construc
tion ; it is unjustifiable, however, on the side of the thought 
also, for it is impossible that John would say that to Chris
tians the commandment has been given from the beginning, 
not to l 1c J,c Tou r.ov7Jpot. l\fost commentators supply after 
ou the thought " we should be disposed," and after Ka'iv the 
relative ik Thus there ccrtninly results a good sense ; bnt 
if the apostle had thought thus, he would also have expressed 
himself thus ; at least he would not have left out the o,. De 
'\Y cttc rightly finds here "an inexact comparison of contrast, 
as John vi. 58, only still more difl1cult to supply, amljust on 
that account not to be supplied," i.e. hy a definitely formulated 
sentence (so also Braune). Christians arc (and therefore 
shoulcl also show themselves as) the opposite of Cain; they 
arc €IC TOU 0eou, Cain was €/C TOU r.ov71pou; TOI) r.ov17pou is 
not neuter, hut masculine; o r.ov1Jpoc; = o liu,/30;\o,; comp. 
especially Matt. xiii. 38.1 

- Ka£ focpa~ev TOV ci0€A.cpov avToi] 

commandment which is containc,l as a /a.,!: in the uifl of the m,.,s,,g,•," he 11uitc 
onrlooks the fact that if ;',a= in order that (and only thus is the original itka 
of purpose retained), it cannot refer to a.~,,. •• 

1 The strange HaliLi11ical view of the ,lcvilish 11atnrc of l'.1i11 in Zohar on Gen. 
i,·. I : HaLbi Ekazar dixit: l'um projeciss,•t s,•rp,·ns illc inuuunditiem suam in 
E,·am cac1uc illam suscl'pisset, 1·c111t1uc cum ,\,lam hahnissl't, 1wpcrit ,!uos filios, 
u11um cx late-re ilia i111111un,lo et unum l'X laterc Ad:uui; fuilcpte Cain similis 
imagine snpcriornrn h. c .. \11gdorum et .\Ld irna::;inc inforiornm h. ,,. homi1111m, 
"" 1•ropt<'l·1•a dinrsi, fncrunt viac istins ah illins viis. E,p1i,lc-m C,1i11 foit lilins 
,1,irit11s i111111u111li, rp1i est :;crpc·11s mains; .',bd 1·cro fnit !ilius A,lami ; et t•rop• 
tcrca 11111,,l ( ·ain Ycnit ,le 1,artc ,\u_:,;i-li 1w11'lis, idco int,·rfrcit fratrcm suu111. 
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This murder of his brother is the evidence that Cain was J,c 
TOV 7TOV1Jpov. The verb ucf,atftv (besides here, only in the 
Apocalypse), strictly used of slaughter, indicates the violence 
of the action ;1 the diabolical character of it is brought out by 
the following: ,ea~ x.apiv TLVO<; IC.T,-,..,,; the form of the sen
tence in question and answer seryes to bring out emphatically 
the thought contained in it, that the hatred of Cain towards 
his brother was founded in his hatred towards the good, i.e. 
that which is of God, for it is just in this that the hatred of 
the world towards believing Christians is also founded.2 The 
correspondence between €/C TOV 7TOV'TJpov and ,-d, ep,ya avTOU 

7TOV1Jpa, which J. Lange and Di.isterclieck have already noticed, 
is to be observed. 

Ver. 13. If Cain is the type of the world, it is not to be 
wondered at that the children of God are hated by it ; 
accordingly the apostle says: µ,~ 0avµ,atETE ,c,,-,-,..,_; comp. 
vcr. 1 ; not exactly to comfort his readers about it, but rather 
to bring out the antithesis clearly; Neancler: "it must not 
surprise Christians if they are hated by the world; this is to 
them the stamp of the divine life, in the possession of which 
they form the contrast to the world." -- The particle El 
expresses here neither a doubt nor even merely possibility ; 
for that the world hates the children of God is not merely 
possible, but in the nature of the case ncccsscwy; it is only 
the form of the sentence, and not the thought of it, that is 
hypothetical; 3 comp. John xv. 18, also :i\fark xv. 44. 

1 From the fact that "</l"'~"' is used in the Revelation ·or "slaying in a holy 
service, as the martyrs are slain, even though by the godless" ( which is never 
quite appropriate, comp. Rev. vi. 4), it cannot be couclu<led that John here used 
the expresssion in order " to mark the death of Abel as a martyrdom by tho 
l1and of a godless man, or as a sacrifice which Cain olferc<l to his go.I, the devil." 

~ That Cain slew his brother because his own works were evil ancl his brother's 
righteous, cloes not seem to correspond to the Mosaic narrative, for"'"' lp')la. are 
not the offering, hut the works in general (Spener: " the wholo manner of 
lifo ") ; but there is no real contradiction, for the narrative in Genesis does not 
exclude the iclea that the piety of Abel hacl already excited in Cain hatrcll 
towards his brother, an<l that, when God despised his offering, but ha.cl respect 
unto his brother's, this hatred went so far that he became guilty of murder. 
Cain with this hatred, and Abel in his suffering on account of his~,¥,,_,.,,.;,~, serve 
the apostle as prototypes of the world and of the children of God. On the 
similar ,·iew in Philo and in the Clementine Homilies, sec Liicke on this 
passage. 

3 Ebrard explains ,; incorrectly : "whenever the case occurs," for the h1tred 

MEYEr..-1 JonN. 2 C 
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Yer. 14. The contrn~t of loYe nnd hatred is at the snme 
time one of life and llenth. - 17µEZr; a,oaµev] 11µE'is forms the 
antithesis of o Kcurµar;. Though the world hate us and 
persecute us to dmth, ns Cain killed his brother, u·c know, 
etc. - on µETa/3€/317,caµEv EiC TOU 0avaTOV €£', T~V sw17v] comp. 
Gospel of John v. 24; the perfect shows that the subject is a 
present and not merely a future state; moreover, the apostle 
docs not say that the Christinn has received the t itlc to 
eternal life (Grotius : juri ad rem saepe clatnr nomen rci 
ipsins), but that the believer has already passed from death 
into life, and therefore no longer is in a state of death, but in 
life. By sw17 is to be understood not merely the knowledge 
of God (Weiss), but holy life in truth and righteousness; by 
0avaTar;, not merely the want of the knowledge of God (Weiss), 
hut unholy life in lying and sin. The natural man is fallen 
in lies and unrighteousness, and hence wretched iv 0avaT'f' : 
by the salvation of Christ he enters from this state into the 
other, the essence of which is happiness in truth and righteous
ness.1 That the Christian, as such, is in a state of tw,;, he 
knows from the fact that he Jons the brethren; brotherly 
love is the sign of the sw11 ; therefore the apostle continues : 
OT£ aryar.wµ.w TOV<; CL0€Acpovr;. - on refers, as most com
mentators rightly interpret, to a'toaµev and not to µ,eTa

/3E/3111Caµev (Baumgarten - Crusius, Kostlin) ; the relation 
hctwcen sw17 and a1ya1r11 is, namely, not this, that the latter 
is the originating cause of the former (Lym : opera ex caritate 
facta snnt mcritorin), but both arc one in their cause, and 
are only distinguished in this way, that sw17 is the sh!f,-, 

<trya1r11 the action of the belieYcr: out of the happy life, lorn 
grows, and lo,·c again produces happiness ; therefore .John 
~ays: o µi'-, ciryar.wv (sc. TOV cioc"?l.cpov, sec the critical notes) 
µ,ivei iv T~v 0avaT<tJ, lJy which the identity of not loYing aml 
of abiding in death is directly brought out.2 - It i:-; not 

,rhich is litre spokrn or is not a frc·,r1l'ntly Ol'clll'ring case, hut a necc,sary 
relatinuship. llraunc unintclligil,ly s:1y.,: "Ly,; ,Johu siguilies that. his readers 
as a whl>lo: or as illlli,·i,lnals have after all al pr,·s,·nt llll hatred to cndur,•." 

1 l\y this 1.·xpn·ssion: P-''"'-',,,r,,,,.,..,.,,, •.,-.) .. , 1!11, apostle describes Christians 
as la:,ving hcr,n, pn,,·iously to th1·ir lidil'\·in;..:, ,, ,-;;; t"'"'"o/, hence also not yet 
""'""" ,-,ii e:oii; i,ontrary to the as,ertion "l' Jlil.:;enfd,I, that the author r,f the 
E1,i,\l,· share<l the (:nostic Yicw of the 0rigi11,il 1111·\aphysil.'nl ,lifl'ercncc in men. 

" lk»cr: "\\"here hatred is, tht•rc i.s 1lt-:1th ; ,·,l11·n· Ion is, there is ]if,, ; 11:,y, 
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without a purpose that the apostle contents himself here, 
where he has only to do with the simple antithesis to the 
preceding, with the negative idea: u~ drya1r~v, with which 
the Ev Tip 0avchrp µ.evei also corresponds ; it is only in the 
following verse that the negation reaches the form of a 
positive antithesis. - µ.evEi expresses here also the firm, sure 
being (so also Myrberg); it is therefore used neither merely 
in reference to the past, nor merely in reference to the 
future. 

Ver. 15. 1Tiii:; o µ.urwv] instead of the preceding : µ.~ 
a'Ya1rwv ; not loving and hating are one and the same thing : 1 

for pure indifference is not possible to the living human soul. 
- dv0pw1roJC'Tovoi:; eo-n'] This word (except only in John 
viii. 44, used of the devil) docs not signify the murderer of 
the soul, whether one's own or one's brother's, but the 
murderer in the strict sense. Every one who hates his 
brother is a murderer, not merely inasmuch as hatred some
times leads to murder, but because by his nature he is 
inclined to the destruction of his brother, and if he does not 
attain this object is only hindered from it by other opposing 
forces. As in the moral life it is not the outward act in 
itself, but the intention, that is of consequence, every one who 
lives in hatred towards his brother must by the moral con
sciousness (or by God, Drusius, Hornejus) be regarded as a 
murderer; comp. Matt. v. 21 ff., 27, 28. - Hence it is 
clear that the real thought of the apostle is missed when 
µ.io-E'i,v is here limited to the odium perfectum (Hornejus). 
Baurngarten-Crusius erroneously denies that dv0pw1rM'Tovoi:; 

refers to Cain, ver. 12 ; this reference is clearly patent. - JCa, 

otOa'TE] de W ette : " whence ? from the Christian consciousness 
in general." - on 7f'08 dv0pw7rO/C'TOVO', JC.'T.X.] He who takes 
his brother's life cannot and must not retain life himself, his 
life decays in death ; that is the order appointed by God ; 
comp. Gen. ix. 6. Accordingly he who in Ms heart murders 
his brother, cannot be in possession of the life which dwells 

love itsdf is life." ,veiss erroneously maintains that here, "instead of the 
strict converse in the form of a progressiYc parallelism, just that is mentioned 
which is the result of the non-transition from death to life, namely, the abiding 
in ,lecith," for John did not need to rny actually that he who has not passecl 
from cleath to life is in death. 

1 Wrongly Nicol. de Lyra: oclisse pejus quam non diligcre. 
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in the henrt, tc. of "ctnwd life." Dy twlJ aZwvtor; we arc to 
undcr~tand the same thing as in ver. 14 was described Ly the 
simple word tw,;; and i!xEt is to Le retained as the actual 
present; erroneously a Lapide: non habebit gloriam vitae. -
The mljectiYe µhoucrav Li.tcke, ,vith whom Snnder agrees, 
appealing to the parable of the unmerciful servant, explains 
Ly the fact that John is speaking to Christians ,vho already 
had some part in eternal life. But the expression r.iis o 
µtcrwv shows that John is here speaking quite generally, and, 
indeed, iu order to confirm the preceding thought : o µii 
(; 0/a7T'WV µev€£ iv 'T<f 0avchrp; it must therefore Le the con
dition of those who form the Kocrµor; (to whom also the mere 
nominal Christians belong), of those accordingly who have no 
part in the tw11 alwvtor;, that is stated. By µhoucrav is 
therefore not suggested the loss of a previously possessed 
good; just ns little as in the corresponding passage, Gospel of 
J olm \'. ~ 8 : 'TOV Aoryov atl'TDU Dt/K i!x€'T€ iv uµ'iv µevov-ra, 
where also the meaning is not that those addressed lrn.vc 
previously hall the word of Goel, for this is distinctly denied 
in ver. 3 7. The µivovcrav is rather explained Ly the fact 
that he alone really has the twlJ alwvtor; in "·horn it abides 
( comp. chap. ii. 19) ; µevHv expresses liere also, accorcling to 
,John's 11s11s loqucndi, the idea of bci;1g in a strengthened 
llcgree, and may accordingly Le used quite apart from any 
reference to the previous state ; µl:voucrav is to be connected 
,vith iv avnp ; he has not the life abiding, i.e. surely and 
firmly existing, in him.1 

Yv. 16-18. Description of true love. 
1 lt is incorn~ct to say, with Braune: "by I''"""" the existence of eternal 

lifo frorn baptism, c-tc., is illllicatL"tl," since in the context th,•re is no reference 
"·hatc-nr to baptism, instruction, etc., antl the :ulrnntage resulting therefrom. 
·wciss artifit"ially explains: "John supposes the case of a person haYing eternal 
]if,,, and now goes so far as to say that cYen such an one may not ha,·e it 
permanently at least, but may he in the condition of losing it if by hating his 
1,rothcr he hrcomcs a murderer; " such a case J uhn wonhl not aJHI con!,! not 
at all assume. Ycry strange is Ebranl's interprdati"n: "s11ppo.-i11g that the 
munlcr<'r had at the time the ;::.,;, ,,;,:,.,,; in him (which, howc\"cr, according to 
\"er. !), is not possible in the full(!) sense), yl't. this 1could not remain in him, 
he ,multi again fall away from the;::.,,; (which ,inst for this reason cou!J not he 
ur·m1i11, ), " as well as ltis assertion that ,.,,, ,.;,;,. i., here used without th,· 
arlich·, Lrcausc John conltl. not ascribe to him who is not a true chihl of Go,! 
"tlu• eternal !if,,,'' hut "eternal lifr," i.<'. powers of the future world. Comp. 
against this, v. 13. 
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Yer. 16. Whilst he who belongs to the world hates his 
brother and is therefore an a110pc,J1rowr6voc;, Christians, on the 
contrary, are by the example of Christ to lay down their life 
for their brethren. - iv TOVT(t> refers to the following on. -
€"fl/WKaµe11 T1'w drya7r1711] "we hm:c known the love, i.e. th,· 
character or tltc nature of tlw love" (Bengel, de "\Vette, llaum
garteu-Crusius, Li.icke, Sander); some commentators (Carpzov, 
Paulus, etc.) erroneously supply with Th11 arya7r1JV as a more 
particular definition: Tou Xpunou; others (Grotins, Spener, 
etc.): Tou EJeou. In Christ's self-devotion to death, love itself 
became concrete. "\Vithont adequate reason Ebrard supplies 
with iv TOUT~ an ovua11, so that iv TovT~o forms the predicate 
of T1]11 arya7r1711; thus : "we have known love as consisting in 
this ; " and lryvwKaµev is only used as an accessory. - 3n 
EKEtvo,] i.e. Christ; comp. ver. 7, chap. ii. 6. "He, says the 
apostle, without mentioning him by name, for He is to every 
believer the well-known," Rickli. -The phrase : Thv "[rvxhv 
Tt0Evat, besides here and frequently in the Gospel of John, 
never appears elsewhere either in the N. T. or in the classics. 
l\feyer on John x. 11 explains it by the "representation of 
the sacrificial death as a ransom pai<l : to lay down, to pay ; 
according to the classical usage of Tt0l:11at, according to which 
it is used of payment;" Hengstcnberg (on the same passage) 
explains it by Isa. liii. 10 ; but it is unsuitable to supply 
the idea "ransom" or "an offering for sin," for the n0/:11at 
Thv t vx1111 is not merely ascribed to Christ, but is also made 
the duty of Christians; besides, in that case v7rip could not 
be wanting, as is the case in the Gospel of John x. 17, 18. 
The derivation of it from the Hebrew i:i;i~ i:;~~ C'tp (Ebrard) is 
equally unsuitable, because "here the i:i;i7 is e~~ential" (l\Ieycr) . 
.According to J olm xiii. 4, T{017µt may in this phrase also be 
interpreted = deponere (so most commentators), which is so 
much the more appropriate as in John x. t11a m1Xw X1I/3w 
auT~V is conjoined with T{017µt T1]V vvx1111 µ,au, just as in 
chap. xiii. 12 it runs: Ka~ f."A.a/3ev Tit [µana auTOU; "comp. 
animam ponere in Propert. II. 10, 43, and animmn deponcrn 
in Corn. Nep. vita Hannib. I. 3" (Bri.ickner). Perhaps Ti017µt 
might also be taken in the meaning of "to give up" (Il. 
xxiii. 704: 0ei11at elc; µeuuov, Tt0e11at el<; TO KOtVCJII, in Pape 
see Tt017µ,). - V7rf.p 17µ,w11 is: "for ow· good," i.e. to save us 
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from destruction; for the idea, comp. chap. ii. 2. - ttal 
11µEir; 1'.T.X.] comp. chap. ii. 6. By this the climax is stated 
(,John xv. 1 :~) ; but even every self-denying sacrifice for our 
brethren belongs to the n0eva£ Tryv ,Jrvx11v, to which we are 
bound by the example of Christ by virtue of our fellowship 
with Him. - The reading 0Eivat is just as conformable to the 
N. T. 11sus loqucndi as the Ree. n0Evai, for orpE,XEiv is some
times connected with the pres. inf., and sometimes with the 
aor. inf. For the idea, comp. Rom. xvi. 4.1 

Ver. 17. As the apostle wants to bring out that love must 
show itself by action, he turns his attention to the most direct 
evidence of it, namely, compassion towards the needy brother. 
"By the adversative connection (oe) ,vith ver. 16, John marks 
the progress from the greater, which is justly demanded, to 
the less, the non-performance of which seems, therefore, a 
grosser transgression of the rule just stated " (Dtisterdieck). 
According to Ebrard, the oe is meant to express the opposition 
to the delusion "that love can only show itself in great actions 
and sacrifices;" but there is no suggestion in the context of 
anything like this. - Tov f3{ov Tou ,coa-µov : " the life of the 
world," i.e. that which serves to support the earthly, worldly 
life; comp. Luke viii. 43, xv. 12, xxi. 4.2 The expression forms 
here a significant contrast to l;wry alwvioc; (ver. 15). - 0EwpE'iv, 
stronger than opav, strictly "to be a spectator," hence == to louk 
rr.t; "it expresses the active beholding " (Ebrard, similarly 
Myrberg: oculis immotis). - ·with XPEiav i!xEiv, comp. l\Iark 
ii. 25; Eph. iv. 28. - The expression: 1'AELE£V Ta U'TT"ACl."jxva, 

is only found here; Td. U'TT"Aaryxva as a translation of C'.~Q'} 

1 The thought of this Yerse is, according to F.hranl, the surest proof that 
.Tolm in this section is not treating of the "v1111:ml a11tl rnvuc ( 1) i,ka of 
hrotherly love,'' but of "the rdation of the .,.;,.,,. tl,oii to those who arc 11ot .,.,., .. 
M"ii," hec:i.use the apostle ea1111ot possibly "limit the duty of loving sacrifice of 
life to the rclatic,uship of the rcgcncrnto to one another." But (1) the i,lca of 
Christian brotherly love is very far from bc·ing a rngue hlca; (2) when Chris· 
tians arc cxhortecl so to lrn·c one :11wthcr as to lay down their lives for one 
another, that is 11ot a limitation of the co111111:t111lmcnt of love; (3) those who 
arc not ,:-f,-:;11a E->!1v°, nnd art.: t11t·rc.forc -:-fx. ► a. ...-~u tu,~;Aev, .John cannot }H)s:--ilJly call 
.;,'o,).q,,; without any further statement; (.J) tl,,· whole section is an .. xplii:alion 
n[ «y,z.,,-;;,,,_,, ,;,._,._,,,._,u,, -rcr. 11 ; but by aJ-"->i"-ou; cannot ho understood the 
1·hihlren of <.:cul awl the chil,lrcn of the d,·1 ii in th,·ir relation to one another; 
comp. besides, ii-. 2-11. 

~ (;omp. the Greek proyerb : {?,;,; i;;,u ~,,,,_,,,, '"" ,,.,,., 13;,,. 



CII.\.P. III. 18. 407 

appears both in the LXX. as well as often in the N. T. = 
,capo[a; " to close the heart," is as much as : " to forbid to 
compassion towards the needy brother entrance into one's 
heart;" the additional ci,7r' avTov is used in pregnant sense= 
"turning away from him" (Liicke, de Wette, Dtisterdieck). The 
first two clauses might have had (not, as Baumgarten-Crusius 
says, "miist have had") the form of subordinate clauses; but 
by the fact that the form of principal clauses is given to them, 
the statement gains in vividness. The conclusion, which 
according to the sense is negative, appears as a question with 
'TrW, (comp. chap. iv. 20), whereby the negation is emphatically 
brought out. 1J arya7rT} TOV E>eov is love to God, not the love 
of God to us (Calov).1 Here also µ,iveiv has the meaning 
noticed on ver. 15 (:i\iyrberg) ; incorrectly Lucke : " as J olm 
is speaking of the probable absence of the previously-existing 
Christian life, it is put µ,evei and uot E<ni." The apostle does 
not want to say that the pitiless person loses again his love 
to Goel, but that it never is really in him at all. Pitilessness 
cannot be combined with love to Goel ; the reason of this 
John states in chap. iv. 2 0. 

Ver. 18. True love proms itself by deed. The exhortation 
contained in this verse is, on the one hand, a deduction from 
the foregoing ( especially from vv. 1 G and 1 7) ; but, on the 
other hand, it forms the basis of the further development. -
Te,cvta] Impressive address before the exhortation. - µ,~ 
arya7rWJJ,€V /\.O"f<f' JJ,TJOE T'[l ry/\.wcrcrv] i.e. "let us not so love that 
the proof of our love is the outward word or the tongue;" JJ,TJO€ 
'T'[l "fA-wcrcr17 is epexegetically added, in order to mark the 
extemality of the love indicated by /\.O"f<f> CL"fa7rrj,v, inasmuch 
as it points out that Ly /\.O"fO, here only the outward word is 
meant; it is erroneous to regard "f"'A.wcrcra as a climax in so 
far as "one may love with words (without deeds), Lut in such 
a way that the words are nevertheless really and sincerely 
meant" (Ebrard), for John would not in the very least con
sider as truly and sincerely meant words of love which remain 
without corresponding deed. The article serves "to vivify the 
expression" (Lii.cke): the tongue as the particular member for 
expression of the word. It is unnecessary, nay, " contrary to 

1 Ebrnnl explains~ "'Y"""" ""· 0;,v: "ihc love which in its essential being took 
substantial form after Christ :mu. in Christ's loving u.eeu." ( !), 
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the text" (Diistcrdicck), with Beza, Lange, Sander, etc., to 
supply "µovov" with a7a-rrwµw IC.T.X.; for a7a-rrifv Xo7<p IC.T."'A.. 
in itself expresses the mere apparent love. - aXX' iv EP"/'f' ,ca1, 
ci"A.110,da] Instead of the Rfc. if nrp, we must read iv ep7rp; 
according to de '\Vette, the two readings are synonymous : 
acconling to Liicke, iv ep7cp "· a.X. has more of "adverbial 
nature " than enrp ,cal u.X110e{q,; " in Tij, Xo7<p the apostle is 
considering more the way in which love expresses itself, in 
iv ifp"f~iJ "· aX. he is considering more the form and fashion of 
it;" tl1c preposition suggested itself to the apostle because 
the wod;, as being the realization of love, stands in an innet· 
relationship to it, "is the element in which love moves" 
(Diisterdieck).1 Xo7oc; and ifnov are frequently in the N. T. 
connected with one another, so Luke xxi v. 1 !) ; Acts vii. 2 2, 
and many other passages ; in order to bring out the insuf
ficiency of )..0°1oc; in 1 Cor. iv. 19, 20, 1 Thess. i. 5, ovvaµi, 
is contrasted with it. Dy ,cal £iX110eiq, the apostle does 
not mean to add a second element of love, hut to characterize 
the a7a-rrifv iv en~,J as the true love (so also ::\Iyrbcrg); a love 
which docs not show itself iv Ep"frp is only an apparent lovc.2 

The relationship of (iv) £iX110e{q, to iv f. P'Y<f' is just the so.me 
as that of -rfi 7Xw(j'(j'?1 to Xo7rp. The two words of each clause 

\ 

express together one idea, and these two ideas arc contrasted 
with one another, so that it is not to be asked whether Xo,,rp 
corresponds with EP'Y<t>, and 7Xw(j'(j'r, with a"A.110dq,, or 7i\.w(j'(j'r, 
with EP"f~", ancl Xo-y<p with aX110E{q, (against Diistcnlicck arnl 
Dra.une). \Vith the thought of this Ycrsc compare especially 
.fas. ii. 15, 1 G ; only here the thought is more comprehen
sive than thcrc.3 

Vv. 1 a, 20. Blcsscu result of true lo,·c. - KaL fl' ,OUTt;,i] 
Kai: simple copula. - lv TovT~iJ docs not refL·r !1crc, as in 

1 Braune: "It is to be obscn·cJ that the first pair in the ,lative only stat,•;; 
the means by which love operates; the preposition i, states the element in 
which it moves," 

2 Comp. John fr. 2.1, where also "'"'' a.,.r.P,;'f •• is :u]Je,l to i, "'""I'""'• not to 
l,ring out a second dcm,·nt of true worship (contrary to .11[cycr on tl,is passa;,;cl, 
lmt to ,Jescrihc the "'f'nv.,i, i, ,::-""I'"~' as true worship in contrast to cnry 
apparent worship. 

3 \\'olf rpwtes the conespout!iug slatcmr11t of Pickr, Aro//,, chap. \'.: 011111is 
,Iilc·dio, ,prnc dvpcn,kt a vcrbo, wrho Cl'ssa111,,, ipsa <J.llO<[UC ccssat: at ,111:1,' 11«11 

,l,·1w11,l,,t n \'Crl,o, UUJHJU:lm c,.,ssat. - In Th,·ngnis Di9 it i~ !'Ut thus: I'" I''· 

i,.,, p t;',i '}•).~6cT?" ~IA,r, 1%).i.lZ, xai I.fr~• 
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chap. ii. 3, iii. 16, 24, iv. 2, to the following thought, hut to 
the foregoing arya71'~V EV €P"fffl IC. aA.. The future ryvwuoµ€0a, 
which, according to the authorities, is to be read instead of 
rytvwu1coµ€v (sec the critical notes)," is used as in John vii. 17, 
viii. 31, 32, xiii. 35, where the subject is the possibility of an 
event which may with justice be expected" (Braune): it is 
the more natural here, as the form of thought is the cohorta
tive ; the sense is : If we love J v ip'Y(" ,cal a"Jv,,0€lq,, we shall 
thereby know that, etc. - OTl EiC 'Tij, aA.TJ0€f,as f.<Tµev] 
weakening and partly erroneous explanations of the phrase : 
J,c 'Tij, aA., flvai, are those of Socinus: vere talem esse ut quis 
se esse profitetur; of Grotius: congrucre evangelio; of Semler: 
aA.TJ0EVEW fV drya71'TJ ; of Baumgarten-Crusius : "to be as we 
ought to be;" of <le Wette: "to belong to the truth; to live 
in it." Bengel, on the other hand, rightly interprets the pre
position e,c of the principium or ortus ; so also Li.icke, Diister
<lieck, Braune, etc.; comp. John xv iii. 3 7, and }Ieyer on this 
passage. The truth is the source of life in love. It is indeed 
in its deepest nature God Himself; but e,c 'Tou E>Eou must not 
be put instead of i,c 'Tfi, aA.TJ0ela,, for the apostle here, with 
reference to the preceding a"1-..TJ0E{<f, arrives at the idea of trnth. 
Love iv aA.TJ0€{q, is the evidence of being born e,c 'Tij, uA.TJ0€{a,. 
- ,cal €µ11'pou0ev ahou 71'duoµev 'Ta, ,capo{a, 1jµcov] 
This sentence is not governed by in, Lut it is independently 
connected with the preceding, either depending or not depend
ing on lv 'TOV'T<f>; if the former is the case, "we must take ev 
'TOVTffJ comLiue<l \\'ith 7re{uoµev somewhat differently than when 
connected with rywwu,coµ€v (ryvwuoµ€0a) ; with the latter it 
would be more therein, with the former more thereby" (Li.icke ; 
so also Braune); if the latter be the case, the thought : ev Tov'Trp 
"fVWa-oµe0a on IC.T.A., serves as the presupposition of the follow
ing fµ7rpou8€v auTou IC.'T.A. in this sense : if we truly lore am· 
brethren, we shall therein J.;now, etc., and thus (in this conscious
ness of being of the truth) we shall assure onr hcaTls, etc.1 The 

1 Li.icke: "Even if it be unadvisable to connect ""' 'fL?tf•'"' """''" "·"'·"-· 

directly with,, ,,.,,;,,.3/, so that it appears better, with Lachmann a.ml the old com
mentators, to put a comma after ''f'-1., every one must at least admit the connec
tion in the direct succession of the sentences. Ilut then it must also be per
mitted to take the logical connection thus: In this (vv. 16-18) do we know thctt 
we arc of the truth. And thus (if we ru living love have the ctssurance that 
we a.re of the truth) we shall, etc." 



410 THE FIIlST EPISTLE OF THE APOSTLE JOilN. 

idea that with Ka~ Eµ1rpou01:v an cntfrcly new thought appears, 
which stands in no intimate connection with the preceding 
(Ebrard), is contradicted by the Ka{, which closely connects 
the two thoughts with one another. What, then, is the 
meaning of 1rE{uoµEv 'Tai, KapUa,;- 17µwv? Plainly 1rE{uoµev 

expresses a truth which we (the subject contained in 1rduoµEv) 

impress -upon our hearts, so that they are thereby determined 
to something, which presupposes at least a relative contrast 
between us and our heads. The verb 1rE£0Eiv means either to 
pcrsurulc a person to something, so that he thinks or acts as 
"·e wish, or to convince him of something so that he agrees 
with our opinion. Some ancient commentators have interpreted 
in accordance with the first signification: suadebimus conla 
nostra, ut stndeant profieere in melius ; the more particular 
definition which is added is here clearly quite arbitrary; it is 
not mueh better with the explanation of Fritzsche (Comment. 
III. de 11011-uullis Pauli cal Gal. cp. locis): animos nostros 
flectemus, ncmpe ad amorem vita factisque ostendendum, 
or even with the more recent one : anim. n. flectemus sc. ut 
veram Christi doctrinam tneamur (see Erdmann, p. 129 ff.} 
It is very common to explain 1rd0Et.v here by placarc, to 
calm, to compose; this, it is true, is in so far inaccurate as 
1rE10Ew has not this meaning in itself, but certainly the verb 
is sometimes used in such a connection that the purpose of 

) 
the persuasion is the calming of anger or of a similar passion ; 2 

Lence the original meaning of the word passes into the above. 
This rnay be the case here also, for the following ,ca'Ta~1wwuK'[I 

shows that the apostle regards our heart as affected wiLh a 
passion directed against us; then the following on, Yer. 20 
(at least the second, for the first may also he the pronoun 
o n), is the causal particle=" ucc1msc, since." Taking this 
view, the sense is : I,i the co11scio11.rnc,,s that 1cc arc of the 

1 This interpretation is hasctl on the erroneous 1·icw that ,T,a:, ,~ ,,-,; v.J.r.l,:a:; 
is~ nram ,loctrinam tcncre; the former i11lcrprd:1tion is contra,liete,I 1,y tlw 
fact that H we already know from our lorn to the lirctlm·n that we arc or the 
truth, "·c clo not ncccl for the first time to mo'l"c our hearts to lo'l"e. 

' In favonr of this we may aJ<pral to !la, pa,.sa~<'S l'itl'<l by Liickt•, )[att. 

:xxviii. 1·1; Josrph. Ard,. vi. 5, (i (Samuel), ""''~X."'"""' xa:i <rap1naJ..irn, d, a,,, 
trvyyy;ya:, ':t'!f~ "ToJ-r,~n a.U,;oi,, x,tl -:rdt1uY, and the pnssagc in J>Jutarch, where to 
U,;-:-(J')..oiµ,r.Y, £; ff.~ er, ,.,f'-~pntra.iµ,'l'iw the reply runs: U.-:roAo:~n-;, i: µ~ er, ,;;1i<Ta,,,_,, 

all hough -:r,ih, !ms not in them ex:1ctly the 1mani11g of" to calm." 



CHAP. III. 19, 20, 411 

trutlt, v;c sltall silence the accusation which our licart makes 
against its, because God is grcate,· than our hcct?'t. - If, on the 
other hand, we take 7rE{0Etv in the meaning of to convince, on 
(at least the second) is=" that;" and the sentence µE{swv 

€UT£V o 0€o<; Tij<; !Capo{ai; iJµwv is the object belonging to 
7re{a-oµev ; so that the sense is : If ow· hcctrt accuses us, we 
shall bring it to the conviction tliat God is greater than it. -
The words if µ7rpoa-0Ev auTOu, i.e. Tou 0Eou, do not point to the 
"future judgment" (Li.icke, de Wette), but to the representa
tion of God in the devotion of the soul, which is peculiar to 
the Christian. By putting them first, it is brought out that 
the 7rE{a-oµEv only occurs in this representation of Goel (Diister
dicck, Ewald, Briickner, Braune). - Ver. 2 0. By far the most 
of the commentators take the on with which this verse begins 
as the particle, either = " because" or " that," and explain 
the second on as epanalepsis of the first. The supposition 
of the epanalepsis of a particle has, considered in itself, 
nothing against it, although it very seldom appears in the 
N. T., but it is only suitable if on is the objective particle 
(comp. Eph. ii. 11, 12); 1 from this it follows that if 7re{0oµEv 

has the meaning " to calm.," the first in is not to be regarded 
as the particle. Sander, it is true, translates : " we can calm 
our heart, that-God is greater," etc., but this has only sense 
if before "that" is supplied " with this," or " inasmuch as we 
reflect;" such a supplement, however, is arbitrary. Several 
commentators (Hoogewen, Bengel, Morns, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Ewald) regard the first in as the pronoun, as also Lachmann 
(in his large ed.) reads u n Uv. Di.isterdieck erroneously 
asserts (as even Bertheau in the 3d ed. of Li.i.cke's Comm. 
p. 339, Ebrard, and now even Driickner and Braune, have 
acknowledged) that this form is never found in the N. T.; 

1 Liicke himself admits that the passages adduced by him in favour of the 
cp,malepsis " have only value for those who take ;;.,., both times not as causal 
parliclc, but as coujunetion, belonging to "''"'I'";" but thinks that the context 
makrs it necessary to assume the epanalepsis here even for the causal 1iarticle; 
similarly Braune, although without even showing the grammatical justification 
in any way. Besides, in this construction it is c:tnite ovrrlookc,l that if the 
intermc,liate clause 1av Y-«.-ay".;""' x ..... A. is connected with the preceding, the 
first ;;,, comes in disturbingly; and if it is connected with the following, the 
sceon,l ;;.,., docs so. As in acconlnncc with the thought only the former connec
tion ,·an be tllc correct oue, it is incomprehensible how John should lia.ve here 
in tr,rru ptcu. it by ''"'· 
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it is tmc that in Col. iii. 2 3 it is probably not o, n iuv, bnt & 
iciv that is to ]Jc read, although D"•:,;, E J K have the former, 
bnt in Acts iii. 2:3 Tisch. reads i7n, iuv (so also~), and in 
Col. iii. 17, according to the overwhelming authorities, it is 
not ;; n uv, but ;; n iav, that must be read (which is admitted 
by Lachm. Tisch. and Buttm.), and similarly in Gal. v. 10, not 
60-Tt, av, but OO"W, iav (also accepted by Laclllll. Tisch. 7, 
and I3uttm.) ; moreover, there is nothing syntactically against 
rcatling here o, n iuv, for KaTa"/wwu,mv is frequently cou
struccl with the accusative of the thing. Ebrard, however, 
thinks that this view is " improbable," nay, " absolutely im
possible ; " " improbable," because in ver. 2 2 & iav is used, 
but in the 1st eel. of this comm. it was shown that & iav is 
by no means the constant form with John, but that in the 
Gospel, ii. 5, xiv. 13, xv. 16, 3, n av also appears,1 and that 
the sudden change of forms is found elsewhere also in the 
X. T., as in :i\latt. v. 1 !) , first &, iuv, and afterwards t, o' av 
is used, and in Matt. xvi. 1 !) , in some eodd. (Lachm.), first 
o av, and then & iuv is read; " absolutely impossible," "ou 
account of the mutual relationship of the two conditional 
clauses, ver. 2 0 and ver. 21 ; " certainly the iuv in vcr. 21 
seems to form a sharp antithesis to the iav in ver. 2 0, but it 
must not be unnoticed that, similar though the two clauses 
arc to one another, they nevertheless have not the pure form 
of antithesis, inasmuch as in vcr. 21 there is no antithetical 
particle, in the clauses the succession of the particular "·onls 
is different, and the first conditional clause only forms :m 
inserted intermediate cln.use.~ In favour of the explanation: 
"bcfo;·c Iliin sltall we calm om· hrnrt, 1dwtcrcr 1·t may accuse us 
,if, because," etc. (or com:incc . .. that, etc.), is the fact that not 
only is the idea KaTa"/£VWUK[J thereby more closely connected 
with 1Tf.lo-0µ€v, lint also the certaiuly strange cpanalepsis of 
the 'ln is avoided.'; - The verb ,caTa~1ivwu,cfw, according to 

1 N has in chap. ii. 5: ; a,.,; xiv. 13: ;: ~•a,,; x,·. lG: ;; 'T' ici,. 

~ If it was the apostle's intention to contr,1st sharply two dillcrcnt case~, h~ 
""uh! ,lo this more definitely if he constructc,l the Jil'st period thus: ;,., ""'""Y· 
;,~zv ;, 1'1%f0i:i, t.'f1,':tfDf/~,., atl'J'o'u -:ri;O'Ofl,U 'T. .-:., Oir, fi,!;~r..,v "· 'i". J..., n.nU the second : 

''"' « I"" ""'~"'Y· "I";;,. ;, up,;a, l-'rom the fad that he di,! not Jo so, it may be 
conclmlcd that such :i. sharp contrast was not in his purpose. 

"That the supposition of an tpanalcpsis for tlw causal parlidc is impr•l]'rr, 
l1as l•ttll aln·,1<ly noticed auon; am! for the passa~c Lefore us it is further c!car 
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Li.icke, docs not signify condemnation, but only accusation ; 
in the inner life of the heart, however, the two are not dis
tinctly separated from one another, but the accusation of 
conscience rather includes the condemnation ; the special 
JCaTaKpunr; is certainly the ,vork of God.1 The object of the 
Kam,ywwur.eiv of the heart is variously defined by the com
mentators, some understanding by it, with reference to the 
preceding thought, the " want of love," others more generally 
the sinfulness which still adheres to believers even with all 
the consciousness of loving the brethren ( chap. i. 8 ). The 
decision as to which is the correct interpretation depends on 
the explanation of the following sentence: OT£ µeil;(J)v iuT1,v 
o 0eor; T7J', ,capo{a, i,µwv ,cat, ,Y£VW<TK€t ?TllVTa. -The old 
controversy is, whether God is called greater than our heart 
as forgiving or as Judging; the fornw· is the view of Thomas 
Ang!., Luther, Bengel, Morus, Russmeyer, Spener, Noesselt, 
Steinhofer, Rickli, Baumgarten-Crusius, Sander, Besser, Di.ister
dieck, Erdmann, Myrberg, Ewald, Bri.ickner, Braune, etc. ; the 
latter is the view of Calvin, Beza, Socinus, Grotius, a Lapide, 
Castalio, Hornejus, Estius, Calovius, Semler, Li.icke, Neander, 
Gerlach, de ,v ette, Ebrard, etc. - If 1re£0ew is = " to calni," 

then µett;(J)v must refer to the forgiving love of God ; Li.icke, 
indeed, gives the following explanation: "after John has said 
that only if we are, in active brotherly love, conscious that we 
are of the truth, shall we calm our hearts in the judgment he 
adds : for if the contrary is the case, if our conscience accuses 
us of the want of genuine love, then God is greater than our 

from the fact that if ... , is the causal particle, the clause,.,;°'.,, ld.-i, "·"'·:i.. forms, 
according to the thought, the conclusion of i.t, ,.,..,.,.,,.,..;d"~• as plainly appears 
in Liickc when he explains : "Then, if ... our conscience accuses us, Gou is 
greater than our heart," etc.-llut even the epanalcpsis of ;,.-, as objective par
ticle may be doubted; for as the thought 1,., xa.-ay,,.;u,., u.ocs not form the 
presupposition for,.,;".,, ,d.,.,, ,., ... :i.., but for .,,/dofto, it is uusuitablc to place it 
in the ohjcctivc clause dependent on ""''d'ft", instcatl of connecting it with 
':T!;(fOfL!ll. 

1 Dlistcru.ieck, ,vith whom also Braune agrees, appropriately remarks that 
'"''~,.,-,..;u""' occupies a miu.dlc place between """'"i''P'i,, along with which au 
.;,,.,>-,y,i, further occurs, and ,oa.-nplw,, which includes the judicial decree of 
punishment; comp. Dcut. xxv. 1, 2.-Diistcrtlicck suitably quotes on this pas
sage, Sir. xiv. 2, comp. xix. 5, and Test. Gad. 5; J. A. Fabricius, Cod. 1Jse11dep. 
V. T. p. 6S1.-"""'"i'".;d,..,, means: to pronounce against a person that he is 
guilty; """'uf'''"• on the other hontl: to 11ronouncc the meritctl punishment 011 

a person. 
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heart, and before His holiness and omniscience there is no 
calm for the accusing conscience." But the assumption of 
such a declaratio e contrario, which is in no way hinted at, is 
only :m artificial expedient for reconciling contraries. µet,wv 
can only be referred to God as judging, if 7re{0etv has the 
meaning "to pcrsuadc." As Ebrard regards this as the right 
view, a11cl would begin "a pc1fcetl!J independent new sentence" 
with ,ea~ Eµr.pou0ev airrou, he states the meaning as follows: 
" In the sight of God we shall convince our hearts of this, 
that if (even) our heart (so prone to self-deception and self
excuse, and therefore small) accuses us (namely, of not 
practising love), God, the all-knowing, is greater than our 
heart, and we shall therefore so 11iuch tlte less be able to stand 
before Hirn." This interpretation is contradicted, in the first 
place, by the fact that it separates the second part of the 10th 
Yerse from the first, nay, even places it in antithesis to it,1 
"·hereas such au independence is not only not suggested as 
helonging to it, but is refuted by the connecting JCat, and in 
the second place, by the fact that the thought is in itself 
inadmissihlc. According to the representation of the apostle, 
n·c and ou;· heart arc regarded as contrasted with one another, 
inasmuch as our heart brings a condemning accusation against 
ns, which plainly refers to the fact that we by our sins have 
made onrsclves liable to the jmlgrnent of God; it is not we 
therefore that hold out to onr ltcart, but ow· ltcw·t that holds 
out to 11s, the judgmcnt of God; how, then, shall we after this 
bring 0111· heart to the conviction that God will condenm us, 
nay, will comlemn us cYcn more than om heart does already ? 
From this it follows that-whateYer be the meaning of r,E{0e1v 
-µEt't;wv cannot refer to the judicial activity of God. .As 
God is callc1l µd't;wv in compari~on with our heart that con
dcnms us, the comparison expresses an opposition; Erdmann: 
X otioni cordis condcmnantis magnitu(lo ] lei comparatur et 
opponitm; the heart, inasmuch as it cuwle11111s us, i~ like the 
" lwstis, cpii nos nggreditur, sed l lens µE['t;wv h. c. fortior est, 
ut 110,;lem ilium u.eYincere po;;sit" ( comp. iv. 4). As this 
greatness of God, which surpassl's the heart, proves itself in 
thi'>, that in those who arc f/C 'T1J<; ci'll.110E1ci<; it OYerco111cs the 

1 Th,· r·o11\"idio11, 11am,·ly, that Wt' c,rnnvt ,ta11,l Lcrurc Go,!, pl.iinly forms an 
antithesis to the conviction that we arc of the trnth. 
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accusations of the heart, those commentators are right who 
assign to this verse a comforting tendency, and therefore refer 
µ,ell;wv to the forgiving love; no doubt, it is objected that the 
thought of God's omniscience (rywwu,m 1rc1vTa 1) is not able 
to comfort the man whom conscience accuses, but this can 
only hold good in reference to those who are not yet €IC T1J'> 

aA1J0eiai;, and not in reference to those of whom John is here 
speaking, namely, those who in their sincere love to the 
brethren have the evidence that they are €IC T1J', aX7J0eiar;.'!. 

If this is the right interpretation, then it is clear that KaTa

rywwu,cew does not refer to the want of love, but to sin in 
general, from which even the Te1Cvov Tou 0eou is not yet free 
(i. 8 ff.) ; and this is also indicated by the apostle's very form of 
expression, if 'Tl'eiuoµ,ev is directly connected with ,caTarywwu,cet, 

and if, accordingly, 3, Tt Uv is to be read (see above), in which 
case 3n µ,etl;wv f.UTt K.T.X. states the objective ground of the 
'Tl'ei0ew : " because God is [J1'catci· than our heart, we therefore 
(in the consciousness that we are of the truth) shall calin oni· 
hearts before God, lwwcver 11mch om· heart may accuse us." 
This interpretation deserves the preference before that, accord
ing to which 'Tl'eiuoµ,ev is=" to convince," and 3n µe{'r;wv K.T./\.. 

the object governed by it, because not only does the purpose 
of the verse thereby appem: more clearly, but it is not easy 
to perceive how the conviction of the greatness of God which 
overcomes the heart should result from the consciousness 3n 
€IC TIJ'> aX110etai; f.rrµev.3 

- It is further to be observed that 

1 Several commentators fincl in the wonls ,.x) 'Y",:,~"" .,,,,;,,,,." the explanation 
of the itlea µ.,/~"''• so Occumenius, Augustine, Dede, Socinus, a Lapiclc, Lorinus, 
Hornejus, Paulus, <le "\V ctte, etc. ; even Ehranl says that God is callccl µ.,;~.,,, 
"because He cannot be cleceivecl," but its position gives no justification for 
that; we can at the most say that the apostle by those words brings specially 
out one element which is included in µi/s.,,. 

~ Luther rightly says : "Though our conscience makes us despondent, anJ. 
represents Gocl to us us angry, yet God is greater than our heart. Conscience is 
a single drop, but the reconcilecl God is a sea full of comfort .... When con
science punishes ancl conclcmns a man, he becomes alarmed ; but against this 
clarkncss of the heart it is said: God knows all things. Conscience is always in 
fear and closes its eyes ; but Gocl is deeper an,l higher than thy heart, and more 
exactly ,earches the innermost parts of it. "-Besser: "Our heart knows some 
things, and cleciclcs against us; Goll knows all things, all(l docs not <lecicle 
against us, but for us, because before His eye, the seeJ of truth, of which we 
have hecn born, is not concealecl." 

3 Ewahl constmcs correctly, but in his cxphn:it:on: "If we earnestly seek in 
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de W dte makes the jirst Zn as causal particle dependent on 
7r€{qoµEv ( ~, to calm), the sccoild, on the other lumd, 011 

,caTa'Ywwq1q1 : " for, if our heart accuses us because God is 
greater than our heart, He also knows all things;" but this 
construction is opposed not only by the fact that the ,ea{ is 
more naturally taken as copula (Baumgarten-Crusius), but also 
by the fact that the thought, that our heart condemns us 
lm:ausc God is greater than our heart, is incorrect.1 

- "\Yithout 
adc(]_uate ground, Erdmann thinks that ,capola in ver. 19 is 
used in a wider sense than in ver. 2 0 (" vertimus 7r€£qoµ,w 
,-d, ,capola,: uobis ipsis persuadebimus "), because there the 
plural, and here the singular, is used ; this change of the 
nmnber has no influence on the meaning of the word, but the 
apostle speaks of the ,capUa as the object of -;re{0ew, and as 
the subject of ,carn'Ywwu,cew, inasmuch as the heart is the 
sent or the union of the a!Tections ; the Greek commentators 
explain ,capUa here as synonymous with uuvei01JCTL\', 

Yer. 21. In this verse the apostle states the case of our 
licart not accusing ( or condemning) us. "\Ye can understand 
it thus, that what he previously observed has happened, 
namely, that in the consciousness that we are of the truth, we 
have induced om heart to refrain from its accusation against 
us. Then this thought does not stand to the preceding one 
in the relation of antithesis (as if in this verse a different 
case was contrasted with the case stated in ver. 20), but in 
that of continuation ;2 but it is ruore correct to suppose that 
the apostle is here speaking of a relationship which is dif-

Ilis sight whctl1cr we really love ... w~ shall be able, even if we must some
tiincs accuse ourselves before Got!, nevertheless Ly the penitent (?) acknowletlg
lllPnt of the truth, to convince our conscience that we arc men ant! Gou is Got!, 
that we may therefore sometimes fail ant! must Le a,lmonishe,I by Him, "-he 
intrrnluccs references into the thought which nre not containcll in it. 

1 Briickncr, it is trnc, tlcfcrnls ,le W ctte's interpretation, but he substantially 
pt:rvcrts it; for whilst ,le ·w ctlc refers the who/,, verse to the accu.mtion of Gou 
,_then-in agreeing with Liicke), Briick1H·r takes the,.,,,,,.;~,.,. ,,-i.,.a. in comfort• 
;,,:,sense; but it then becomes still mon· untenable, for it is plainly unjustifiable 
to refer the olllniscit:nce of Got! in the subordinate d:rnse to romlrm11ation (for 
Loth explain ,.,:-( .. , by: "looking more deeply, examining nil the recesses of 
t!ic heart"), but in the principal clnuse toforgircntss. 

'The ohjcction of Elmml to this interprcl,1lion, that ii., cannot sc1Te the 
pur1,osc of intro,lucing a ,!ctluction from a premiss IVhich is 11rcsnppose,I as 
:dn·a,ly liavi11g al'!ually occurred, is innpprop-iak, for ioi, is not in this view at 
nll t"kc-11 as "if, then, lhcrcfure," but is retained in its owa proper meaning. 
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ferent from that indicated in ver. 20, and that he is not 
regarding the question whether the non-condemnation has 
never taken place at all, or has been only brought about by 
persuasion. That two sentences may stand to one another in 
the relation of antithesis even without the antithetical par
ticle, is proved by chap. i. 8 and 9. - 1rappT/utav ii-x_oµ,ev 1rpos: 
Tov 0e:ov J states what occurs when the case exists which is 
mentioned by iav ; it is erroneous to explain 1rappTJ<rLaV Exo
µev = 1re:luoµ,ev Ta<, Kapola<; 11µ,wv; the same expression in chap. 
ii. 28 and iv. 1 7, and construed with 1rpo,, chap. v. 14; the 
same construction in Rom. v. 1 : dp17VTJV ex. 1rpo-;; TOV 0e:ov. 
As the calming of the heart, so also confiJence toward God, 
which is the subject here, is based on the fact that God is 
greater than our heart, and knows all things. 

Ver. 22. By Kat the following is closely connected with 
the preceding, inasmuch as it states what further happens 
when, in consequence of non-condemnation on the part of 
the heart, tl1e 'TT'appTJ<rta 7rpo, TOV 0e:ov exists ; it is not 
merely the consciousness of the hearing of our prayers, but 
it is this hearing itself. - & itw aiTwµev] is to be taken 
quite generally, and must not be spoilell by arbitrary limita
tions ; the necessary limitation lies, on the one hand, in the 
subject itself: the chil1l of Goel asks for nothing which is con
trary to his Father's will, comp. v. 14; and, on the other 
hand, in the 'TT'appTJu{a with which he prays; comp. Matt. 
xxi. 2 2 ; the contrary in J as. i. 6, 7. - °Jl,aµ/3avoµ,ev cir.' 

auTov] i.e. TOU 0e:ou. The present is not used instead of the 
future (Grotius); the subject is here not something future, but 
what constantly occurs in the life of belieYers. Augustine 
suitably says: Charitas ipsa gemit, charitas ipsa orat, contra 
hanc aures claudere non novit, qui illam dedit. -- Zn Tas 
EVTOAU';; aUTOU K.T.A.] on is connected with the immediately 
preceding °Jl,aµ,{3avoµe:v, and states the ground of God's mani
festation of love in the hearing of prayer ; this ground, which, 
however, is not to be regarded as the causa meritoria, is the 
childlike obedience of him who prays, wherein God recognises 
him as His child; the idea of obedience is expressed in two 

Contrary to Braune's opinion, that with this interpretation not p,i., but p,n,.,.,., 
\'.'ouhl have to be used, it is to be observed that it was not necessary to bring 
out the element which is containecl in ~n•;,,_ 

MEYEr:.-1 Jou~. 2D 
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mutually co-onlinatc sentences (similar to the Hebrew paral
lelism) : Tli<, fVTDAa<; avTOU and Ta apE<TTli €VW7T'tOV avTou are 
synonymous ;1 uy r.otE'iv the obedience is specified as actii-c; 
the second clause indicates that it consists, not in a slavish 
subjection to the commandment, but in a childlike fulfilment 
of that ·which is plcasi·11g to God. In John viii. 2 9, apE<TTov is 
construed with the dative; only in Acts vi. 2, xii. ~ is the 
word besides found ; similar is the expression : a7roOEKTov 

€VW'71"LOV TDU E>Eou (1 Tim. v. 4). 
Ver. 23. With this verse, which-as the statement of the 

substance of God's commandments-is most closely connected 
with the preceding, begins a new leading section, indeed the 
last in the Epistle, inasmuch as in tva r.t<TTEu<TroµEv T<p ovo

µaTL K.T."'A. a, new element of the development of ideas appear~, 
hy which the sequel is not merely "prepared for" (Ebrard), 
hut is dominated. - Kai is not explicative, but simply copu
lative. - avT17 refers to the following 7va, which here also 
docs not merely state the purpose (Braune), but the substance. 
-17 JvTo71.1', avTou] The singular is used, because the mani
fold commamlments in their inner nature form one unity : 
this is especially trnc of the two commandments of faith and 
loYe, here mentioned. From the fact that faith is described 
as an JvTo71.11, it must not be inferred that it is not a work of 
( :od in man, but it certail1ly follows that neither can it be 
accomplished without the self-activity of man. -The phrase 
7iL<TT€U€tv Tiji ovuµaTL TOU UIDU IC. T."'A.. only appears here ; in 
chap. v. 13 the preposition Elc; is used instead of the dative; 
f'O also in ,John i. 12, ii. 23, iii. 18, etc.; by tl1e cbtive the 
ovoµa of Christ is indicated as the object of devoted, bclieY
ing trust; 2 "to believe on the name of Christ" is, however, 
identical with "to believe on Christ," inasmuch as in the 

1 :?'!foyer actually thinks that by ap,rrd arc mc:i.nt the so-called consilh 
""ang,·lit:n, l,y whil'I, or,liuary < 'hrislia11s an· 11ot l,ou1,,I, hnt which arc \'olnn
tarily undertaken by Christians wl10 arc specially holy ! 

"\\'<"is, h:1.s 1,ecn at pai11s to sl:01~ tl,at ,,.,,.a,~"' in ,folm ,loe:; not iuclnde the 
..Jc•111cnt of trust; in this, howen·r, lu· is \\T"ll;!, lw,·,\11,,· even where the element 
ol' ,·om·irlion Jll"C\':tils in tlw use of till' wor,l, this lllll,t 11ot he i,l,·ntific,l \\'ith th,, 
!]w,,rc,lie:ol lwlir-f, \\'hicl, is a lllt·re act of th,, lllllkr,\a11tli11~, lint it inclnJe.s ns 
:lit ,..-s,•ntial ckment thC' imme,liatc trust c.f tl11• \';or,ls or of th" person to whkh 
llH· ":"1G1-:-a~H, n.fl·rs; in the phrnst: ~,trTf~u, -:-~: ~.;_ua-:-~ 'I. Xp., the ethical men!1ing 
of 1 J.,, ,·1~rh i.-. ~,, 1nnl'h the 1nor,~ to lJc rtc:n.~11is" 1l, :is the lll'ni:1.1 of it JH•c~s~itah·:j 
also a ,rcakcning of the i<lca t',,1,~. 
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name the nature of Him who is spoken of is expressed; comp. 
Meyer on John i. 12. Grotius quite erroneously: propter 
Christmn sive Christo auctore Deo credere. -While faith is 
the fundamental condition of the Christian life, brotherly love 
is the active proof of the living character of the faith; the 
two things cannot be separated from one another; hence it 
follows here : ,cal lvya1rwµ,1:v aXX~Xou'i',1 which as the effect is 
distinguished from 7rt<ITEUEW as the cause ; ,ea{ is therefore 
copulative and not epexegetical (as Frommann thinks, p. 591). 
-The subordinate clause: ,ca0w'i' ~OWKEV EVTOA.~V ~µ,i:v, is best 
referred to arya1rwµ,w UA.A.~A.OU'i', inasmuch as it is not Goll 
(Estius, Dengel, Sauder) but Christ that is to be regarded as 
the subject; by ,c~0w'i' (" in proportion as") the quality of 
love is indicated : it must correspond to the commandment of 
Christ; l\1yrberg: Non modo amanclum est, sed etiam vere et 
recte amandum. 

Ver. 2 4. After the apostle has mentioned the substance of 
the divine commandment, he describes the keeping of it as 
the condition of fellowship with God, and states the mark 
whereby the Christian knows that God is in him. - ,ea( is the 
simple copula, not= itaque ; Tet'i' ivToXa, avrnii is a resump
tion of the ~ lvToX~ avTou of ver. 23 ; the plural is used 
because the commandment is described as containing two 
elements ; auTou = Tou 0wii, not XpwTov (Sander, N eander, 
Besser). - iv avnj, µ,Eva K.T.X.] The mention of fellowship 
with God, which consists in this, that we abide in God and 
God abides in ns,2 is explained by the purpose of the Epistle. 
- /Cat EV Totmp ryww<IKOJJ,EV] € V TOUTlp is referred by Li.icke 
and Ebrard to the preceding, namely to T1Jp1:'iv Ta'> kvToXas 

auTov; but thus there results a superfluous thought, for with 
the connection which according to the apostle exists between 

1 Frommann (p. 200) \\Tongly concluclcs from this passage and iv. 7, 19, iu 
\Yhich the obligation to love is expressed, that being born of Goel is conilitioned 
1,y Io,·c, as the free act of man, "by \\·hich He keeps His independent personality 
and freedom towar<ls God"(!), nay, even is produced by it (p. 205). 

" \\'hen Weiss clefmcs the abiding or being of Goel in him who keeps His com
mall(lments, in this ,my, that GOll "·ho is known, or the knowledge of God, is 
the determining principle of his spiritual life, this seems "to ,reaken the power
ful realism of J olm's conception ; " yet 1Y ciss guards himself against this when 
lie say,; that he does not in any way diminish the divine causality iu the act of 
n·gc-ncrntion, but only means thereby that God accomplishes this act by means 
of His revelation in Christ, which must be accepted into knowledge, 
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thL· keepiug of God'~ cummallllments aud God';; aLiding in 11s, 
allll which he has expressed in the first half of the Yersc, it i,s 
plainly superlluuus to say once more that we know the latter 
Ly the former; it is, besides, contradicted by the follo\l'i11g tK 

-.au r.11EuµaTa,, which has induced Liicke to assume a con1bina
tio11 of t\l'o trains of thought and an ambiguity uf iv TOVT~.,,1 allll 
Ebranl arLitrarily to snpJJlr with EK T. wvEvµaTa, the ,ronls" Wl' 

knuw ; " Dlistcrdieck, de ·w ette, Erdmann, Braune, etc., refer 
;1, .ovT~ to fK -.au wvEuµaTO<;, so that according to the apo;,tle 
it j,; from the r,vEuµa which is given to us that we kno\\· that 
( ;uLl is in us if we keep His commandments; comp. fr. 12, 1 ;:, 
"·here the same c:mnection or iL1eas occurs. The change of the 
prepo:=;itions Ev and fK is certainly strange, hut does not render 
this interpretation "'i111po:;siblc" (Ebrard); for, on the one hand, 
the form: "Jv TOIITlfl rywwa,coµw," is too familiar to thL· 
npu,;tle uot to have suggeste,l itself to him lwre; and, on the 
<,thc·r haml, hy iK the r,vEuµa is i11Llicated as t/11· smu·a from 
,d1id1 ihat "/tvwaKEtv flow,;; beside;;, the conslrnct ion \\'ith EK 

appear:=; also in chap. iv. G. - ny r,vEuµa is hen! lo lJc umh•r
i,looLl, just as l,y xpZaµa in chap. ii. 20," tli,· IItJ!!) (:1tr1,t," whu 
lin:s a11d works in the Lelievcr, Lut not, with :--ocinn;;, tliL· 
<li,-pusilion or the lo\'C produced Ly Him; ur, "·ith Lle \\·ette, 
"fir.,t of all the true knowledge and doctrine of the person or 
.T e:::us." \\'ith this Yerse the apostle makes the trilnsition ll) 

the following section, in which, ,vith rcl'L•rencc to tlie fal,e 
teachers, the distinction is made Letween the r,vEuµa ,au <-:Jt-au 

and the r.vEuµa which is not J,c Tov 0£011. 

1 Tl11· lWli thoughts whi<'h Liic-k<· cnnsi,krs as l'tllllloin,·,l !,ere• ar,·-( I) th:1t w,• 
in th,· k1•••11i11g of (iod's ,·nm111an,l1111•11h know th:1t w,• ar,· in fdlowshi[' with 
Hi111, an,l (:!) that tJ,,, """I';,,,.;,,'"•'-'-'' is nothing dsi· than 11. .. npr,•s.,ion ,111,l 
op•·ration of the Di,·im· Spirit.--!! is 1,lai11ly ,p1i1L' 111i,l:1k,-11 for l'.11:ln, to r~,:ar,l 
i, ~•• "'""I'"~'• as the subject belonging to I'''"• ' 
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CH APTER IV. 

VER. 2. Instead of the Ree. y,vwaxe-:-e, found in K, several min. 
vss. and Fathers have ynw<JXE':'a/; in~·: 'llVW(l"/..0/J,!V (~ 1

: y,vwa:<ere); 
the Ree. is to be regar<led as genuine. - The reading in B : 
i11.r/lwOivw, instead of the Ree. sA7111.,06ra, is a correction. - Ver. 3. 
Instead of the Ree. D/l,O/\oyei 'l71/Jouv Xpia,ov EV aapx} El.7/At106,a 
(K, etc., and G, though with the article r6v prefixed), A B, etc., 
have the simple rov 'I,iaoi:iv (Lachm. Tisch.). This is probably the 
original reading (Bruckner), and is confirmed by the preceding 
(contrary to Reiche, etc.). ~ reads: 'Ir,aoi:iv itup,ov Jv a. ii.7111.uBfra. 
- .According to Socrates, vii. chap. 32, o 11.ue, is found in old 
manuscripts instead of ;, µ,~ 0:1,oAoyei; the same reading in Iren. 
iii. 18: qui solvit Jesum Christum; similarly the Vulg. (Lucif.: 
destruit) and in Fulg. -Tertullian also prefers this reading, 
though in connection with the common one; Adv. !,fare. v. Hi: 
negantes Christum in carne venisse ... hie antichristus est ; 
the same connection in Tychonius and Augustine: qui solvit 
Jesum et negat in carne venisse. Semler's view is a strange 
one, that ;; 11.ue, has arisen oculorum vitio ; the reading is prob
ably to be explained by the polemic against the Gnostics 
(Grotius, Li.icke, de V{ette), in favour of which is the Scholion 
in ~fatthaei, p. 225: ,;;powo,uaav yap avrou (rou amxp,aro~) ai aipiae,;, 
~v -x.,apaX':"Ef//ITl'Y.IW 'TO o,a --1,euoo-;;-po~r,rwv xai -;;"HLJ/J,(J.':"f,IV /1.UEIV rov , l,iO'ouv 
iv ':"Cf /1,~ o/J.OAo1eiv av,:-ov iv 11ap;,. . .i11.71Aufow. -The reading in tc: 
ori (i r,) a'Y.TjXOU/UV, instead of o ax,ix6are, is singular. - Ver. 6. 
In his small edition Lachm., after A, Vulg. etc., reads iv rour'fJ 
instead of ,i" rou,:-ou ; in his large edition he has accepted the 
latter reading. - Ver. 7. To aya-;;-wv is wrongly added in A: 
r6v eeov. - Ver. 8. Instead of :yvw, ~* has syvr.i,m ; in the original 
text of~ the whole sentence: i, 11,Ti ri.y .... 0.::6v, iswanting.-Ver. 9. 
N has ~w:uv for ~r,aw,1w. - Ver. 10. To 7i aya-;;-11 is added in N: 
ro~ 0Hici, plainly a correction. For TJya,;;i;aa11,ev, B has r,1a-;;-7il!r.t/J.Ev 
(Bnttm.). - For ckiarni,ev, ~ has C£-;;"E:l',ai0 'Y.H, - Ver. 12. The 
order of words varies: the Ree. is rir.i,e1r.iµ,sv71 i<fr,'v iv 7ifJ,7v, 
following G, K, etc. (Tisch.); A, etc., Vulg. etc., have iv riµ,iv 
before ,;-e-:-ft.11w/1,sv11 (Lachm.) ; B and ~ : iv ri.11,iv between rml' •. 
am\ ia,/v (Buttm.). - Ver. 13. B reads o; irlv instead of o, u,, 
aml '!11110:i; Xp,a,i; instead of the simple 'Iriao~;. - Ver. 16. At 
the end of the verse B G K ~, etc., several vss. etc., read µ,i," 
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(bracketed by L1.chm.) ; in A, etc., Vulg., several Fathers, 1i.i:!1 
is wanting (Ti,;cl1.) ; according to the authorities it is to be re
garded as gc1rnim•, being probably omitted to correspond with 
the eml of the lDth Yerse (nciche). - Yer. 17. N has after 11,,iJ' 
r.:1,;,, the further words: iv r,p,1'1, and instead of ir;:i.rv the futnre 
ir;o,1utlu.. - Ver. HJ. The Ree. T,/J.E,C. a,Cl.':rW/J.f> Cl.~,(,,, ;;,, a~.6; is 
fonncl in (} K, etc. ; in A is found: i-,11,,i'; o:i, a1 a-:rw:1,,v, S.s o 0,/,; 
(Lachm.) ; in B T,/J.E,; a,a-.wµ,ev, ij;-s a~-:-oi; (Tisch.) ; N has r,,11,, ay 
,ov 0,6v, ii-:-, a~T6;. The a~-:-6; after ii'l'I is sulliciently attested by 
the authorities ; the a~.6, after a1a-:rw:1,.v, on the other ham!, 
appears to lJe a later a(lllition, added for explanation of the 
thought. Tieiche, however, regards it as genuine; Li.icke thinks 
that if u"Ja·-:-::ip.ev is without an ohject, ;, 0,6; is necessary; thi,;, 
however, according to J olm's 11sus loqucll(li, is not the case. -
Ver. 20. N omits the o-:-,. Iu reference to the reading eopwm in 
Tisch. 7, see on chap. i. 1. - Instead of the Ree. (Tisch.) ,;rw;, :-:, 
n, etc., Theb. etc., read o~ (Lachm.). The interrogative is, ho,Y
ever, more expressive than the negative. 

Vv. 1-6. Hesnmption of the warning against the false 
teachers; comp. chap. ii. 18 ff The connecting link is 
formed by EiC 7'0tl 7T'VEuµaTO,, chap. iii. 24; the object is to 
distinguish between the r.vEuµa which is of God and the r.111:uµa 

which is not of Go,l (,·v. 2, 3), between the r.v. Tij, cl">..TJ0E{a, 

and the r.v. TIJ, r.Xav17,: the distingnishing mark is the con
fession ; the former confesses, the latter denies J esns ; the 
former is mightier than the latter ; therefore the believers hnYe 
overcornc the ,JrwSor.poip11Ta, ; the words of the former spring 
J,c Tov ,co<rµov, a1Hl are pleasing to the ,co<rµo, ; the wonls of 
the latter are accepted hy him who is J,c -rou Ehou. 

Ver. 1. The apostle first exhorts them not to uelieve r.avTl 

,-vEuµan. The idea r.veuµa is in closest connection witl1 
,JrwSo7rpoipfjrnt. The fr11t prophets spoke, a:i "·e read in 
~ l'et. i. 21 : IJ7r0 'TT'VEUµaTO', <L"fioV ipcpoµEVot ; the source of 
the revelations which they proc:laim (r.poip71µt) is the r.vEvµa 

[i·;tov or r.v. Tau 0Eou, by which is rne:rnt 11ut an affection of 
their min<l, but the power of Ciotl, llislind from their own 
personality, animating and detcrmini11~ them (Suvaµ,ti; v,Jri<rTov, 

fi)'IIOll)'lllOUS with 'TT'VEVµa ll"/101', Luke i. :J :i j, This T,'Vfvµa 

f;peaks through the prophet, pc11etrali11g- i11tn his r.vEvµa mul 
t·o1muu11icati11g to him the trntli to lie reYealed; thus tlw 
7:-vevµa (Jf the prophet himselr llc1·0111e~ a T.'l'fUµa t\: TOU ernv . 

. As every prophet has his own r.Huµa, there exist,;, tli1mgh the 
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'TrVEvµa a,1yiov is a single being, a plurality of prophetic spirits. 
The same relationship holds good, on the other hand, in the 
case of the false prophets. These also are under the influence 
of a spirit, namely, of the 'TrVEvµa which e,c Tou 0Eov ov,c ECTn, 
of the 'TrVEvµa ,.;;, 'TrAdv17,; this similarly is a single being, but 
inasmuch as with its lie it penetrates the 7rvEvµai-a of the 
false prophets and makes them like itself, it is true of the 
'TrVEvµa of every individual prophet that it is not of God, not 
a 'TrVEvµa ,.~, llA1'J0€ta,, but a '1rV€Uµa ,.~, '1rA.av17,. As John 
speaks here of a plurality of spirits ('r.av,-l 'TrVEvµan, ,-a 7rVEv

µa,-a ), we are to understand by 'TrVEuµa in this passage not the 
higher spirit different from the human spirit, but this spirit 
itself, penetrated, however, and filled with the former 1 ( comp. 
1 Cor. xiv. 32, and Meyer on this passage). This spirit, 
however, may be spoken of, not merely in plurality, but also 
in unity, that is, in collective sense, for on each of the two 
sides all 7rvevµai-a, being animated by one and the same spirit, 
-whether the divine or that which is against God,-are of 
one nature, and so form together one unity. It is inconect to 
understand by 'TTVEuµa here by metonymy, "the prophets" 
themselves ( = ),,,a),,,ouvTE, ev 'TrVEVµ,am, Li.icke, de W ette, 
Calvin: pro co, qui spiritus dono se praeditum esse jactat ad 
obeundum prophctae munus ; so also Erdmann, Myrberg, etc.), 
or "their inspiration" (Socinus, Paulus), or even "the teach
ing of the prophet, his inspired "·ord " (Lorinus, Cyril, 
Didymus, etc.). - aAAc:t oo,ciµal;€TE ,-d 'TrVEVµai-a] The appear
ance of the ,JrEuOo7rpocp~Tai, i.e. such teachers as, moved by the 
ungodly spirit, proclaimed instead of the truth the anti
christian lie, under the pretext of speaking by divine inspira
tion, necessitated in the Christian Church a trial of the spirits 
(a oia,cptCTL\ of them, 1 Cor. xii. 10, xiv. 29); comp. 1 Thess. 
v. 20, 21; in order to know El J,c Tov 0Eov ECTTiv, i.e. (if e,c is 
to be retained in its exact meaning), if they originate in and 
proceed from God. - This trial is to be exercised by all ( comp. 

1 Diister<lieck considers the expression as describing "the superhuman prin
ciple animating the man who prophesies," and explains the plural in this way, 
thnt "those different principles reveal themselves differently in their dilferent 
instrnments;" but with this interpretation the plural would be used in n very 
figurative signification. Braune correctly: "The question is not about a dual, 
but about n plum! ; we must therefore understand the spirits of men, to whom 
the Spirit bears witness." 
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Tiom. xii. 2; Eph. Y.1O; 1 Cor. x. 15, xi. 13), for" alloquitm
(apostolus) non llJOl1o totnm ecclesiae corpus, sed etiam singulos 
fi<lelc;; ., (Cahiu); against which Lorinus arbitrarily says: non 
omnimn c;;t pro bare; unurn oportet in ecclesia snmmum judicern 
quacstionnm de fide moribnsqne; i5 est sine <lubio l'ontife:<. 
)faximns. - The nercssity of the trial John establishes by tl1e 
words: OTl 7,0AAOI, ,[,woo7rpocf:,~Tat 1€.T.A. These ,[,woor.pocf:,ijrn, 

arc the same as in chap. ii. 18 are called civnxp{uTot; comp 
vv. 2, 3. The name ,[,wOo7rpocf:,17Tat indicates that the teacher,; 
proclaimed their doctrine, not as the result of human specula
tion, but as a revelation communicated to them by the 1rv1:vµ.a 

of God. The expression : JgE;\77;\vBauiv eii; TDV K<Jfrµov, does not 
merely signify their publi,: appearance (Socinus: existere et 
puLlice munns aliquod aggredi ; Grotins: apparere popnlo ), 
nor is "Jg oiKwv avTwv to Le mentally supplied" (Ebrarcl), 
but it is to Le explained by the fact that the prophets, as 
such, were sn1t (comp. ,John xvii. 18), and therefore go out 
from Him who sends them. It is He, however, that sendi
thcm, who through His r.vEuµ.a makes them prophets. The 
idea of igi.px1:u0at is accordingly different here from what it is 
in chap. ii. 1 () (contrary to Lorinus, Spener, etc.); a going out 
of the false prophets from the Church of the Lord is not here 
alluded to. ·with 1:i, Tov Kouµov, compare John vi. 14, x. :~G. 

Ver. 2. Statement of the token by which the 1rv1:vµ.a Tov 

0£0ii is to be recognised. - lv TOVT'f' refers to the following 
~cntencc: 7rav 7rv1:vµ.a K.T.A. - ,ywwu1C1:T1: is imperath·e, com1,. 
7."IC1T€1J€T€, OOKlµ.at1:T1:, Yer. 1. - r.iiv TrVEUµa () oµ.oAO"f€L 

'J17uouv XptUT~V €V uapKi €A1]AV0om] It is arbitrary not 
only to change the participle EA1J;\v0om into the infinitive 
eA11;\v0ivat, but also to d1ange Ev into 1:ii; (so Luther, Calvin, 
Piscator, Sander) ; l,y iv uapKt the flesh, 1·.c. the earthl:v 
l1uman nat nn•, i~ stater1 as the form of hci11g in which Christ 
ap1wared. The form of the object is explainc,1 by the po1cmir 
a~ainst Jlocetism; it is to he translated t'it/i,·;·: "Jr.-us C!tri.,/ 
"' rm/ll' in the jlcsh" (Liickr, de "rl'tte, Dib;tl•l'l1ieck, El,ran1, 
de.) ; n,·: "Jesus, a;; Chri~t come in the flp;;ft;" the ]a!"t 
iuterpn·talion has t!tis advantage, that it ll()t only brings ont 
111on.: dearly the rd'erence to the Crri,ithi,111 Docdi,m,1 hut it 

1 In t),,, f;r,t int,·r]'n·t:ition 1111' :111ti1lw,i,: t,, tlw C,·rintlii.111 ])ordistn li,-s nnt 

11:, n·ly in Ill" co111l,inatiun o[ ·1,,,;;, x1,,.,, as 1,1:" 1:a111l· tEJ.ranl), l,nt al.oo in 
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makes it more easy to explain how the apostle in ver. 3 can 
designate the object simply by Tov 'I,,.,CTauv. It might, how
ever, be still more suitable to take 'I 'TJO'auv ... i>..,,.,>..v0aTa as 
one object = " the Jesus Christ who came in the flesh," so that 
in this expression the individual elements on which John here 
relied in opposition to Docetism have been gathered into one ; 
so perhaps Braune, when he says: "the form is that of a 
substantive objective sentence," and " in iv CT. €"'A,, it is not a 
predicate, but an attributive clause that is added." That the 
apostle has in view not only the Cerinthian, but also the later 
Docetism, which attributed to the Saviom· only a seeming body, 
cannot be proved from the form of expression used here. The 
commentators who deny the reference of the apostle to 
Docetism find themselves driven to artificial explanations ; 
thus Socinus, who expands the participle by quamvis, and 
Grotius, according to whom iv CTap,d refers to the status humilis 
in which Christ appeared, in contrast to the regia pompa in 
which the Jews expected the l\fossiah.1 To exact unbelievers 
there can here be no reference, as, according to chap. ii. 2, the 
false prophets had previously belonged to the Church itself.2 

That John brings out as the token of the Spirit, that is, of 
God, just the confession of this particular truth, has its ground 
in the circumstances that have been mentioned; while it is 
also so very much the fundamental truth, that, as Lucke on 
eh. ii. 2 2 with justice says : " every ,Jr€uoo~ is contained in this 
and amounts to this, the denial of that truth in any sense." 3 

this, that this subject so uescribe<l, which contains in it the i,lea Xp,,,,,;;, is 
more particularly defined as having come in the flesh. 

1 Socinus : Qui confitetur J csmn Christum i. e. eum pro suo scrvatore ac 
domino et denique vero Christo habet, quamvi.~ is in carnc vcnerit h. c. homo 
fucrit, non modo mortalis, sed infinitis malis olmoxius. Without any ground, 
Baumgarten-Crusius asserts : "If any force were to be assigned to the predicate : 
come in the flesh, the infinitive would have been used. "-Uriickner thinks that 
if in ver. 3 the shorter reading (without the apposition) be the correct one, the 
reference to Docetism is here uncertain and unnecessary ; but the uncertain 
expression is plainly to be interpreted in accordance with the more certain, aml 
not, contrariwise, the latter in accordance with the former. 

2 Comp. with this passage l'olyc,,rp, ep. ,ul Philipp.: .,-;;,, ya.p <', ;,, I'" •!'•:1..•y~ 
,lt20"0u'v X110--rDv iv t1tipN..I li..,ii..u;O.,.a, /or:;cp10"1Ti; f11'T1 x.ai 01

; f',7'l 0µ1JA1JyJ 'T() f-£«prrVf1ov 

'Toii ~'l'a.tJpoii ix. 'Tr;ij dux/3IAor1 it1T;. 

"Augustine l'ecnliarly turns this sentence ag.,iust the D,rnatists, whom he 
reproaches with a denial of their love, on account of their separation from the 
Catholic Church, when he says that John speaks here of a denial of Christ not 
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Yer. 3. In the reading: o µ,,', oµ,oAO'Yfl, TOV 'I 71a-ovv, the 
article (which is not, with Liicke, to be <leletecl) must not be 
oYerlooked, for it indicates ,Jesus as the historical person who 
is Christ. The false teachers did not confess Jesus when they 
nscribetl the work of healing, not to Jesus, but to the Aeon 
Christ. The particle µ,11 imlicates the cont,mliction of the 
true confession, whilst ou would only express the simple nega
tion. At the words: Kal TOVTO CG"Tt TO TOIJ avnxpia-Tov, 
almost all commentators (even ]friiclmer and Draune) supply 
with To the word 1rvEvµ,a; but Valla (with whom Zegerns 
a~rces) interprets: et hie est antichristi spiritus, ?:cl potius: 
et hoe est antichristi i. e. proprium antichristi; if this latter 
interpretation be correct, then TovTo refers to µ,~ oµ,o'Ao'YE"i', 
and TO TOU avnxpla-TOV is " the antichristian nature." As it is 
not easy to see "·hy John should have left out 7rVEvµ,a, this 
interpretation is to be preferred to the usual one (so also 
l\[yrberg; Ewald similarly interprets: "the work of Anti
christ;" the same form of expression in Matt. xxi. 21 ; 1 Cor. 
X. ~4; 2 Pet. ii. 22; Jas. iv.14V- 3 ,ii.71,coaT€ OT£€PXETat] 
compare dwp. ii. 18. Stephanus, groumlle,sslr, would read 
"ov" instead of o; the rclatirn does not refor to civnxpla-Tov, 
but to TO T. UVTLXP· - ,ea, vuv CV T<t) Koa-µ,rp CG"TLV 11011] 1·.c. in 
the false prophets; comp. ver. 1. John does not say here 
that ..:\.nticlnist, but only that the antichristian nature (or the 
spirit or Antichrist) is alrert<ly in the world; 11011 is doubtless 
rukled, not merely to intensify the vuv, but to point to the 
fulme time of the appearing of Antichrist, which is already 
lie;iug prepared for. According to Ebranl, the last sentence 
depends on o ; this, however, is not likely, as o is the accusa
tive; it is rather connected, as an independent sentence, ,vith 
the preceding one. 

Yer. 4. After the apostle has characterizetl the twofold 
-;--;-z•Euµa, he directs the attention of his reader,;; to the relation
f--!1ip in which they stand to the false prophets. - vµ,€'i<. EK Tou 

11"·n·ly 1,y word, lrnt also l,_1· ,le,·,!: 1111is1p1is 11011 ha bet d1,11'it:1km ncgnt 
Christu1n in came nui,sc ; so lk<lc : ipsc est i,piritns Dci, <Jlli ,licit ,Jes nm Chris
tn,n in i-:tnw vc·uissc', qni ,lieit 11011 liugna, s,·,l fad i.,, 11011 soa,uulo, se,I nmanrlo. 

1 Bran11,· tl,inks that i11 these pas,ac;es it \\':1., of importance to form a suh
~t:i11li,·c concq,tion, but that hen, the sim!,le g,.-uitin 1rn11hl ha,·c been suffidcnl; 
it i.; pl:tiu, Lc,1,cn,r, that the substantive i,h·:\ .,.; .,.,;; ,;,,~,.-,:;p. is here also 111or~ 
si~nilicant thnn n rucrc genitive conncctctl. with ini,. 
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BEOii Ja-Te] A contrast to those who are €IC Toii ,coo-µou; 

believers arc of God, because the 'TTV€uµa which animates them 
is the 'TTV€uµa TOU 0€0V. - /Cat V€V£/C~/CaT€ avTOV<; J avTOV<; is 
not = antichristum et mundnm (Erasmus), but Tovr; ,frwoo

r.poq,~Tar;, in whom the antichristian nature dwells. - V€Vt

/C1//CaT€ is to be retained as perfect, comp. chap. ii. 13 ; Calvin 
inaccurately interprets : in media pugna jam extra periculum 
sunt, quia futuri sunt superiores. John could say to his 
readers : V€VtK17,caT€, not only inasmuch as in them was mighty 
the strength of Him who had said : 0apo-€tT€, J'Yw v1:v{1C1J1Ca 

Tov ,coo-µov, and inasmuch as they in Him were sure of 
ultimate success (N eander, Diisterdieck), but also inasmuch as 
their opponents with their seductive arts must have been put 
to shame by their faithfulness, and must have been repulsed 
by them (Ebrard, Braune). The cause of this victory, however, 
did not and does not lie in the human power of believers, 
Lut in the fact in µ€a;wv f.O'Tt,V o i.v uµZv iJ o f.V Trj, ICDO"µrp ; 

-o EV uµ'iv, i.e. o 0€o<; (according to Grotius, Erduumn, and 
others: o Xpta-Tor;); as the believer is of God, God remains 
in him as the soul of his life ; o Jv T<p ,caa-µrp, i.e. o oia/3o"A.or;, 

"whose children the antichrists are" (Li.icke). Instead of the 
more particular Jv avTo'ir;, John uses the more general i!v T<p 

Koa-µ~tJ, in order thereby to signify that they, although they 
were for a while in the Church, belong nevertheless to the 
,coa-µor;, which the following words expressively bring out. 

Ver. 5. In chap. ii. 19, John had said of the false teachers: 
ov,c €lo-l,v Jg ~µwv ; now he states from what source they 
spring ; this is the ,coa-µor;; the antichristian nature in them 
belonged to the world, quatenus Satanas est ejus princeps 
(Calvin). The manifestation of life corresponds with the 
source of it; because they are of the world, oia TouTo EiC Toii 

,coo-µou ;\.aAoiio-i; J" T. ,coo-µ,ou ;\.aAe'iv means: to speak 
that which the ,coa-µor; supplies, to take the burden of thefr 
speech from the 1Goa-µor;, ex mundi vita ac sensu sermones 
suos promere (Rengel). This is not identical with EK Ti']r; 

'Yi'Jr; Xa°A.€'iv (John iii. 31), for 17 "111 is not an ethical idea like 
o ICDO"µor;. - ,ea~ o KDO"µor; auTWV a/COVI:'£] The false prophets 
bad gone out from the Church into the world, to which they 
inwardly belonged, and proclaimed to it a wisdom which 
originated in it ; therefore the world heard them, i.e. gave to 
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their wor1ls applause and assent: T'f' ,yap oµ,o{~,, TO oµo,ov 

'TT'pouTpexH (Oecumenius) ; in contrast to which believers 
were hated and persecuted by the world. 

Ver. G. ~µEir;] Antithesis of auTot, ver. 5; either specially 
,T ohn and the other apostles (Storr, Dlisterdieck, Briickner, 
Uraune, etc.) a;; the true teachers, or believers generally 
(Calvin, Spencr, Lucke, de ,vette, etc.); in favour of the 
former interpretation is the fact that believers arc addressed 
in this section in the second person, together with the follow
ing aKOIJ€t ~µwv, as also the antithesis to ,[rwoor.pocpijTat 

indicates teachers. -With EK Tov 0EOv iuµev we are to 
supply, according to ver. 5, the thought o,a Tovro i,c Tov 

Bwv A.a'!l.ovµEv ; the following words : o ,YLVWUK(J)V TOV 0EOV 

,iKovet 1jµwv, contain the proof of the thought just expressed. 
- o "fW. TOV BtoV forms the antithesis of o Kouµor;, and is 
synonymous with or; fUTtV EiC T. 0Eov, for it is only he who 
is a chil<l of God that possesses the true knowledge of God. 
According to Li.icke and others, the apo;,tle means by this 
those to whom belongs the "!Jcncral i,c Tou BEov E111at, 1·.c. the 
divine impress and instinct, which is tltc condition of cliild

ltood of God in Christ ; " but the expression itself is opposed 
to this, fer the knowledge of God is necessarily conditioned 
by faith in Christ. - In the second clause : or; oi,,c ea-Tw ... 

OUK aK. ~µwv, or; ... 0eov forms the antithesis to o ,Y£VWUK(J)IJ 

T. BEov. This is the antithesis between "world" and "church 
of the children of Gud." - In the concluding clause : i" 
rovrou ... Tij, 'TT''!l.a1117r;, it is to the immediately preceding 
thought that i,c Tovrov refers. According to the usual view, 
with which Diisterdieck agrees, the sense of this passage is: 
He who hears the apostles shows thereby that the 'TT'IIEvµa T~r; 

ci'!l.170dar; is in him; he who, 011 the contrary, docs not hear 
them, shows that the 'TT'v. Tijr; 'TT'Aav17r; is in him ; it is in his 
relation to the apostolic teaching that any one shows of what 
spirit he is the child.1 But, according to the train of thought 
in this section, it is not the spirit of the ltcaras, but that of 
the teachers that is the subject (so also :Myrbcrg and Braune); 
the ~ense therefore is: Tliat the r.11Euµa Tijr; r.'!1.av17r; prernils 
in the false prophets, may be known l,y this, that the 11:orld 

1 J.ntlwr: "If we IH•ar Go,l's trnc 111,•sst'll!-(Crs, that is :i. plain tok,•n of true 
religion ; if, lwwenr, we ues1,ise a11u mock th,·111, that is a plai11 tokc11 of error.· 
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hears them; that in us, on the contrary, the ?Tveuµ,a Tij,; 

c'r,">..,r10da,; dwells, may be perceived by tliis, that those who 
kno\\· God, i.e. the ehild1'Cn of God, hear us. The 'ITV. T~, 

u">..:q0e{a,; cannot be in him whom the world hears, nor can 
the 'ITV. T7J, 'ITAUV7J<; be in him whom the children of God 
hear; Braune: "the 'ITV. T7J, 'ITAav17,; is certainly in him whom 
the world hears, and the 'ITV. T7J, a">..170eta, in him whom the 
children of God hear." - To ?Tvevµ,a T7J, a">..170da,; comp. 
John xiv. 17, xv. 2G, xvi. 13; a description of the Holy 
Ghost, inasmuch as He not only produces a knowledge of 
the truth, but "makes the truth His very nature " (Weiss ). 1 

To 'ITV. T7J<; ?TAav17,;, the spirit that emanates from the llevil, 
,rhich seduces men to falsehood and error; comp. chap. i. 8; 
1 Thess. ii. 3 ; 1 Tim. iv. 1. 

Vv. 7-21. .After the apostle, intl.uced by the appearance of 
the antichristian nature, has characterized the spirit of irnth 
and the spirit of error, he passes on directly to a detailed 
account of the elements of faith and love alluded to in clrn.p. 
iii. 23. 

VY. 7, 8. Exhortation to mutual love, and the establishing 
of this. - The address arya1r'T}Tot emphatically introduces the 
command: arya?TWJJ,EV. - The object aAA7JAOV', shows that here 
also it is not human love in general, but Christian brotherly 
love that is the subject. Mutual love is the holiest calling 
l•f Christians ,vho are TE/CVa TOV Beov, for {i <Irya7r17 €IC TOU 

0rnv fcrTt,2 i.e. love proceeds from God ; Calovius : originem 
liabet a Deo. Unsatisfactory is the explanation of Grotius: 
Deo maxime placet bonitas. fi a,ya1r11 is used without a 
determining object, because it is love in its fnll extent that 
is meant. - Kal 'ITCis o arya'ITWV €IC TOV Beou ,Y€,YEVV1JTa£ IC.T.A.] 
Inference from what immediately precedes. If loYe is of 
God, then he who lives in love must also be born of God 

1 The thought of thi~ passage corresponds with that of John x. 3-5, where 
Christ appeals for a proof that Ile is the Uoo<l Shephenl to the fact that the 
sheep know an,l hear His voice, whilst they do not know the voice of the 
stranger, and flee from it. 

0 N eander : '' The apo~tle does not here lay down a commandment of love ; 
he does not want to impress on believers new motives for lo\·e, but to convince 
them that as sure as they are God's children, this fact must be m11.nifested by 
mutual love. -As proof he a<l<luces that love is of God, and therefore every one 
who loves is born of God," 
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nnd know Him. The relation of aJyar.~v nncl EiC TOU ewu 
r;fr/€WIJ<T0at i:; not to l1e clefined thus, that the former is the 
condition of the latter (<le ,vette), but thus, that the former 
is to be regarcled as the criterion of the latter; to be born ot 
God does not follow from love, but love follows from being 
born of Goel The same relationship exists also between 
ar1a1r~iv and r;tvW<TIC€lV TOV 0€0V; 1 what sort of a knowledge 
of God is meant, however, is seen from the close connection 
of rywwu,cft with i,c Tou 0€ou "/f,YEVV't)Tat. - Ver. 8. From 
the foregoing it follows further : o µ,~ a"/a'Tr'WV OVIC iryvw TOV 

0€ov; ou,c Eryvw, i.e. "has ·ilot knmrn." The reason is : OT£ o 
E>Eoc; <i"flL7r1J i<TTLV. - By this thought the preceding 7] aryar.11 

J,c Tou 0€0£, EuTt receives its full comprehension. - dryu,.11 

is without the article, becnuse it is considered as a general 
1 lefinition of the nature of God ; so ver. 16, comp. i. ij : 

o 0€oc; cpw,; iuT{. "Love is not so much a quality which 
Goel has, as rather the all-embracing total of what He is" 
(Besser). Luther: Deus nihil est qumn mera caritas; Grotius 
tamely: plenus est dilectione. 

Yer. 9. The manifestation of the loYe of God is the 
sending of His Son. - iv TOUT'f' refers to tlie following on. -
icpav€pW0TJ 1] <iryct'Tr'T] 'TOV 0€ou iv 17µ,"iv] ecpav€pw0.,, expresses 
the oujective fact, not the suhjectini knowledge; the apostle 
docs not mean that the love of God is l.·,w1rn by us through 
the sencling of His Son ( comp. ver. 1 G ), but that it has by 
that means come forth from its concealment, hns mnnifested 
itself in act. iv 11µ,Zv is therefore neither "in" nor "m,1ong" 
us; neither must it be explained = E1c; ,,µac;; iv is here, as 
in ver. 1 G and John ix. 3 ="to;" either connectell with 
Jcpav€pw01) or with ,, <i"f<i7r1) T. e.; hence either: "it has been 
mnnifeste<l to us" (Diistenlicck, Driickner, Drauue, etc.), or: 
"the loYe of God to us" (Ewald) has Leen manifestell. 

1 It \\'as previously statell in this commrntary: ".Tohn docs 11ot hrrr ,a:, 
thnt Jo,·c llo\\'.s from !lie knowlcclgc or Go,l, lmt th,tt lo,·r, hccaust· it is nl' 
llh·ine nnturr, nccT»arily l,rings with it tlic knowlellgc of God." Tlois is 
incorrect, sinc.:c yn~~";' ,;-i,v t:hOv stands in t11e ~:'!Ill~ rthtionship to a,..a.,..Z11 ns ;~ 
,,.,;; e.,;; y,y,,·,a,-a, ,Joe-,, even though it is in itsc•lf trn,· also that only hr w],() 

J,imsclf lo,cs cnn really know Got!, who is lo\'C. F«r 1 he ,·orrC"ct cxpbn:1tio11, 
~,,e Liickc, ]!rn111:c·, "'c-iss. ]t has alrc:uly 1,c·en olJscrn,l, howc,·cr, th:i.t th•· 
)nst-nanwcl llocs nut rnrr,·ctly state the connection l,et\n·cn hei11g horn of Go,l 
~H,l tl,e k1101Ylt•l;;,: c,f (;.,,J, as he m~kcs the lattrr the condition of the fo11m·r. 
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,vith the first interpretation the sentence : oTt el<; Tov 

,couµov, makes n, difiiculty which has been overlooked by the 
commentators; 1 with regard to the second, the article 1j is 
wanting before €V nµ'iv; but n, direct connection of an attri
butive clause with a substantive, without a connecting 
article, is very often found in the N. T., and is therefore not 
"ungrammatical" (as Diisterdieck thinks); the idea is here, 
then, the same as that which John in ver. 16 expresses by: 
n drya'lr'TJ ~v exei O 0eor; €V nµ'iv. 2 The difference between Elr; 
1jµcir; and iv 1jµiv is this, that the former indicates only the 
tendency towards the goal, the latter the abiding at the goal. 
By nµ'iv we are to understand not mankind in general, but 
believers in particular, so also ver. 10 in the case of 17µe'ir; 
IC.T,/1,, - In the following sentence: OT£ TOV vlov avTOV ... 

Zva s11crwµev ot' avTOu, the special emphasis rests Oil the last 
words, for the love which God has towards us is manifested 
in the fact that He sent His Son into the world Joi' th-is 
purpose, that we might live through Him, i.e. uccome par
takers through Him of the life of blessedness. It is especially 
in its purpose that the sending of His Son is the manifesta
tion of God's love to us. The more particular description of 
the Son of God as o µovoryevryr;, which is frequently found in 
the Gospel of John, appears only here in his Epistles. In 
Luke (vii. 12, viii. 42, ix. 38) and in the Epistle to the 

1 Even Ebrarcl h:1s not 11erceived the difficulty. It lies in this, th:1t liy ;;,,, 
"'· T.:I.. something is mentioneu which happened for us, hut not which happened 
lo us; differently in John ix. 3. Ilriickncr thinks that the difficulty is removc,l 
hy the fact that "in the purpose of the scn(ling of Christ there also lies some
thing which l1appcned lo us ; " incorrectly, since even ii' the purpose of that is 
our life ('l,a. t"""'"-"), yet it cannot be sai,l that the love shown in the sending 
of Christ has manifcstc,l itself to us ; the result is then that ei{!aV!p.,dn is taken 
= "h:1s operated," and that an emph::tsis is l:1id on ,, "I'-'' \l'hieh it does not 
receive from the context. 

0 Liieke incorrectly obser\'Cs that ,Yith this connection there is in l, np.,, 
"something superfluous aml unsuital,k." This is so far from being the case', 
that it is just in this that the apo,tle arri\'es at the ('Onsi<leration of the 
rcbtiouship between God and the belic1·cr. True, the lo,·c of God relates to 
the 1rhole worlcl, John iii. lG: "Y"'"'"~" J e,o; ,,.,, ,d,,p.o,, aml to all, withont 
exception, He has giYen, by sending His Son, the possibility of not being lost, 
Lnt obtaining eternal life, but the loving purpose of Gou is accomplishctl only 
in them that believe ; the unbelieving remain ;, opyJ ,,-oii e,,;; ; hence the lovco 
of Goel to the world is more narrowly limited. than His love to believers, who 
are His ,.;,.,,., 
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Hebrews (xi. 17), µovo7ev11, denotes the only child of his 
parents. So the expression is used by John also to denote 
Christ as the only Son of God, "besides whom His :Father 
has none." This predicate is suitalile to Him, inasmuch as 
He is the AO"fO', who is €V apxfj, 7rpo, TOV Beov, 0eoc;. Lorinus 
arliitrarily explains µovo7ev~, = a7a7r17-r6,; comp. l\Ieyer on 
John i. 14. Calvin rightly remarks: "quod unigenitnm 
appdlat, ad auxesin valet." How great the love of God, in 
that He sent His only-begotten Son in order that we might 
live ! Baumgarten-Crusius: "µovoryev11, and t1croµev are the 
llriucipal words: the most glorious ... for our salvation!" 

Ver. 10. iv Tov-r<p €CTTtv 'T/ arya7r1J] i.e. "ltcrcin consists lore," 
love is in its nature of this kind. Oecurnenius inaccurately: 
€V TOVT<p, Oet/CVVTat, OT£ U,Yll'Tr'TJ €CTTIV D Beoc;; for €CTTt is not = 
OE!/CVVTat; nor is TOV Beov to be supplied with 1/ aryar.17 
(with Li.icke, de "\Vette, Driickner, etc.), but the expression 
means love in 9cncrnl, as in ver. 7 in the words : 11 1irya1r17 l,c 
Tou Bt0v iuT{ (Diisterdieck, Ebranl, llraune). - ovx on 17µ,e'ic; 
1J'Ya'TrlJCTaµ,ev TOV Beov, 11,;\;\' OT£ /C,T,A.] Grotius a.ml Lange 
arLitrarily render ovx on here = on oux. Several com
mentators take the first part as, according to its sense, a 
subonli1rnte clause = 11µ,wv µ,1) J7a-rr1Juu.v-rwv; Meyer: "Herein 
consists Ion, in that, although ,rn had not previously loved 
God, He nevertheless loved us;" 1 this, however, is incorrect; 
as J olm in ver. 7 has said that love is i,c -rov Beov, so here 
also he \\·ould emphasize the fact that lo,·e has its origin not 
in man, lmt in God; it is originally in Gou, and not first 
called forth in Him by the love of men; the latter is rather 
first the outcome of the divine love;~ the words oux on there
fore; serve to specify lo,·e as something llivine, not, howewr, 
as Diistcnlieck (who otherwise interprets correctly) thinks, to 
emphasize tl1e fact ihat " the love of God tu us is entirely 
undcscrvctl;" this is a thought which is only to be derived 

1 Similnrly n Lnpi,lc: Ilic cnritatem D,•i pnn,l"rat et (•xaggerat ex en, r1110,l 
Deus nulla dilectione, 1111110 obsc'Juio nostro prorocalus, imo multis injuriis et 
sccleribus nostris offcnsus, prior tlilcxit nos. 

" With this inlerprdation it is nut nt all ncccs,ary, as TI:mmgarten-Crnsius 
thinks, to gin a ,Efferent meaning tu the '" in each case: "not as if ... hut 
in th,· fad thnt;" but oT, has the same meaning both times, ns the sense is: 
"this is not tl,c n:1turc of the Joye that,,,, were the first to Ion, but that God 
was the first to lore." 
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from the statement of the apostle (Braune). - nµ,1:'ic; and 
airr6c; arc emphatically contrasted with one another. - Kal 

a7TEO"T€tA€ TOV vlov aiJTou /C,T.X.J states the actual proof of 
aVTO<; TJ"'JU.7T'TJO"EV nµ,ac; ; here also the special emphasis rests, 
not on a7TE<TT1:tXe, but on iXac-µ,ov IC.T.X., which corresponds to 
the iva t~o-(J)µ,EV of ver. 9, inasmuch as it states the basis of 
the tw1; with iXao-µ,6v, comp. chap. ii. 2. The aorists 
7J"'Ja7T~o-aµ,ev, TJ"'JU.7TE'<TE', a7TE<TTE'tXev, are to be retained as his
torical tenses ( de W ette) ; by the perfect a7reo-rnX,cev, ver. 9, 
the sending of Christ is merely stated, whereas the aorist 
employed here narratively depicts the loving act of God in 
the sending of His Son (Lucke). 

Ver. 11. Conclusion from vv. 9 and 10, giving the motive 
for the exl1ortation in ver. 7. -The love of God (previously 
described: ouTwc;) to us obliges us, believers, to love one 
another. The obligatory force lies not merely in the example 
given by God's act of love, but also in this, that we by means 
of it have become the children of God, and as such l<J1:e as He 
loves (Li.icke). At the same time, however, the correspond
ence between nµ,ac; and ciXX~Xouc; is to be observed ; the 
Christian, namely, as a child of God, feels himself bound to 
love his brother because he knows that God loves him, anJ 
him whom God loves God's child cannot hate. 

Ver. 12. The blessing of brotherly love is perfect fellow
ship "'ith God. - Ehov OUOE'tc; 7T'W7TOTE' TE"0eaTat] comp. ver. 20 
and Gospel of J olm i. 18. In opposition to Rickli's view, 
that these words were spoken in polemic reference to the 
false teachers who pretended to see God, i.e. to know Him 
fully, Li.icke rightly asserts that in that case the apostle 
would have more definitely expressed the polemic element ; 
Te0eaTat does not here at all denote spiritual seeing or know
ledge (Hornejus, Neanrler, Sander, Erdmann), but seeing in 
the strict sense of the word ( de \V ette, Dii.sterdieck, Braune). 
,T olm, however, does not here emphasize this invisibility of 
God (in which He is infinitely exalted above man; comp. 
1 Tim. vi. 16) in order to suggest that we can reciprocate 
the love of Goll, not directly, but only through love to our 
cisiulc brethren (Li.i.cke, Ebrard; similarly Hornejus, Lange, 
etc.), but in order thereby to emphasize still more the follow
ing : o Eho, iv 1jµiv µEvH "·, X. as the Scholiast in l\fatthiae 

.lllEYEr..-1 Jo11x. 2 E 
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indicates by paraphrasing: o aopaTO<; 0eo<; ,cal. averptKTO<; Ota 
rij, ei,; aX)..~>..ou, ary<t7r1J<; iv ~µiv µevci; a Lapide conectly 
interprets : licet cum non videamus, tamen, si proximum 
diligamus, ipse invisibilis erit nobis praesentissimus (so also 
de \Vette, Diisterclicck, Erdmann, Myrberg, Braune). The 
7rro7roTe which is added shows that TeBeaTai is regarded as 
the simple perfect, and does not "include past and present" 
(Lucke) ; nevertheless ,vith the thought : " no one has seen God 
at any time," the further thought: "no one can see Him," is 
tacitly combined. That the apostle had in view the passage 
Ex. xxxiii. 20 (Sander), is the more improbable, as both 
thought and expression are different. In reference to the 
appearances of God which the 0. T. in Gen. xii. 7, xvii. 1, 
and elsewhere, relates, Spener rightly remarks: "All such 
was not the seeing of the Divine Being Himself, hut of an 
assumed form in which His being manifested itself." - iav 
arya7rwµev u)..>..~>..ou<,, 0 Boo', iv 17µiv µfvH] In these words the 
blessing of brotherly love is stated: With brotherly love 
fellowship with God is a~sociated, because, indeed, love is of 
God. The explanation of several commentators : " if we Ion\ 
one another, tltcn it may thereby be known that God is in us," 
weakens the thought of the apostle.1 God's dwelling in us jg 

certainly not meant to be represented here as a result or fruit 
of our love to one another (as Fromnumn, p. 109, interprets); 
and just as little is it the converse relation; but it is the 
inseparable co-dependence of the two elements, which mutually 
condition each other (so also Braune). - Kal. 17 ciry,i1r1J avTou 

... I ' ' ' , ~ ] , ' , ' ~ • t I "tl T€T€/\,ttCJJµev17 EG'TW €V 17µtv 'I] arya7r1} auTOU IS no iere 1e 

love which God has to us" (Calovius, Spencr, Rnssmeyer, 
Sander, Erdmann, etc.), for the idea T•T0XttwµEv17 iuT{v does 
not agree with this, comp. ver. 18, but the love which the 
lJelicver has; ariTou may, however, be either the objcctiYe 
genitive (so most commentators) or ihc !!nhjcctive genitive; 

1 '\'eiss insists on this interpretation, because "it is meant to br shown how 
we have in brotherly Jove the 1·isible c\·i<lrncr, of an existence of Go,l who is in 
1Iimsclf im:isil,lc ;" incorrectly, for (1) Christians need no visible proof of the 
existence of the invisible God, and, b,•si,Ic-s, it is not the cxistmce of God, but 
G0tl's <lwclling in us, de., that is the subject h,·re; (2) the conjunction ,.;, 
shows that the sulionlinatc clame states the collllilion under which whnt is 
statr,1 in the principal clause takes place ; (3) the supplement of :i 'Y""'~"'!'-" is 
purely arbitrary. 
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but in the latter case we must not interpret, with Socia.us : 
"ea dilectio, quam ipse Deus nobis praescripsit," nor, as Calvin 
thinks probable: "caritas, quam Deus nobis inspirat," but 
"the love which is inhennt in God" (which is His nature and 

• J~ auTov) ; this, however, considered as dwelling in believers 
(iv 11µ,'iv) as the soul of their life (so also Briicka.er and 
Braune). This explanation, in which no object which would 
restrict the general idea of love has to be supplied (comp. 
vv. 7, 8, 16, 18), deserves the preference, because the specific 
love to God is first mentioned in ver. 19. Quite unjustifiably 
Ebrard asserts that ~ ary. auTou denotes " the mutual loving 
relationship between God and us; comp. ii. 5." 

Ver. 13. The token of our fellowship with Goel ( €V auTp 
µ,evop,€11 corresponds to the preceding: ~ arya1r7J aUTOU .. , €11 
17µZ11) is: on €IC Tov 1T"11d,µaror; atiTOv oeow,c€v 17µ,'i11; comp. 
iii. 24. The expression : J,c Tau 1T"11evµaTor; (instead of To 
7rl/€vµa), is explained by the fact that the 7r11evµ,a of God is 
the entire fulness of the life of God operating in believers, of 
which his share is given to each individual. The expression 
is not to be connected with the Dtalp€<J'tr; TWl/ xapurµaTWll, of 
which Paul speaks in 1 Cor. xii. 4, 11. Compare Acts ii. 1 7 ; 
in reference to Christ it is said : ou,c €/C µfrpov StSw,n -ro 
r.veuµa, Gospel of John iii. 34 .. Against the view that by 
r.11evµa here "love " or a similar quality is to be understood, 
Spener says : " it is the Spirit Himself, and not • His gifts 
only, that we receive." 1 - in does not mean " if" (Baum
garten - Crusius), for John supposes that his readers an 
believers, and as such are certainly partakers of the Spirit. 

Vv. 14, 15. That love brings with it fellowship with God, 
is caused by the fact that God is love and love springs from 
God. But God's love was made manifest by the sending of 
His Son, and this is testified by the apostles, who themselves 
have seen Him. The last thought which ver. 14 expresses 
serves as an introduction to the thought that follows in 
ver. 15, in which the believing confession (and therefore 

1 ,v eiss incorrectly uses this passage as a proof that, whilst Jesus consiuereil 
the Holy Ghost as a personal being, John hail not yet perfectly taken holcl of 
this conception; for even if it be aumittcu that the expression useu hero cloe5 
not specify the personality of the Spirit, yet it is in no way contradictory 
to it. Besiues, ,v eiss himself aumits that the passage: .,..; .,,,,.-;;,.,,_ i .. .,.,. " 
aAillua; (chap. v. 6), points to the personality of the Spirit, 
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faith) is described as the contlition of fellowship with God, 
and hence also of trne love. - Kal ~µei'c;'] By 17µe'i,, John 
means here himself and his fellow-apostles; comp. Yer. 6. -
7'E0eaµe0a Kat µapTvpouµev, comp. chap. i. 1, 2. TE0eaµe0a 
expresses the direct seeing (Gospel of John i. 14), not know
ledge through the medium of others. The apostles saw that 
the Father sent the Son, inasmuch as they saw the Son Him
self-and not after the flesh merely, but also as the µ0110~1e11~, 
7,apa 7raTpo,. "With Te0eaµe0a corresponds the closely-con
lleCted idea µapTvpouµev, which presupposes one's own 
direct experience; comp. Gospel of Johu i. :H. -The subject 
nf this testimony is : ht a 7ran1p U'Trf UTaAKE TOIi viov UCJJT~pa 
TOU Kouµov, comp. vv. 9, 10; UWT~pa T. "· states the purpose 
of the sending-, which does not refer to particular elect ones, 
but to the whole number of sinners (comp. chap. ii. 2 and 
Gospel of ,John iii. 16). -Yer. 15. With aµo)..o-y1uv, comp. 
Yer. 2. The subject of the confession is: in 'I11uov, fo,tv o 
vioi; TOU Beau; this is precisely what the antichrists <leny ; 
comp. vv. 2 and 3. - "\Yeiss erroneously interprets: ""\Vhoso
ever abides in this confession, in hi;n it is seen that God is in 
him;" the words "in him it is seen" arc a mere interpolation. 

Ver. 16. The beginning of this verse: Kat ,7µe1,;;, is indeed 
of the same import as the beginning of ver. 14; but ~µe'i,i; here 
lloes not merely mean the apostles (:\Iyrberg), for otherwise iv 
11µ.'iv also would have to be referred to them, and a contrast, 
l1ere inappropriate, would be drawn between the apostle-; aml 
the readers, bnt it is used in its more general sense (as rnust 
eornmentators take it), which is also indicated by the connec
tion of this verse with the preceding one. - "\Yith i711wKaµ,c11 
Kd 7rE7rtUTEvKaµev, comp. John vi. G !1. As the object of 
faith must have been previously made known to us, and hence 
made the subject of knowledge lJefore ,,·e can take hold of it 
in faith, and as, on the other hand, it is only through faith that 
knowledge becomes the determining principle of our lifo, arnl 
these two elements mutually condition each other continually 
in the Christian life, knowledge, therefore, can be put before 
faith, as here, and faith can also lJC put before kno,Yled~e, as 
in Jolin vi. u'J.1 -T11111i~111.1,7111, i)1,;[XH o 01:0, iv 17µ'i11] i;; not, 

1 L:'-kc: "True faith is, accorclingtn.Tohn, intvlli;;ent anJexperirnce,I: Ink 

l:,uw!tu;,;e is a believing k11owkcl;;1!, llotl..t to;;ether form the complct,_• Chri>tiao 
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with Wilke (Hcrmeneutik des N. T. II. 64), to be interpreted: 
"the love which God has in us, i.e. as a love dwelling in us," 
or, with Ebrard: "God's love which He has kindled in us, by 
means of which, as by His own nature, He works in us," for 
the verbs E"/VW1'aµcv and 'TT'f.7rLUTf.V1'aµcv show that the subject 
here is not something subjective, and therefore not our love 
(which only in so far as it is the outcome of the divine love 
is described as the love which God has in us), but something 
objective, and therefore the love of God, which has manifested 
itself in the sending of His Son for the propitiation for our 
sins. ev if; used here just as in ver. 9. The following words: 
o 0co', CL"/U'TT'TJ EU'Tt, 1'.T,-,..,, which arn closely connected with 
what immediately precedes, form the keystone of the fore
going, inasmuch as the particular ideas of the previous context 
are all embraced in them. - On o Seek a"/, EUTL, see ver. 8. -
"a' o µev<,,v 1'.T.A. is the inference from the thought that God 
is love, in this way, namely, that all true love springs from 
Him. The idea of love here is not to be restricted to brother!!) 
love (ver. 12, eav a'Ya'TT'wµcv a"'A,;\~;\ov,), but (as also Diister
dieck, Braune, and Weiss remark) 1 is to be understood quite 
generally.2 The idea of fellowship with God is here expressed 
just as in ver. 15. If J obn makes it at one time dependent 
on knowledge, and at another dependent on love, this is ex
plained by the fact that to him both knowledge and love are 
the radiations of that faith by means of which the new birth 
operates. 

Ver. 1 7. After the apostle has said in ver. 16 that he that 
dwelleth in loi:c (and therefore no one else) has fellowship with 
God, he now indicates wherein love shows itself as perfected; 
the thought of this verse is accordingly connected with the 

conviction, so that John, when he wants to express this very strongly, puts them 
both together, in which case it is indifferent whether the one or the other comes 
first." Comp. also N eamler on this passage, aml KoEtlin, der Lehrbegr. des Ev. 
etc., pp. 63, 215 ff. 

1 Weiss further erroneously obserns that "here also being in God is not to be 
made dependent on love, but love on being in Go<l." 

" Ebrard intro<luces a reference foreign to the passage when he includes in f''"" 
l. .,.~ .. .,,,,..,,., also the "dwelling in the love of God to us, in faith in God's 
love;" Erdmann also incorrectly interprets : ""'ff''"" i, .,.~ tl:ya:,,., cadem ::mimi 
nostri ad caritatem Dei relatio clcnob1tur, quae verbis ,.,,,,.;,.,.,,,. "") .,,.,.,,.,.,.r,o• 
""""'" significatur." Had the apostle meant this, he wonhl have ad<le<l to a:yi..,,-~, 
ns a. more particular <lclinition, .,.,;; a .. ii. Comp. Gospel of John xv. 10. 
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preceding: o µEvwv Jv -rfi ct"fUTT"fl· - tv -rou-rip T€'Tt'A€f.w-rat 17 
,i"fa1T''T/ µ€0' 17µwv J Several commentators, Luther, Calvin, 
Spener, Grotius, Hornejus, Calovius, Semler, Sander, Besser, 
Ewald, etc., understand by 17 a'Ya1T''T/ " the love of God to us," 
interpreting µ€0' ~µwv = el,; ~µas, and T€T€'A.€{w-rat as referring 
to the perfect manifestation of the love of God ; Grotius : hie 
est sumrnus gradus delectionis Dei ergo. nos.1 This interpre
tation, however, has the context against it, for in ver. 1 G : o 

I ' ~ > I 11 • 18 t ,l., 1 r.) > >I µ€VWV €V 7Tf lL"flL1T''[l, as we as Ill ver. : 0 .,.,o,-,o<; OU/C €U'TlV 

Jv -rfi ci'/ll1T'lJ, by U"fll1T''T/ is meant the love of man, the love that 
(hrnlls in us ; comp. also ver. 1 ~- Here also, therefore, ci"fa7i''T/ 
must be understood of this love, with Estius, Socinus, Lange, 
Li.icke, de ·wette, Neander, Gerlach, Diisterclieck, Braune, etc.; 
-re-re'A.e{w-rat is used in the same sense as T€'T€A€twµEV'T/ Ja-7w, 
vcr. 12 ; corn p. also ver. 18 : 17 T€"A.da U"fll1T''T/. •- It is not the 
object of the love that is described by µe0' ~µwv, for µ€-ra is 
not= eli;, but it means "in ;" 2 it either belongs to the verb: 
" therein is love made perfect in us " (Liicke, de "\Vette, 
Diisterdieck, Braune, etc.; Enlmmrn, who explains µe-ra = iv), 
or to a'Ya-r.'T/: "the love which exists (prevails) in us i,;," etc. 
"\Vith the first construction, the addition appears rather super
lluous; besides, its position would then be more natural before 
~ a"fa1T''T/, The underlying idea is that the lorn which has 
come from God (for all love is J,c -rov 0eov) has made its abode 

1 !-,amler: "That it is made pa.feet must only mean: this love of God wliich 
was manifested in the sending of Ilis Son is lllanifestccl in its might :i.ncl glory 
in this, that, as overcoming cnrythiug, it brings us so far that we," ctc.
Calovins: Pcrficitnr dilcctio Dci in nohis, non ratione sui, sic cnim absolute 
perfecta est, set! ratione nostri, non ,p10aJ cxistcntiam, sc,! qnoad expericntiam, 

·, Hence ;, a;,. µ.,A';,µ.;;;, is neither=;,.-.,-. (.,-,ii e.,ii) ,;; ;,µ.a;, nor=;, a;,a.,,.n 
(nµ.;;,) ,;; ,;_;_;,_,)_,.;, as Liicke in his lsl c,l. interprets (" our low amongours,·lns, 
i.e. our mutual love"); still less justiliabh· is tht• intc·rprd:1tion of Riekli: "the 
mutual lo\·,, Letwecn GoJ and the bdic\·cr;" for .Jolrn nenr indu,!C's Goel :1.11<I men 
in;,,,,,;;. "\\'hen Ebrnr,l, a1h11ittin_g this, n,·,·erthl'less aecq,ts the interpretation o[ 
J:ii,kli as far as the s1·1isc is con1·crn1•,\, L'xplaining "the love o[ Goel with 11, '' 1,y 
"tlu, ]o\'C which cxi.sts l,etwecn (;,,,\ :u1<l 11,," this is purely ar!Jitrary, for e\·cn 
thon_c;h 1..-.J. is frcrp1e11tly use,! lo ,lennlc a ,·,·ci111·ocal action (sec "\Yincr, p. 336; 
YII. J,. :JGZ ff.), yet thi;; refer'"nce is here un,uital,k, for it is not Goel allll we, l,ut 
loi·c and ice, that arc phce,l tngeth,·r. )101\·,n·cr, to snpply .,.,;; e.,;; with ;, 
,;,_,;,"°" is at the Lest only 1lcfc-nsible if in µ.,A';,_.,_;;,, thr subject to which tlw low, 
n·fors is statl'll; lmt this is gralllm:itically impos,ihle. If, as Ebrani thinks, 
;, "Y""" ,IL'note, not Ion', hut the lo\·c-1·tl"li011,/,i11, then ;, a;·"""" µ.,f ;,,_.,_;;,, may 
ou!y 11wan "the loving~n•latiou:--ldp that l'Xisl~ :u11011.~ us;" this idea, liowc.:vcr, 
as ELranl with justice says, cloes not suit the context. 
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with believers. Here, also, ~ arya7T'1J is used without more 
particular definition, as in ver. 16, and is therefore not to be 
limited to a specific object (so also de Wette, Diisterdieck, 
Braune); it is therefore neither merely " love to the bretlwen" 
(Socinus, Liicke,1 etc.), nor merely "love to Goel" (Lange, Erd
mann); Baumgarten-Crusius not incorrectly explains the idea 
by "the sentiment of love;" only it must not be forgotten that 
true love is not merely sentiment, but action also; comp. chap. 
iii. 18. - tlv TOVTtp does not refer to the preceding, nor to 
dwelling in love, nor to fellowship with God, but to what 
follows; not, however, to on, as Beza/ Grotius, etc., assuming 
an attraction, think, but to tva 7rapp11u{av exwµev EV Tfi ~µepq, 

n'j, ,cpiuEw<;. From ver. 18 it is clear that the chief aim of 
the apostle is to emphasize the fact that perfect love ( ~ TEA.Eta 

1l7a7T'r,, ver. 18) is free from fear, or that he who is perfect in 
love (Tf.Tf.A.f.UJ)µEvo, EV Tfi arya1rv) QXperiences 110 fear, but has 
confident boldness (1rapp11uta). The thought of this verse is 
no other than this, that love has its perfection in the fact 
that it fills us with such 1rapp11ula; the clause beginning with 
t'va therefore contains the leading thought, to which the 
following on is subordinated. It is true, the combination ev 

TOUTtp ... tva (instead of gn, vv. 9, 10, and frequently) is 
. strange, but it is quite J olm's custom to use the particle of 

purpose, tva, not seldom as objective particle ; the same 
combination is found in the Gospel of John xv. 8 (Meyer, 
indeed, differently on this passage); comp. chap. iiL 10, 23: 
aUT1J ... t'va (Gospel of John xvii. 3); by tva, 7rapp11u{av 

EXHV is indicated as the goal, not "which God has in view in 
the perfecting of love in us" (Braune), but which the arya1r11 

in its 11erfection attains (Diisterclieck). With 1raphufav 

[xf.lV, comp. chap. ii. 28.3 -The 17µlpa T1J, r.pt,uw, is the 
1 Accoruing to Dertheau's note in the 3u eu. of Liicke's Coimnentury (p. 364), 

Liicke has, however, in the edition of 1851 interpreted. ;, ~yiw" : "brotherly 
love combined. with love to Gou." 

0 Beza's interpretation runs : Charitas adirnpletur in nobis per hoe quou 
<1nalis ille est, tales et nos simus in hoe mm1uo, ut fiduciarn habeamus in die 
juuicii. 

"lu Luthcr's version, "'"ff"';,,_ is here, as elsewhere frequently, translated. by 
'' Frezuligkeit ;" this is not a word dcrived from "Frcudc" (joy), but the ohl 
German word "Freidikeit" (from "freiuic, fraidig ") =haughtiness, boldness, 
confidence (comp. Vilrnar's pastoral-llieol. Bliitter, 1861, vols. I. and II. 
1'· 110 ff.); in the oldn editions it is ,nitten sometimes "freyuickeyt" 
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<hy ifrav cf,avEpw0fj 'l11uou, Xpuno<;, ii. 2_8. The prepo:,ition 
is not to he interpreted= El-., and iixwµev 1s not to be taken as 
a future (Ewald : " that we shall have ") the difficulty that 
anything future (behaviour on the juclgmeut-day) shoulcl. be 
taken as the evidence of perfect love in the present (-re-reAe{
w-rai is not to be taken as future complete, hut as perfect: 
" has been made perfect," or " has become perfect " = " is 
perfected "), is removed if we take it that in iv the r.apprirrla, 
which the believer will have at the judgment-day, aml which 
he already has when he thinks of the judgment, is included, 
which could the more easily occur in J olm, as in his view 
the judgment-day did not lie in far-off distance, but was 
:i.lready concei\-ed as begun (chap. ii. 18). The future 
-:rapp77rr{a is to him in his love already present ; similarly 
de "~ ette, Sander, l3esser.1 

- The following words : on Ka0wr; 
... -rou-rcp, serve to establish the foregoing thought. By 
iKeivo-; we are not to understand, with .Augustine, Iledc, 
Estius, Lyrmrns, Castalio, etc., Goel, hut, with most cotll
mentators, Ch1-ist, who is also suggested by the idea: ,j ~µEpa 
T~<; Kpi'rrew-;. -The comparison (Ka0w-.) docs not refer to eivai 
EV T'fJ Korrµcp TOLIT~tl, so that the sense ,rnuld be: "as Clni~t 
is in this world, so are we also in this worhl," for (1) Christ 
is no longer in this world ( comp. Gospel of ,John xvii. 11 ), 
and (2) in the fact that we are in this world lies no reason 
for 1rapp77rr{a at the day of judgment. By Ka0w-. ... Ka{ it 
is rather the similarity of character that is brought out, as in 
ii. 1 G, where Ka0w-; docs not refer to the idea of 1repi1ra-re'iv 
in itself, but to the character of the walk, so thnt it is to be 

(Wittenb. e,1. 1~2;,), sometimes frcy,ligk<'it (Xiirnlwr,'.; c,I. IG:H), but in I.'i;;i 
(in a Strasburg e,I.) '' freu,ligkeit."' In what s,•nse Luther mulcrstoo,I the won I 
is clearly seen from a sermon on 1 John iv. 16-21 (sec l'lochmann"s e,l. XIX. ;;s;;:,, 
in which he says: "he means tl,at faith shonlJ thus show itself, so that wh"" 
the last ,lay comes, yon may ha,·r /,o/d11,·.<s alltl sta111l Jinn." It is to be ohsnn·,l 
also that s11d1 Hcbrl'W a1al Gre<'k wor,ls as c011tain th,• i,l.,a of joy Luther ncwr 
translates by that word ("boltlness "), but by "joyous," "joy." 

1 nraune, though he ,·xpl:ii11s eorr,·cLly tl11• particular thought, Jcni,·s tl,at 
these two ck•m,·nts are here to be reg:mled :i., ro111hillt0<l; Lnt without entering 
into the tlillicnlty which lies in the expr,·ssion. El,ranl slates the meaning ol 
11,,. words inconcct\y thus: "In the fart th:it the will of Gn,l, that we shoul,I 
lian hohhu•ss in the day of ju,lgmcnt, is internally ren<ale,l tons, an,l manifests 
itsPlf as a power (of confidence) in us (,•,·(·n now). 1111, l 1H'i11g relationship 0f Go,l 
with ns is shown lo be 11,•1-fect." llow many ek111e11ts l'urc:,;11 lo ll,c contc-xl 
arc here intro<lucctl I 
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interpreted: "as tlte character of Christ is, so is our character 
also ;" in the second clause ovrw~ is to be supplied, as in 
1 Cor. viii. 2 ; Eph. iv. 17, 21. What sort of character is 
meant must be inferred from the context; it is entirely 
arbitrary to find the similarity in the temptation (Ilickli) or 
in the sufferings of Christ (Grotius), or in the fact that Christ 
was in the world but not of it (Sander), for there is no such 
reference in the context. But it is also inadmissible to 
regard as the more particular definition of Ka0w<, the 
01Kaio(Tuv17 (Diisterdieck), or the Sonship of God (Liieke: "as 
Christ is the Son of God, so are we also children of God"), 
for neither do these ideas appear in the context. We are 
rather to go back to o µ€vwv f.V Tfj a;ya7rr,, and accordingly to 
refer Ka0w<, to lo1:c (so Lorinus: "reddit nos charitas Christo 
similes et conformes imagini filii Dei ;" Bengel, de W ette, 
Ewald, l\fyrberg, Braune, etc.1), so that the sense is: "if we 
live in love, then we do not fear the judgmeut of Christ, 
because then we are like Him, and He therefore cannot 
condemn us." 2 The present f.(J"Tt is to be retained as a present, 
and not to be turned into the preterite (Oecumenius : w<, 

EKEtVO<; ~v €V T<tJ KOO'µ<p aµwµoc; Ka~ Ka0apoc;). Love is the 
eternal nature of Christ, comp. iii. 7 : Ka0(J)<; fKEtVO<; o{Kato<; 

E(J"TlV. In the concluding words: Jv T<tJ Kouµrp TovT<p, 

which belong, not to Jun, but only to Juµ1:v, it is brought out 
that we are still in the earthly wol'ld (Kauµ,o<, ovTo-. is not 

1 The reference of "rzew; to love is the only one ilcmandecl by the context, so 
that it is not Buitablc to regard love only as a single clement in the likeness of 
believers to Christ which is here spoken of, as is the case with Liickr, for 
instance. Erilmann lays the chief emphasis not so much on love as on fellow
ship with God, which exists in love; but by ""d.,; ... 1H, it is not a relation• 
ship, but a quality that is indicated. 

2 Ehrard in his interpretation arrives at no definite result; as, on his supposi
tion that the centre of the tcrtii comparntionis lies in the worils i, "'o/ "'Ufl-'f 
"''"""o/, the present ,u.-i is objectionable to him, he would prefer to conjecture 
",~-rtJ;" instead of iu.-i; but "as a faithful attention to the rcquirc1111mts or 
Jliblical exegesis woul'1 scarcely permit such a conjecture," he thinks that 
nothing else remains but either to suppose that 1u,,-i (in the sense of a historical 
present) "is ach]('(l as an indifferrnt, colourles.~ woril," or to rcfor ""'~°'; 1". ,,.,.,, 
to the fact that Christ even now "still exists in the wicked world to ci certain 
<'Xlenl, namely, in the Church, which is His boily." Ebrar,l regarils the St'c'OIHI 
C'onjecture as the more correct, and in accordance with it thus states the sense : 
"W c look forward to the juclgment with boldness, for, as He (in His Church) is 
~~ill persecuted by the wickctl worhl (even at the present day), so arc we also iu 
this world (as lambs among wolves)" (!). Ebrarcl groun,llcssly mainbius, 
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an ethical idea), whereas Christ has already ascended from it 
into heaven. 

Yer. 1 S serves to esta!Jlish the preceding thought, that 
love has its pe:rfot:tion in r.app17ula. - <f,o/3ar; av,c fo-rw Jv ,f, 
,1.~11ir.n] The thought is quite general in its character: "where 
loYe i;;, there is no fear" (Ebrard) ; <f,o/3or; is therefore not 
specially the fear of God, and by alya1r17 we are not to under
stand specially love to Goel, but at the same time this general 
thought is certainly expressed here in reference to the relation
ship to God. It is quite erroneous to explain a,1ya1r17 here, 
with Calvin, Calovius, Flacius, Spener, etc., as " the love of 
God to us ;" 1 but it is also incorrect, with Li.icke and others, 
to understand by it, specially, brotherly love.2 - The preposi
tion Jv is not== with (a Mons: ne se trouve avec la charite); 
Luther correctly : "Fear is not in love;" i.e. it is not an 
clement in love, it is something utterly foreign to it, which 
only exists outside it. Dy the following words : a}..}..,' 17 

TEAELa U!"fU.1T'TJ ggw /3aAi\.c£ TOV <f,o/3ov, the preceding thought 
is confmucd and expanded : love not only has no fear in it, 
lmt it does not even endure it; where it enters, there must 
fear completely vanish. Beza inadequately paraphrases the 
a<ljective -rcXda by: sincera, opposita simulationi; it is not 
love in its first beginnings, love which is still feeble, but love 
in its perfection, that completely casts out fear. The reason 
why lo\"C does not suffer fear to be along with it is: on o 
against the explanation ginn in the text, "that with it an ,;;,,..,r coulJ. not be 
olllitte<l, nay, that c\·en this would not sulfice, hut that it would have to 
rcacl: :t~, t1To; l,u7w0; I0"..-1, ,."uU-:-d, xiz} T/p.i7, lD'f'O, and thnt even then the 
J•a~sage remains obscure enough;" and "that with this aeccptation ,, ""· "· -:-. 
almost appears 11uitc supcrlluons am! foreign." Against the statement that 
"our eonlhlenee in \·i,·w or the judgmcnt coulJ. not possilJ!y Le founde,I on 
our likeness to Christ, but only on the love of Gou as manifested in Christ," it 
is a decisive answer that John in other passages as well makes tho <raiir.~:a 

,lcpendent upon our chnrncter, comp. ii. 28, iii. 21. 
1 Cal<Jvius interprets: charitas tlivina, 11uae llJ>Jm,l,en.,a per fi,lc111, omnem 

s,·n·ih·m timorelll expellit, whereby a rcfrrcncc foreign to the context is plainly 
introduced. 

"F"r justification or this interpretation Liickc refers to the words: ;·;., :,;.).>.11 
.,.,, ,;,r-,,,, auJ. rcnrnrks: "it cannot be sai,I of the lo\·e of God in its pcrfeetion, 
that it casts out fear of God, for it has not got auy." But John ,locs not say 
that love casts out frar out or itsc·lf; the idea r.,tl1l'r is: it ,lrin·s fear out of the 
l11•art in which it dwells lwforc it \Ion·) ol,tains its entrance. If ,;;,,.,,., au,l 
1,/3,, ere meant to have ,liffcrcnt rcfen·nc,·s, the apostle wonl,l n·rtaiuly Im·.-,, 
imlicate<l this. 
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<po/3or; /CoAarnv EXE£. The word ICOAautr; (besides here, 
only in li:fatt. xxv. 4G; comp. Wis<l. xi. 14, xvi. 2, :24, 
xi..x. 4) has always the meaning of "punishment" (also LXX. 
Ezek. xiv. 3, 4, 7, xviii. 30, xliv. 32, as incorrect translation 
of ~i~?I?) ; if we adhere to this meaning, that expression can 
only mean: fear has pnnishment, in which case that which it 
has to expect is regarded as inherent in it, just as on the 
other hand it could be said: iJ aryar.11 exEi tw~v alc/mov (this 
being considered as future happiness, as in :Matt. xxv. 46); 
this idea has nothing against it, for fear, as rooted in unbelief, 
is in itself deserving of punishment, and therein lies the 
reason (oTt) why perfect love casteth out fear.1 Several 
commentators, however, explain ,co°Aauir; by "pain," thinking 
that " here causa is put pro effcctu " (Ebrard), or, in more 
correspondence with the thought, by " pain of punishment" 
(Besser, Braune, so also previously in this comm.); similarly 
Li.i.cke explains KoMuir; = " consciousness of punishment." 
The thought that then results is indeed right in itself, for 
" certainly this having of ,co°Aauir; does actu,ally show itself 
in the consciousness or the pain of the expectation of 
punishment" (Bri.i.ckner); but such a change in the meaning 
of the idea ,co°Aauir; cannot be grammatically justified. The 
following sentence : o 0€ <f,of3ovµEvor; OU TETEAfl(J)Tat €V Tfj 
a.r•1a1r"r,, which is not connected with the subordinate clause 
on o <f,o/3or; K.T.°A., but with the preceding principal clause, 
does not contain a conclusion from this (oe is not=ovv), but 
(as Braune also thinks) expresses the same thought in 
negative form (hence the connection by oe) ; only with this 
difference, that what was there expressed in an objective way, 
here receives a subjective aspect. It needs no proof that the 
apostle has in view in this verse no other fear than that of 
which Paul says, Rom. viii. 15 : ou,c e°Aa/3ETE r,vEuµa oov°AElar; 
-;ra°Aiv El, rpo/3ov, and therefore not the childlike awe of God 
arising from the consciousness of God's glory, which forms an 
essential element of love to God.2 The conjectures of Grotins, 

1 It is unnecessary to take the abstract(• tp•/3") for the concrete(, tpo/3,u!'"•;), 
ns de Wette and Diisterdieck do; de Wette incorrectly interprets 'X" by 
"receives," and Baumgnrten-Crusius by "keeps, tenet, thinks of ... punish
ment" (so that the sense is: "Fear knows nothing of mercy, of love"). 

z That the fear which the apostle means hns its necessary place also in the 
,lcvclopml'nt of the spiritual lifo, Augustine strikingly expresses thus: Timar 
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instead of Ko""A.autv: KDAouutv (i.e. mutilationem ; so that the 
sense is: "rnctus amorcm mntilat atque infringit, ::mt prohibet, 
ne SC exserat "), and instead of rf,o/3ouµevoc;: KOAouoµEVO<; (" qui 
mntilatur ant impcditur in dilectione, is in Pa pcrfectus 11011 

est"); and that of Lamb. Bos : instead of Ko">-..aaw, ,cw">-..uaiv, 
are not merely useless, but even rob the thought of the 
apostle of its peculiar force. 

Yer. 1 \I. 11µ.'i, a7a1rwµEv] Acconling to this reading (omit 
aihov), ci7ar.[j.v is here to be taken in the same comprehensirn 
way as a"fU7T'TJ in ver. 1 G (Diisterdieck, 1iiyrberg,1 Ebrard), 
and must not be restricted to "brotherly lorn" (Lucke). -
ci7ar.wµev, in analogy with a7a7rwµEv in ver. 7, and with 
ocpd">-..oµfV, ver. 11, is taken by Horuejus, Grotius, Lorinns, 
Lange, Lucke, de ,v ette-Briickncr, lhumgarten-Crnsius, Sander, 
Besser, Diistcrdicck, l\Iyrberg, etc., as imperative subjunctive; 
but it might be more correct to regard this Yerse, just as 
ver. 17, as an expression of the actual character of true 
Christians, with whom, in Yer. 20, liy iav nc; Ei'r.r, the false 
Christian is contrasted, and therefore to take c1.~1a7rwµEv, with 
Beza, Socinus, Spener, Bengel, Rickli, Nean<lcr, Ebranl, Hof
mmm (Srhrijtbcw. II. 2, p. 338), Ilraune, etc., as indicative, in 
favour of which is also the prefixed 17µE'i,. - The reason o[ 
~µiic; ,,.~,ar.wµev is stated in on aVTO<; 7rpWTO', 1i"/U.7TTJUEV 11µ,ii.r;, 
in which the chief emphasis rests on 7rpwTO<;; comp. vv. !) , 10. 

Yer. 20-chap. v. 1. Proof of the necessary co-existence ol' 
love to Goel and love to the brethren. The absence of the 
latter is evidence of the absence of the for1np1·; where love to 
God is, brotherly love also cannot be wanting. 

Ver. 20. This verse diYidcs itself into two parts, the second 
part confirming the thought of the first. - t!c,v nc; Et'r.n] The 
same form of thought as in chap. i. G ff. - on c.i'Yar.w Tov 
BEoV J OT£ is used, as frequently, at the COllllll('IICClllCllt of the 

rprnsi locnm pmq1al':1t d1al'itati. Si anll·m 11111111, tirnor, non est <]11:l intret 
,·har it:is. Timor Ul'i si,: nil11cl'aL •1uo1110,lo medi.-i fc.rran1cntnm. Tiuwr m,•1li
~a111l'11tm11, eharitas sa11itas. 'l'imor S<:n·11s l'St d1al'itatis. 'l'imor est custos d 
]':Ll'<lagogns ll'gis, ,lou,·c nniat charilas.-The ditlircut stq,s an• thus sl~ll',\ hy 
Hc•11g:d: varius homi11111n status : si11l' timore d ;unort• : ('Hill tiluorc sine a more; 
cum timorc et amorc; sine timorc cum :unorc. 

1 ::\lyrl>crg n:mark.-;: totum genus amcni-; hi«· 11ropo11itur; scd nl,i totum 
r.:<-nns amoris 111111CllJ'alur, ihi meus a11te omui,1 fcrtnr a,l co11~i<lerationc111 
aw.oris cr;::a Dcum. 
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direct oration. - Kai TOV cioeXcpov avTOU µtt;fi] With µurf, 
corresponds the subsequent o µf/ ci7a-rrwv, comp. chap. iii. 
14, 15. Spener: "not only with actual hatred towards him, 
but even not loving him in l)erfect truth." To hate is the 
positive expression for "not to love" (so also Braune). -
'f£1JCTT1J<; iuTiv] see chap. i. G. The truth that he who hates 
(or, does not love) his brother, also does not love God, the 
apostle confirms by the contrast between &v ewpa,ce and &v 
ovx ewpa,cev, in which the visibility of the brother is con
trasted with the invisibility of God. The perfect indicates the 
permanent state ; comp. ver. 12, Gospel of John i. 18. Li.icke : 
ewpaKevat =" to have before one's eyes ; ,, a Lapide : " vi<lit et 
assidue videt." Socinus incorrectly lays a certain emphasis 
on the preterite when he says: quandoquidem satis est ad 
amorem per cognitionem alicnjus erga illum excitandum, qnod 
quis ipsum aliquando viderit; nee necesse est, ut etiam nunc 
illum videat. The premiss for the conclusion of the apostle 
is, that the visible-as the object directly presented to the 
sight-is more easily loved than the invisible. Even the 
natural man turns with love to the visible,1 whereas love to 
God, as the Unseen, requires an elevation of the heart of 
which only the saved are capable. Hence brotherly love is 
the easier, love to God is the more difficult. In him who 
rejects the former, the latter has certainly no place. The 
truth that love to God is the condition of Christian brotherly 
love, is not in contradiction with this; for that love, as the 
glorification of natural love, has its necessary basis in the 
natural inclination which we have to our visible brother, who 
is like us. It is therefore unnecessary to attach any import
ance to elements which the apostle here leaves quite untouched, 
as is the case with Calvin (with whom Sander, Ebrard, etc., 
agree) when he says: .Apostolus hie pro confesso sumit, Deum 
se nobis in hominibus offerre, qui insculptam gerunt cjus 
imagincin; Joannes nil aliud voluit, quam follacem esse jactan
tiarn, si quis Deum se a.mare dica.t, et rjus imagincm, quae 

1 Oecu1nenius: ,,f>..1{.ut1,:-1r..G" -yl.t.p rfp"t1,; a,-u~ri11. llurnC'jn:;: Sicut on1nis cognitio 
nostm communiter a sensu incipit, ita amor •1110que, uncle facilius et prius 
mnatur, quou. facilius et promptius cognoscitur. Similarly Luther, Calovius, 
etc. Compare also the statement of Gregory (/Jomil. Xl. in Rmng.): Oculi 
sunt in amorc u.uccs; and Philo (a,l D, calog.): "f""X""' ,v1r,{,,,1rdw ~,, ;,.,pa.,,.., 
i;,;r() ,,.;;;" i:; 'Toi.I; ifl-~ttn.7; ~ai Ey,-,~; c&~~rz:~, ,r,r,. 
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ante oc:n1os est, ncgligat ; 1 and with de ,,. dtc in his inter
pretation : " the brother is the visible empiric object of lo,·e ; 
\\'hercas God, the ideal invisible object, can really be loved 
only in hi1il." By the interrogative : 7roor; ovva-rat a7a7r~v 
(comp. chap. iii. 17), and by placing the object Tov 0Eov 
first, the expression gains in vivacity and point. - 7TW<; 

ouvaTat mnst not be taken: " how can he attain to that ? " 
but: "how can we suppose that he loves?" (Baumgartcn
Crusius). Bengel: sermo modalis: impossibile est, ut talis 
sit amans Dei, in praesenti. 

Yer. ~ 1. Alterum argumentum cur amare proximum ( or, 
more correctly: fratrem) debeamus: quia Deus id praecepit 
(Grotius). - Ka{] not= and yet (Paulus) ; for this verse docs 
not contain an antithesis, but an expansion of the preceding 
thought. -Tavnw Thv ivTDXhv K.T.X.] Lange interprets iVToX11 
here by : "teaching; ,, and Grotius paraphrases O a7ar.wv TOV 
0Eov by: qui a Deo pro amante ipsius haheri vult; both false 
and unnecessary ; for although brotherly love is the natural 
fruit and activity of love to God, yet at the same time the 
practice of it is the habitual task which he who loves God 
has to perform, ns one appointed him by God. It is donbtfnl 
"·hethcr we are to understand hy auTou God (Baumgnrtcn
Crusius, de \V cttc, Di.isterdicck. etc.) or Cltrist; that in the 
fatter case i,cdvou 1nust he read is unfounded ; becnusc Tov 
0Eov follows, the second view seems to be the more concct; 
lmt as in the context there is no reference here at all to 
Christ, it might be safer to understand by auTou God. - By 
t'va rcfcning bnck to TaVT1JV, it is here, as frequently after 
verbs of wishing and commnncling, not so much the purpose 
ns the purport of the commandment (the realizntion of ,\'l1ich 
is certninly the nim and object of the commandment) that is 
stated, ,rhich Ilraune here n1so incorrectly disputes. 

1 The objection of Elmml, that "it is not easier to love a person who st:uals 
visil,ly l"'forc me, nn,l hns, for instance, i,1j111·,.il Ill<', tha11 a person whom I h:n·c 
m,t s,·c11 at all," is overthrown by the fa,·t that the apostle docs not here lll:tkc 
the slightest reference to the con,.lnct of persons standing in visible opposition 
to us, Ly whom the natural fcc·liug of lo'!'c towar,l.~ our ,·,1uals is tlestroyc<l aJl(l 
tnrncJ into hate. As the apnstlc is contrasting tho elements of visibility au,! 
i11vi.,ibility, it is so much the !llorc arbitrary to intro,!ncc here a rcforeuec to the 
in,a.~o ])ei, as this is not something 'l'isiblc, but something in'!'isible,-thc 
object, not of sight, but of faith. 
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CHAPTER Y. 

VER. I. Lachm. has bracketed the x.a, before ':"/w 1,1mr,11,ivo~, because 
it is wanting in B, some min. Vulg. Hil. etc. Instead of dv 
yeyevv,i11,evov, N reads ':"o yey. as it runs in ver. 4. - Ver. 2. Instead 
of ':",ipwµ,ev, Ree. in A G K ~, etc., Lachm. and Tisch. read: ,.o,wrw, 
according to B, several min. Vulg. Syr. Thph. etc. The 
authorities, l10wever, decide in favour of ':"r,pwruv, even A; in 
which the following words: a\;':"r, 1ap ... ':"r,owrw, are wanting, 
perhaps through a mistake. Still it remains likely that n;pwrw 
has been inserted as John's usual expression (with iv-:-o'}.J.;) 
instead of ,.o,wµ,ev. - Ver. 5. Instead of the R!'c. ':"i; iam (AG, 
al. pl., Vulg. etc., Lachm. Tisch.), is found in B K, several min. 
etc. : ':"i; fom oe ; r,; oi iar,v; in ~ the oe is inserted, perhaps for 
closer connection of the clauses. - Ver. 6. Instead of a'iµ,(/,-:-o;, 
,."611,a':"o; is found in some min. etc.; in A~. some min. etc., is 
found the addition: x.a,' ;.vevµ,a,o;; others read: '"f,6/1,f/,':"O; wi 
ai11,aros, and a,µ,a,o; x.ai ;.vev11.a':"o; is also found ; ;.vdJ/La,o; is 
evidently a later addition. - The Ree. has before Xp,a-:-6; the 
article o; it is wanting in A G ~ (K: Xp,a':"o; 'Ir,uoG';) and, 
according to the statement of Tisch. 7, in B; according to 
Tisch. 2, it is found in B (namely, e silentio collatorum); 
Buttmann has retained it, as well as Lachmann and Tisch. 2 ; 
Tisch. 7 has, however, rejected it. - Instead of 11.6vov, B reads 
11.6v'f; a correction right according to the sense. - x.aJ ,rji 
a,11,a':"1] According to A B G, and many others, Syr. Copt. 
(with Lachm. and Tisch.), x.ai ?v -:-fi a'iµ,. is probably to be 
substituted. Other variations, as ;.-vsu/u1.,, instead of a,11.ar,, etc., 
do not call for observation; the reading o':"1 Xp1a':"6; instead of 
o':"1 rb r.mvµ,a need only be mentioned, which, because it is found 
in the Vulgate, is the basis of several old interpretations, 
although it is supported by scarcely any other authorities. -
Ver. 7. Before ':"peis, N has the article oi ; but in this it is alone. 
-The words that follow oi 11.ap-:-,poG'v':",; in the Ree.: h ':"'fl 

o~pavl?, o <::'ar~p, o i.6yo; x.ai d dy,ov <::'v.u11,a x.a} oi:-01 
oi ,p,i, ¥v eilI,. (Ver. 8) Ka} ':"p,i; ,la,v ol 11,ap':"upovv':"Es 
iv ':"p r~, are rejected by Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. etc., and 
are considered spurious by almost all modern commentators 
(except Sander, Besser, :Mayer). -They are wanting in all the 
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Om·k Codices, except in 173** ( of the lGth cent.), 34, aml Hi2 ; 
in the two latter, however, which also Lelong only to the llith 
cent., the words: ?.ui oi -:-pii; -:-/, i'v iitr,v, and the articles: o, i, ,i, are 
omitted. They arc wanting-, further, in almost all tltc iu:,iu,1 s. 
With reganl to the Latin Codices, they are ouly found in these 
after the 8th cent. ; the Codex .Amiatinus ( circa 541 ), Harlei
auus ( of the 7th cent.), and others do not contain them ; the 
Codex Demidovianus has transposed them, thus: qnia trcs 
,;unt qui testimouium dant in terra, spiritus, aqua et sanguis, 
et trcs unum snnt. Et tres snnt, qui testimonium dant in 
,:oclo, pater, verbum, et spiritus. - Of the Grcd~ Fall,us 
not a single one mentions them, although reference to them 
would have been very convenient in the Arian controversies; 
just as little is there any reference to them in most of the older 
Latin Fathers, as Hilary, Lucifor, .Ambrose, Faustinus, Jerome, 
_\.ugustine, etc. An allusion to them has incorrectly been 
believed to exist in Tertullian in the passages: c. Pm,:,;. 25, and 
,le Piulicit. 21; on the other hand, Cyprian (de miitatc cccfrsim') 
qeems to refer to them in the words : Dicit Dominus : Ego et 
Pater unum sumus; et iterum de Patre et I•'ilio et Spiritn 
Sancto scriptum est: Et trcs unum snnt. The passage in 
l'hoebadius (4th cent.), cuntm Ariwws, c. 45, refers rather to 
Tertullian than to John; 1 and in Eucherius (;"5th cent.), 1:1>. 
fm·11wlar11111, c. 11, they are only found in interpolated hall(l
\\'riting. They are first certainly quoted by Yigilius (tow:mls 
the end of the 5th cent.) in the Looks written under the name 
of Idacius, contm Varimad11111, by Fulgentius, Cassiodorus (l)f 
the lith cent.), and in many later ones since the Dth cent. -
The peculiar quotation in Cyprian finds its explanation in the 
symbolical interpretation of the words : ,i, ,:;-vi::J,(J., ,o iJowp, an,1 ,i, 

fJ.i,11,a of the Trinity, which is also found in the Schol. in 
:\Iatthaei: oi -:-pe,; 01 ii--::H ,i.p<r,>1xi:,;, 0,1 <r:,:1,/3oi.a ,u:;-:-a ,,;; ,f1u,;,;; 
and in the Schol.: -:-0,,ia-:-1 ,i, --::.e~/J,CJ. -:-/, r'i.110, ?.ui ~ --::u,r,p ;-;r,./ a~-:-i,; 

;,,i;,;oli (and on e·, 1lr11>: -:-o,-:-iu-:-, .,1,,a tho-:-r,;, d; 0,C:;), aJHl which 
Facundus (Gth cent.) has rightly recognised when he says, p,·v 
,!(fens. tri1on l'Ujiil. L. i. e. ;: : tres sunt 1p1i te,;timonium dant 
(iu terra ?) Spiritus, a11ua. et H111guis, et hi lres uuum .sunt 

1 The pnssn~cs in Tcrtnllinn rnn tln1.,: tltc Jirsl: l'l'll'l'lllll ,h• llll'O sill:<•·:, 
i«r111it, sient i['S<' ,le l',1tris. lta conncxns l'ntri;; in Filio <'I Filii in l'ar,wl,,to, 
trcs cfficit cohncrcntcs altcrum ex nltero: qui Ires unnm sunt, non unns, 
,,n01110Uo dielu1n est. Ego t•t l'ah·r 1111u111 sun1u:-;., a•l ,..,.u!J:-itantiac unitat1·m, uon 
:11\ 11nmcri singnl:nilall'lll; //11· .,,:ru11,/: Et ,·cclesia J•l'OJ'l'ie c·t J'l'i11i:ipalitrr ii'"~ 
,·st SJ'iritus, in <JIH> l'st tri11il:ls uui11.; 1li1·i11itatis, l'at,·r et Filins l't S)'iritas 
"anctus. 'l'hc J•assagc in l'l10cl,a,li1h: Sic alius a Filio SJ'iritu,, si,·nl alias,, 
l\11re Filius. ~ie tcrtin. in ~piritu, nt i1, Filio s1'<·111Hla. l'Prsrn1a: 111n1~ t,1111 1~u 
Deus omuia, 11uia trcs unum sunt. 
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. . . qnocl ,J oannis apostoli testimoninm Cyprian us . . . 
tie l'atre, Filio et Spiritu s. intelligit. 1 

- As at lirst the three 
persons of the Trinity were substituted for the former words, as 
was the case with Cyprian, the iclea arose afterwards that they 
were named by the apostle in addition to thc1n, and some 
:Fathers then quoted the passage as it had taken shape in 
accordance with this iclea. - The weight of the eYidence 
against the genuineness of the disputed words is so strong, that 
it is opposed to the fundamental principles of a sound and 
unprejudiced criticism to regard them as genuine. - In the 
Hith cent. the words arc found in most of the Latin transla
tious, as well as in some of the German translations which were 
made in accordance with the Vulgate. ·with regard to the 
l'ditions of the Greek text, the Complutcnsian (Hi04-1514), 
following the Vulgate, accepted them; on the other hand, 
Erasmus in his earliest editions rejected them, as well as Aldus 
)fan utius in the Venetian edition (1518) ; in his translation of 
1::i21 and in the 3d edition of 1522, Erasnnrn, however, accepted 
them, adducing Cod. 34; Stephanus and l~eza, clid the same ; 
"the Ree. sanctioned the claim of this reading" (Braune). Luther 
·,1crl'/" admitted them into his translation.2 They arc first foun(l 
in the tmnslations which appeared in S1uit::crland without 
Lnther's name ; thus in the Zurich edition of Froschover 152!); 
the edition of 1531 also has them, but with the omission of 
"iu earth," P.nd in small print ; in that of 1533 they are printed 
in onliuary letters, whilst they are bracketed in later editions 
of 15-!0, 154:5, 154:!J.3 The Basel edition of Brylling-er,lf>52, has 
them without brackets; the Ziirich edition of Gessner, 1555, on 
the other hand,has them hracketecl.-With regard to the editions 
pul>lished in P,rnil.fiirt on the Jlfain, these words, according to 
the usual statement, are first found in the edition of 1593 ; this, 
however, is incorrect, for they previously occur in the quarto 
edition of 1582, though they are wanting in the octavoofFeyera
hemlt, 1582.' Among the editions printed in T-Vittcnbcrg, the 

1 Ebrani, imke,1, also holds these words to be spurious, but thinks it probable 
that they existed in the )1S8. which were available to Cyprian; this, however, 
is the less to bci inferred from the fact that Vigilius had the passage in his N. T., 
since he quotes it in a corrupt sense. 

' It is strange that the wort!s are fount! explained in Luther's second Com
mentary on the Epistle (Walch) without the slightest reference to their 
spuriousness, whilst in Luther', first Commentary they arc t!istinctly specified 
as spurious. This is no doubt explained by the fact that he base,! his secornl 
edition on the later text of Erasmus. 

3 Accort!ing to Rickli, these brackets were first omitted in Hi9i; Ebrard, on 
the other hand, says that they were already omittc,l in the e,lition of 1561 which 
,ms in his possession. 

• For these am! the following notices I have to thank my fricml Dr. Klose of 

JllEYEl:.-1 Jom,. 2 F 



450 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF THE APOSTLE JOHN. 

quarto edition of Zach. Lehmmm, 159G, is probably the first that 
admitted the words; hut again they arc wanting in many later 
editions ; the last which does not contain them is the quarto of 
1620, which was published by Zach. f:ichlirer at Joh. Richteris. 
- In the 17th cent. their genuineness was defended - cer
tainly on insufficient and false grounds. After Richard Simon 
had declared himself against them, they were opposed in the 
18th cent., especially hy Thomas Emlyn (1715), Clarke (1738), 
"\Y etstcin, Michaelis, Semler, Hezel, Griesbach, ~fatthaei. 
Bengel, on the contrary, defended them, but with the arbitrary 
nssumption that the text originally ran: "i;-:-, -:-p,i; ,im oi 1i,ap-:-up
o:i~-:-.; iv -:-f 1~· -:-o -::vev1i,a x.-:-.i .. ,i; -:-o ev ,icm. Ver. 8. u1.i -:-pi,; ,/,m oi 
/.Lap,:-upoVvrs; iv .,~ oUpai;~, CJ -::-a,;~p, 0 !~610; Y.ai .,c, &110-v ~HU/.La xai 
~1-:-01 oi -:-pei; tv eid,v." Compare especially: Bengel, .Appa;-at. 
criticus; Griesbach, diatribe in loc. 1 Johann. v. 7, 8, as ap
pendix of the 2d part of his edition ; Semler in his hist. 
n. hit. Sanunlungcn iibcr die sog. Bczi-cisstcilcn i·n d. Do!Jlil. 
St. I. ; Rickli in his notes on this passage ; Knittel, 1.Ycue 
Kritikcn iiba I Joh. v. 7, 8. - Ver. D. Instead of ~v, accord
ing to G K, etc., Thph. Oecum., A D ~, etc., Vulg. etc., 
Cyr. read ;;-:-,, which is reconnneucled by Griesbach aud ac
cepted by Lachm. and Tisch.; ;f v seems to h::we arisen from 
Yer. 10; Reiche, howeYer, holds r,v to be the original.- Ver. 10. 
~1/.." -:-r,v 1u1.p-:-upfo:,] Ree. according to Il l¼ K ~, very many min. 
aml vss. Thph. etc. (Tisch.) ; Lachrn. (following .A, Yulg.) adds 
-:-o:i 0.o:i, which, however, seems to be an explanatory gloss. 
- Instead of ia:mji, Tisch. reads: a~-:-r;;, following A G K; only 
a clerical variation. -:-(ii 0,rji, Ree. after n G K ~, Syr. etc., Thph. 
(Tisch.). Against this .A and the Vulg. have -:-rji r.,irji (Lachm.). 
This reading has arisen from the idea that this negative senteuce 
must exactly correspond to the preceding: o -::,ar,~wv ei; -:-i,, uii,, 
-:-o~ 0,o~. - Ver. 13. The Ree. runs: u.1i,'iv -:-oi; -"7:"u;-:-,uo:Ja,v ei; -:-o ifo/J.a 
-:"'r..U uiCJV ,roV 0~ou, i'va.. siOY,,:-= &,, ~Wn).I Sx,E':"f aiWv,ov Y..al ,·~·a ':710'':":Ur,~= 

,i; ,:-/, 'o,011,a 'T"OLJ :iiov ':'OU 0,ov. In A I~~, etc., Vnlg. Copt. Theb. 
etc., Cassiod. Ilede, the addition: -:-oi; -::umuou,m ... -:-o:i 0,ou, is 
wanting after u1i,'iv; instead of the concluding ;,.al i"1a 7..d .. , the 
Ilaml,urg, who has personally examined these e,lilio11s in the Hamburg Library. 
Acconling to Panzer (/Ji.;/. d. Eil,diious. p. -1!)2 ff.) aml )lunckebcrg (B,ilr. 
=· Fcst.sltll11119, etc., J.l· l!i2), the words arc sni<l to occur as early as in th~ 
Frankfurt edition of 15i4, etlitcu by Rclfclcr (publishd by John Fcycrnbcn,lt); 
hut this statrrnent is i11corrcct. .According to n written communication from 
Professor Dr. Keil, who has compare,! the c,!ition in the Leipzig Uni\·crsity 
Library, the passage rcfcrrc,l to 11111s: ".\nu it is the Spirit that bears witn~-ss 
that the Spirit is truth. For there arc three that Lear rccoru on earth, the 
Spirit an,l the water a.nu the LlooJ, and these three nrc one. If we rccci,e the 
witucss of men," etc. The folio c,lition of ·w cyg. llancu, I5i-1, also docs not 
contain the worus. 
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rearling in A, etc., almost all the vss. Cassiod. Bccle is: oi '7:"HJ

Tdov,,; ,i; ,~ iv. r..-:-.i .. ; in B, however, ,oi; '7:"1rr;;~ourm; so also ~*; 
in ~1, however: o; ,:;-1<f-:-,~ov-:-e;. - Gricsb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. 
have accepted the renlling as it is in A, Buttmann as it is in 
B. Even if the common reading is to be justified according to 
the sense (de ·weLte, Sander, l:eiche), yet its correctness does 
not therefore follow, rrs it has too little support from external 
authorities, and as i'va -::-1rJ-:-,~r.-;-, seems to owe its origin to the 
passage, Gospel of John xx. 31. The reading of B might, how
ever, lie preferable to the reading of A, since the former is not 
only the more diflicult, but by it the origin of the Ree. can be 
more easily explained ; so also Brii.ckner ; Braune prefers the 
reading of A, "as di{-ficilior," but the addition is more easily 
connected with t';.::m than ,vith the preceding u1.1,iv. - It is 
doubtful whether aiwv1ov lmd its original position before or after 
~xm; the former is attested by G K ~. several min. Thph. 
Oec.; the latter by A B, etc., Vulg. etc. (Lachm. Tisch.). -
Ver. 14. Instead of fr, iuv n, Lachm., following A, reads: o, n &.v, 
which, however, has too little support. - Ver. 15. Lachmann's 
reading: r.al &.v, instead of r.al euv, has too little evidence in B. 
A omits entirely the words: w.l . . . iJ1.1,wv; so also ~*; N1 reads: 
r.a/ M.v '/or,,,,uEV r..':".i .. - 8 &.v] Ree. according to A K, etc., Oec. 
(Lachm.); instead of which BG N, and many others, Thph., 
have 8 l&.v (Tisch.). The reading in N*: on irh ex,r,,,1.1,,v, is merely 
a mistake. - Instead of -::-ap' a~-:-o~ (A G K and several others), 
13 ~ read ck' au,o~ (Lachm. Tisch.). - Ver. 16. Instead of 'lori, 
Rcr:. according to A B G K ~. etc., Clem. Thph. Oec., Lach
mann has accepted the reading elo~, presented only by the Vulg. 
and Latin Fathers. ~,·., has alr~rrw; r.ai a:,;rn, instead of the 
third person. - Ver. 18. Instead of c.l.,-,11.', Tisch. and Buttm., fol
lowing B, read c.l,,-,i.u. The reading au,6v in A* B, instead of 
fau,6v, is only a clerical variation of the word. - Ver. 20. r.aJ 
o'loaµ,ev] Ree. according to A, several min. etc. (Lachm. Buttm.); 
K N, etc. (according to Tisch., also B; contrary to which 
Buttm. states that za,' olo. is found in B) have: o'/ouµ,ev os (Tisch.); 
G reads merely o,oa1.1,.v. -Tisch. 7, following A B~- G ~, etc., 
reads 11vwrrr.011,sv, whilst the Ree., according to B** K, etc., is 
1 ,vwrrx~Jµ,ev (Tisch. 2, Lachm. Buttm.); the latter is probably a 
correction. -To -.lv a,-,riB,v6v, A, several min. vss. and Fathers 
add: 0e6v, which, though approved of by Lucke, de Wette, 
Reiche, is with justice not accepted by Lachm. and Tisch., since 
it may easily be recognised to be an interpolation. N* has -:-b 
a,-,riO.; ~1 however, ,6v. - 11 ~r,,,17 al~v,o;] According to A D ~. 
many min. etc., the article 11, which is only supported by a few 
min., is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be deleted, inasmuch as it is 
either ~r,,,~ aiwv,o;, or ii ~r,,,ri ii a.iwv,o;, or il a.Jwv,o, ~w,i (John xvii. 3), 
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that always appears in John, but 11en-r n ~~,r, air:mo;. The 
grounds which Frommann (p. !)1 ff.) adduces for the retention of 
the article arc not ade(piate. - Ver. 21. Instead of ia.i-:-o~; (RN. 
aceonling to AK, etc., Tisch.), ll G ~* (~1

: euu-:-o.i;) read iau-:-a 
(Lachm.); this is probably a corrPction with reference to -:-ex.via. 

Yer. 1 shows that the believer, as horn of God, necessarily 
loves his brother. The two elements of the Christian life. 
faith and love, are represented in their real unity. - 1ra, o 
'TTHTTEVWV OTt 'I 71uov,; E<TTtV O XptuTo,] refers back to 
chnp. iv. 15; comp. ii. 22, iv. 2; instead of o XpiuTo,, the 
apostle in ver. 5 puts: o v!o, Tov 0Eov; comp. iii. 23, from 
which, however, it docs not follow that o XptuTo, and o v;o, 
Tov BEOv are to the apostle exactly identical ideas, but cer
tainly that he only is Christ to him, who is also Son of God. 
That John says here o XptrITo,, is occasioned by the anti
thesis to the false teachers ; comp. on this "\Vei~s, p. 15 5 fT. 
Urotius erroneously explains: qni credere sc ostcmlit: it is not 
the manifestation of faith, but faith itself, that is the subject. 
-- EK Tov 0EOv 7E7ivv17Tat] for faith is not a human, but a clivine 
work in us.1 This first sentence forms the premiss from 
which the apostle draws his conclusion. He does not ~pecially 
emphasize the self-evident intermediate thought: r.c,s o 
7e7evv17µivo, EiC TOV 0EOv a7a1r(i TOV 0€ov, but presupposing 
it/ he says: ,cat, 1rii, 0 ,i7a1rwv TOV 'Y€VV1/fiaV'Ta, a7a1rif 
/CUI, TOV "/€"/€VV7lµEVOV E' atiTov] o 7e7evv. E' aUTOV is not 
"Christ" (Augustine, Hilarius, a Lapitle, etc.), but "the hc
liever;" Calvin correctly: Sub munero singulari omncs fidelcs 
Ap. designat. Est autem argumcntum ex commlmi naturac 
ordinc sumpturn. Dy the last thought Cahiu rightly indicates 
why the apostle here says "Tov ryEvv1iuavTa" instead or 
TOV 0Eov,and "TOV 'Y€'Y€VV1]µEVOV Jg atiTov" instead of TOV 

1 The relationship lJctwePn lll•ing born of Go,l an,l faith is not to he l'X· 
pressed thns, that 1irst tlw latt,•r a111I then the forn11·r fullows; hnt neither is 
it first the former an,l th1·11 the latter, lint li1·i11g hnrn of God happens in this 
way, that Gou works faith in man ; "the new birth is," as it runs in the 
:'lleckknburg Ca!l'd1ism, "the working an,! gift of faith." The ,,,-,6.,,,;,,,, 
which lic,;ins with the gift of,,.;,.,,,, is thl'refort• tl11• rcsnlt, a111l hence also the 
token; of h,·ing horn of Go,!, as the"'"'' .,;,, ~ •. .,,,,,,;,,., (d1ap. ii. ~~) aml th,· 
a.y""'i• (chap. iii. 7). 

2 That this thought is presnppo, .. ,l hy John, which Elir,ml an,! Br,111111· 
crronc•onsly 1lrny, is pronil 1,y the fa,·t that ,lol1n ,ln,•s not say h,·n·: , ,, 7,;; 
eu, ,-,,-..,,..,,"r, Lut instead or it: , ci;,,.,,.,;;, -:-i, rmi.ua,.,a. 
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uoeJ,..cpov. - u,ya1r,J, is not subjunctive "let him love," but 
indicative : " he loves ; " J olm is here expressing not an ex
hortation, but a fact. 

Ver. 2 states how love to the " children of God " is to be 
recognised. The sign of it is: OTav TOV 0eov d,ya1rwµev 
,cal, TCH €VTOAar; aVTOV T7Jpwµev (1roiwµev). The difficulty, 
that whereas elsewhere the keeping of the commandments or 
l1rotherly love is mentioned as the evidence of love to God (or 
of knowing God), comp. ii. 3, iv. 20, 21, here the converse 
relationship is represented, so that, as de "\Vette says, " the 
apostle here makes the cause (love to God) the token of the 
effect (love to the brethren)," cannot be solved by the arbitrary 
assumption of an attraction, which Oecnmenius supposes ·when 
lie interprets: oe'i,yµa T'TJ', elr; 0eov O.,Yll7r'TJ, T~V elr; TCJV doeJ,..cpov 
,I,ycLTr'TJV TL0ETat, and which Grotius distinctly expresses when 
he paraphrases: f.V TOVT<p ,yivw<TKoµev ~Ti TOV 0eov d,ya1raµev, 
OTav ci,ya1rwµev Ta TfKVa aUTOU Ka£ Ta, EVTOAa, auTOU T7Jpwµev; 
nor even with de "' ette by the view "that Ta, €VTOAar; avTOU 
77Jpwµev is the principal clause, and TOJ., 0eov a,ya1rwµev only 
the anticipated confirmation of it, so that the one result of 
love to God is put for a token of the other; " hut the explana
tion lies in this, that these two elements, "love to God" and 
"love to the brethren as children of God," in reality mutually 
prove one another.1 Dy the addition of the words: Ka£ Tar; 
EVTOA.a', avTOU T7Jpwµev, it is brought out that love to God 
necessarily shows itself in the obedient keeping of His com
mandments. This obedience, rooted in love to God, is equally 
with the former the token of true brotherly love, because the 
rnmmaudments of God include the duties which we owe to 
the brethren. He therefore who regards it as incumbent on 
him to fulfil God's conmrnndments, possesses therein the evi
tlence that he loves his brethren, the TfKVa Tau 0eov, that his 
love to them is not mere appearance, but reality; similarly 
Liicke, Sander, Baumgarten - Crusi us, Ewald, Diisterdieck, 
Braune, interpret; Calvin, on the other hand, gives the thought 
an erroneous direction when he says: "nunc docet, recte et 

1 He who Ions Go,l has therein an evi<lcnce that he loves the brethren also
as -:-,x,,. ,,.,;; e.,;;, hccause brotherly love is the necessary 1·e.mlt of love to Gou ; 
hut it is also c1uitcl as true that he who loves the brethren has therein an evi
<lence of love to Gou, because the latter is the nece'8ary rnuse of tbe former. 
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online nmnri homincs, <1 mun ]Jeus 1,riorcs obtinet; Yult sic 
mutuam coli inter 110s caritatem, ut Dens prnefcrntnr." - It is 
further to be observed that the first cl!ya1rwµw is neither sub
junctive nor used instead of the future (Carpzov, Lange), but is 
simple indicntiYe; and that ~Tav is not= quamdiu (Carpzov, 
Lnnge), but conditional particle, ns iav, chap. ii. 3. 

Ver. 3 refers to the Inst two ideas, which were simply 
mentioned co-ordinatively, and expresses their unity: aun7 

ryup iunv ~ arya1r'TJ Tau BEDu] auT17 is explained by the following 
7va. - iuTlv is to be kept in its proper meaning, though 7va 

follows ; the paraphrase : " it Lring:'l this ,\·ith it, it inclmlcs 
the endeavour" ( de ·w ette ), weakens the thought; ,'va state.~ 
the import of the ary<L'Tr'TJ 'T. 0EDu, to the realization of ,\·hich it 
is directed. Quite incorrectly Grotins takes 11 ci~/lt7i17 rnetony
micnlly for: ostensio dilectionis. - Kal ai iv-ro;\al auTou 

/3apeiat ou,c elu{v is connected with the preccdiug as a new 
idea; /3ape'iat = "hrnry, as an oppressive bnrden;" 1 comp. 
Luke xi. 46: tpopT(a 0uu/3aUTa1C.a, and }fatt. ::d. 30: ,pop,fov 

f.A.atppov. It is grnmmatienlly incorrect to explain /3ape'iat: 

"diflieult to fullil " (Elirnrd). The idea is, indeed, exprcs:=:eil 
absolutely, but from the confirn1ation that follows in Yer. -! it 
is evident tlmt the apostle mcnnt it in special refereucc to 
those who arc born of God. 

Ver. 4. Confirmation of the preceding thought. - 7rav To 

ryerywvT}µ.Evov EK Tau Beau] The neuter is used here as in 
Gospel of ,John iii. G, vi. 37, xvii. 2; it serves "to bring out 
the general category;" sec Meyer on ,T olm iii. G ; comp. ·winer, 
p. 1 GO ; acconling to the sense = mtvTe<; oi K.T.A-.; it is not 
the di,-;position, buL persons that arc mennt. {~nite errnncous 
is the remark of Baurngarten-Crusius : "the rye•1evv. EK ,-, 0. 
has here only an c.rlcmal ~ignification: whateYer has the position 
of Go11's children." - VtK{i T~V Kouµov] for: µei'l;wv EO"Tlll O €V 
avTot<;, 1j o iv T<f ,couµ.~rJ, chap. iv. 4. - ''"'(i is the ~imple prc-

1 81 ,c•wr : "',\" c nrc to llllllerstau,l the JwaYi1u·,s of a unnkn that is ,u "l']>feS• 
sh·c that c111c cannot bear it, that i:-,, painful.'' l'alnYi11..._: ,~ tlieit (':l uun l'-'-"'il' gr,l\'ia, 

,1nia IHJJI aggravaut, aut instar 11101is onl•ro.,al' 11r:tl'l1111nt r('nntum. 11 The com .. 
nuuuhm·uts of Go,!, as the ,leman,ls of llis lu\"e nu nmn who i~ made nft,-r His 
Cl\rJl i1na::~c, cannot be grip,·ous to the lattrr; if, ]1nwcn.·r, tlu·y are so, that b: 
l•l't::tlh•· man has tlcpartt·d from his ori~iw,I r,·lalinn,!,ip to Go,!: to tlw l,<'li,•wr 
t !Jf'y :on· 1101 l!l'i"""II', h,•,·au,,· a, the cl,i!tl uf Go,! he has goue bark to the 
origiual rclatiouship of Jove to Goil. 
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sent; in the conflict between the ,corrµor; and him ,vho is born of 
God, the latter is constantly gaining the victory. Baumgarten
Crusius unsatisfactorily explains vt,ci},v by "to keep oneself 
innocent; " this does not exhaust the idea of victory ; that is not 
obtained when we take our stand against the enemy, but only 
when the enemy is overcome. The completion of the victory in 
its full sense certainly only takes place with the second coming 
of Christ. - Rickli and de W ette explain Korrµor; by "love of 
the world and of self; " better Li.icke, Calvin, Sander, Di.ister
dieck, Bri.ickner, etc.: "all that strives against the will cf 
God within and without man ; " but even this is too abstract. 
It is the kingdom of the wicked one which, under its prince 
the devil, striving against the kingdom of God, seeks to tempt 
the believer to unbelief and disobedience to the divine com
mands. - As the apostle wants to show how he that is born 
of God overcomes the world, he continues: Ka! aih71 E<rT'iv 

?] VLK'1] ?] VtK~<rarra 'TOV Korrµov n 7Ti<r'T£', nµwv. The 
pronoun au,-,,, refers to n 7Tirrnr; nµwv, which in its import is 
no other than the 7r(rrn<;, O'Tt • I 71rrovr;, E<rT'iv O vlor; 'TOV Ehov, 

ver. 5. The expression is peculiar, inasmuch as faith is 
described as the vlK71 itself, and the vtK~v is ascribed to it. 
Lorinus rightly remarks: victoria proprie non vincit, scd 
comparatur pugnando, sed energiarn continet. ea formula, 
denotans in quo sita sit vincendi ratio, uncle victoria parta.1 

The aorist vtK17rrarra is not to be tumed into the present (a 
Lapide, Lorinus, Grotius, etc.) ; even though the victory is a 
continuous one, in which every believer is constantly taking 
part, the aorist nevertheless indicates that faith from the 
beginning overcame the world. The explanation of Baum
garten-Crusius : " it is already victory won that ye have 
become believers" (similarly Neander), is incorrect; it is not 
here intended to commend faith as the result of a fight, but 
as that which fights, and which has won the victory; hence 
the active iJ vtK~rrarra (so also Braune). 

Ver. 5. Confirmation of the preceding thought by an 
appeal to the experience of the readers (Li.icke). - ,-{r; EuTw o 
vtKwv K.T.'71..] The same form of speech as in chap. ii. 22. 
The thought is: "Credens omnis et solus vincit" (Bengel:. 

1 Ehrard opposes this explanation with the arbitrary statement that ,; ,;,.. "is 
the action which conquers the world"(!). 
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WiLh OT£ '1170-ou, ECTTLV 1'.T.X. comp. Yer. 1, chap. ii. 22, iii. 
2 3. - The believer is Yictorious because he is Lorn of Gou; 
vv. 1 and 4 (1Jiisterdieck). 

Y,·. G-12. That Jesus is the Son of God, is coufirmeJ by 
cli\·ine testimony. 

Yet·. G. Iu order to arri,·e at an unclerstamling of this 
nrse we must first of all look at the expressiou : epxEu0at ;:;t' 
voaTu, ,cai a1µaTo,. The question, what is to Le u1tuerstooLI 
by vowp aucl alµa, has been answered in very differeut way;,. 
The explanations worthy of notice are these :-1. That the 
apostle means thereby the hloocl and water which flowecl ft-01:1 

Christ's side on the cross, John xix. 34; this explanation is 
fou1td iu Augustine, Vatablns, aucl mauy of the old commen
tator;;; but some of them cousider that the apostle here 
mentions this water and blood as the proof of the actual 
occurrence of the death of Christ, others that he uses them as 
symbols of baptism an<l the Lor<l's Supper. 2. That by vowp 
an<l aiµa are to l;e understood the sacrament,, appointed hy 
Christ; this is the explanation of ·wolf (who, l10weYer, uttder
stancls an allusion to the incident recorde<l in John xix. :.l ,1 l, 

8. Schmid, Carpzovins, llaur, Sander, lles:;er, and others. 1 

3. That by vowp John means the bapti,,m of Christ by Job:1 
t,he lbptist, and by aiµa the atoning tleath whidt He suffered. 
This is the explanation of Tertnlliau, Theophy lact, Cappelln~. 
Heumann, Semler, Storr, Lange, Hau111garteu-Crnsins, Hilgen
fekl, Ncanclcr, Ewaltl,~ Briickncr, Liicke (3d ed. folrutl. p. lGO; 

1 'l'o this .. lass hclongs also Lnthcr's in!L-rpretation (in the hi ,.,]. of \Yal,_·11 1, 

which, howcn•r, ,liffers in this, that a,·,·nr,ling lo it ,rntcr allll hlu,,,I !Otf' 1/,, r 1·,111-

stitnte the sacram,•nt of haptism; lu, says: ")lost commentators eonsi,l,•r l,oth 
sa,:ram,·nts ... ; I ,lo 11ot ob,ic•d, indce,l, to this explanation, hut I 111nh•rsta11,l 
the phrase of baptism merely. . .. Christ comrs not Ly water only, lrnt hy 
wat,•r ,rhi,·h is mixc,i with l,lood, that is, 1,y l"IJ'l i,m, whi..11 is c11l1111r,•,I wit:1 
hloo,I." So also in tlw interpretation of the following nrsc : "If yon arr 
l,:q,tiz .. ,I with water, the 1,1 .. n,I 11[ L'hrist is .,prinklt-,1 hy till' \\"or,l. Hyon ar,· 
l,aptiz,·,1 in l,loo,I, yon an· at thr same tinu• wasli,·,l l,~- tl11· ll11ly ::;pirit thrnngh 
the "\Von!.'' 111 his ~,l c,l., on the other hallll, Luther unilcrstands water an,! 
blood, with 1·cfercnec to John xix. 3-1, of the t1ro sanarnents: "'!'his brier 
summary has been kc-pt in the Church, that ont o[ the side of Jesus the two 
!-i:i.q·:uncnts Howe(l." 

' Ewa!,! undcrstan,ls by them, hu1renr, not tmrc]y the b:,ptism aml the 
d1•:1tli, lint 1,_v ,.:-a~p tlw l1aplis1n ,, with ,,,.,rythi,1tf-'/ll'l'i1d u:hir!t lw:.;,;,/,,., 1,r·1·1n-r,d 

iu Iii~ ,·1t,-.r'/' :ll1tl hy a.:"µ.u. '"the l1luo1ly 1li-ath oil tl1c LTO:-,.,; 11.·ith tr,rythiny :still 
m<J1·c wo11de1f11l lhal icas co1111er/cd 1l'ilh i!." 
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comp. Dertheau's note on this passage, p. 3 S 1 ), Erdmann, 
l\lyrberg, \Veiss, Draune, etc. Not a few commentators, how
ever, divide the explanation, understanding vowp of the baptism 
appointed by Christ, an<l alµ.a of His own death ; so Homejus, 
Knapp, Lucke (in the comm. on this passage; also in the 3d 
ed., Introd. p. 110; differently, Introd. p. 160), de Wettc, 
Rickli, Gerlach, Frommann (p. 596), Diisterdieck, etc.1

- Dy 
many commentators (as Bede, a Lapide, Russmeyer, Spener, 
Bengel, etc.) different interpretations are connected together 
in one or the other of these ways.2 

To these interpretations may be added others, the arbitrari
ness of w hieh is evident at the first glance. To this class the 
following belong :-1. That by vowp and al,,1,a John denotes the 
two elements ot' the physical life of Jesus ; this is the view of 
Schulthess. \Yetstein adds even the following ,;;v,~:1,a, and says 
that the apostle wants to prove that Christ was a verus homo, 
who was formed ex spiritu, sanguine et aqua sive humore. 3 

2. That by both words, or at least by Cowp, the ethical nature of 
Christ is indicated; thus Grotius interprets o,' uoa.o; = per 
vitam purissimam, quae per aquam significari solet. Socinus 
understands by ~owp: ipsa doctrina pura cum vitae puritate 
conjuncta. 3. That in ~ooip and aT:1,a it is not so much the 
baptism and death of Christ themselves that arc to be thought 

1 To this chss Ehmnl also belong~, but he diff<'rs from the other commentator.; 
in this respect, that he nnderstan<ls by vd:.,p Christian baptism in<lre<l, but "not 
the entire saeramcnt of baptism (consisting of symbol am! thing signifie<l), \Jut 
only the symbol in the sacrament;" hence only that sicle of Christian baptism 
in which it is i<lentical with the baptism of .John. Clcai-ly an unjustitiable 
division of the SU('J'ament ! The same view is no doubt that of Hofmann, ,rhu 
says (Sclrriftben-. II. 1, p. 76): ",,_:,,,,_ is, in contrast with iJ~.,,, the blood shed by 
Jesus for the remission of sins, <liffering from the water of baptism, which John 
also performe,l;" then on p. 4i0 he asserts that udo,p is not the baptism "·hieh 
Jesus rcceivecl, but that which He intro,lnceJ-hence it <lenotcs that u·hid, Je•.'""' 
had in common 1cith the Bapti.st; mHl in II. 2, p. 221, he describes ;;',.,p precisely 
as "the baptism with water originate,l hy John." I3ut how strange it is to say, 
ne\·ertheless, that the baptism which Jesus introduced is the hnptism of watn 
originatcJ by John! 

" Hengel: Aqua <licit baptismum, qncm primum aJministrnvit Johannes; 
i<lco in mp1a baptizarc missus, ut .Jesus m,rnifestarctur tan,piam Fili us Dei. 
Porro baptismus etiaru per discipnlos Jesu :t<lministratus est. Sa11y1tis esl 
11ti,1uc sanguis-Jesu Christi, '[Hi clfosns in passionc, in coena ,1ominica bil>itur. 
Tertullbn says: Ycncmt per a,piam et sanguincm, sicnt Joh. sei-ipsit, ut nqu,i 
tingeretur, saugniuc gloriftcaretur. Proimlc ut nos :l'[Ua faccrct vocatos, 
~angnine electo~, hos ,lnos baptismos <le vnlncre perfossi latcris cmisit. 

' Similarly Paulus iu ;efcreucc to ,.;,.,,_; ;;~.,f he, umlcrstan<ls of the ba1iti.,m 
of John. 
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or, as rather the testimonies that were given in connection with 
them ; in ~o:.ip the testimony of the divine Yoice in the baptism 
(\Yahl) ; in aT,,1.,;. either the testimony of the good centurion 
(Stroth), or the events that follmrnd the death of Jesus, namely 
His resurrection and ascension ('Vahl, Ziegler, Lmge), or e,·eu 
the testimony of God in ,John xii. 28 (Oecumenius).1 4. That 
in these hrn expressions we are to consider the operations 
brought into exercise by Christ; in uowp, regeneratio et fides 
(Clemens Al.), or purgatio (Cameron); in ai,,.1,a, cognitio (Clemens 
Al.), or cxpiatio (Cameron), or redcmptio (Bullinger). To this 
class belongs also Calvin's explanation: ego cxistimo Joannem 
hie fructum et cffectum exprimerc cjus rei, quam in historia 
cnmgrlica narrat. Christi !at.us sanguinis et aquae fons erat, 
ut scirent fideles, Yeram munditiem ( cujus figurae erant Yeteres 
baptismi) in eo sibi constare: nt scirent etiam completum, quod 
onmes sanguinis aspersiones olim promiserant. 5. That those 
expressions and ,;;-~i~,u.a are descriptive of the threefold redemp
tive oflice of Christ: that vowp ( = coclestis doctrini; Bullinger) 
represents Him as prophet, aT.,u,1, as priest, and ,;;-1o~,aa as king. 
Here may be added the strange explanation of '.Jowp as the tears 
"·hich ,Tesus shed on ntrious occasions, and of aT;.1,a as the blood 
which He shetl at His circumcision. A~ain, some of the old 
commentators uu<lerstood by aT,,i.a the blood of the martyrs. 

It is at all CYents incorrect to permit ourseh·es, in the 
interpretation of vowp and alµa, to be led by the question as 
to the nature of their testimony (Sander: " It must be main
tained as the chief ditllculty in the passage before us, what 
are the tlircc witnesses on earth "), for that is not the subject 
in this Yerse, in which the TrvEDµa only is mentioned as bear
ing witness? By the words: oVTos- irrTiv ".T."'A-., the apostle 
simply states who Jesus the Son of God is. - ·with regard 
to the expression: o i">i.0wv ot' K.T.'A., most commentators 

1 Occutncnius: d,.Z -:-oti ~Oa.-:-o;, r.-ov-:-!11-:-,.-, hi -=-i d/ iJt«,.o; Pa.~-,;tTfLa-., i;,fti.lldn u:O; 
C➔ io; () 'Ir.110U; O,U ,;-r,") -:-oii ~a•r~: f',rzf•"f;a;· ~uL o~ 'i"'OU a.~:ua.,r.;· ;;,, µi).).~v 11oa.vp,U111,.., 

i').!y!, Oi,;'auG11 µ! 11~ ,r,(/,-:-ip, xa; ;;.,!;cl~ ~ ~~ ► r., "rz' E;;G~u,-r.:, xrz; ~d.).111 ;;,;aO"'~· ;,~ d! ,:-.,; 
'Jr11E.tµa.To;, D'TI i, 0i0; avidirn l.1e H1'pZr. 

'This i.~ usually too lilt)., nolicc,l hy commentators. E,·cn Liickc-who 
n-111:nks on tl1c following worils: ""'; ,,., .,,.,,iil'-a: "· ~.J .. , that "it was not ~ai,l of 
tl"' wakr :111<1 Llood that tlu-y b(•ar witness," an,! then "it is only through 
tlw .,,..,;;_,,a tliat 1,oth of them, which in /l,rn1selrcs gi,·c no tt>stimony, likewi~•· 
1..-,·,,m,: witness,·s "-has in his discus~ion nf the rneaniug of .'o.,p antl I%~"" all 
al,,ug n·ganlr-<l them ns "witnc·sscs" for the Me,siahship of Jesus. Ilriickner 
also, in !,is intcrprdation of the itl,·as ;;i,,,,F anti ,,_~,,_,,, has all along inclu,Icd the 
,-1,-1111·11! of t,-stimouy, whncby the clcarnc~s of his statc-me11t is only too 11111ch 
t!i111i11i,hetl. 
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interpret as if it were : " ovTo~ i!pxera,," or : " ovTo~ Jc;7w 

Epx0µ€vo<;. Othel's, it is trueJ have not overlooked the 
aorist, but they interpret it as if it expressed something 
present; thus Sander = "has come and comes," against which 
Bengel rightly says : non dicit: o Jpxoµevo~ in Praesenti, sed 
o J)l,0wv Aoristo tempore, Praeteriti vim habenti. It is true, 
it is further correct when, in opposition to de Wette, who 
takes EA0wv as synonymous with €A7JAV0w~, chap. iv. 2, 
Bri.ickner objects that by the aorist as a purely historic tense 
nothing continuous or permanent is expressed ; but even then 
the expression does not obtain complete justice. It is to be 
observed that J olm did not write "lJ'A.0e," or " E<TTtv J)l,0wv," 
but E<TTtv o J)l,0wv. By the participle with the definite 
article, it is not a verbal, but a nominal, and, if it is not in 
apposition to a preceding substantive (as in John i. 18, 2 9, 
iii. 13, vi. 44, and passim), a substantive idea that is ex
pressed; comp. John i. 15, 33, iii. 31, 36, and many other 
passages. It therefore does not mean " this came," or " this 
is one who came," but "this is he that came ; " by this pre
dicate it is not merely stated what the subject which is here 
spoken of (namely, ovTo~) has done, but the subject is thereby 
characterized as the particular person to whom this predicate 
is suitable as a specific characteristic ; according to the 
analogy of John i. 3 3 ( OVTO~ ECTTtV o {3a7rTil;wv €V 7rVEvµan 
(J/'fl~i'J), iii. 13 (o €/C TOV ovpavoii Kam/3as), and other passages, 
the expression therefore serves to state something character
istic of the Messianic office of Christ. If this is taken into 
consideration, the incorrectness of Augustine's interpretation 
( see above) follows ; for even if the flowing of the blood and 
water from the side of J esu~ was intended by John not so 
much as a proof of the actual occurrence of Christ's death 
(Li.icke), but as a wonder proving the Messiahship of Jesus 
(Meyer on John xix. 34), yet this would be only a very 
subordinate proof, which by no means states a characteristic 
sign of the Messiah as such. - In the life of Jesus there are 
two points which correspond with the expressions vowp and 
alµa, namely, His baptism at the beginning of His Messianic 
work, and His bloody death at the end of it; by His baptis1n 
Jesus entered on His rnediatorial ,vork ; it formed the 
initiatio (Erdmann, l\fyrberg) of it, but this did not take 
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place only by means of what hnppenecl at the baptism, but 
liy the act or lia1Jtism itself; by His dmth he effected the 
atonement itself, inasmuch as hy His blood he blotted out. 
the gnilt of the sinful worlcl, for xwp,,;; aiµaTf.Kxuu1a,;; ov 

"/1VE7at a<fmn,;; (lfob. ix. 22). John may with justice there
fore de~cril,e Christ as the l\Ie<liator hy calling Him tlie one 
whu came o,' vOaTO<; Ka~ atµaT0<;.1 Against the view that 
v8c..1p nml alµa nre to 1,e understood of the sacraments insti
tut1:d Ly Christ, is not only the circumstance that these nrn 
only tltc means jo1' tltc oppropriation of the atonement effected 
hy Him, whereas the subject here is tlte accomplishmrnt of the 
rlfo/ll'mcnt il8dJ: but also the use of the aorist iX0wv, instead 
of which, in that case, the present would have to be used, 
nncl nlso the expression alµa, which by itself alone never in 
the X. T. signifies the Lord's Supper; ernn in 1 Cor. xii. 13 
i .. o--;1u0,,uav is not an allusion to the Lord's Supper, but to 
the comnmnication of the Spirit in baptism. I 11 opposition 
to the iJea that aZµa incleed signifies the death which Christ 
suffcrc1l, hut that vDwp does not denote the baptism which 
He recci,·eLl, but the baptism which He instituteLl, are
(1) that the close connection of the two words (without rcpe
titirm of o,a Lefore a1µaTo<;) is only suitahle if the idea,; 
c,wrc:sp11ml with one another, which is not the case if hy St' 

vca ro, we llllllersta11<l an institution of Christ, bnt by atµ.a70<;, 

on the other hand, the Llood shed 1Jy Christ;~ (2) that the 
simple expression v8wp is little snited for a uesc:ription of 
Christiun Laptism; 3 (3) that as the institution of lJaptism 

1 That ".T,·sns in both eases proH!l His olll',li,•nrc to Ilis F,1th,·r"s will, ~,ul 
1l1:1t His .,J,cJienci, pron,l llim tu lie the Sun uf ( :od, the holy a1lll inn.,n•nt 
Uuc" (Braune), arc ideas which John here in no way suggests. 

'This i11,·onsisll'll<'Y is 011ly a1,par,•11tly n•1110\"1•,l I,y Dustc-r,li,·,·k"s oh,;c1Tali"n 
that ".lollll n·~ar,ls the 1,loo,l or the Lor,! sh,-,1 at llis ,!t-:,th :,s sOllll·ll1i11_:_: 
whirh has a snl"ta11lial cxistene,· ; " f,,r ,.,·,·11 if I Ids 1,c ,·nrr,·ct, ~-vt th,·rc r,•1n:oi11s 
tl11· ,lill' .. ri·11ee that the water of U,risli:111 1,apl i.,111 i.< ,0111..thing at pn·sellt ,., . 
i,tin~, J.ut the l,Joo,I which Christ ,he,! is 011ly n·y,,r,1,,/ as such liy ,I "hn. It 
is 110 better with the inlerprrtation of llofrnann, who at one time de,H'l'ibes 
u.~:u.~ as "the 1,locul ur Christ :-.l1,·1l fol' J1•111issio11," antl at anotli,·r ti1111· :1:, ,. till' 

sJ•rinkling of bloou which Christ bestows." 
1 It i., iwh-,·,1 just tliis nry fa,·t tliat 11i,ti11,:_:11isl1<·s Christian J,;q,li,111 fr,H:l 

th~t r,f ,John, that tlll' former in i[g nature is 1wt i:liwp as the latter is, as ,John 
tl1,· 1:.q,ti:-t l1i111:-:t•lr, 111.11~i11g hi:-; Jiffl'rt:lll'C fr11Jll Cl1ri:-;t, !-,ai1l: i,w ,,~--:-~:;~ ;., 
~'"-"'' (John i. 2G), wLcrc:is Jesus was clcscribcu by him as , 13,.,,..,.;;.,, ,, "'"'-""-~' 
!t,i:' (John i. 33). 
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took place C((lCJ' the denth of Christ, and nccess::u·ily pre
supposes it, ,Tohn, if he hnd understood Ly vowp Chri,;tian 
bn.ptism, would certainly haYe put voarn,, not before, but after 
a:'µaTo,. Hilgenfeld and Keander have rightly shown that 
if if pxcu0a£ oi' at'µaTO', signifies something pertaining to the 
::\Jessiah personally, the same must be the case with i!pxcu0ai 
oi' voaTo,. The connection must be the same in both 
expressions. If by atµa is meant the death which Christ 
underwent, then by vowp can therefore only be meant the 
baptism ·which He likewise underwent. 

The objection of Knapp (with whom Vicke and Sander 
r,gree), that .iAl!wv ru' ~oa,o; in this sense is much more appropri
ately said of John the Baptist than of Christ, is untenable, for 
that expression may at lenst just as well be used of him who 
nllowecl himself to be baptized as of him who baptizeJ; 
Erdmann: sane id 11011 alius momcnti, ac si qnis objiceret, 
tn:,,a~c.:, a,' a,:,1,a,o; non posse dici de Christi sanguine et mo1te, 
sell pot.ins de iis, qui cruentam mortem ei paraverint. There is 
just as little in the oLjection of Lucke, that Christ allowed 
Himself to be baptized, not in order to purify Himself, but to 
fullil all righteousness; since two ideas are here placed in 
antagonism to one another, which arc by 110 means mutually 
exclusive, as Jesus underwent the baptism of pmification just 
for the very pmpose of fulfilling all righteousness. 

·with regard to the expression J">..0wv ota, oia is not to be 
separated from c'7--..0wv, so that o t:'7--..0wv in itself would <lenotc 
"the Saviour who cnme," aud o,' tc.T.A.. would state" in what 
w,iy Jesus is the Saviour who came" (Hofmann in the 
Schrijtbc11J. 2d ed. p. 46 9) ; for that Christ is called o Jpxoµt:vo, 
(llatt. xi. 4; Luke vii. 19, 20) does not confirm, lmt contra
dicts this interpretation; besides, John docs not here want to 
lJring out how Jesus is tl1e Messiah, but that He is so. The 
preposition oia has been differently explained ; usually it is 
here taken simply in the sense of accompanimeut, which, 
however, is unjustifiable; in this commentary, with reference 
to Heb. i..x. 12 (where it is in<licate<l by ouf that the high 
priest entered into the holy place b!J means of the blcod which 
he had 1,;itk him), the idea of instrumentality is combined 
with that of accompaniment, inasmuch as Jesus opcralcil 
as mediator by means of uowp ,cal, aiµa; similarly Brtiekuer 
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explains Ctlt as a preposition of instrumentality, namely, in 
the passin: sense, as "by which he was proi-ccl;" oia, how
ever, is lwre connected neither with an i<lea of operation 
nor of verilication, but with iX0wv. ·weiss takes the preposi
tion in this way, that uowp IC. alµa are thereby " introduced 
as historical elements of the life of Christ through which His 
career ]Htssc1l; " but it might be more suitable to interpret 
ot' uo. ic.T.11 .. in this way, that thereby the elements are brought 
out by which the JX0wv was specially characterized; just as 
in 2 Cor. v. 7 by o,a 'TT'L(j'Tf.W<; the feature is mentioned by 
which onr present 7rf.ptr.aniv is characterized; comp. also 
Hom. Yiii. 24: oi' {nroµovijr; (1,7T'f./COf.xoµE0a, and Heb. xii. 1 ; 
Braune simply aLitles hy the idea or instrumentality, without 
further explai11ing himself on the subject. The question, 
whether OVTO<; refers to '117/j'OLJ<; or too vior; 'TOV 0€00, is to 
he answered in this way, that it refers to the 1tholc idea : 
, l1J(j'OV<; Q uior; 'TOV 0f.Ov; Jesus, the Son of Goll, is the sub
ject of Christian faith; it is He who came by water and 
blood. In favour of this reference is the addition '117/j'ovr; o 
Xpt(j'Tor;, which, as 'I17(j'ovr; shows, is not an explanatory 
apposition of the predicate (" He "·ho came by water and 
lilood," i.e. Christ), but is in apposition to the subject oUTor;, 

which is more particularly !lefined by the predicate ; the pre
ceding 'l?]O'OV<; a uior; 'TOV 0wv is thereby resumed, but in this 
way, that in consequence of o iX0~v ic.T.X. the idea o uior; Tou 

0f.Ov is changed into o Xpi(j'Tor;. -The import of the pre
ceding lies, as cannot be doubted, simply in the statement 
which is therein contained; Ebrani, indeed, thinks that the 
apostle wants thereby to express " that in the loving and 
merciful act of the devotion of ,Jesus to death lies the power 
by which He has overcome the world;" hut although in the 
preceding the victory over the world is ascriued to the belief 
that Jesus is the Son of God, yet it is uot to be inferred 
from thi1, that it is Christ's victory over the world that is 
the suuject here, as John does not make the most remote 
rnggestion of that. - By the words: OU/C €V T'f' uoan ltOVOV 

,,X;\.' Jv T~':J uoan icat T~':J aZµan, the apostle brings out 
with special emphasis the fact that Jesus did not come by 
water only, but by hoth water and blood ; ns the latter two, 
in their combinntion, nre contrasted with the former one, the 
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principal emphasis plainly falls on the blood, as that by which 
the Mediator as such has opemtecl. This emphasis is not 
intended for the purpose of indicating the difference between 
Jesus and J olm the Baptist (Lticke, de W ette, Di.isterdieck, 
Ebrard) ; for, on the one hancl, it is self-evident to Christians 
that J esns would not be the mediator if He had not acted 
differently from J olm; and, on the other hand, the feature 
which distinguishes Jesus from J olm in regard to baptism 
is this, that the latter baptized with water, but the former 
baptizes with the Holy Ghost.1 The addition has a polemic 
import (not against "disciples of John," Ewald, but) against 
the Docetans, who in a certain sense indeed taught that Christ 
came ot' iJoaTo~, but denied that He came oi' a'tµa-ro~, inas
much as, according to their heresy, Christ united Himself 
with Jesus at His baptism, but separated from Him again 
before His death (Erdmann, Myrberg, Weiss, Braune); indeed, 
it is only by the reference to these heretics, against whom 
the apostle frequently directs a polemic in the Epistle, that 
the whole section from ver. 6 to ver. 12 can be explained. -
With regard to grammar, it is to be observed that µavov is 
not connected with ov, but with iJoan, and therefore there 
can be no ,ca[ after a.AA.a, which is not observed by A. 
Buttmann (p. :~ 1 7). The preposition iv simply expresses 
the idea of accompaniment without bringing out the acces
sory notion which lies in oia ; comp. IIcb. ix. 12 and 2 5. -
The definite article before voan and a'iµan is explained 
by the fact that both have been already mentioned. 
Bengel correctly: Articulus habet vim relativam. - ,cat To 
'll'VEVµa €UT£V TO µapTupovv J Just as in regard to iJowp and 
aXµa, so in regard to 7rvevµa the views of commentators vary 
very much. The following opinions are to be rejected as 
utterly arbitrary :-(1) that it denotes the psychical element, 
which, with alµa and iJowp as the physical elements, consti-

1 Erdmann has rightly pointc<l out that the view, according to which iJ~.,p i,; 
understood of the baptism instituted by Christ, is opposed to the i,lea that tlw 
addition refers to John the Baptist; this antagonism can only be removed it' 
we explain the idea iJ~.,p in the principal clause differently from its meaning in 
this subordinate clause, in the former of a baptism which was not merely a 
baptism of water, but also of the Spirit, but in the latter of a baptism which is 
only a baptism of water; but that woul<l be an interpretation which condemns 
itself, 
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t11tcLl thr hnlllan nature (If Christ (\\'etstein); (:.!) that it is 
t]u, ,-pirit \\'hich Christ at His death COllllllittecl into His 
}'ather·s hall(],; (Augustine, etc.); (:J) that it rneaus "the 
tvaching ol ,Jesus" (Carpzo\'ins); (-!) that To 7T"VEvµa is= o 
-:;-vwµanKo,, whereby John means himself (:Ziegler, Stroth\ 
P._\· To r.v1:vµa can only be uIHlerstood either the Holy (:hos! 

1Ii111self or the spiritual l[fc produced by Him in believcrs.1 

Against the latter view there arc, howcwr, two rea!!ons :
(1) that To r.vEvµa neYer has this meaning without a more 
particular definition indicating it; an<l (2) that the TO µap

Tvpoiv, which is added, here defines the r.vEvµa as something 
specifically different from the subjectiYe lifo of man. We 
111ust therefore understand by it the objectiYc Spirit of God, 
yet not, however, inasllluch as He dcscemlccl on Christ at Hi,; 
baptism, and testified to Him as the )fossiah, nor inasmuch 
as He was in Christ as the <livine power which manifesteLl 
itself in His miracles? bnt (as most commentator.~ correctly 
interpret.) t!tc Holy Ghost, whom Christ sent to His disciples 
at Pentecost, and who is the permanent posses,;ion of Hi,; 
Church. The prcclieate icrT'i To µapTvpovv i,; not pnt fu;· 
µapTvpii or for f<TT£ µapTvpovv; here alsu the article rnu,;t 
not lie oYerlookcd; TO µapTvpovv is a nominal i(lea, aml, more
on•r, not a1ljectiYal, but :;ul,stantiYe: " the ~pirit is the wit-
11css" (Liicke). The ollice of wit1H!ssing IJelongs rssentially 
to the Holy Ghost; comp. John xv. 3G.~- As the apost!,) 
('.1Jllti1rnes: on T~ r.v1:vµ,;, ECTTW ;, ciA.1101:1a, lie SCClllS thereby 
to state the ol,jcct of µapTvpiiv; 4 but thi» Yiew is opposell to 

1 Sa1uh·r is ,·ery \llh'( 1rtain in liis PXplanation of-:-; ".';"'ts~.u.~; lirst lie Pxplai11:-; it 
J,y: .. the l'Oll\"l'l'Sion or 111a11 acconq,lishl',1 1,y th,· ('tlllllllUllil'ati1111 or thl' lloly 
(:host," hut thc•n he puts instm,l of this, without further l'Xpla11ati11n: "thosl' 
who arc born of the Spirit"(!), 

' (:rntius 11111h·rstantls hy -:-, "'""I"' <'\'C'll the mirnelt·s thc·rn-d\'l's: a,hniran,\a 
,·jns opera a \'irtnte <li\'ina manifcstc procc<lcntia. 

3 The assertion of Eurnnl, that John in th.-sc wonls sh,nrs "how :1111l how far 
011r faith in ('1,rist, in consc•r111c11c" of th,• fact that t'hri,l l1t·ars in llimsdf the 
1•11m•r tl,at on-rcomrs the worl,\, is itsdf au on-rcu111i11;.: puw,·r," a11<l that 
l'~i'"i''' therefore" must ,knotc an act whic-h is in siil"lallc'c i,lentical with 
the act of o,·crcoming the world," is simply to uc rejected. 

• In ron111,ction with this \'it·w, Luthl'r tak,·s .,.; "'""·'"" in a ,!iffl'rent sense 
fn,m that in the principal S<'nlene,·, naull'ly, as "th,, won! whi..!t has san,l ns 
1,,. baptism an,! hyuloot.l," an,l of whieh tit,• ~pirit IH•at·s wit11ess that it procc•e,h: 
fro111 th" ~piril or trnth, awl is thn trnth ilsc·Ir; BL"sser t!istin~nish,·s -:-, "''· i11 
tin: 1•ri11ri1,a\ clause fru1n the ..,.,. iu the ,iil,ur,liualc dan,,·, in that he umler• 
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the whole context, according to which the apostle does not 
want to bring out that the Spirit is truth, but : " that J esns 
the Son of Goel is the Christ." Therefore ~.£ here must, with 
Gerhard, Calovius, and most modern commentators ( de "\V ettc, 
Lucke, Di.isterdieck, Erdmann, Myrberg, Braune), be taken 
as caitsal particle, so that the subordinate clause serves to 
strengthen the preceding thought. It is because the Spfrit is 
the truth that the Spirit is the witness in the fullest sense of 
the word. -To interpret~ al-.,~0eia = CLA-TJ0£r; (Grotius) is to 
weaken the thought; by the definite article the idea al-.,~0eia 
is indicated in its full concrete vividness; comp. John xiv. 6, 
where Christ calls Himself ~ d">..~0eia. Weiss calls attention 
to the way in which this designation proves the personality 
of the Spirit, inasmuch as " the truth is the nature of Goel 
Himself made manifest." -The object which is to be supplied 
with To µapTvpovv can be no other than the thought which 
J olm has previously expressed in the first half of the verse. 

Ver. 7. Dy means of the witness of the Spirit, water and 
blood also attain to the position of witnesses. As such John 
now adduces them in connection with the Spirit, in order by 
the weight of this threefold witness to confirm the truth that 
the Son of God, who is identical with Jesus, is the Messiah. 
-The 3n which begins the verse means neither: "jam vero" 
(Grotius, Calov), nor: " hence" (Meyer), nor: " consequently" 
(Baumgarten-Crusius), but: "Jot." This connection with the 
foregoing is explained by the fact that the truth of the testi
mony of the Holy Ghost (who is the truth itself) is strength
ened by the circumstance that it is not He alone that bears 
witness, but that with Him the water and the blood bear 
witness also, as the two elements by means of which the 
atonement took place (similarly Lucke); 1 de Wette unneces
sarily supplies: "and, humanly considered, the witness is also 

stands by the former '' the Spirit bearing witness to the heart of believers," and 
by the latter " the Spirit dominating in the sacraments all(l in the word." 
Ebrard interprets: "the Spirit evidences itself ... by its power;" clearly the 
words "by its power" arc a pure importation. 

1 "In vcr. 6 it was said that the witnessing Spirit is the truth, aml hence it 
is imp lieu that, to prove that J esns is the Christ, the Spirit unites with the 
water and blootl, as the testimony of the truth. As John now assumes this con
clusion from vcr. 6, he auds, passing on to another subonlinatc confirmatory 
prnof: for," etc. 

1i!EYEI:;-l Joux. 2G 
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trne, fo;·." l'aulus connects Yer. 9, as conserp1ent, \\'ith this 
Yerse as antcCt!dcnt: "because there are three, etc., then, if, 
etc., the witness of (iod is much greater." This construction, 
which is contrary to the style of John, is the more to be 
rejectetl as an erroneous idea arises from it. - -rpeis elcnv a[ 

µapTUpavvre<;-] The masculine is used because the three that 
arc mentioned are regarded as concrete witnesses (Li.icke, etc.), 
lmt not lJecause they arc "types of men representing these 
three" (Bcngel),1 or symlJols of the Trinity (as they are inter
preted in the Scholion of :i.\fatthaei, p. 13 8, mentioned in the 
nitical notes). It is uncertain whether John brings out this 
ll'iplicity of witnesses with reference to the ,re11-kno,vn legal 
rnle, Dent. xvii. 6, xix. 15, l\Iatt. xviii. 16, etc., as seYeral 
crmnnentators suppose. It is not to be deduced from the 
1,rcsent that vowp and atµa arc things still at present existing, 
:md hence the sacraments, for by means of the witness of the 
~pirit the whole redemptiYe life of Christ is permanently pre
,,eut, so that the baptism and death of Jesus - although 
1 donging to the past - prove Him constantly to be the 
::\fessiah who makes atonement for the world (so also Braune). 
The participle oi µaprupavvTE<;-, instead of the ,mustantivc 
oi µaprupe<;-, emphasizes more strongly the actiYity of the 
witnessing. - TO r.veuµa Kat TO vowp «at TO atµa J All these 
three exprc;;,;ions have here, of course, the same meaning as 
1,reviousl,r?- «at oi rpe'i<; el, To ev Elaw] Luther inaccurately: 

1 Tropum •.. Ap. :idhibet ... ut hoe uic:it: tria sunt genera hominurn, qui 
111i11istcrio tl·slalllli in tcrra funguntm: (1) illu,1 ... gr·nus t<-stium, 11111l<I 1,r,tc• 
,-,.nio cva11gdii ,·,teat; (2) illtt<I gen. !<-st., <pto,l h,tl'tis1nu111 ,hlministr.1t, ut 
.J .. hannc.s l,apti~ta et ,·actcri; (!l) illu,l gc11. kst., <JUUt! p:1ssioncm c·t 111urtcn1 
Jlnmini spcctavit et cclcbrnt. 

0 \\'ciss crroncuu,ly l"l"l'crs the witness of the l.,.ipti,m h,·re tn that wliidt was 
.cC:1·en at the l,:1ptis111 of Christ, nllll the wit11css of tl"' ,k,th tu that which was 
_:.'.il'l"n at the 11utllowi11g of His l,loO(l. - It is 11ot hy what ha!'l'Clll'd in c<1!l!l1·,,
! :f)Jl with tl1t·lll, lntL in th1•111~1.:h·r.-.., that r,:,Jf atlll (!-:µ(,f., arc the fL"f'"f~;~-:-,;. -
.',•·1·orlli11~ to Ebi-ard, ~;;~, /,,_,.,. "is till' ha11tism llf ,ratd· i11~titnkll liy l'ln+-t, as 
:·11 ,-xt1•mal institntion , .. as tht' l'l'['l'l'Sl'lltatie<ll .. r ("\'('J'j" 111,·.lllS of !,!1''1l'l' tu h,• 
:.•!J11i11i,tcrl'•l 1,y llll'II, :tl,un: all in its cnnnl'ctinu 1Yith tlw pr,·:1"11i11g of till' wur,l;" 
:•1pJ a~u.v. is" the l,]oo,l of Christ, i.e. His ato11i11g ,k,th, ... nnt, holl'1·wr, the 
1-lorJl! of Christ alron,·, l,nt also tl"' poll'rr of tli,· 1,!,««1 of th,• trstimnuy, wliil'h is 
•1w,l fro111 time to titnc l1y lli...: tli:-'(,:i1,11·~ for 1111' :--:,k,· of C\ml\•:-:.,iu.~ ,Tt•:rn:-:.·, 'l'o 
:1,i, El,ranl fi:rth,·r nu,1.s: "w,· m:iy a:1y that iu tlil' ,,..,,,,·of /,,,1,1;.,,,, is l'lll• 

;,,,,J',.,! thl' l'Onfrssion 1Yhi,·h l.,y its Jir1111a·,s o\'l•l'l'n1111·s tla• lie, awl in th,• /,/oo,I 
,.,- I• ,1;,,,011y that Ion• ll'hich • 1,y 1,:1ti,·nl'e onrn•llll'S the ]«JWl'l' l•f the Jlesh ... 
This intcrpretatiou neetls no refutation. 
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" and these three are one ; " To ev is the one specific object of 
the witness; "the th1'Cc arc dfrcctcd to this one," namely, in 
their thus unanimous witness. Storr inaccumtely : " they 
serve one cause, they promote one and the same object, namely, 
the object previously mentioned (v. 1, 5)." 

REilIAI'.K.-According to the Ree., after oi 11-ap.-upoGv.-s,; appear 
the words: iv ,ij, oupru'f°J ... oi µ,ap,upouv':",,; iv ,ji yji (sec the critical 
notes). Luther says in reference to them: "It appears as if 
this verse was inserted by the orthodox against the Arians, 
ivhich, however, cannot suitably be done, because both here and 
there he speaks not of witnesses in heaven, but of witnesses on 
earth." \Vith this most modern commentators agree, with the 
exception of Besser and Sander. It is true that, if we consider 
the contents of the whole Epistle, the idea of the three witnesses 
in heaven may be brought into connection with something or 
other that appears in the Epistle; but it does not follow from this 
that that idea has here a suitable or even a necessary place. 
This plainly is not the case, so much the more, as neither in 
what follows nor in what immediately precedes, withwhichver. 7 
is closely connected by ;;.,, is there the slightest reference to 
such a witness of the Trinity. There arc clear and intelligible 
grounds in the foregoing for adducing tho three witnesses : 
;.v,v11-a, 'uowp, aiµ,a, but not for adducing the three witnesses: 
o ;.ar~p, o ~.6yo,;, ':"o -::-vsu11-a ay1ov; this trinity appears quite unpre
pared for ; IJut the sequel is also opposed to it, for it makes it 
unintelligible what witness is meant, by the 11-ap':"up,a ':"ou 0sou, 
ver. 9, whether that of the three in heaven, or that of the three 
on earth. - To this it may be added that these two different 
classes of witnesses appear together quite unconnected; it is 
said, indeed, that these three witnesses agree in one, but not in 
what relationship the two threes stand to one another. - Beside~, 
however, the idea in itself is utterly obscure ; for what are we 
to understand by a witness in heaven? Dengel, it is true (with 
whom Sander agrees), says: "non fertur testimonium in coelo, 
sed in terra: qui autem testantur, sunt in terra, sunt in coelo ; 
i. e. illi sunt naturae terrestris et humanae, hi a.utem naturae 
clivinae et gloriosae." How untenable, however, this is, is shown, 
on the one hand, in the fact that iv ,~; oupavrjj does not belong to 
sltriv, but rather to µ,ap':"upoLJv-:-.;, and the text therefore does not 
speak of being, but of bearing witness, in hcami; and, on the 
other hand, in the fact that according to it the ,;:vELJf.La which is 
connected with vowp and aif1-a must be regarded as something 
earthly and human. - There is further the nn-J ohannean 
character of the diction, as by John o 0.6,; and 6 :,,,6yo,;, aud 
similarly o ,.a,np and;, ui6,, are certainly conjoined, but never 
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;, -::,.1.~i;p nml;, i.,;,,,;; Sander avails himself of the assumption, 
whieh is eertainly very rasy, of a a':':'et~ ,.s,0J.,vo~; but this is 
hcrLi unwarr.111tablc, for those· itl.eas are so frequently occuning 
in -Toh11--a1Hl that lllO(lc of conjunction is not accidental, but 
is gronlllled on the nature of the cnse. ,v e sec that the inter-
11olator ,rrnle ,.,;'i'o;, because this suggested itself to him ns a 
gcn11i11c ,Tohanncan expression, without reflecting that its con
nection with ':':'etdp is un-Johannean. Finally, the ·wi' 0E701 oi 
~p,i; !v ,ir;, is also strange. Bengel interprets: umm1 sunt essentia, 
11otitia, rnluntate, atque adeo consensu testimonii. Hengel ,Yith 
jnsticc pnts the csscntiality first, for it is just this that is tlcnotctl 
by the expression-but just this is unsuitable here, where the 
subject rather is tltc miity of the witness. 

Yer. !J brings out the greatness of the ,rit11ess of God, antl 
our obligatiun to accept it. The two clauses which are here 
connected with one another <lo not perfectly correspond in 
form ; for in the n.ntecedent clause the itlea that corresponds 
to the µdl;wv of the consequent clause is not expressed, nor 
in the com;erp1ent clause the iden. that corresponds to the 
">..aµ/3ul'oµw of the antecedent. The sentence, if completed, 
would nm: If we receive the witness of men because it is of 
some vn,lne, much more must we receive the witness of God, 
;is it lias a much greater value (comp. A. Iluttm. p. 3:rn). 
The sentence contains a conclusion ex minore ad majus. The 
ronjnnction El, as fre!1uenlly, is not dubitative. - Bri.ickner 
j llstly says, in opposition to Baur : "The witness of men is 
cmly :illta1cLl to on the side of its judicial value; there is not 
assuuwd to be in it an import which would be equal to that 
of the witness of GDLl by water and blood and spirit." 1 

-

11 µ.ap-rvp{a -rov 0Eov is here used quite generally; the more 
pmticnlar definition is only given by the sc<picl (so also 
1 hi~tenlieck). - ~T£ aUT1J €UTtV 1) µap-rvp{a TOV emu] ,rith 
Zn it seems necessary to supply a thought to which it refers ; 
Litcke supplies the thought : "if we accept the witness of God, 
ire must belieYe that ,Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God;" 
} >iistenlieck, with whom J~raune agrees: " a witness of <.;OLl 
now really exists, namely this ... ;" bnt such a supplement 
i, 11rJl 11ecessary if we suppose that the clause hcginning with 
:;,t is intcrnled to gfre the reason of the contrast of the hnlllan 

1 It i., •1nitc l'rroncous for Storr to umlcrslaml liy the witness of men S['!-ci:illy 
tl1c witm·ss of John the lfaptist. 
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and of the divine witness which here appears, in this sense: 
" I say, 17 µapTvpfa TOV 0rnu, for ... " - In the reading: bT t 

(instead of 'i)v) µEµapTvpr,,cf. 7rf.pt TOV viou avTov, which 
is attested by the best manuscripts, this second on may be 
taken as causal particle, in which case avTr, wonkl be refcrre(l 
to the witness spoken of in vv. 6 and 7, in this sense : " for 
this is the witness of God, since He has testified (it) of His 
Son; " but the want of an alm5,; before µEµapT1Jp711Cf. is nu 
obstacle to this view ; it is therefore better to interpret on by 
"that," and to refer avTr, to this sentence which begins with 
dn (Li.icke, Erdmann, Diisterdieck, l\iyrberg, Ebrarcl, Ewald, 
Bri.ickner, Braune), so that the sense is: for this is (therein 
consists) the witness of God, that He has testified of His Son. 
Tiy this witness we are to understand no other thnn thnt 
which was spoken of in the preceding, namely, the objective 
witness of the Spirit, not the internal witness, of which the 
apostle does not speak until afterwards ( contrary to 1 histcr
dieck), hut still less, as Ebrard interprets, the witness in John 
i. 33. - ·with the reading 17v, avTr, mnst be referred back to 
the preceding; the sense then is: "for that (vv. 6 and 7) is 
the witness of God whici1 He has testified of His Son." 1 

-

The perfect µEµapT15p711CE is here to be taken in the same way 
as John frequently uses the perfect, namely, in this way, that 
the witness which Gou has given is to be regarded as per
manently remaining. 

Ver. 10. God's testimony of His Son has for its object faith 
in the Son of God. Hence : "He that bclicvcth on the Son 
lwth the witness in himself." - T~v µapTUp{av, i.e. the witness 
of Goel which was previously spoken of; EXE£ EV iavTip, i.e. the 
witness is uo longer merely external to him, but Ly virtue of 
his faith he has it in (not as Luther translates : "with") him
self; the external has become internal to him. This thought 
forms the transition to that contained in ver. 11. The helie,·er, 
namely, has the objective witness t"ii himself, innsurnch ns he 
experiences in his soul the power of the trnth attested by 
God; yet T~v µapTvp{av must not here be understootl-a.s in 

1 Liicke erroneously thinks that with the reaJing ;;, there results only an 
imperfect scns<', when he says: "the witness of Goel, which He has testilic•,l, 
consists-in what?" This appearance of incompleteness JisappPars, lwwcver, a~ 
soon as tzi""" is reforre,l to the preceding. 



4 7 0 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF TIIE APOSTLE JOH~. 

ver. 11-of this operation itself ( contrary to Diisterdieck). 
In the interpretation: "he accepts the witness,"-for which, 
corresponding to the exei, it should at least be put: "he ltas 
accrptcrl it,"-the preposition iv does not receive due justice. 
- In the following negative sentence, by which the thought 
expressed is strengthened and extenclecl, we must supply with 
Tij, 0E(V (instearl of which T<p vicp is not to be read), " Tep 
UEµ,apTup17KoT£." - ,[,-EVCTTTJV 7Tf7T'Oi1JKEV avTDV] see chap. i. 10. 
In his unbelief, the witness of Goel is regarclecl by him as a 
lie, and God, who has given it, therefore as a liar. - This 
thought is confirmecl by the following words: "Jo;· he bcliadk 
not (has not become a bclici-ci") in the 1·ccoi"d idlich Goel has girm 
(as a pconancnt rccorcl) of His Son." - ·with the participle 
mCTTEvwv, which describes a gener::tl class (not a single parti
cular individual), µ,~ is used; but with the finite verb 'lT'Er.{u

TEVKEV it is ov, because thereby the 7TLCTTEVEtv of those that 
belong to that dass is exactly and llirectly denied ( comp. 
chap. ii. 4, iii. 10, H, iv. 8).1 

Yer. 11 states in what way that ,rilness of God shows 
itself as internal to the believer; to him "·ho, by lJelicYing, 
has the objective "'ilness of God in himself, it is no longer 
purely objective, but he experiences it in himself as a divine 
power, or as the sw11 alwv,o<; which God has given him.2 

Hl'nce the apostle S[l)'S: ".And this ·is the rccoi'cl, oTL sw11v 

alwvrnv USwKEV 11µ1,v O 0Eo,." 1,Yith 11µ,Zv, TO£<; 7i"f.'1,lO'T€U

"OO'£V is to he mentally supplied. - sw11 aiwvw; is not "the 
hope of eternal life" (Bede: cledit nolJis Yitam acternmu, sell 
adhuc in tcrra percgrinantibus in :;pc, quam daturns est in 
coclis ad se pcrvenicntilms in re), but it is this itself, the 
cliYine life, of which the believer is even here a 1mrtaker; 
what the believer hopes for, that he has already. - tw11v 

alwvtov, as the prim:ip:1.l idea, is put lir:;t. - :!owKEV IIH:ans: 

1 Jt i1; diff,·n·nt iu .To11n iii. 18, wh1·re Q-;-, µYI -::-;.--:-::r-;-!v1tt11 follows O /1-r; ':I",~-:-;;~", 

but as the rc:ison for !id~ "''-f'T'-"• and where, thcrcforl', it is consiucrcu as thn 
n·ason of the cumlcmnation 01,cratiug in the mi11,I of the jnJgc ; Jillercntly 
Wi1l<'r, l'· -120 ff.; VII. l'· 111 IL Tlw distinction lies in this, that hy ,J,w,-.-,,, 
,.,,,,.,;,,.,, auT,v it is an act of the sul~,-ct, 1,nt Ly ,,_;"f'""' the action of the ju,lgc 
(i.e, of Gou) that is indicated. 

:: ~\l'l:11n.li11g ln J~raunt', by 0,, the i1111'vrt c,r tilt' l'l'ecirll j:,; n1cant to lH· :-.tak,l; 
l,:;: :I,.-11 ,J.,J,11 1n,11lu L,, ,1,,·:1lJ11;; of a ,1ill",·r,·11t rl"c,,r,l from that "·hich he 
mcnlioucd before. 
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"ltcgai:c;" it is not= promisit (Socinus), nor does it express 
merely the firmitatem et certitudinem promissionis divinae 
(a Lapide). - Myrberg incorrectly finds the import of the 
µapTVpta of God stated in D-rt ,c.-r.X., which is in opposition to 
the context. The second part of the verse : ,cal, av-r17 ,j sw11 
EV 'T<f) uir'p au-rou E<J"TtV, which is not dependent 011 O'TI, (Baum
garteu-Crusius), but forms a co-ordinate principal clause, gives 
a further explanation in regard to sw~ alwvtoi;. Several com
mentators find this thought expressed in these words, that we 
possess the san} alwv. in the Son, i.e. in fellowship with the 
Son; hut this the words do not say; they rather state where 
the sw~ alwv., which Goel gave to believers, had its original 
place, namely, in the Son ; comp. J olm i. 4. Fromm:um 
(p. 405): "the etemal life of which the Christian is by faith 
a, partaker, is one with the life that dwells in Christ" (so also 
Diisterdieck, etc.). Braune incorrectly separates av-r11 from 
1j sw17, as he puts EU'TLV between them in the thought, and 
refers avnJ to the idea aiwvtoi;: "and this ... namely, alwvior; 
... is· the life," etc. 

Ver. 12 states the inference from the immediately preceding 
lhougltt. If the sw1 is originally in the Son, then he who 
has 'the Son has with him also the sw1. With o iixwv -rov 
uiov, comp. chap. ii. 23. Changing ancl weakening the sense, 
Grotius puts for -rov uiov: verba illa quae Pater Filio man
davit; even iixet 'T~V sw1v he erroneously explains by: jus 
certum ad vitam aeternam. vVhilst J olm in the first clause 
says simply 'TOV uiov, in the second he adds TOU 0eou; on this 
Bengel remarks: habct versus duo cola; in priore non additur 
Dci, nam fideles norunt Filium; in altero additur, ut dernmn 
sciant fideles, qnanti sit, non habere. 

Ver. 13. Many commentators (Lorin us, Spener, Bengel, Rickli, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Li.i.cke, Sander, Di.isterdieck, Braune) make 
the coudusiou of the Epistle begin with this verse (" a sort of 
concluding section," Ebrard), referring -rau-ra to the whole 
Epistle. This, however, is incorrect. That this verse also 
belongs to the last leading section beginning at iii. 2 3, is 
showu not only by the idea swhv alwvwv, which refers to 
what immediately precedes, bnt also by the idea 7T£rJ'TeUElV ei, 
'TO ()/ oµ.a 7'0U uiov 'TOU Beau, \\' !tich refers back to iii. 2 3 ; 
besiLll!,,, it is to be observed that the following sentences, 
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vv. 14 and lii, correspond to the thought with which the 
lH'Cce<ling leading l"ectinn ended; comp. iii. 21, 22. ..\ccord
iugly, Tavm is not to he referred to the whole Epi.~tle, bnt 
to the last section, vv. 6-12 (Briickner), ,rhicl1 rcriches its 
climax in the thonght : o exwv TOV viov i!xH T~V sw,;v ; comp. 
ii. 1, 21, 2 6. In the "·on1s : 1va Eloi;TE, OTt sw17v fXETE aiwvtov, 

,J olm states the object for which he wrote that which is con
tained in the foregoing. The certainty of the life which is 
bestowrrl on him is so much the more necessary to the Chris
tian's mind, as this is sometimes hidden from him in the 
strnggles of life-the life is there, but at times like a hidden 
treasure. That the possession of this life, however, is con
ditioned by faith, the apostle brings out especially by an 
additional clause, which iucleed runs differently in the different 
codices (see the critical remarks), but in its different forms 
expresses essentially the same thought ; according to the 
probable reading, it is connected with uµ'iv; according to A, 
however, with i!XETE. The second clause in the Ree.: Kai ,va 

T.tUTEllTJTE El, TO ovoµa TOIi viou TOIi 0€011, indicates as the 
second object tl1e adhenmcc to faith ; with the phrase : 
7T"tUTEl!ElV El-. TO ovoµa, comp. chap. iii. 23. 

Yer. 14, as the preliminary Kai shows, is not the begim1ing 
of a new section (contrary to de "\\'ette); but the thought 
expressed here is in close connection with the foregoing, 
inasmuch as the 'TT'UPFJTJULa is an essential element of the sw~ 

aiwvto,. As in chap. iii. 21, :2:2, so here also, 7rap/n1ufa is 
the confidence which the believer experiences in the certainty 
that his prayer is heard. - avT1J iuTtv 11 r.app1Juta does not 
mean: "hence arises also a happy spirit" (Ziegler), lmt 
"l1n·ci11, co,i:;ist8 the cuufidcncc" (de "\\'ette). - -i)v ilxoµEV r.por; 

auTav] auTav docs 11ot refer to the Son, hut to God ; though 
Gotl is 11ot previously mentioned as the subject, yet He is 
nevertheless consi1lered as the principal su hjl'ct, as the One 
,rho gives life through the Sou. - on] Liicke (with whom 
Ebrani agrees, with the incorrect re111ark that oTt does not 
dcpell<l Oil aUT1), but simply Oil 7T'(lpp11ufa) supplies before on: 
" that we haYe the confidence;" hut the concise thought of 
I he apostle is thereby weakened, awl hesich•s the 7T'app1w1a is 
itsdr this confidence (Diisterdieck). - flLV Tt alTwµE0a KUT(L 

TO 0EA'T]µa auTov] By means of Kan',, T. 0tA. auTOV, i.e. TOIi 
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0rnii, prayer is more particularly defined as to its substance 
and character. - ciKouei 1jµwv] In chap. iii. 2 2 it is put instead 
of this : ">..aµ/3avoµw a,r' avTOU. - UKOUEtv includes the idea 
of gmntin[J, which, however, is not brought definitely out 
until the following verse. 

Ver. 15. Kai icw oroaµev. By the indicative after iav (see 
on this, Winer, p. 264; VIL p. 277; Al. Buttmann, p. 1 !H ff.) 
this knowledge is emphasized as something undoubtedly 
belonging to the believer; differently ver. 16 : iav w; tOl7. -
OT/, UKOU€£ 'T}µwv, & Jav (itv) al-rwµe0a J Resumption of what 
was previously stated. - otoaµev, on K.T.X.] In the certainty 
that Goel hears us lies also tlic certainty: on 9:,0µ,ev Ttt 
alTryµaTa a yn7,caµev a,r' (;.-ap') avToii. - ilxoµev is neither= 
">..aµ/3avoµev, nor is the present put for the future (Grotius); 
the present is rather to be kept in its proper meaning; the 
believer always has that for which he has asked God (,caTa 
TO 0€">..1]µ,a avToii); he has God, and in Him all things. - Ta 
al-r11µaTa are the l'CS petitae (Lorinns). - a,r' avToii from its 
position is not to be connected with ilxoµev, but with vn7,caµev; 
comp. Matt. xx. 20; Acts iii. 2; differently chap. iii. 22: 
Aaµ{Javoµ,ev a,r' avToii. 

Ver. 1 G. The apostle applies the general thought expressed 
in ver. 15 to a particular case, namely, to a prayer for one's 
brother when one sees him committing sin. - €UV Tt', rov TOV 
ci~eXcpov auTov] By €UV with the subjunctive the possibility 
is simply stated. By aoe}..cpo<, we are to understand, accord
ing to the usus loqucndi of the Epistle, not the neighbour in 
general (Calovius), but the Christian brother (auToii), not 
exactly the "regenerate" (Dlisterdieck); El)l'ard erroneously: 
"first of all members of the Christian Church, yet without 
excluding those who arc not Christians." - aµ,apTaVOVTa 
,lµapTlav µ,~ ,rpo<; 0ctvaTov] The phrase aµapTCJ,V€£V aµapT{av 
is stronger nnd more expressive than ,ro,e'iv ciµapTtav. -The 
sort of aµ,apT{a is more particularly defined by the ad<lition 
µ11 ,rpo<, 0,IvaTOV. The negative µ,; (instead of which Ol/ is 
used in ver. 1 7) is explained by the fact that the idea is 
regarded as dependent on Mv Tt<, tOl7 (comp. Winer, p. 421). 
The apostle distinguishes uctween the ,iµ,apTia OU ,rpo<, 
OavaTOV and the aµapTta 7rpc,<, 0avaTOV. What sin is to be 
understood by the latter ? The idea m~? ~9~, LXX.: aµapTia 
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0avan7rpopor;, is found already in the 0. T. :Num. xviii. 22, 
whence the Rabbis distinguish between ;,n•r.,1;, mmn and 
;,n•i.:,\, ~, il~on (Scl10ettgcn, Hor. !U'br.); in accordance with 
this, as Schoettgcn also interprets, the aµ,apTLa 7rpor; 0avaTOV 

would be that sin to which the :i.\Iosaic ln.w assigned the 
punishment of death, as idolatry, adultery, etc.; lrnt even if 
that Old Testament definition is the basis of John's expression, 
yet it does not follow that he used the i<lea in the same sense: 
0ctvaTor; may here, as distinguished from tw,; (,ea), OwCTet avT~o 

sw17v), not mean bodily death. :For this reason alone, there
fore, the explanation of :i\Iorus an<l S. G. Lange is to be rejected, 
according to which that sort of sin is meant which is punished 
by the authorities with death or with other severe punish
ments (!), even apart from the fact that it makes the prayer of 
the Christian depcrnlent on the penal decrees of civil law. 
But the opinion of Zachariac, Michaelis, aml Linder (in the 
Zdtschrijt fii;- d. luth. Theo!. of Rudelbach and Guericke, 
vol. IV. 1862), that here, as in Jas. v. 1-! ff., it is those 
who are in bodily sickness that are spoken of, and that such 
sin is meant as God punishes with demlly sickness or sudden 
death, is for the same reason unfournled.1 

- If 0avaTO, is not 
bodily death, then by 7rpor; 0«11aT011 the periocl to ,d1ich the sin 
last,; cannot either be meant. - ·with reference to the ecclesi
astical discipline exercised in the Clrnreh, the older Catholic 
theologians especially understood by the c'iµ,. r.p. 0av., with
out further comment, all those sins which were punished by 
the punishment of excommunication. Bnt cYeu if the Church 
had always punished in that ,niy the sin which John here 
has in view, yet that expression cuuhl not be explained hy 
that practice. - As 0ava-ro, is not umlily lleath, it is only 
spi1·it11al death or dmmwt iun that can be meant hy it; aµ,. 

r.pi, 0«vaTov is therefore the sin which leads to d:1111natiou. 

1 J,i11,l•·r, it is irnr, remarks against ihis that :t 1w11· section brgins with vcr. 
J:l, 1,nt even i11 that nr,,• ;;-.,,; is use,! i11 th<" ~piritnal sense. The aho\"O Yicw 
i.s also oppo,,·,\ l,y till' fo,·t tli:1! it ass11rn,·s in .Tohn the opinion thnt ,k1t!ly 
sick11es.s or ,11,\,i<-11 ,\,-ath i.s ;,\ways ,livin<" pnnbhrnc-nt for :1. special sin, 
which cnn neither he justiftetl hy Acts v. nor by l Cor. xi. 30. 'l'ho appeal 
to ,fas. v. H ff. is so much the more inappropriate, as ,Tohn hero in no way 
hll.~!~1·st~ that ]u: is s.p•·al..:i11g of tlu,.,,, ll"ho 11n' in l10,lily .,i,·b,c --~. It is th,•J'l•for,· 
•p1i~1- arl1ilrary for Li111lt-r to i11tl'J'}ll°l't ,:;e,c; c~1":i ,~>=-:= ~~"';~: "(:u,l will grant ti) 

him panlon and rccorcry." 



CHAP. V. 16. 475 

But what sin is this? It is much too general to regard 
every grievous transgression as such. As Christ Himself 
refuses forgiveness absolutely only to one sin, the commentators 
who assent to the above view find themselves driven to an 
arbitrary weakening of ,rpo~ 0avaTOIJ ; so Ambrosius (lib. cl(' 

pocnit.), when he says: quodvis peccatum gravissimum, quod 
vix remittitur; and still more strangely a Lapide: peccatum 
quodvis gravissimum, quod ... juxta legem communem per 
gratiam, quam Deus onlinarie dare solet, est quasi i.mmedi
cabile, incorrigibile et insanabile. It is more correct, indeed, 
to regard it as sin which is not repented of, and to find the 
characteristic of the aµ,. ,rp. 0av. in the impenitence of the 
sinner who will give heed to no exhortation (Grotius, Socinus, 
etc.); but even this cannot be the feature which John here 
has specially in view, because at the time of the commitment 
of a sin it cannot be decided whether it will be repented 
of or not. John must mean a aµ,apT{a, which in itself is 
characterized as a aµ,apTla ,rpo~ 0avaTOV. Many commen
tators accordingly fix the meaning of it on a single particular 
sin; thus Tertullian, who understands by it, moechia post 
baptismum commissa ; Bede, who, following the precedent 
of Augustine,1 understands by it the peccatum invidentiae, 
quo quis invidet fratri gratiam, virtutem et salutem; but 
then we do not see why John did not specifically and 
definitely mention this particular sin. ',Ve might therefore 
agree with those who take aµ,ap·rla here as the description 
of a state, as Bengel, who thus interprets: talis stat1is, in 
quo fides et amor et spes, in summa, vita nova exstincta est; 
but this is opposed by the apostle's mode of expression, which 
plainly refers to a sinful deed, and not to a state. Though, 
on the one hand, a single sin cannot be meant (Calvin : non 
est partialis lapsus, nee praecepti uni us transgressio ), yet we 
must only think of a whole species of sins, or better, of such 
sinning as is characterized not by the object with which it is 

1 Augustine (de serm. Dei in monte JJ[att. lib. i. c. 22, § 7:l) says: Pcccatum 
fmtris ml mortem pnto esse, cum post agnitionem Dei per gmtimn .... Jesn 
Christi quisquc oppugnat fraternitatem et ad versus ips,im gratiaru ... inviclentiae 
facibus agitatur. Yet Augustine is not consistent in his interpretation; in the 
Ret;-ac/alions he aclds further: si in hae pervcrsitate finicrit vitam ; in his work, 
de corrept. et gratia, c. 12, § 35, he explains the idea by: ficlem, quac per 
clilectionem operntur, dcscrere usque ad mortem. 
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connected, hnt lir the disposition from ,rl1id1 it l ,roccctk 
:For the further definition it is to be obscr\'cd, as Liicke with 
justice points out, that it can "only Le a class of sins of 
Chti.stiu 11:;, and not of those who are not Christians," that is 
spoken ot: and that "the distinction between the sin unto 
1leath and sin that is not unto death mnst be capable of being 
known." It is true, every sin can be called a aµapTfa r.po, 

0,ivaTov, inasmuch as it tends in the diredion of 0c,vaTo,, liut 
ewry sin docs not i1~fallibly lead to 0c,vaTo<;; so long as alon~ 
with the ,,µapT{a there still exists an €X€LV 'TOV vlov (n. 11 
and 1 ~'i, the sinning Christian is still in fellowship with 
the atµa 'l71uov XptUTOV which cleanses him a7l'O '1l'ClU1], 

c,µapTta, ( chap. i. 7), and so long as he has a r.apctKA1JTO<; 

'11'po, Ttv '1l'aTipa, namely, Jesus Christ the righteous (chap. 
ii. 1 ), sin docs not deprive him of the (w11 aiwvto<;, and is uot 
therefore aµapTla '11'po<; 0,ivaTOV; this it only is when it 
involves an actual falli11!f mmy from Christ; <le "' ette and 
Vi(;kc therefore rightly say that the sin unto death is the sin 
liy whid1 the Christian falls !Jack ngain from the Christian ·s 
(w,; into the 0,ivaTO, (comp. also Hofmann, ,S'dll'U't"l,rn·. II. ~. 
p. 3-1-0), only it is not exactly the falling mrr1y it8df that i,, 
to lJe understood, for this is an ~·ntcnwl ad "·hich, as such, is 
invisible,1 but rather the sinful conduct by which the internal 
lo~s of life with Christ extemally operates and reveals itself 
(so also Branne).~ It is incorrect of lhister<licck (and 
similarly Ebrnnl) to understand by the sin unto death tl1,• 
antichristian denial that ,Jesns is the Christ; for if ,John li:1.I 
meant this, he wonltl have expn'SSell it delinitdy, so much tl,,~ 
more as in the Epistle he is l'arrying 011 a polemic against that 
antichristianity. ,Tust as little has ::\Iyrl1er6 arri\'(;d at the 

1 This also 1·011tra,lids Ehranl's inlcrprdation, an·or,li11g lo II hil'h tl1<• /,.,u.. ~p. 

iU.11. is "the :u·t of iuwanl nj,·,:liou ;" altlwugh Elir,tr,l is l'Ol'l'tTt wla·n h1~ :-;:1y.-.: 

'
1 -Tp;; ~U.11. is that sort of sin11i11g whieh has rt·snltt',l i11 a eorn1pt inn of tlil' snu\ 

from which the return to ,;r,n·,; arnl i;.,,; is no longer possible to him." 
;: ~1·\·l'ral 1·01u11w11tator:-:, a~ l'al\"ill, Bl'za, ('illoviu:-:, lh·urna11n, ~an,1,·r, l'l•·., 

i,kulify this sii: with the sin against tl11• 1111!~· (:host in )latt. xii. JI ff. ; 
t'l•Itain]y tl1t: a.,ur~p-:-;!I. llll·ant l11·r1· is llot i111:1~i11al,k without a {:,).2r::r.,u.;2 ,:--;; 

"'""l'-"-"''r; antl the r;>.,.v!f!r./L;,. "'· "''· has M.,a. .. ,r n.~ its rewnr<I; but the i<lcas 
do Hol ,ptik coi11cidl', for 0) till· (,)_a.fl/r.!,L-;fl •7'. ".":'"~. 111:1y 01T11r ,·,·1.:1l Oil till' part 111' 

no11-l 'l11i-,tia11s~ l,nt it is tltl' sin of tlu: ( 'liristian tl1at i.-. ~pok1·11 of lu:1·1·; awl t :!; 
the former is c-omplctctl in 1co1·d.s (,;:r-,,, ,.,.,,.;,. "''" """"I'-"',,,; "'· ay. \, but the a.I'-, 

"'"f• fr.i.,. ean only consiot in furtl1cr action. 
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correct explanation when on €11'TlV (tµapT{a 7rpo<; 0avaTOv he 
remarks: varia genera peccatorum, quae mortem in sensu 
loci nostri adferant, vide enumerata, Gal. v. 18-21; for 
although Paul says : on Tit TOtavTa 7rpa'1"11'0VT€<; /3al1'tAe{av 

0Eov 011 KA:TJpovoµ~l1'oUl1'tv, yet it does not follow from this that 
110 return is possible from such sins. - In the face of the 
apostle's words the possibility of knowing the aµ,apTaveiv 

r.po<; 0av. cannot be denied, yet it is difficult to distinguish 
amongst the particular concrete manifestations ; but, on the 
one hand, the Christian mind which is fitted for the Kp{t1't<; 

will not decide without scrupulous examination ; and, on the 
other hand, John himself shows by the µ,1 that the decision 
can at any time Le only a subjective one. The meaning of 
the sentence acconlingly is: If any man see his brother sin 
in such a way that the sin which lie commits does not involve 
absolute renunciation of Christ, and therefore does not 
necessarily bring condemnation with it, he shall pray for him.1 

- aiT111'et is not to be understood of the united prayer of the 
Church as such (so Keander; Ewald also says: "Christian 
prayer, especially in the consecratecl bosom of the Church"), 
but of every prayer of one for another. The future is not 
exactly used instead of the imperative; it rather expresses 
the certainty that, in the case stated, the Christian will pray, 
but in this there is certainly involved the injunction actually 
to do it. The substance of the prayer is indicated by the 
following. - Ka~ owt1'ei avT<j, tw1v] denotes the result of the 
prayer; very many, perhaps most commentators (Socinus, 
a Lapide, Lorinus, Grotius, Spener, Lucke, Sander, Erclmann, 
etc.), supply with owl1'ei as subject o 0e6<; or o aiTovµ,Evo<; (so 
also Winer, p. 463; VII. p. 487; Al. Buttm. p. 116, Anrn.); 
a similar change of subject occurs in Acts viii. 6 ; but con
sidering the close connection of ainJ11'€t and owt1'ei, along 
with which the similarity of the verbal form is also to be 
noticed, it is preferable, with Jerome, Sander, <le "r ette-

1 ·when Linuer (as above quoteu) remarks against this explnnation that 
"the uccision whether a sin is a ;,,,_. "'P· d. or not is objectit'ely ma.Jc uy Gotl 
Himself, anu must be cognizable in some outwarcl manifestation," we may 
reply that even the occurrence of bouily ueath cannot be regardeu as a 
c, rtain proof; for enn though Gou sometimes orclains it as a punishment of 
the sinner, yet it occurs also "·hen it is not to ue conclmletl that tliern is special 
guilt. 
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Driickner,1 Damngarten-Crusius, Frommmm (p. G7 4), Diistcr
died:, :Uyrberg, I:rmrne, etc., to assume the same subject with 
owuei as with ain1uei ; then the sense is : he that prays gives 
the sw17, inasmuch as God grants him his prayer. The idea. 
finds its explauatiun in the fact that every sin brings with it 
a weakening of tlw sw11 ; in order that he that sins may not 
remain in this want, he requires a new infusion of life, and 
this is procuretl for him by the prayer of his belieYing brother. 
In addition to this, of course, the confession of his sin, with 
trnst in the cleansing power of the blood of Christ (comp. 
chap. i. 7), is necessary on his part; but it is just in this that 
the blessing of the prayer consists, that he receives as the 
result of it the nee1lfnl inclination for this.2 

- -roi,; aµap

-ritvouui µ17 'll"pir:; 0<tva-rov] apposition to au-rrp ; the plural 
su·\·es only for generalization (de ,vette, ,viner, etc.); 
]lurucwann (Bil,l. Stwlicn dcr siichs. Gcistlicl1cn, I. p. 71; 
and Alex. I1nttlll. p. 15 G) erroneously explains -roi<; <iµap

'T<tvouui as the tlativc commodi, referring au-r<jJ to the person 
thnt prays l1imsdf. Hy the following words: [u-rw ,iµap-r(a 

T.po, 0,,va-rov, the apostle brings out that there i::; really a sin 
m1t,1 Lll'alh, with "·hich he connects the obse1Tation: ou r.ep~ 

i,cdv'I), At,yw 111a JpwnJG""[l. l\lost commentators find in this 
a prol1il;itiuu, en~n though mildly expressed, of prayer in 
rel'erence to the sin unto death; but this is uut contained 
hl're, as Grotius, Horncjns, Hesser, l\lyrbcrg, Ebranl, Brtickner, 
cle., ri::;htly observe ; for the negative ou tloes not belong to 
JpwT1JCTTJ, bnt to ).e,yw; if the negative was to be referred to 
the former, it wonl<l hri.Ye had to be µ,11. The sense is: j\[y 
injunction Lloes Hot mean (ou AE"fw) that a man i;, to offer 
prnycr (tva €pWTIJC1'?}) in refPrellCC to (r.ep/,) foe sin r.po<; 

0,tl'a-rov_': - The ,ronl:; 110 uut expres,; more than thi::;, 
althon~h it is ad111itte1l that in the emphnsizing of ou Af.'YW a 

1 J:r,ickrn:r scl'llis, l,uwe,·cr, t,, lir ,loulitful, ns he remarks: "if there w~rc only 
au a/n-,r, or a similar indication 1" 

'It i,; to weakeu 11.L thou,"1,t of 1hr nposllc if, wilh I:i,·kli, we find the 
!,J,-,,iug of the pray .. r only in tlii.,, tl,at lu· wit,, J•r.iy, i.s himself lc:,l thereby to a 
right relation towanl his liroth .. r. ,\,·,·onlin.~ to the npustlc's Yi1•\\', the pray,·r 
l.ithr.-r !,rings 1,1.-ssing <lircetly to the l,rotl1cr, for ns James (\". 113) says: ,..,;,., 
;:1;,:;u Cfr,,,..,; 01:r..a:~~ ;Hpy1,,u.!\r,. 

".\, :\,-awl,·r tlii11k., that it is .,n]y Churd1 prayer !hat is spob'n of hcrr, Ji,, 
i11t1·11•r1·~..,: 41 n11t• wl10 r-.ills -::-;;; t'i~r.,.-;-~:1 i.-; not t11 li~ i11rlt11lc1l in tlic rn1:!C'1l 11ray1 i 
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warning is indicated (similarly Braune); John docs not want 
to make a duty of a prayer, to which the certain assurance of 
being granted is wanting; he therefore adds this limitation to 
his exhortation to prayer (so also Besser): a formal prohibition 
would only be appropriate if the c1µap-ra11Et11 1rp. 0av. was 
always cognizable as such. It is observable that John does 
not say here aln1a"ll, Lut ep(JJ-r1uv; ep(JJ-r~v (lit. "to ask") is 
a milder idea than aiTE'iv (lit. "to demand") ; the apostle 
warns against the ep(JJ-r~v, and, of course, much more against 
the more urgent al-re'iv.1 

Ver. 1 7. To guard against indifference to transgressions 
occurring in the Christirrn's life, the apostle continues: 1raua 
ciouda aµap-rta eu-rt. - aoucla is not synonymous with 
c'woµ{a, chap. iii. 4; for whilst avoµta there serves to 
strengthen the idea aµap-rta, the idea aot1da is here more 
particularly defined and strengthened by aµap-rta ; aou,ta, 
namely, is the character of every offence against that which 
is right, "every breach of duty" (Meyer). Though, on the 
one hand, every such transgression is sin ; yet, on the other 
hand, it must be maintained that every sin does not lead to 
death; hence ,cal, €UTlll aµap-rta OU 1rpor; 0avaTOII : ,ea{ is not 
adYersative, but serves to emphasize the thought. - ou 1rpor; 
0ctva-rov does not belong to eu-riv (Luther : " some sin is not 
to death"), but to aµap-r{a : " there is sin not wito dcatli." 

Ver. 18, it is true, is closely connected with the foregoing, 
but at the same time forms the commencement of the con
clusion of the Epistle, which is indicated as such by the 
successive thrice-repeated otoaµev (Ebranl), and in which the 
apostle describes the position of believers in brief vigorous 
strokes. - As in vv. 16 and 1 7 it was admitted that even in 
Christians aoi,cia, and hence aµap-rta, still exist, the apostle 
finds himself compelled to reperrt, confirmingly, what was said 
in chap. iii. 6-10, as a truth known to Christians (otoaµw, 
in which there does not lie " an appeal to the fact that he has 
already said it," Ebrarcl), in order that it may be thoroughly 

of the Church for sinners in general, so that he may not be confirmCll in his sin 
aml be led to a false trust in the prayer of others;" but John in no way 
inilicates that he is speaking only of Church prayer. 

1 Braune unsuitably s:tys that ''";,,.,;-,implies conversation; 1p,,,.'.;,, on the other 
hand, equalization of him who prays with him whom he ailJresses." 
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impressed on them that all sin is in the sharpest antagonism 
t•) their essential principle of life. - oi'oaµev, oTt 7ra.<; "fE"fEVVTJ
µivoc; e,c Toii 0eoii, oux ctµapnfvet] This appears to be in 
contradiction with what is previously mlmitte<l ; John does 
not soh-e the contradiction ; many commentators seek to do 
so by supplying 7rpo, 0avaTOV as a more particular definition 
of oux ciµapTavei, or by interpreting it of remaining in sin ; 
uoth are, however, arbitrary; the solution lies rather in the 
fact that the apostle wants simply to emphasize the antagonism 
between being born of God and sinning. Though sin is still 
found in the life of the believer, who as such is ,ye,yfvv11µivoc; 
EK Toii 0eou, yet it is nevertheless foreign to him, opposed 
to his nature, and in the strength of his faith he is eYer 
hecoming more and more free from it.1 

- aXX' o 'YfVV1J0f'tc; EK 

mu Bwii T1JpE'i fouTov] This second clause is not dependent 
011 on, but is to be regarded as an indepentlent sentence 
(Diistenlieck, Braune). Bengel erroneously states the differ
eut:c between the form o "jfVVTJ0et, and the preceding o 
1e,ywv11µivoc; thus: J>raeteritmn gran<lius qui<lLlam sonat, quam 
aorist us: non modo qui magnum in regeneratione gra<lum 
assecutus, sed quilibet, qui regenitus est, servat sc; it is 
rather the same distinction that occurs here as that by 
which these two nrbal forms arc generally distinguished; 
o "fEvv110ei, is: "he ,rho was born," regarded as a historical fact. 
- In 1 Tim. "· 22, U'fVOV, and in Jas. i. 27, aumXov, are 
put with T1Jpe'i fouTov as more particular definition. It is, 
howe\'el', mmecessary to supply such a predicate (<le 1.Vette); 
TTJpe'i EauTov denotes the self-prcserrntiou of the believer in 
his proper character (so also Drannc) ;2 the more particular 
deli11ition results from the following ; ,cal o 7rOVTJpoc; oux 
(t'T/"TETal auTov] is the result of the T1Jpe'i €aUTOV ; Eurard 
incorrectly: " Satan dare not touch him; God docs not permit 
it;" the present simply expresses the fact, lint this, accor<li.11~ 

1 It n,·,·,b 110 proof that the thought of the apostle• is pcn·crtc,I by the cxplana• 
Lion or ,le "" cttc: "the apostle expresses hi, l'onli,h·nce that the occnrrc11ce of 
I h., sin unto clmth arnl of sin in gcnc•ral ca1111ut often (!) take place in the 
l 'hrislian Church." 

'It is kss suilaLle to explain "'"f''' i«v7;, hne, with Eliranl=,,.,,,,,.,~,, "to 
Ill' 011 i(Uanl, to lake care;" for, iu lh<' lirst 1,Ia,·,•, it is oppose,[ to thi.• 1wu 
fo,,,,,.,,,li of the X. 'f. t<) assign this 1111:a11iug t11 the WL\nl; athl :-;ecu1HlJy, it is 
not cxpressirc enough for the context. 
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1.o lhe context, is the case, because the devil is prevented 
from iir.u(]'0ai by the T'IJpc'iv eavniv of him who is born of 
God. ·with o r.ov1Jpor;, comp. chap. i. 13. By a'7T'Tf(]'0at we 
nre to understand touching in order to do harm; Ps. cv. 15, 
LXX. (see Raphelii Annot. ex Polybio). Compare Jas. iY. 7: 
<pcv~ETai d<f>' vµwv. It is trne the believer is still tempted by 
the devil ( comp. 1 l'et. v. S, etc.), just as sinful desires still 
arise in him; but being in his most inner nature redeemed 
from the fellowship of sin, he suffers from these temptations 
no injury to the life that has come to him from God: in 
the r.avo1r;\la -rou Bc0u he is protected against all the 
µc0ooiia£ WU oia/30">..ov (Eph. vi. 11 ff.).1 

Ver. 19 marks the antithesis between believers as being 
Lorn of God, and the ,ca(]'µor;, as belonging in its whole extent 
(oXor;) to the 1rov1Jpor;; and this is done by the apostle vindi
cating for himself and his readers-who are united with him 
in faith-the e'lvai £IC TOI} Bc0u. - f/C TOU Bc0u £0'µEv finds it-:. 
explanation in the preceding: o rycvv1J0ck l« Tov Brnv. 
Socinus incorrectly : a Deo pendemus. - ,ca1, o ,caO"µor; oXo, 
«.T.X.J probably as an independent sentence, not depending on 
on (Diisterdieck) ; «at is not= oii; it is just the connecting 
Kai that brings out the antithesis which exists between the: 
two parts of the verse, still more clearly than if this had 
been done by an advcrsative particle. o «oO"µor; is here used 
in the ethical meaning of the word, ,vhich is peculiar to John. 
- iv T<p 1rov1Jp<p «E'iTat] T~;, 7T'OVYJP<f is not neuter (Socinus, 
I~piscopius, nickli, Erdmann), but masculine, as is clear both 
from. o 7r01i1Jpor; in ver. 1 S, as nlso from the antithesis to o 0f<k 
- Ily the preceding i,c T. Bc0u and Luther's translation of 
Isa. xlvi. 3, some conunentators have been led erroneously 
to refer the expression iv ... «e'iTai to the relation of the 
diild to its mother (Spener: "as a child in its mother's 
womb") ; by iv it is expressed that the «oO"µor; is as it were 
surroumled by the devil, i.e. is quite in his powe1·; «ei:rni, 
stronger than fO"Tt, indicates, if not, as Liicke thinks, the 
pc1·nwncnt, yet certainly the passfrc state (so also Braune), and 
hence t!ie complete domination of the devil, which is in the 

1 C:tll"in: utnt malignns renatnm a,l pcccatum solicitct, tela tamen illius 
irrita catlnnt, qnoniam renat,1~ scttto fitlci munitns e:i repellit et tlictholo per 
ficlcm resistit. 

MEYEr..-1 Joux. 2H 
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most pronounced contrast with the preceding : Kat o 7Tov71pu:; 

oux • ar.T€Tat aUTOU. 

Ver. 20. In conclusion, the apostle indicates whence the 
eivai EK T~'J 0ep (the result of the fiva, €K Tau 0eou) has come 
to him and his readers ; and he lloes this by expressing it 
through o't:oaµw as the substance of their Christian conscious
ness. -otSaµ€V OE, on o uio, Tau 0eovi7KH] The conditionin~ 
cause of the former is the coming of the Son of God. - The 
particle oe is here used to indicate the antithesis to the imme
diately preceding thought; Brii.ckncr has with justice deci<le,l 
in favour of this reading ( contrary to ,cal oi'oaµw ; sec the 
critical notes). - i71m is not= adest (Dengel), but: "has 
come;" the reference is to the incarnation of the Son of Go<l. 
- Ka~ 0€Drotc€V i,µ'iv Dtavotav, 7va "f£VW<TKOµev TOV 

ai'v1]0tvov] Still dependent on OT£. -The subject of OEOliJK€ZI 
is not : ci 0eor; (Dengel), but: o ulo, TOV 0eou, as the close 
connection of this clause "·ith that immediately preceding 
clearly shows; Tov ciX170ivov, on the other hand, is not a lle
scription of the Son (Bengel), but of Gotl. - By otavota we 
arc not to understand, ,rith Liicke and Lle \Y ette, " know
ledge," or even " insight," hut the capaliility of knowle<lg1• 
(Uiisterdieck, Ebranl), yet in its living activity, hence " tli,. 
faculty of h1011Ji11g." l - n:r ;',,a ~;1vwrr,coµw K.T.A. it is neither 
the purpose : "in orda that," uor ln-en the result: " so that,'' 
that is stated, but the object to ,d1ich the Su,vota is directed, 
and which it attains. \Ve can only regard i'va a,; the pmticlc 
of pul'pose, if we unjustifiably nmlerstrmd by Suivota " the 
spiritual disposition " ( contrary to Ilraune ). - The idea ~,,vw
rrtceiv is here ni'cd wiLh the same forCL\ as in clrn.p. ii. -1-, 3, 
where it is similarly CUllllCCteLl \\-ith Jv avT~d eZvat. Dy TOV 

aX170wuv God is described, in distinction from all idols, espe
cially from the idol whid1 tlw fabe teachers made or God, as 
the tn,c God; Calvin: Ye;·;,,,! Dcurn intclligit, 11011 (,;•,1cc'i1i, 

scd eum <pti ,·c r1'1·r1, D,·1 1 , c,-t, 1:L cnnt ab idolis onmilms 
cliscemat; comp. ,John :;\·ii. ;;~ (>irnilarly Liickc, ,le \Ydt,,, 

1 It is r1uitc arui:rary, ,Yith Scmkr, to interpret the idea ''""'" = µ.,~,;.,,,,, 
xc.:I ~;,,,,:-,;. Paulus lays a :-;pvcial <.·111pha~i:-; 011 C1i: "thi11ki11g tl11·011!JIL lOll') in 
contrast to a vague acceptance aml thoughtless uclicf" ( !). 

" l:a,111,gnrten-Crnsins tl,inks that /4,.d. means more lH·r,• thnn i•1 .f,.',:i 
xdi. 3, 11n111cly: "he ,rhri •;ins n s,1(i,Lw:in11, in •til'l 1:urJ :1c1p1ie."·e11,lum e,'.; ·-
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N eander, Erdmann, Diisterdieck, MyTberg, Ebrard, Braune, 
etc.). He is the true God, who has sent His Son into the 
world ; the coming of Christ has not been ineffectual, but has 
produced in believers the knowledge of God-a knowledge 
which is one with being in God. Therefore the apostle con
tinues : ,car, Jap,Ev ev rp a},:YJ0wip. These words are not 
dependent on on (Vulg. : et simus), but form an independent 
sentence. The iv T<p aA:1]0wp refers back to TOV a°A.110wov; 
considering the close connection of the two sentences, it must 
be tltc same subject, namely Goel, that is meant by the sctinc 
word (Driickner, Braune); it is arbitrary to understand by 
rov u°A.110ivov God, and by rep a°A.110ivrjJ, on the other hand, 
Christ, and it is, moreover, forbidden by the context, in accord
ance with which the ,ea), f.(jµf.v Jv rep d°A.110wep states the con
scc1uence of the preceding, namely of the fact that the Son or 
God has come and has given to us the capability of knowing 
the ti-nc Gocl.1 Therefore also the following words: ev rp virjj 
avrov 'I11(jov Xpt(jT<p, are not to be taken as apposition to ev 
r(o a°A.. (Weiss), against which even the avrou testifies, for 
then it would have to be referred, not to rip a°A.110wip, but 
beyond it to rov a°A.110w6v. The additional clause shows in 
what the elvat ev T<p aA.110wrjJ has its ground and stability 
(Bruckner, Braune); ev is not= per, but indicates, as gene
rally in the formula ev 'I 11/j. Xpi(jr~'o, the relationship of inti
mate fellowship : the believer is in God, inasmuch as he is in 
Christ.-Before the last warning, connected with this (ver. 21), 
the apostle expressively concludes with the statement: OVTO<; 

€(1'Ttl/ o llA.'1}0tvoc; 0eoc; /Cat t(l)~ alwvioc;. As is well known, 
views have differed from old times about the meaning of ovToc;. 

While the Arians understand ovroc; of God, the orthodox refer 
it to the immecliately preceding ev T<p vl(1 'I. Xp., and use this 
passage as a proof of the divinity of the Son. This interpreta
tion remained the prevailing one in the Church, even after 
Erasmus had remarked : " hie est vems Dens " referri potest 
ad Deum vernm l)atrem qui praecessit; and against this the 
but if this were really contained in the icle[l here, that would he the case in 
John xvii. 3 also. 

1 Thi~ explanation is so much the more justifiable, as it is to be expectc,l 
from John that at the close of his Epistle he wonlcl express in brief language thr 
highest thing that can lie sai,l of the life of the believer, aml this is ihc ,r,,,, i, 
'T~ eu~ (rr/i l&Arii,v;). 
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~vciuians, all!l then Grolius, "' ebtein, the E11.,;li;;!t Anti
trinitarians, and the German ltatioualists followed the opposite 
view. It is not to be denied that on both sides the different 
dogmatic interests did uot rc111ain ,rithout influence on the 
interpretation, until in more recent times a more uubiassetl 
consideration has fotl the way. Among the latest commen
tators, Hickli, Liicke, de "\Yettc, :Neamlcr, Gerlach, J.'rommanu, 
nustenlieck, Erdmann, :;\lyrberg, even Briickner and Braune 
(who, however, leave room for tluul1t), similarly Hofmann 
(Sdli'ljtlJcw. 2d ed. I. p. 146), Winer (p. 1-12; YII. p. 1-±8), and 
Al. Duttmann (p. !) 1), have <lecidetl in favour of the reference 
to God; Sander, ne~ser, Ebrnnl, "\\'ciss, etc., for the reference 
to the Son. The dispute cannot uc settled on grammatical 
lines, for ovTo, can be referred both to Tov ,i11.110wov 1 aud also 
to Tep v[<j'J; the addition: Kal. f;w11 aiwvio,, seems to support 
the latter reference, for Christ, iu the Go~pel of John, calls 
Himself precisely 1j f;c,n;, and also in tl:c beginning of thi;; 
Epistle it is the Son of God that is to he umlerstood by ,j f;w,j 
and ,, f;w111j alwvio,. The former rel'crencc, on the other haud, 
is snpportecl by the rxpression : o ,it..7]0tvo, 0co_-; for, in the 
fir;;t place, it is more natural to umler:::taud here the same 
sul,ject as i,; previously designated hy o ,i11.110wo,, than any 
c,thrr; and, in the seco11u plaee, the l<'ather and the Son, God 
a11d Jesus Christ, are al ways so defi11itely distingni~hed 
thruughout the whole Epistle that it would be ~trangc if, at 
the close of it, ancl, moreover, just after both subjects ha Ye lJccu 
similarly disti11guished i1111ncdiately lJefon•, Christ-without 
i'u rt her explanatio11, too-should lJe described as o ,it..7]0tvo, 
0«k, especially as this dcsig11ation is m•Yer ascril,etl tu the 
~,m in the m·itings of ,Toh11, definitely though the diYinity of 
the Sou is taught i11 them.~ To this it 111ay be alhled that, 
after .Tohu has lJrought out as the peculiar charaderi"tic ol' 
tl1e Christian's life·, of whieh he 1,artah-s iu the :-:011 ( 1f (;ud, 

1 It lies in the ,·cry nature of the rase that ,;:~,; may refer to the principal 
.,,:1,j,·d, nay, that tl:is is the rdercwi, rnost suilal,I,· tu th,, ""r,l ; co1111•. I .lnhn 
ii, 22; 2 John 7; Acts fr. 11, vii. 19. Calvin', rule, which f-,11Hler repeats, is 
11n,111·011s: Pru11. 1l,·111on.-,tr . .,!-:--:;; u,·dina,·i,, nisi 1•\·i,i1•11t,·r textn:-- aliu,l 1,·,111iL1t, 

immediate antcrc,leus nomcn rcspicit ac clcmonstl':lt. 
:.: It i:-. ,nilv tl1n1ll"h a :--.llptrlh:ial co11si•li r.1tl1111 tl1.1t, f1)1' t111~ r,·fut.1til)J1 of thi-. 

as,crtiou, apj1eal ea~, be made to ,Tohn i. I, xx. ~S, aml the passagrs in the 
.\1 •·- :ly1,-•· i11 "hid, !lie 1•re,lieatc u>.r..'.,,; is ,1.>cril .. ,l t" Ch:.-'..-Il,.11· littlo 
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the Eii,at lv T~v c~'J-...170wf,, the clause in question has its right 
meaning only if it states who that a'A:,.,0woc; is, namely that 
he is the UA.'1]0woc; 0Eoc; ,ea~ l;w9 aiwvtoc;. Now, though else
,vherc it is only Christ that is called exactly 1j l;w'l, yet He 
has the ,;r..,17-ncconling to His own words, John v. 26-only 
from the Father, who originally has the life in Himself ( o 7raT17p 
ttxH l;w17v fV iav-r0), and may therefore be called t;w,, alwvwc; 
110 less than the Son. Besides, it is to be observed that l;w17 
al w v. is here used without the article, so that the expression 
comes under the same category as the expressions: o 0eoc; Jun 
cpw;; (i. 5), u1ya7T''I] (iv. lG), 7T'VEVµa (Gospel of John iv. 24). -
The objection that " it w011ld lJc a feeble repetition, after the 
Father had twice been called o J"'A,,,.,0woc;, again to say: this is 
the aA'l]0woc; 0Eoc;" (Ebrarcl, similarly Weiss; also Schulze, 
JI, ;ischcnsohn, etc. p. 263 1), is the less valid, as the apostle 
has already in view the warning of vcr. 21, and by Jv TijJ v[~~ 
av-rau 'I. Xp. it is indicated that He alone is the true God, 
with whom we are in fellowship in Christ: it is only the 
:Father of Jesus Ghrist that is the true God. -The connection 
of the words: ,ea~ l;w~ alwvrnc;, as a second predicate, with 
oi5TO,, has appeared a difliculty to many commentators. 
Socinus wanted to take ohoc; = -rov-ro, with reference to the 
whole preceding thought, and then he paraphrases TovTo by Jv 
TOVTlfl and interprets : in eo, quod diximus, est ille verus Deus 
et vita aeterna; nam quatenus quis habet et cognoscit Christi 
l'atrem et ipsum Christum, habet et illum venun Deurn et 
aetcrnam vitam; similarly Ewald, when he paraphrases: 
" this, both these things together, that we know ancl that we 
arc all this, this is the true God and eternal life." The arbi
trariness of this explanation is self-evident. Others, as Clark<!, 
Denson, Liicke (in his 1st ed.), supply before l;oo~ aiwv. an 
aUT'I] E<FTtv out of Ol)TOc; f<FTW, referring aUT1J either to () vioc; 

care is sometimes exerciseel in the proof of the truth that what is stated by John 
of J csns Christ really proclaims Him as the true Goel, is shown, amongst others, 
by Sdmlzc, in the way in which he appeals on behalf of this to John x,·ii. 23 
am! xiv. 20, since it woulel folio\\· from this that enn the disciples of Jesus 
could he described as the true Goel. 

1 Briickner am! Braune also consi,ler the "tautology" at least as something 
not cp1itc out of the question ; but a real t ,ntology is here so fat· from being the 
case, that "e,,;" is here adde,l to ,;.;."fo,;, allll the idea 1;.,;, ,.;.;.,., is directly 
connected with the idea a ,.;..e,,,, e,,,. 
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or to the idea e'lvai iv T~~ 1tA170. J,iickc has rightly withdraw11 
this explanation in his 2(1 cllitinn a,; mnrarrantablc, and cor
rectly says: " ,cal, sw11 alwv. can certainly not be grammatically 
connected directly with ouror:; ; " Lucke, however, thinks that 
there is au ellipsis in the expression, and tlmt it is to he in
terpreted : " this ... the t;·uc God 1·s ctc1•;wl life, which can 
either be understood of the fact that Gorl is the cause and 
source of eternal life, or thus: ~Iis fdlou.:sltip ?°.~ clCi';wl lift·." 
But why could not John have described liy sw11 alwv. the 
substantial character of the divine nature ? If God has tw1i 
in Himself (.John v. 2G), namely the sw17 which He lw.s given 
to tl1e Sou, and which believers posses.~ through the Son 
(Jolm v. 24), then God in His very nature 1·s sw1i, and sw11 
aiwvwr:; too. As J olm mentions this as the characteristic of 
God's nature, there certainly lies in this the indication that 
God is the source of life for us. 

Ver. 21. If believers have come to the true God through 
Christ, they have to take care that they do not lose thi;; 
eternal and highest good by giving themselves up to any vain 
idol. In this train of thought John closes his Epistle with 
the sl1ort exhortation, so impressive, however, in its brevity: 
TEKvi'a cpvt..cl!ETE €aVTOU', ci,ro TWV eiowt..wv. In the address 
'ff.Kv{a we may sec the depth of the feeling \\"itb \\·hich J ohu 
utters these concluding words. - etOwXa arc properly images; 
this signification is retained here by many commentators 
(Tertullian, Oecumeuius, Lyranus, Lorinus, Salmeron, Licke, 
] :aumgartcn-Crnsius, Enlmann, Diisterdieck, etc.), ,\"hilst somL• 
of them, however, extend the idea to that of " false, heathen 
gods;" others, again, refer the expression to the arbitrary self
made representations of Goel whieh the false teachers had
thus Dede, Rickli, Sander, Thiersch ( Vasuch zu1· Ilcrstdlm19, 
JI· 241), etc. - Others combine built views, and understand 
liy ei'owXa here all sorts of images which men aruitrarily make 
fur themselves of C:od (Ebranl, Jlranue). If the warning is 
not io bo reganlcd as a detached appendix, foreign to the 
(·ontents of the Epistll·, we cannot rest safr;lied with the first 
i11tcrpretatio11. As the apostle, jnst in the antithesis to the 
false teacher.-;, who l,elong to the ,couµor:;, has so decidedly 
referred to the cit..'T}0wo, 0eor:;, he certainly has in view in tl.tis 
warning, if not altogether, yet principally, the untrue mental 
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images of those tenchers.1 It is only if so taken that the 
warning to keep themselves from idols forms the appropriate 
conclusion of the whole Epistle. 

1 'l'!tnt the apostle here also means the rcs mmulariae, inasmuch us man is 
att,lcheLl to them (11Iyrhcrg), is so m ttch the more improbable as the foregoing 
contains no reference to thu.1, 



THE SECOND AND THIRD EPISTLES OP THE 
APOSTLE JOI-IN. 

IXTITODUCTION. 

SEC. t.-GENUINENESS. I IHE testimony of the ancient Chmeh is not ve,y 
I\ certain. The first mention of the Second Epistle 

~. · I is found in Clemc~s A~c~. and Ircuacns. The 
--- former calls the Fust Epistle the gi'catcr (Strom. 

ii. 15, ed. Potter), and says in the Admnbrat.: secunda 
Joannis epistola, quae ad virgines scripta est, simplicissirna 
est; scripta vero est ad qnanclam Dabylonimn Elect.am nominc. 
Irenaeus (aclv. Haa. i. 1G3) quotes the passage ~ John 11, 
with the ,vords: 'IwaVV1]'>, o TOV ,cvp(ov µ,a07JT1J',, E7rET€W€ TI/II 

/CaTaot1C17v aVTWV, µ,1]0€ x,ai'pElV aVTOl<; vcf,' ?Jf-',W!J ]..eryEaBai 

/30VA1]0Et<,' 0 ryttp AE"jWV avTo'ic;, cf,17a{, x,atpEtV IC.T.X.; lie 
further adduces (iii. 16. 8) the passage 2 John 7, 8, but by 
mistake, as a passage of the first Epistle. :From this it 
follows, that at the time of these Fathers the Second Epistle 
was not merely known in the Church, but \\'flS nlso received as 
an Epistle of the Apostle John. If the remark of EuseLius 
(H. E. vi. 14), that Clemens Alex. commented on all the 
Catholic Epistles, be correct, then the Third Epistle was kno,,·n 
to him also ; according to the statement of Cassioclorns, how
ever (comp. my Comm. on Bcconrl Peter, Iutrod. § :?, p. 291 ff.), 
this is at least uncertain. - Origen likewise knew several 
Epistles of John; for in the 8th Homily on Joshua he says: 
acldit et J oanues tuba canere per cpistolas suas; yet he did not 
express himself quite certainly about the apostolic origin of 
the Second and Third Epistlc\S, as is seen frolll !:is words in 

4S:J 
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Eusch. (II. E. Yi. '.,!;,): 'Iw1tvv17c; . .. i.:arnAEAoi,.1; OE Kal 1c:ma

,0A?JI' r.'{ll1V 0At'0;wv UTixwv' (G'7(1) OE KaL CfVTEpav Kal -rpfr711 1• 

t!r.1:l ou r.civn, <pa<Tl ,yv1J<TlDV<; 1:'lvat TauTa<;; that the cmw;1icity 

of thc!-e Epistles was doubted, is 110t contained in these words. 
- His disciple Dionysin,; Alex., in his polemic against the 
genuineness of the ,\.pocalypsc, according to Euscbius (II. E. 
iii. 2ti), appealed not only to the :First, but also to the Second 
and Third Epistles of ,J olm. His ,rnrds are : o OE 1:ua,y,y1:A1u-

n)c; OUOE 7'1/'- Ka0oAtK~<; r.pol~;patw Javrnu TO oi•oµa ... , 

(LAA' ovOE EV Tl7 OWTEPCf cpt:poµlvn 'I W<tVVOV Kal -rpfry ... , 

0 'Iw<LVV1J<; ovoµaa-Tl 'r.pO!CHTal. According to El1rar<l, in the 
word cp1:poµlv11 a doubt is meant to be expressed as to the 
apostolic authorship of the two Epistles; this, howcYer, is 
erroneous ; cp1:poµlv11 is only added uecausc the Epistles were 
accepted as apostolic, without bearing the uamc of the Apostle 
,John, as m·cn Euscbius (JI. B. iii. 2 5) calls the First Epistle 
-r~v cp1:poµev1w 'Iwavvov r.po,lpav, although he ,ms convinced 
of its composition by the a1io;:t]e (Jhistenlieck) ; and, besides, 
how could Dionysins haYe appealed to tho~c two Epistles if 
he had donliled tlll'ir aposlolie ori~in? - The Epistles arc 
nowhere mentio!led hy Tertnllian ancl Cyprian ; lint that tltc 
~ecuml Epistle at least was known in the Korth African 
Chmch at tl10 time of tlic latter as a canouical \\Titiug-, is 
clear from the fact that, at a Sy11ocl held at Carthage on the 
subject of the l.Japtism of heretics, the bishop Amelius appealed 
to the passage 2 ,J ulm 10. - The Peshito originally contained 
uf the Catholic Epistles only the Epistle of James, :Fir:-;t Peter, 
and First John; the Syriau Ephraem, on the other haml, 
, 1uotes the Second and Thinl of J ohu as \Yell as the rest of 
the Catholic Epistles. - The testimony of the l\fomtorian 
Fragment is not 11nite certain; after a passage is qnotecl in it 
i'mm the FiTSt Epi:-;llc, it is slated, after the llHmtinn of :c;omc 
~purious \\Titing.~: q,istola sane ,T mlc et supcrscriptio J oanui;; 
,luas in catholica halJentlll', and then: nt (or et) sapientia ab 
amicis S:ilomouis in honorcm ipsi11s scripta. It is possible 
that by duas (duac) the First aud Sccollll Epistles arc meant; 
yet it i~ more probable that he undcrstootl by it the Second 
:111,l Third Epistles (Diistenlicck, Elmml, J:rauue; comp_ also 
Lamcntius, .1.Yrntcst. Studi()1, p. 205). From the following 
,1wtb: nt (or et) sapientin, etc., it is not to be inferred, with 
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Diistcrdieck, that the author regarded the two Epistles as 
!spurious. - Eusebins (H. E. iii. 25) says: 'T'WV o' UVTiA.€,YO
f.1,EVWV ... 1/ ovoµal;oµ€V1J 0€VT€pa «ai Tpfr11 'Iwdvvou, €tT€ TOV 
€uaryry€A.t<TTOU 'T'U"fXU.VOU<Tat, €tT€ TOV €T€pou oµwvvµou EK€1vrp ; 
he therefore reckoned them among the first class of the Anti
legomenoi (comp. Guericke, p. GOG ff.), and thereby proves that 
their canonical authority was not uncontested ; but by the 
addition etT€ «.T.X., by which he does not want to confirm the 
doubt as to their canonicity, he expresses the uncertainty 
whether the Epistles were composed by John or by another 
of the same name, namely, the Presbyter John. In the 
Antioch school they were refused acceptance ; Theodosius Mops. 
i;; said to have rejected them on the testimony of Leontius 
I:yz.; Thcodoret docs not mention them ; and in the Homily 
on l\fatt. xxi. 23, ascribed to Chrysostom, it is said: T17v 

OW7'€pav «at TptTTJV oi 7ra7'€per; a7ro«avovtt;ou<ri. For the rest, 
after the time of Eusebius their canonicity was undisputed; 
but that doubts still obtained in regard to their apostolic oi'igin 
is proved by Jerome, who, in his Ccttctl. script. cccl. chap. 9, s.1:. 
l'apias, says: scripsit Joannes et unam epistol::un, quae al, 
universis ecclesiasticis et eruditis viris probatnr ; reliquac 
autem dune, quarum principium Scnim· ... Joannis P;·csbytcri 
asseruntur; and in chap. 18 calls this view an opinio, t1mtm 

a plerisque retulimus traditam. The, generally speaking, 
infrequent quotation of these Epistles, as well as the hesitation 
in the decision as to their canonicity and apostolicity, are 
easily explained, partly by their character, partly by the 
c1esignation of the author (o 7rp€<r/3vTepor;) which is prefixed. 
}'rorn the fact, however, that the oldest authorities, Clemens 
Alex. and Irenaeus, quite unhesitatingly cite them, at least 
the Second Epistle, as writings of the Apostle J olm, it may 
be concluded that in the most ancient tradition they were 
regarded as apostolical Epistles, ancl that it wa.s only at a 
later date that they were ascribed by many, perhaps only on 
account of the superscription, to the Presbyter J olm, whom 
Papias (Enseb. iii. 39) calls a µa017T~r; Tov Kup£ou, but 
definitely distinguishes from the Apostle J olm. In the 
l\Iiddle Ages the authorship of the Apostle J olm was not dis
puted. Erasmus first again regarded the Presbyter John as 
the author of the Epistles ; the same view was afterwards 
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cxpre"',rd nll(l defended liy Grotin,::, ,T. D. Deck (IJ{,.-.·,·,·. ,,·,'.
,·,;:cgd. Spcci111. I.), Fritzsche (" Demerkk. Hber die Hr. Joh.,'' 
in He11J.:e\ Jfoscum fii;• Rdigion.,11·iss,·;1schoft, III. part 1), 
Ammon (/., /,,·;1. Jc.w, I. p. 45 ff.), nml others. Almost nll 
modem eornmcntators and critics (Liicke, de "' cttc, Briiclmcr, 
Ba11111garte11-Crnsins, Diistcnlieck, Ewald,1 Bleck, lh-aune), 011 
the other hn11d, luwe "·ith more or less confi,knce deci,led in 
fa your of their apostolic author;;hip, ng,ii11st which El ,mnl 
again ascribes them to the Presbyter ,Tohn. It is extmorcli11ary 
that the sa;;1c reasons are allege,l for both Yie,rs, namely, 
(1) the character of the style; (~) the self-designation of tlw 
amhor lJy o r.p€a-/3vn:po,; nnd (:.l) the connection with Dio
trephe~. (1) As far as the f't~·le is concerned, the Second 
Epistle has nmnistakcalily a pronounced J ohannean im1,ress. 
This is le5s the case with the Thinl Epi~tle; yet eYcn thi-,, 
which at any rate has the same author ns the Second Epi;;tJ.:, 
hears in itself, in particular expressions aml iLlcns, trnce;; cl' the 
-,nme peculiarity ( comp. Liicke, lhaune, 1 liistenlicck). ,\cc,,1\l
in.~ to Eliranl, the corresponclences arc to be e:-q,lainL",l by 
"1d/1 1sfo;1.-; o,ul c,.,.foin r,•;;1i,1i.,co1r,-s," "·hilc the peculiar ,-;tyk of 
the nuthor of the two Epistles nppear;; in the ;.:edio11 \T. f.-10 
of the Third EpistlP, a1Hl tl1is deYiatcs nltnµ:ethcr frnm time 
of the .Apostle ,John. llut that the elsewhere well-kn0\n1 
cliction of .Tuhu is not reflected in this f'ection, rnriy lie n:r:r 
well explained Ly the fact that he i;; treating of (1 nite special 
circm11sta1H.:cs, aml that, too, only in hints, n111l with the grl'ntcst 
pos;.;il,le hreYit_v; but that in 2 John 5, 12, nnd :; .Tol111 11, 
there is " au i11te11tio11nl aJln,;ion tu pnrtirnlar dil'ta of tlrn 
Fir;,t Epistle," an1l that in 2 ;ro1111 6, 7, !.l, ,-;nch dicta "nr,i 
almo;;t exactly 11uotcd," arc assertions which cannot 1,c 1,row1l, 
ns the ngreemcut;; may ju,-;t as wdl, at lca;,t, haYc their origin 
in the identity of the author. (2) .A~. accortlin~ to the dis
tinct testimony of l'apias (in E1m·h. ff. E. iii. !1 a), the existence 
llf a 1,n:sl,ytcr 11ame1l Juhn, ,dw ,ras a 1-rnf:111,11, of the Lor,l, 
cnm1ot lie d"ulitcd, it i,; uatnral to rP~:ll'tl him as the nntlwr 
,,f the Epi,-;tle, whu cnlh hilllf'l'll' o r.pcv/3v,€po,. l~ut a,; 1'.q,i:H 

1 ,\cconlin;:: to Ewalu's i,lca (Gcsrh. J.q, Y!I. '.!HI), John in Ephesus, in 
m1swt1" to m;::,·11t ,lc·mands, wrote ,c\'cral lcltns to particulm· Churches ancl 
]·•·r,,,11...:1 of \\lii1·)1, 1H,\rl'n:r, 011Iy t11l",1• t\\.) 1:.l\·c l-u:11 al'L"iUtnlally pr,~-cn·l•!. 

Comp. aho Ewal,!'s Jolt. Schrijlrn, p. ~O;i. 
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designates this John as o r.pEa/3vTrpor; merely to distinguish 
him frum the previously-mentioned (Apostle) John, it cannot 
Le inferred from his wonls that "o 7rpe<r/3vTEpo," was in itself 
a name denoting the non-apostolic John. If this was not the 
case, I.tow then couhl this John venture to call himself KaT' 

ifox11v " o -;rpeaf3vTEpor;" ? Ebranl thinks that, as the two 
Julius lived in Ephesus, the non-apostolic John was in l1is 
intimate circle called " the PrcsbytC1'" in distinction from the 
apostle, and that "it is easily intelligible from this how the 
PrcsLyter John would, in his confidential private circles, use 
this designation as a stamped coin;" but, besides, Ebranl 
appeals to the fact that the small filial Churches in the neigh
bomhood of the city, the single members of the presbytery 
established in the mother Church, and hence those small 
Churches which had gathered round the Kyria and Cains and 
Diotrephes, had been handed over to the care of tlie Presbyter 
,T ohn, "so that according to his official position he was ' the 
l'rcsbyter' to these Churches." Ebrard thus gives two explana
tions, of which, however, only one could be valid ;1 moreover, 
both explanations are based on uncertain assumptions. -
Li.icke and Di.isterdieck (similarly Ilriickner and Braune) with 
.iustice show that the name: o 7rpe<r/3vTEpo,, would not have 
been suitaule for the PresLyter John without the addition of 
his proper name. nut how does the case stand in this respect 
with the Apostle John? Oecumenius says: ijToi on 7Epaior; 
WV ij817 f7pa,Jre Tav-rar;, 1/ Kal f'Tr£fT/COTrOV ,caXwv faVTOV OLl!
TOU r.pe<r/3vTepov; the former view, which is defended Ly 
l'iscutor, Lange, Carpzovius, Sander, Bleck, etc., has the form 
of the word against it; if John wanted to describe himself as 
"the ohl man," it is not conceivable why he did not write 
o ~/Epwv, o 7rpE<r/3VT1J'>, or similarly, especially as o 7rpEu/31JTepo, 
was already in use as an official name ; even apart from the 
fact that the designation would only vaguely state who the 
author was, the expression must certainly be taken, witl1 
Daurngarten-Crusius, Li.icke, Diistenlieck, Braune, as an official 
name. ]<'or this purpose it was cpiite suitable to the Apostle 

1 For if John useJ the name Lecausc it was a coin once stampr,cl for him, then 
he ,li,l not use it to describe his specinl position to those to whom he was 
writing ; aud if he diJ it for the latte!' cause, then plainly he diJ not Jo it for 
the rorm~r. 
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J olm, as he was connected with the Churches in question 1wt 

merely as an apostle, but had entered into a special ( episcopal) 
relationship towards them. He undertook the same position 
towards them as, immediately after the apostolic age, the 
bishop occupied towards the Churches subonlinnte to him. 
Hence John might have called himself o J-rriuKor.o,;, but lie 
coul£l not, as in his time both expressions deuotcll the same 
position; though in Inter times, when in the ecclcsinstic:il 
organization bishops and presbyters "·ere definitely distin
guished from one another, the former "·ere still frequently 
clescribed by the name oi r.peuf3(m,poi.1 - (3) In the Thir11 
Epistle there is reference to a relationship of Diotrephes to 
the author of the Epistle, which, if this was the Apostle John, 
must certainly be regarded as strange. It seems more easy ot' 
explanation if, as Ebrar<l thinks, the author was an Ephesian 
presbyter to whose oversight the Churches, in which Cains ancl 
Diotrephes were prominent members, had been entrusted ; but 
in the first place this supposition lacks historical foundation, 
and, secondly, a still greater degree of violence would belong to 
the case if Diotrephes "prated with malicious words" ngai1H 
a man who was not only a member of the Ephesian presuytL•r.1·, 
but also had to exercise an oversight over those Churchl'~, 
and who as au immediate µ,a01JT~<; -;ou 1wptov certainly enjoyc;d 
great respect. If Diotrephes was capable of that, then l1i;, 
,nubition-which indeed may lead to the most extreme step,; 
-might lmve induced him to despise even the dignity of an 
apostle. Besides, the particular circumstances are much to,) 
nnknown liy us for it to be justifiable for us on their acc,.1u11~ 
to lleny the Apostle John the authorship of the Epistle. -
The assertion that the prohibition containell in 2 John 10, 11 . 
contradicts the loving llisposition of the ~\po;;tle John, is ,vitl1 
justice rejectell by Ebrani, and that, too, "·ith the suitable 
remark: "the love of the Apostle John w,ts that sort of loY,\ 
which does not ,rnnt to please, but to sa\"e souls ; arnl hcnc:l' 
he meets the lie not with careless connirnnce, hut with Hm, 
confession of the truth and other discipline." 

1 \\"hl'll Elm1nl says that .. .,.fzcr,,;,,.,f•; e:lllllOL ha,·,· l•ec'll :t tilk of the apr·.,tl, '• 
he is so far right, as an apostle, as su,·li, was nuL ,],·signatcd hy that nnnll·; 111:· 
it ,lol's not therefore follow that an apostle 1uight not assumr• to parlicn! 11 

Chnrchcs such a position as woulu make this name suitJ.blc to him. 
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Baur (in the work quoted above) regards these two Epistles, 
as he does the First Epistle, as writings of .L1Iontanist origin. 
He proceeds from the fact that they both have one author, 
and that the Second was written to the Church to which Caius 
(to whom the Third Epistle is directed) belonged, and is no 
other than the Epistle mentioned in 3 John 9 ; in this Church, 
Baur further says, a schism had taken place; the one part, 
with Diotrephes at their head, had refused ecclesiastical fel
lowship to the Church to which the author of the Epistle 
belonged ; the other part, on the contrary, were in agreement 
with this Church ; and that, although the cause of that schism 
is not evident from the Epistles themselves, it is nevertheless 
clear that it is conformable to a time at which there had 
already occurred between several Churches too lively differ
ences about questions of the highest interest for the Christian 
mind. :From these premises Baur concludes that the Second 
Epistle " was written to the montanistically disposed section 
of the Roman Church ; " and that Diotrephes is the symbolic 
description of the bishop of Rome, not indeed, as Schwegler 
( 1llontan-ismus, p. 2 8 4) supposed, of Victor (for Irenaeus and 
Clemens Alex. already knew both Epistles), but of an earlier 
bishop, perhaps Soter, or Anicet, or Eleutheros. Baur in this 
proof lays a special weight upon the partisanship of the writer 
of the Epistle, which had gone so far that he describes the 
followers of Diotrephes just as heathen (3 John 7) (!). Baur 
finds the main support of his view in the passage of Clemens 
Al. cited above: Secunda Joannis ep., quae ad virgines scripta 
est, simplicissima est. Scripta vero est ad quandam Ilaby
loniam electam nornine, significat autem electionem ecclesia 
sanctae ; he holds that in these words Clemens refers the 
name 'E,c}..e"T~ to the idea of the Church, inasmuch as the 
predicate of holiness is appropriate to it; that this quite cor
responds to the idea of the Montanists, whose first demand of 
the Ecclesia was that she should be, as the " sponsa Christi," 
vera, pu<lica, sancta; that the name Babylonia is to be alle
gorically understood of the city of Rome (as in 1 Pet. v. 13), 
·where there were divided opinions in regard to l\fontanism. 
It does not require to be pointed out how very much arbitrary 
an<.l extraordinary modes of interpretation are heaped up in 
this statement. Quite apart from this, Baur's assertion places 
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Clemens iu the rno"t ,roll(lerfol contr:Hliction with himself; 
on the one hand, Clemen·, exactly specilies the Secuml Epi,,tlc 
as written Ly the Apostle ,John; and, on the other hand,
though in an ob.,cure way,-he is said to haYc stated that it 
was of :i\Io11ta11ist origin. And then, "·hat could haYe induced 
a. ~Iontanist to inYent epistles under the pretended name of 
the apostle, ,rhich do not contain anything of :i\Ionta11ist 
d1rmteter at all? Did he want to put the authority of John 
in the scale against the bishop of Home? llnt the Epi~tle 
could not in any ,rny have been used for that purpose, as it 
must have Leen clear to any one that John could not ha,·e 
,nitten against Soter (or .Anicet, or Eleutheros). The ::.\Ion
ianists, howcwer, have taken so little advantage of these Epistles 
for their interests, that the :i\fontanist Tertullian never once 
mentions them '. - Hilgenfehl assigns the appearance of the 
Second and Third Epistks, as tha~ of the :First Epistle, to the 
post-apostolic age, yet he dues not seek their explanation in 
the interest of the author 011 lJehalf of Montanism, Lnt he 
thinks that the :-:iecund Epistle i;; an " excommunicalory 
\\Titing," lJy which, in the form of the epistles whic.:h the 
Christian Clrnrches intcrdrnngell, an " oflicial apostolic con
llcmnalion" was mea11L to Le ulteretl against the fcllow;,hip 
with the c; nustic fol;;e teachers ; and that the Thinl Epistle 
is an i.nu,o>..1) uv1nan1oi which originated in the Church of 
John, anll had tl1e object or vimlicating fur that Chmch the 
right to the circulation of sueh commendatory epistles, which 
the strict Jmrish Christians wouhl allow 011lr to their p(ltron 
,fames, as lhe antl.tor had known " the usefnlne,;.~ of sneh .i 

regular passport" in the storms of Gnosticism. These hypo
t,lieses, according to which the circumstanees hinled at in the 
Third Epistle arc a. pme i11..-e11tio11, urn, howenr, only he 
regarded as makeshift,, to explain, a::; ,rdl as i,, possible, the 
origin of the two Epistles, which llilgenl'eltl, for the same 
niasons as those for whidi he denies the genuincnrss of the 
Fir,,t Epistle, thinks it is impos;;il;le t:J l'l'ganl as memorials of 
the apostolic age. 
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81'.C. :?.-COXTENTS AND DESIGX OF THE EPISTLES j Tim: AND 

PLACE OF THEIR CO)Il'OSITION. 

'l.'hc Second Epistle begins with the inscription, which, after 
mentioning the writer and the receiver of the Epistle, con
tains the greeting of benediction. It is addressed, according 
to the most probable explanation of the word ,cup{a (see the 
commentary on ver. 1), to a Christian Church, to which the 
author expresses his joy that its members are walking in 
truth, with which he connects an exhortation to mutual 
love, which he confirms by a reference to the appearance of 
false teachers who deny that Jesus is the Christ, come in 
the flesh. .After he has mentioned the abiding in the doc
trine of Christ as the condition of fellowship with God, he 
forbids the brotherly reception of the opponents of this doc
trine, because thereby we would make ourselves guilty of 
fellowship with their evil deeds. The conclusion of the 
Epistle contains a justification of its shortness, and the deli\·ery 
or the greeting from the Church in which the apostle is. -
The design of the Epistle accordingly lies in the danger which 
threatened the Church through the false teachers, and of which 
the author wanted to warn the Church in few words before he 
could come to it himself. 

The Thircl Epistle also begins with an inscription, in which 
Caius (see on ver. 1) is mentioned as the receiver of it. After 
the wish that Caius may have prosperity, the apostle expresses 
his joy that he-according to the testimony of some brethren 
-is walking in the truth, and praises him especially on 
account of his active display of love towards strange brethren, 
whom he then recommends to his further care, because they 
weut forth for Christ's sake, and it is a duty to receive such. 
- Then he mentions the arbitrary procednre of Diotrephes, 
who withheld from the Church a letter written to it by him, 
made evil speeches against him, and opposed the reception of 
the brethren; in connection with which the author expresses 
his intention to come and bring him to account. After an 
exhortation not to follow that which is evil, but that which 
is good, the apostle gives Demetrius (the probable bearer of 
this Epistle) a good testimonial, justifies himself for the short
ness of his writing, and, after a short benediction, concludes 

IllE\"En.-2 A~D 3 JOIIN. 2 l 
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by giving the greeting of friends and sending greeting to 
frien<ls. - The design of the Epistle accordingly was furnisheLl 
by an incident which had occurred in the Church of Caius. 
Some strange missionary brethren, who had found a friendly 
reception from Caius, had come to the apostle. The latter 
had written on their behalf to the Church to which Diotrephe;; 
also belonged; but Diotrephes, with insolent expressions agaimt 
the apostle, had opposed the reception of those brethren, arnl 
ha<l even cast out of the Church those who <lid not agree with 
him. This Epistle is now meant to serve the purpose of con
firming Caius in the continuation of his manifestations of loYe, 
as well as of intimating to him the near arrival of the apostle. 
- Ewald's ideas, that both Epistles were addressed to one 
and the same Church, that Diotrephes had spec.;ially interested 
himself in the false teachers, and that the Thinl Epistle was 
written to Caius from fear lest the Second Epistle might have 
been withheld from the Church by Diotrephes, are to be 
regarded as mere conjectures, ,rhich cannot be proved from thl.! 
contents of the two Epistles. 

The place und ti1,zc of thcfr co;,1posifir.,n arc unknown in t]w 
case of both Epistles; yet it is not unlikely that 2 John 12 
and 3 John 14 refer to a tour (perhaps one and the same) of 
inspection (especially as Eusebius, H E. iii. 24, describes 
such a tour of inspection macle by John from Ephesus), and 
that the Epistles were written in Ephesus. - As in the Second 
Epistle the same false teachers arc referred to that arc spoken 
of in the First Epistle, it is probable that the places at which 
these two Epistles were composed are not far remote from one 
another.1

- The remark of Eichhorn, that in the Second Epistle 
a more vigorous spirit is displayed than in the First, is no less 
incorrect than the idea that the " ri~orous" (!) prohibition in 
~ ,John 10, 11 indicates the still youthful old age of the 
apostle. 

1 .\cconliug to ELranl, the 8ccontl Episth· ap1,c~rc,l at a later elate than the 
l'irst; the pruul' of this he fimls in the fact that tl1t· funucr refrrs hack to the 
lattu-. lint tliat the similarities arc the result of a hackwartl reforcnc", i., 011ly 
certain if the two Epistles procectl from diffo-rnt authors. 
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·1 ooavvov E7TtCFTOA~ oevTe pa. 

THE superscription is shortest in B and ~ : iwrivvou (3. ; in some 
codd. 7.a00A1;,.h is added to k,ll'roA,i; in some -.ou k; tl'-.r,Bou, comes 
after 'Iwrivvou; in Git runs: -.oi:i a1,ou &,.;:otl'-.o')..ou 'Iwriwou -.ou O.oi-..6you. 
In the Elz. ed. the superscription runs: 'Iwrivvou ,-oi:i ar,:-oar6Aou 
r.;;-,tl';o')..,i 7.a.Oo7'.,x,i ii.u-.ipa; the Ree. is : ir,:-1aroi-..,i 'Iwuvvou o.uripa. 

Ver. 1. xai o~ic iyw] Ree. The reading ouz i1w oi in A, 73, 
Syr. Thph. owes its origin to the desire to mark the antithesis 
more sharply (Diisterdieck); Ebrard regards the Ree. as a cor
rection, made in order to make the Second and the First Epistles 
conformable in style. Scarcely credible. G reads: r.al oux ;yw oi. 
- Ver. 2. The reading in A: ivo,zournv, instead of µ,ivoutl'av, is 
too feebly attested for us to regard it, with Ebrard, as the cor
rect one; it has probably arisen in order to avoid the tautology 
which 11,ivoutl'av appears to form with the following. - Ver. 3. The 
Elz. ed. reads: ¥rrrn, :;,.0' !Jµ,wv, which is attested by BG~, etc., 
several versions, etc. It is possible that iJ11,wv arose from the 
immediately preceding (so Braune), but just as likely that ,jµ,wv 
was changed to i.Jµ,wv, because the former did not seem appro
priate for the greeting; the weight of authorities is in favour of 
,i11,"wv.-Instead of ,;:apu, K* reads ad (sol.). - Before 'Ir,aou Xp. the 
Ree. has zupiou, which is found in G K R In A B, etc., xvpiou 
is wanting (Lachm. Tisch.); Bengel, Bri.ickner, Sander are in 
favour of the genuineness of "upiou; yet the later insertion of it 
seems more probable than the omission. -The avl"ou of II( be
tween l"ou uiou and l"o:i -:raTp6, must be regarded as a clerical enor. 
- Ver. 4. i:.: (sol.) has instead of i,._cff3o1w the third person: 
"ii.a{3ov. - B omits -.ou before ,;:al"p6;. - Ver. 5. Instead of the 
Ree, ypa;:w, ,ve must read yprirpwv, according to A B G K ~, etc. 
-Lachm. has za,viiv before yprirpwv, which is not adequately 
attested by A ~ Vulg. - Ver. 6. In the second part the succes
sion of the "·ords vuries; in G ~, most of the min. etc., au1"7J 
ia·:-i'v ii ivl"oArI (Ree.) is found; in A B K, etc., on the other hand, 
aCT1J ii lvroA,i irrrn (Lachm. Tisch.) ; it is possible that the Ree. 
lias been formed in accordance with the preceding a~7"7J itl'l"iv ,j 
uya,;:r,. It is to be noticed that ~ bas before aur7J a xa,, and 
after imi\~ an aimv, and also that in the same cod. "iva" is 
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found before u.cuw;, so that an cpannlcp:-is occur., here. - In
stead of ,;;-Ep1,;;-a-:-r,-:-E, i:.: rends ,;;-Ep1,;;-a-:-f,ar,-:-,. - Yer. 'i. The most 
probalile reading is i;r,i.do,, according to A (i;r,1.ila,; Tisch.) B N 
(Lachru.); the Ree. Eiar,1.0ov, according to G K, etc., is n correc
tion; comp. 1 John ii. HJ, iv. 1, and 3 John 7. - Yer. 8. The 
Rt:c., according to GK, hns: a,;;-oi.§a"',tJ.H ... sip 1 arrrl11,,0a .. . 
a·:roi.rl{3op.sv. Cod. A and N read: a,;;-oi.ia1,n (i:.:11!: a"o,.r,au,) . . . 
,,p1rlaaauE ... a"o,.rl/371-:-E; this reading, accepted by Lnchm. and 
Tisch., is regarded as the original reading by Li.icke, tle \\. elte, 
Tieiche. Cod. B reads: "'"01.for,-:-E (according to Bentley's colla
tion; Gricsb. gives a"oi.§a1J-:-a1, which is also given by Tisch., 
Lracketed, however) . . . ,in·aau.ru0a ... a-::-01.rl/3,-:-. ; de "\V ettc 
regards this reading as a combination of the reading of A with 
the Ree.; Di.isterdieck, Bri.ickner, Braune (also the 2d ed. of 
this comm.) regard the reading in B as the original. It is 
certainly the one by which the origin of the various readings 
can be easily explained ; yet the circumstance that it is almost 
only found in B (I:eidw: lectio codicis B in nullis aliis sub
sidiis inventa est, nisi quod Syr. p. in m. et Sahiu. ejus sensum 
expressit) must render it douutful. Of the two others, that of 
A and ~, at any rate, deserve the preference. Heugel woul,l 
ar\Jitrarily read: a,;;-oi.iar,-:-, ... ,,nci.aaau, ... a-::-oi.a}o,11,s,, which is 
only fom11l in l'od. 3-!. - Yer. !l. ,;;-apa13ai:~,] It,·,·., according to 
G K, ct.e., S)'l'. Thph. Oec. (l:eiche). Laclun. and Tisch. rcatl 
instead of it: ,.foci.1w,, which is attested by A D ~, etc., a!l(l the 
readings: praecetlit aml proceclit in several coud. of the Yulg. 
(,1.~ainst which, in the printed Yulg. and Lucif., is: n:rulit). 
The opinion of Matthaei and Li.icke, that --:p~rl,"'' arose out of the 
p,Haphrase which appears in the scholia: a,;;-rly"'v iau-:-iv, which 
also occurs in Oecurnenius, is unl'onuded; this explanation 
rather puinLs to "roci.1~, as the original reading. - The Ru-. 
(:1ccordi11g to (; K, etc., several vss. Thph. Ocr.) has, lJOt!t 
nfter the first and after the second i, -:-p o,or, ✓..f. the a1l1lition: 
rr,~ :Xp,a-:-r,';; Lachm. allll Tisch. haYe tliL• addition only alter 
ti1e lir::t; so in A J: N, sc\·eral min. Yu!~. etr..; this is to be 
reganled as the correct reading. - It i~ douLLful ,rhcther LJii, or 
~r1.-:-ipa comes lirst iu the following sentence ; the Rff., retained 
I•\· Lnclnn., is: -:-i,, ,:;-udpa ;,,a/ -:-o, LJi&1; this is fonml in HG 
I{ ~, etc., seYernl vss. Thph. 0cc.; Tisch., on the other hand, 
r,,ll,nl'ing A aml several \'S~., ha::; :lCl'l'}'led: ':'OV LJiov ;,,u/ -:-i,, 
-~o.-:-ipa; hut this appear;; to he a cha11ge eltectcd on account of 
i, -:-p, i:uo. -:-oc :Xp,6-:-o';. - Yer. 11. i, 1u.p i.i,~,,] R<"c., accor<ling to 
(; K, almost all min. Thph. 0cc. (Tisch.:.!); iu~tcad of it Tisch. 7 
(-irnilarly Lachm.), according to A J: 1:-:, reads: ;, i.i,~n 1 rlp, 
\1·l1id1, as umtsual, might he prefcrnhk Tisch. 7 remarks: 1 r1.f 
krtiu loco positmn kre ubi11nc a pleri,;11nL' te~tibus in secundum 
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locum translatum. - Tisch. has omitted 1&.p after av-:-c;;, although 
it is wanting only in K, several min. and Oec. - Ver. 12. N• has 
ex,w; N1, however, Zxwv. - Instead of ii..'71'i~w yap, Ree. (Laehm.), 
according to A, some min. and vss., Tisch., following B G K N, 
many min. etc., reads: ai..i..c, ei..'71'i,~i; this reading is the ori
ginal one ; the context might easily lead to the change of an&. 
into yap. - 1evia0u,] This reading, recommended by Griesbach, 
has Leen accepted also by Lachm. and Tisch. The Ree. ii..0£iv 
(accordiug to c;. K, etc.) is a correction. Instead of a'f'6µ,a ,;rp. 
a-:-., N* reads: a-:-6µ,cc't'I '7/'fOG a't'6,u,cc, - n x,apa 1/f.l,WV] Ree., accord
ing to G K N, etc., Tisch. ; instead of it Lachm., following A Il, 
etc., Vulg. etc., reads: 1/ x,apc>. iJp.wv; v11.::iv perhaps is preferable; 
the preceding r,µ,aG might easily lead to the change into nµ,wv. -
Instead of 'f, -::e-::·i..r,pw/1.EnJ, Ree., accor<ling to AG K, all min. 
etc. (Tisch.), the reading of Il N, Vulg. is: '7/'Hri,1JP• ~ (Lachm.). -
The Ree., following G K, etc., adds for conclusion : aµ,riv, a later 
addition. - In various codd. a subscription is found which runs 
most briefly in A B N thus: 'Iwanou "i3, The Cod. 62 adds the 
words: '71'po; IT&.pOou; (comp. on 1 John). 

Vv. 1-3. Superscription of the Epistle. 
Ver. 1. o 7T'pEu/3vnpos-] The definite article 1·estricts the 

general idea 7T'p1:u/3vTepos- to a particular person, to whom 
this epithet is specially appropriate. That this is most 
probably the Apostle John, see Introduction, sec. 1. The 
reflection on his age may have led the apostle to write, not 
o hrluKo7T'o<;, but o 7T'PECT/3VT1,po<;. - £/CAEKTfi ,cvp{q, ,ea, Tot<; 

,.J,cvois- avT17s-] The interpretation of these words has from 
the earliest times been very diverse, according as either £1CAE1CT17 

or ,evpLa has been regarded as a proper noun, or both words 
have been considered as appellatives. The first opinion 
(Lyrnnus, a Lapide, Lorinus, Cappellus, Grotius, Wetstein, 
etc.) has been with justice given up by modern commentators: 
it is clearly enough opposed not only by the mode of its con
junction with ,evp{a, but also by ver. 13. The second view, 
according to which 1wp{a is the proper noun, is found as 
early as in Athanasius, and afterwards in Bengel, Carpzovius, 
Heumann, Krigel (Commcntatio de ,evpLa Johannis, Lips. 
175 8), Paulus, Li.icke, de W ette, Bruckner, Gumicke, Diister
<lieck, Ebrard, Braune, etc. That Kvp{a appeared as a 
feminine proper name is not to be doubted, see Grutteri, 
Inscriptt. p. 1127, num. xi.; comp. Heumann: Poecile de 
Uyrici Johrrnn1'.5; but if this view be taken, not only is the 
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adjective e,c}.e,cn7 strange, as it never is assigned to any 
individual in the N. T. as a single predicate except in Rom. 
xvi. 13 (where, however, iv ,cvp{Cf! is put along with it), but 
also its connection with the proper noun, instead of Kvpi<[, T?i 

J,c}.e,cTf,, comp. 3 John 1 ; Phil. i. 1, 2; Hom. xYi. Li.icke, 
it is true, refers to 1 Pet. i. 1 : EKAEKTo'ic; r.aper.1i11µoic;; but 
here the case is different, as 7rapemo1iµotc; is not a proper noun, 
as even Bruckner admits, though he 11cYerthelcss falls lJack 
on a "familiar carelessness" in this case.1 The third inter
pretation is found in Luther (" the elect woman"), Horneju:-, 
Wolf, Rittmcier (IJiatriba, de clccta domiwr, Helmst. 1706), 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Sander, etc. According to Epictetu:-, 
chap. 62: ai "fVvaiK€<; ev0uc; U'TrO T€<1'Uapeu,ca{oe,ca ETWV u-;;o 

TWV avopwv Kvplat KaA.OUVTat, women might certainly he 
called ,wp{at; but this was plainly only a polite address, 
corresponding not to the German "Fran" (woman), but to the 
German " Herrin" (lady). It hardly corresponds with the 
apostolic dignity of the author, however, to describe the 
receiver of the Epistle in the superscription by this name of a 
conventional politeness? Dnt the opinion of Knauer (St?ul. 
n. Krit. 1833, Part 2, p. 452 ff.), that by J,c'X.e,c-rry ,cvp{a is 
to be understood ::\Iary, the mother of Jesus, lacks any tenal.,k 
foundation (sec Li.icke on this passage). - Already at an 
early date ,cvp{a was taken as a symholic description of the 
Christian Church; so Jerome (cp. xi. w? Agcn1ehia111) :mtl 
the Scholiast I. (J,c'/1.e,cT~v 1wp{a11 'A.i.'Ya T1)v iv nv, TDT."Cf-' 

EKKA.'TJa{av), and later CaloYius, ,vhiston, ::\Iichaclis, Augusti, 
Hofmann (in his 1Vcissag11,1g 11. E1fiill11ng, II. p. 321, and iu 
his Scltriftbcw. I. p. 22G ff.), Hilgcnfekl (1855), Ewald, etc. 
It is true the word docs uot elsewhere appear in this signi
fication, but accordi11g to its co11ncctio11 with Him who i;; 

I Acconling to Ewa!,!, it i,; "f.,.,]i,h t,, think·· th:it "the apostle is hcrJ 
writing to an individual woman." 

0 Against the distinl'lion lil'lw,'ell the exl're-.,i,,11,; "Fr.rn" aml "Herrin,•· 
Braune nil,luri,.~ th,· l"ly1uoln'-'.)" of the forn1•·r wnr,l (Frau, fomininc of fro=~ 
]li-rr); this is •1nitc irr,-levant hen', howcl"vr, a., it i, 11ot the Germrrn, hnt 
the Greek, expr,·ssions, that arc in 1p1estio11 ; it i, th8 di,tinction lictw.:,cn ,-.,,; 
an,l ""P'"'· That "Frau" originally co1T1•spo1Hl1·,l to tlw expression ""P'"' is 
r·<·rtain,-thc won! is cnn y,·t fn'<[UCntly u.,,,J in this sr·mc,-Lu: it doc,; 110'. 
tlu·ri•rc1}'(' follow that the GrrTk x.r,,;::z. hec~~!l\L' :-:o lllUch \\"L':tkl'IIL'll ill i:S<l~l' as tho 
!:,·rman won! "1'"rau." 
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o ,cvpior;, the Church may certainly be called ,cup{a in its 
relationship to the individual members.1 Both the contents 
of the Epistle, which is lacking in the slightest individual 
reference to a single person, and the way in which John 
speaks to the receivers of the Epistle and passes judgment on 
them (comp. wliat follows in this verse; further, vv. 4, 5, 8, 
10) ; and, finally, the way in which the sister and her children 
are. mentioned,2 - are no less opposed to the opinion that the 
Epistle was written to one particular woman, than they are 
in Javom· of the opinion that it was directed to a Christian 
Church; only ,cupta must not be regarded as the name of 
honour of any one particular Church, according to Serrarius 
of the Corinthian Church, or according to Augusti of that of 
Jerusalem; it is rather a name suitable for every Church, by 
which, therefore, that Church could also be described to which 
the Epistle is directly addressecl.3- ,ea,), To'ir; 7e,cvoir; avT'IJr;] 

If ,cupta is a description of the Church, the 7{,cva, are her 
individual members. The representation of the Church as a 
mother, and of her members as her children, occurs elsewhere 
also ; comp. Gal. iv. 2 6. - oOr; E"fW a,ya1rw f.V aA-7101,{q,] If we 
take 1cvp{a as a proper noun, then oik indicates that by 
7e,cvoir; only sons are to be understood; but why then does 
not the apostle write : ,ea), TO'ir; vlo'ir; auT1J'> ? If the TEKva are 
the members of the Church, however, then ov<, is used here 
exactly as 71,,cv{a µ,ou, ov<, in Gal. iv. 9 ; comp. also Matt. 

1 Hofmann recalls the description of the Church in the Apocalypse as the ,,;,,_~n 
arnl the ?'"'"· 'When Ebrard objects to this, that the Church in contrast with 
the "Lord " is not "the lady," but the obcuient handmaid, it must be 
remembered that she is here spoken of not in regard to her subordinate 
relationship to Christ, but in regard to l1er superior relationship to her indi
Yidual members. 

" De W cttc also says : " The way in which her sister ancl her sister's children 
are mentioned is favourable to the iclea that a single Christian Church is meant." 

3 That the Epistle is clirectly acluressed to a particular Church is cviclcnt from 
vcr. 12 ; the want of !'eferenccs to individual circumstances may perhaps be 
explained by the fact that it also had an encyclical design ; that the author, 
ho"·cvcr, "had in view the whole of orthodox Glii·istemlom " ( Hilgcnfcld), is just 
ns little appropriate to this Epistle ns to the First. - llrnunc's considerations 
nre of little importance; the name of the Church might be omitted, because 
the bearer of the Epistle knew to what Church he had to take it; ;,..;.,n,; is 
l,y no means unsuitable with ""f'"' = '"":l.no-,a:, according to ;, l, Bizf,u:1.;;;,. 
0-u,s><:1.,",,.,; (by which the Church is certainly to be umlcrstood) ; it h:ts not been 
n,;serted that the relationship of the mother in Gal. iv. 26 h:is Leen given to :i. 

single Church. 
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xxviii 1 ~ : 'Ta i0v11 . . . av'TOV'i', Suitable though the 
masculine is to denote cdl Church-members, it would be just 
as unsuitable to denote members of one fmuily, if this con
sisted not merely of sons, but-as Braune here supposes-of 
daughters also. eryw is used emphatically, inasmuch as the 
apostle wants to bring out his intimate relationship to the 
members of the Church. - ev aX170EL<f in its connection with 
,1~,a7rw is not = iv Ty aX170E{q,, as if the (Christian) truth were 
thereby indicated as the element in which love has its 
existence (Dengel, Di.isterdieck), but it is used adverbially, 
not, however, to emphasize the sincerity of the love, but, as 
the word itself states, the truth of the love (Ebrard : " I love 
thee with that love which is a lore in truth;" similarly Li.icke: 
" it is the real Clm'stian lo,·e that is meant," and Braune). -
,ca1, OV/C E"fW µ,oVO'i', ciXXa '7T'UV'TE'i'] All who have known 
the truth share with the apostle love to the 'Tf.Kva of the 
,c1.1pla. This addition also goes to show that ,c1.1p{a is not a 
proper noun; for how could the children of an individual 
woman be regarded as an object of the love of all believers ? 
Bengel, with whom Di.isterdieck agrees, remarks indeecl on 
this: communio sanctorum, but the apostle's mode of expres
sion presupposes an actual knowledge about one another. 
Several commentators accordingly have recourse to a weaken
ing of the idea '7T'£LV'TE'i',

1 which, however, is arbitrary. -
aX10Eia is the divine truth, of which the believer becou1es 
a partaker in Christ. The emphasis of aX170eia both here 
and in ver. 2 is caused by the antithesis to the r.Aavoi 
(ver. 7). The bracketing of the words: Ka~ ouK . . . 'TTJV 
,iA1jth,av, "spoils the clearness of the connection, and is also 
logically not quite correct, because ver. 2 refers not ouly to i.~1w, 
but also to wa.vTE'i'" (Li.ickc). 

Ver. 2 states the call!;C of the love. - oui 'T1JV ,iX170Etav 
T1}v µ,lvo1.1a-av iv ,iµi:v] The idea µ,f.vEiv signilies here, as in 
the first Epistle, firm, sure existence. - In 1iµiv the apostle 
includes the loving an1l the loved (so also Braune). -The 

1 Hor1ll'jus: omn,·s li,lcl,•s, uon qni,lern ,p1i in Into or!JC' tum tem[<oris erant. 
sr,l •1ni in illis 1•:Htil,ns et simnl llominam ilbm l't lihcros 1·jus norant. -
Liicke: ".,,.,.,~,. "· -,-,>.., i. r. all ( "hristians (pl"l'hnps o[ this plnco 1) who know the 
li:nia and her childn·n;" Braune a;:n,.•s with this explanation, hnt wonl<l 
l,.;anl "as iudnde,l, "'"'·n those who woul,l latc-r Lct:ome ac•Jl•ainted with h<'r" 
-which is clearly unsuitalilc. 
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ti1a-rr~v iv uX'f/Betq, is based on the possession of the 
aX,jBeia. - Carpzovius incorrectly connects these words with 
ver. 3. - By the addition : Kat µeO' 17µwv £17Ta£ el,; TCJV alwva, 
the imperishable endurance of fellowship with the truth is 
declared (Diisterdieck, Braune), and it is not merely the wish 
for it that is expressed ( Lucke, Ebrard). By µeTa (as dis
tinguished from iv) the objectivity of the truth is indicated 
(Braune). The irregularity of the construction, inasmuch as 
the finite verb is used instead of a participle (comp. A. 
Buttmann, p. 327; Winer, p. 510; VII. p. 533), serves to 
give prominence to the idea. 

Ver. 3. The formula of greeting. It agrees substantially 
with that which is found in most of the N. T. Epistles; the 
prefixed ia-Tai µ,eO' ~µwv (vµwv), however, is peculiar; the 
future indicates the wish as a certain expectation, which is 
based on the immediately preceding statement (Diisterdieck). 
If we take the reading 17µwv (see the critical notes), the 
apostle includes himself along with the readers of the Epistle, 
which indeed does not elsewhere occur in the salutatory 
formulae; µeTa. =" with." - xapi~, eX1:o,;, eip11v11] just as 
in 1 and 2 Tim. and Tit. i. 4.1 

- -rrapa Beau TraTpo,;] 
Instead of -rrapa, a-rro is elsewhere regularly used in this con
nection, as N reads here also ; on the difference of the two 
prepositions, see Winer, p. 326; VII. p. 342. -To Bt:0u 
'TraTpo,;, ~µwv is always added by Paul, except in the Pastoral 
Epistles. God is here called -rraT1p, first of all in His rela
tion to Christ, but also with the consciousness that in Christ 
He is the :Father of believers also. - "al -rr a pa, 'I 11 a-. X p. 
TOl/ viou TOU -rraTpo~J similarly iu the other Epistles or 
the N. T., only that here the sonship of Christ is specially 
indicated ; the repetition of the preposition brings out the 
independence of the Son along with the Father. - The last 
addition : iv aX170e[q ,cal, u1a-rrr,, is peculiar to J olm ; the a,;\, 

and a1a-rr17 me the two vital elements (Baumgarten-Crusius: 
fundamental features) of the believer, in which the diYine 

1 The explanation of these words ginn on 1 Tim. i. 2 is regarded as unsatis
factory by Diisterdieck, although it is in substantial agreement with his own, 
only that it is not expressly stated that 1J.p,; means '' gmce," ,,_,., ''mercy," 
and ,;f"'" "peaee,"-which is surely sclf-cvid,•nt,-but 011ly the relation of the 
three ideas to one another, which is often erroneously int,•rpreteJ, is pointed 
out. 
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manifestations of grace, mercy, and peace have to work 
(Dtister<lieck): " the wonls contain an indication of the 
contents of the whole Epistle" (Ebrani); a Lapicle erroneously 
supplies : ut perseveretis Ycl ut crescatis. Grotius wrongly 
defines the relationship when he says: pet· cognitionem veri 
et dilectionem mutuaw, 11am per haec in nos Dei beneficia 
provocamuc;, conservamus, augemus; in the first place, iv is not 
=per; aml, in the second place, our conduct is not the cause 
of the diYine xapt<; IC.T.l,.., lmt the relationship is the conYerse. 

Yer. 4. The Epistle be~ins ,vith the assurance of joy at 
the conduct of those to ,vlwm it is ad1hessed. The preface to 
most of the Pauline Epistles is similar. This wrse refers 
hack to the preceding iv uA.710EL'q,; Yer. 5, on the other hand, 
to iv J;yu:1ry. - ixc'ip11v A.{av] not: "I have greatly rejoiced" 
(Luther); the aorist is to be kept in its own meaning. The 
apostle is speaking historically of the time at which he had 
the experience which he states in the following words. -
'I ~, 1 ,.. / .,. , 

OTt €Vp71Ka €IC TWV T€/CVWV uov r.Eptr.aTOVVTa<; €V 

,iA.710E{t,i] EJC TWV TE/CV, is not= Ta TEICVa uov; it is indicated 
by the J,. that J olm could not boast the r.Epir.aTEiv h, 1iX. 

of all,1 but not that "he had not become acquainted "·ith 
all" (Dtisterclieck). Brmmc's observation is erroneous, that 
" as the article is wanting with r.Epir.aTouvTa<;, it is not 
indicated that the other children were not walking i:v ciX." 
With r.cptr.aTEtv iv, comp. John viii. 1 ~ ; 1 John i. 6, 7 : 
:3 John 3, 4, :rnd several other pa:"~ngcs. - € v PT/" a indicates 
a previous meeting ,riLh the children of the tcvp{a-aml hence 
a previous sojourn of the apostle in the Church to which he 
is writing; iucurrecLly, Sander: " I haYe found as the result 
of my examination ; " the preterite ixap1,v docs not suit this 
interpretation. - If tcvpi'a lJe a proper 1101111, it remains uncer
tain where the apostle met with her children. Llicke, on 
account of ver. 12, consider:; it unlikely that the apostle had 
heen in the family; " he seems to haYc met the TEtcva some
where cbc \\'ithout the rnother" (so also Braune). Not only 
this llllC'L·1fainty, but abo the circumstance that John docs not 
express him,-:elf further ahout the cl1ihlren who arc not walking 
in the trnth, indicates that he is not ~peaking of a f::unil,r, but 

1 El,rar,l "l'l'l'"J'rialt•ly: "It is :i dc/i,•nf,• way i11 whi<'h th,• pre,bytcr co\·crs 
the blame which he hns to express in n rnrrc limilalion of pmise." 
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of a Church, which is erroneously disputed by Braune.-,ca0wi;
EvToX~v ;;>..&,80µ,ev] ,ca0wi;- (which is not to be taken here, 
,\·ith Ebrard, argumentatively=" because indeed") does not 
more particularly define the 7T"ept7raTe'iv in itself, as if Ell 

a"'A.TJ0e{q, were only added adverbially for confirmation=" who 
in truth walk as," etc. ; but ,ca0wi;- refers to the 7rept7raTe'iv EV 

a"'A.TJ0., and ciX110eta is Christian truth, as in ver. 3 ; thus: 
" ii-lw arc walking in the fruth, according as we received coin-
1nand11icnt" (Di.isterdieck). By this, however, we are not to 
understand one particular commandment, but the obligation 
which is contained in the Christian faith to walk in the 
truth; 7rapa TOU 'TT"aTpai;-] see ver. 3; the intervention of 
the Son is implied. 

Yv. 5, 6. Kat vvv EpwTw ue] vuv is used here, not tem
porally, but logically. Di.isterdieck refers it to the immediately 
preceding subordinate clause: ,ca0wr; K.T.X.; Ebrard, on the other 
hand, to the idea eup'T}Ka K.T.X.; but it is more correctly referred 
to EXaP'TJV K.T.X.; the joy which the apostle felt is the cause of 
his present request (so also Briickner and Braune). John 
says EpwTw instead of the usual 7T"apaKa"'Aw, as the request is 
suitable to the Church, as a ,cvpta. - ovx C:,i;- EvToX~v "/pa
cpwv uot ,catv~v K.T.X.] Comp. 1 John ii. 7. - tva a'Ya7rwµ,ev 
,iXX~Xovr;J dependent on EpwTw, comp. John xvii. 15, not on 
EvToX~v ifxoµ,ev (Baumgarten-Crusius), "for this is used in a 
subordinate clause merely, and EpwTw would be without con
nection and without object" (Briickner). tva states here also 
not merely the purpose, but the substance of the request (con
trary to Braune).- Ver. G. ,cat auT'TJ . .. tva] The same con
struction, 1 John v. 3. The apostle is not distinguishing the 
commandment of love from the other commandments (de 
Wette), but is describing the walking according to the com
mandments of God as the substance and essence of love ; with 
justice, for, in the first place, only that love is moral-or more 
particularly, Christian-in its character which is founded on 
obedience toward God, and therefore "consists in the fulfil
ment of the commandments of God that regulate our relation
ship to our neighbour" (Ebrard); and, in the second place, the 
aim of all the divine commandments is nothing else than love. 
Bri.ickner, Braune, and others here interpret ~ a'Ya'TT"1J incorrectly 
of "Christian love simply," including also the love of God and 
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Christ; the close connection of this sentence with the pre
ceding one ( ~ a1ar.TJ clearly refers back to 7va a.1ar.wµ<11 
,iXX~Xov'>) compels us to understand ~ a1a1ni of Cl1ri;;tia11 
brotherly love. The thought last expressed is specially em
phasized by the following wonls. According to the reading: 
aVTTJ ~ ivToX17 iuTt, we must translate: " This com11w;Hllilf1lt 
is (consists in this), as ye liai:e lieard from the bcginniil!J (no 
other than this), that ye should 1i·alk iv avTf,." -11 ivTaX1i 
resumes the preceding Ta', EVTQ;\.a', avTav . the transition 
from the plural to the singular is not difficult; comp. 1 John 
iii. 22, 23. - ,va states the substance of the commandment, 
and EV avTf, refers to a-yar.9 (de Wette-Ilriickner, Liickc, 
I Jiistenlieck, Ebrard, Braune), and not to ivTaX1i (Sander); for 
this would not only give an inadmissible tautology, lmt would 
also be contrary to John's mode of expression, in which the 
phrase: r.eptr.aT€£V €V Tf, tvrnXf,, does not appear. - lly the 
intervening clause ,ea(}~., r,Ko11<raTe, "a subordinate definition 
of the ivrnX~" (Liicke, de Wette) is not given, but it is 
observed that the readers have heard from the beginning what 
is the substance of the divine commandment; the apostle 
thereby refers back to what was said in ver. 5 (so also 
Diisterdieck, Ebrard, Bruckner, Braune). The circle tlrn!, 
results from this interpretation only serves to bring clearly 
out the identity of brotherly love and obedience toward God. 1 

Ver. 7. In this verse the apostle addresses himself to the 
warning against the false teachers, whom he first more par
ticularly characterizes. The 3n, with which the verse begins, 
indicates that the foregoing exhortation to mutual love has its 
origin in the fear of their being disturbed by the influence of 
the false teachers; but it is not to be inferred from this that 
on is grammatically dependent on ipwTw uf. It would be 
grammatically possible also to regard this verse as the premiss 
011 which Yer. 8 is based (Grotius, Carpzovius), but such a 
construction is at variance with the peculiarity of John';; 

1 :Kustlin incorrt·ctly intcrprrls (p. 218) : "the o!J eo111111a11,lmrnt, that we 
,hou],I Io,·e c,nl' another, means 11othi11;; rise than that "" shouhl abitlc iu 1rl1at 
lie hns eommnmlcJ us to bclic,·c." That i..-,>-,i !,ere ,It-notes the comui:m,l t,i 
/,,/i,:r, (I John iii. 23), linds no confirmation in the coull'xt. - EbrarJ 1111j1:,tili
;,l,]y a,st1ts that the obscurity of the cxpr,·ssi"n in this \'t'rse is lo lw e:q,L,i11,-,l 
l,y the l"ad tl,at tl1(• npc,stlc inttnlionally alh1tlcs lo some pnssn;:;cs ur tl1<' 
}'il'!;t Epistle, with which he assumes the Kyria to be familiar. 
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diction. - on 'ITOAAO~ 'ITAavot] The expression 7rAUVOt does 
not elsewhere appear in John; comp. on the other hand, Matt. 
xxvii. G3; 2 Cor. vi. 8; 1 Tim. iv. 1; instead of it in 1 John 
ii. 2 G : o, ?TAaviJvw, vµas. -With this passage may be com
pared 1 John ii. 18 ff., iv. 1.-iffP,,.0ov [Elo-ip .. 0ov] ei<; Tov 

"o o- µ o v does not denote separation from the Church ; "o o-µ o<; 

does not here form the antithesis of the i1e1e)..r,u{a Tov 0£0u ; 
the sense is rather the same here as in John iv. l. The 
difference between elu1j)..0. and igi/A0. is only this, that Ly 
the latter expression the point of departure is more definitely 
indicated. - oi µ~ oµoXo,youVT€<; K.T.A.] comp. 1 John 
h·. 2, :3; on the N. T. usage of the article before the parti
ciple after ?ToAA.ot, comp. Buttm. p. 254; µ~ oµo)..o,yc'iv = 
cipve,u 0at. The µ~ is not to be explained, with Winer 
(p. 428; VII. p. 450), by the fact that the participle refers to 
a representative class (= quicumque non profitentur), but it 
is used just as in 1 J ohu iv. 3: o µ~ oµoAo,ye'i; see on this 
p::tssagc. - 'I 1JUOIJV XptUTOV ipxoµevov EV uap,d] is to 
be taken just as the words 1 John iv. 2, that run almost 
exactly similarly. The present participle Epxoµevov, instead 
of which e°)..r,)..v06-ra is used there, expresses the idea in itself 
-apart from the idea of time; comp. John vi. 14; Bengel 
incorrectly: qui veniebat, with an appeal to 3 John 3, for in 
this passage ipxoµevwv and µap7vpouvTC,JV, by their close con
nection with exapr,v, are distinctly indicated as imperfect par
ticiples; such a connection does not exist here, nor are we to 
interpret, with Baumgarten-Crusius: "He who was to come;" 
still more incorrectly Oecumenius takes it as future participle, 
referring it to the second coming of Christ. - ovTo<; Eunv o 

"' ' ' ' ' ' ] " " b k t ' ' rr"'avo<; Kat o avTtXptuTo<; ovTo<; re1ers ac • o o, µ17 

oµo"'11,o,yovvT€<; K.7.A. By O 'ITAO,VO<; the apostle resumes the 
preceding 'ITAllVOt; by o antxptUTO<; he adds a new charac
teristic. - The definite article indicates these ideas as familiar 
to the readers; the Antichrist of whom they have heard, 
comp. 1 John ii. 18. -The singular is here used in collective 
signification (Liicke) ; the many are the Antichrist, inasmuch 
as the same rrvEuµa T~c; ?TAav11c; is in all ; comp. further, the 
remarks on 1 John ii. 18. 

Ver. 8. The warning against the deceivers. - {3Xe?T€TE 

EaUTOV<;] "tal~e heecl to yourselres;" fJ),.e7r€tV with the refl. 
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pron. besides here only in :\fork xiii. !), -The construction 
,va after /311.i1rHv only in 1 Cor. xvi. 10 besides; by ,va it. 
is not the purpose (" take heed to yourselYes, sc. of them, so 
that "), but the immediate object of their foresight that is 
stated (contrary to de \Vette, Braune, and A. Buttm. p. 200).1 

- ,va K.T.11..J \Vlmtever be the correct reading, the thought 
remains essentially the same ; the apostle warns his readers 
not to let themselves be depriwd by the false teachers of 
the blessing, of which they became partakers through the 
evangelistic work. With the reading elp'Ya<Taµe0a those who 
have worked are John and his associates; that iv vµ'iv, or n. 
similar phrase, must be put along with it for more particular 
definition (Li.icke) is unfounded, as this more particular 
definition lies in the context itself; with the reading Ein£f
cracr0e, on the other hand, it is the work of the receivers of 
the Epistle themselves that is meant, who should just as 
little come short of the attainment of the blessing as the 
former.-The object of ip'YasE<T0ai, indicated hy a, is not 
exactly the µt<T0or;, which is also spoken of, but the work 
directly effected by the labour, the result or ilic frnit of it. 
Fruit had been obtained in the Church by means of the work 
(fruit of knowledge, love, etc.); it "·as of importance that 
they should not again be deprived of thi,; fruit; this is 
expressed by µ1) ar,011.i<T1JTE; their los;; may also, howeYer, 
be considered as n. loss to those who had worked among them 
hy the preaching of the gospel, so that, as far as the sense is 
concerned, the Ree. ,lr,o/\.€<TwµEV is perhaps justifiable; but 
the reading ,i.1roll.€vTJTat: "that they (ii) may not be lost,'' 
also giYCs good sense, so that no cause exists for regarding it, 
with Li.icke, as a mere clerical error. - If, however, that 
which was directly obtained by the work be lost again, then 
the future reward (µt<T0or;) promised to Chri~tians also llis
appcars; therefore the apo:;tle antithetically :llhls: ,i ;\.11.a 
µt<T0av 7T°X1JPTJ a1ro;\.a/317TE. With the reading <ir.oA.cL
/3wµw \Ye might be disposed to understand hy the rcwanl 

1 llranne h,·rc at!t!uccs vnrions pas~a_!.:l'S of tlw X. 'I'. in onkr to Yin,lic:tll! f.,r 
the partidc ;·,a. the rncaninl{ of purpooc ('' so tk,t ") ; but he has not p,1i,l 
attention to the Jislinction whether the nrbnl it.lea with which ,,a. is connc<'lc,l 
is absolute or n•lati,·e (rccp1iring sup['l,•mcnt), an,l he has not rcflcctnl that 
if the clause bcgi1111ing with ''"' forms the supplement or the prccrding wrbal 
idea, ''" cannot be = "so that." 
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the heavenly gift which the apostle himself had to expect on 
account of bis work ; but he could not be deprived of this 
by the conduct of those among whom he had laboured, as it 
depends not on the result, but on the faithfulness of the 
work; by µ,iuOoc;, therefore, must certainly be understood 
the reward which those to whom John is writing have to 
expect; for this, however, the reading a7ro ),,,a/3'1J'TE is 
plainly more suitable than a7ro'Xa/3wµev (so also Bruckner). 
- µiuOov 7T'A1JP'TJ is not= µiu0ov 7TOAVV (Carpzovius), but: 
"full reward;" by 7rA~P'TJ it is not meant that if they did 
not exhibit faithfulness they ,voultl receive only an imperfect 
reward, nor even that up to the present they had only 
received a part of the reward (Grotius, Aretius, Ebrard), but 
that the reward which, if they exhibit faithfulness, they shall 
obtain is a quite full reward, in which there is nothing 
lacking (Diisterdieck, Bruckner). 

Ver. 9 brings out clearly the importance of abiding in the 
ttl ~•' ,, ']' l' ru 1. - 7ra<; o 7rpoarywv ,cai µ17 µevwv 7rpoaryew am µevew 
form a natural antithesis; 7rpoa,yetv in the neuter sense : " to 
advance farther," signifies here in reference to oioax~ : " to 
advance beyond the limits of tlw (Christian) doctrine," and 
contains an ironical allusion to the pretensions of the false 
teachers to have advanced to a higher degree of knowledge.1 

The Ree. 7rapa{3alvwv means : "to pass by anything;" we 
must supply along with it either Thv oioax~v (according to 
the analogy of 7rapa{3alvew Thv lvTo'X~v, Matt. xv. 3), or a1ro 
(EiC) 'T~<; oioax~c; ; comp. A.cts i. 2 5 : CL'lT'C/<T'TOA~<; c.irp' ( Ree. E~) 
'iJ<; 7rape{317 'lovoac;; it is clearly unwarrantable to supply the 
idea €1/'TOA~ out of ver. 7. - ,cat, µh µevwv Ell TV oioaxfi 
'TOV Xpt<T'TDV] comp. John viii. 31: µe11et11 lv T<p AO"f'!) 'T<p 
lµ<[,; 2 Tim. iii. 14. - Tov Xptu'Tov is not the objective 
(Sander, Ebrard, etc.), but the subjective genitive (Di.i.sterdieck, 
Ewald, Braune); the doctrine which, proceeding from Christ, 
was proclaimed by the apostles. - 0eov ov,c t\et] comp. 
1 John ii. 23. The doctrine of Christ is the truth; he who 
has not the truth has not God ; for in its deepest source the 
truth is the living God Himself. Weiss (p. 29) unsatis
facto1ily interprets lxeiv of the mere "possession in know-

1 When Braune rejects this with the remark: "there is a bitter truth in fact," 
he did not consider in what connection the above was said. 
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ledge," in place of whieh, on p. 77, however, he says: "the 
possession effected by means of the contemplative knowledge 
of Christ," as if the latter were identical with the former. 
By the following sentence the same thought is expressed 
positively, and is completed by Tov vlav, "·hich is the cause 
of changing BEoi;- to '71'a'Tl;p.1 

Ver. 10. "' aming against fellowship with false teachers. 
Ei' TL<;' EPXETaL r.poi;- vµcii;-] The moi•e particular definition 
of the w; is contained in the following : ,cal. ... <p€pEL. The 
particle El is used here because "the case is put as if actual " 
(Winer). The author assumes the ifpxE<I0ai as really occur
ring, and in refomnce to it gives the comrn::md: µ~ )l.aµ/3avETE; 

if he had regardcJ. the coming as a thing which might only 
possibly occur, he would have put iav; hence it is unsuitable 
to say that Er ni;- is un-J ohannean (Ebrnrtl), "for it cannot 
be nn-Johannean to assume a case as a reality" (Braune). -
Kat. TaVT1)V T1/V Otoaxhv OU <p€pEt] T. T. Oto., namely, the 0£0. 
Toii Xpt<IToii. The 1ihrase <p€pEiv T. oio. only here in the 
X. T.; comp. the classical: µii0ov, U."f"fEA.t1Jv <p€pEtv Ttvt. -
Un ou after El, sec Al. Buttm. p. 299. Grotius rightly says: 
non de iis cp1i alieni semper fuerunt ab ecclesia (1 l'or. Y. 10), 
sed de iis qui Yolunt fratres haberi et <loctrinam evertnnt. 
It is only with this interpretation that the prohibition of the 
apostle can be correctly understood. - µ~ )l.aµ/3avETE auTov 

di;- ol,c{av] is to be understood of the hospitable reception 
into our house, which is to be accorded to the brethren as 
such ; the apostle therefore forbids the brotherly reception of 
f,nch as bl'iny not the doctrine of Christ, but anotlier doctrine 
opposed to it, ancl arc, accordingly, assiduous in a:iserting the 
latter. The limitation of the prohibition to the relatiouship 
(Jf <ptA.ogEv{a (Hom. xii. 13 ; Ileb. xiii. 2) finds no support in 
the "'ortls of the apo,-tle. Now such a ,cp{<It<; was so much 
1 he more necessary the more the false teachers sought to 
alm:-;c the Christian hospitality, in order to gain for them
seh·es access to the Churches; comp. 2 Tim. iii. 6. - Kat 

xa{pEtv auT<j, µ11 )l.i7Eu] It is arbitrary to limit this prohibi-

1 ,\.-conli11g to EbrarJ, this verse• is a 11uotation of the passage 1 John ii. !?1. 
]'.:it that this is not so is shown 1,y the manifol<I 1leviations, the existence ol' 
,., !,d, c:an otherwise 1,e explaine,I only by arl.,itrary conjectures in an artilicial 
,ray. 
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tion, with Clemens Alex., to the salutatio, quae fiebat, post
qnam surgebatur ab oratione solemni velnt gaudii et pacis 
indicium; as well as to interpret it in that degree of 
generality which a Lapide gives it when he says: vetat hie 
,Joh. omne colloquium, onme consortium, omne commercium 
cum haereticis ; just as little is it to be interpreted, with 
Vitringa ( de Synag. vet. p. 7 5 9 ), of the excommunication 
proper. This prohibition is in closest connection with the 
preceding, and similarly refers to El 'TL<; ; PXE'Ta£ 7rp6<; vµas 
K.T.X. ; it is meant to strengthen the former; not merely the 
hospitable reception into the house, but also the friendly 
greeting of the false teacher, if he comes as a Christian 
brother, is not to take place 1 ( comp. Hofmann, Schriftbcw. 
II. 2, p. 339). The word xalpE£v, as a formula of salutation, 
appears frequently both in the classics and also in the N. T., 
especially in Epistles; see Wahl on this word. 

Ver. 11. Confirmation of the preceding prohibition. - o 
Xl.rywv ryap aimp xa{pEw] The apostle mentions only this one 
thing, because what he says about it is self-evident in regard 
to the rest also. - 1'0£VWVE'i TO£<; lpryoi<; auTOV -ro'i, 7T'OV1Jpo'i<,] 
i.e. inasmuch as the xaipElv XeryE£V is not merely an outward 
display of politeness, but an expression of an intimate relation 
of fellowship. - Dy Ta Eprya Ta 7T'OV1JPU we are to understand, 
of course, the false doctrine, but, at the same time, along with 
this the whole evil character of the false teachers, which was 
very closely connected with their doctrine.2 

Ver. 12. Justification of the shortness of the Epistle. -
7T'O'A'Aa EXWV vµ'iv ryparfmv] says the apostle, conscious as he 
was of having only given a few brief hints of that which 
was agitating his mind. - OUK J{3ov'71.~011v 0£a xap-rov ,cal 
µtA.o.vor;] From the idea rypacfmv the more general idea of 
communication is to be supplied. - xapT1J<; "is the Egyptian 

1 EbrarJ contradicts himself when, in opposition to the interpretation given 
here, he first maintains that X"'f"' "'Y'" here is the "quite genP.ral idea of the 
greeting of conventional politene.ss," and afterwards interprets: "He who gree/J 
such a false teacher, i. e. keeps up pasonal ac']l!aintance and coni:e11lional ialu• 
course with him." 

• De W ette's remark, justly rejecte,l by Bruckner, is utterly erroneous : 
"This 1>rohibition finds its justification in polemic zeal, and the necessity for 
defence against what secme,l fatal to the maintenance of the Church. We, 
with the sure foundation of the Chri,tian Church, and in acco1"da11ce with tl,t 

1ilEYEI:.-2 AND 3 JOU)'!. 2 K 
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paper (papyrus), nnd probably the finer augustan sort, which 
served for letters (Hug, Einl. I. 106) ;" de Wette. - µe'"Jl.av, 
hesides here, only in 3 John 13 ; 2 Cor. iii. 3. The follow
ing ,vords : ci.'"Jl.'"Jl.a hvrrlt;"', state the reason of ouK i/3ov'"Jl.1101w ; 
by a'"Jl.'"Jl.a the reason is expressed in the form of nn antithesis. 
-,Yf.VEU0at 7rp0<; vµiis] In the phrase: ,y{,yvrn·0at 7rpor;;, the 
ideas of motion and of rest are both included; comp. "/t7v. 
Eir;;, Acts xxi. 1 7, xxv. 15 ; the construction with 7rpor;; : 

1 Cor. xvi. 10; comp. John x. 35; Acts x. 13, etc. - Kd 

UTOµa 7rpor;; UToµa '"Jl.a'"Jl.17uai] An imitation of the Hebrew 
;,~-,~ i1~, Num. xii. 8 ; comp. 7rpou"'7rov 7rpdr;; 7rpou(J)r.ov, 
1 Cor. xiii. 12. Similnr combinations in the clnssics also; 
Xen. 1llcni. ii. 6. 32, UToµa r.por;; UToµa is used of a 
kiss. - ,va 71 xapa K.T.X.] comp. 1 John i. 4. With the 
reading 71µwv (see the critical notes) mutual joy is mcnnt; 
comp. Rom. i. 11, 12. 

Ver. 13. Presentation of the greeting from the children of 
the Kvp{a's sister. If Kvp{a were a proper noun, we would 
have to suppose that the sister had either already died, or 
was not with her children near the apostle, as he would 
otherwise certainly have mentioned her. - Such uncertain 
l1ypothescs arc removed by the correct explanation of Kvpt'a ; 
now it is self-evident that the aoEXcf,11 is the Church from 
which John wrote this Epistle - and the T€Kva, therefore, are 
its individual members; on T~r;; EKAEKT~r;;, comp. ver. 1. 

hi:Jhtl" view, thrn perhaps impos.,il,lc, that man n-rn in his C1To1·s .•till remains 

man, ancl an object of esteem mul /oi:e, sec in it iMpalicncr.." -Dillicult though 
it may Le Ullllcr prescut circumstauccs, considering the Je\·elopment whid1 
doctrine has taken, in many parlicnlar cases rightly to apply \\"hat is here said 
by John, yet it must still hi 1·cganlcd as a valiJ maxim, not only that the 
Christian shouhl rr,main conscious of the antithesis between anti-Christianity 
and Christianity, lrnt abo that he ohuuhl not ,lcny this consciousness in his 
con<luct towanls his neighbour. - Ilcsser unjnstifia1ly seeks to make use of the 
expression of the apostle as a weapon against union. 



TIIE THIRD EPISTLE OF THE APOSTLE JOHX. 515 

'lwavvov €7TWTOA~ TPLT'TJ. 

TllE superscription runs in n N: 'ICuuvvov 7; in C: '!Cu, r::-,o-:-,,,.~ 
- • G ' ' ' , - • , ' ,, 'I ' • tl El 1 ; 1n ,: eo;;-10'T~r.~ :-p,~'1/ :-o~ c.c.1 ,ov, uc.OO'Tor-o.u ~uvvov ; 1n • le ◄ zcv. 
ed. : 'Iwizvvov :-ov w::-M:-oAou rn·10-:-01,'I/ r.izdoA,x'I/ :-p,<r'I/, 

Ver. 3. N omits 1 up. - Ver. 4. In some min. is found, pl::tinly 
as a correction, -rauq; instead of :-oun,Jv.-Instead of ixCu, B 
(tcstc l\fajo) has ;%m (not mentioned by Buttm.), and instead 
of ;<:apuv, B 7, 35, Vulg. etc., read: ·/.,c1.piv; Buttm. has retained 
the Ree. - Instead of the Ree. iv ut,'l/0,iq, (according to C** G 
K N, Thph. Oec.), A B C* etc., read: iv -r~ uA., which Lachm. 
and Tisch. have accepted; the omission of the article is 
explained by the preceding b r.D,., ver. 3.-Ver. 5. ipycfor,] Ree. 
nccording to B C G K S, all the min. Thph. Oee. (Tisch.). 
Lachm., following A, Vulg. (operaris), l1as accepted ipyu,ri, 
which, however, appears to be only an alteration on account of 
the present ,;;-01iii';. - Instead of r.ul ,l; -rov; ~ivou; (Ree. according 
to GK, etc.), r.c.c.J :-oti:-o ~ivou; must be read, with A BC N, etc., 
most of the versions, Laclun. and Tisch. - Ver. u. Ewald 
arbitrarily conjectures : o T; i,r.1,,:1.p:-6pr,o-a. -The reading of C: 
,;;-oi'I/O'a; c.podµ.'+'"•, is clearly a correction.-Ver. 7. After 
iv6,,.1,u-ro; the Elzev. ed., following several min. and some vss., 
has a~-roii, which is found in none of the greater l\ISS. (nor, 
according to Tisch. 7, in B). Buttm. has accepted this auTov, 
and that, too, as the reading of B; Tisch. 2 also ascribes it to 
this codex, but with the remark: e sil. collat. Reiche says: 
Lachm. : falso codicem B pro C auTou citat. Codicem B au-rov 
non habere nunc e Maji atque Kuenii et Cobeti edit. constat. 
- On the reading i~ij,.dav (Lachm. Tisch. 7), comp. 2 John 7. 
- Instead of iOvwv, Ree. according to G K, etc., Lachm. and 
Tisch. have with justice accepted idvniwv, which is the reading 
of A B C N and many others; Reiche, however, regards iJv,i, 
as the original reading. - Ver. 8. rko~.a11,,Bumv] Ree. following 
C** G K, etc. Instead of it A B C* ~, etc., read ko1.a11,,Bui,1,, 
,d1ich Lachm. and Tisch. have accepted, and in favour of which 
Reiche also declares himself. Both words are, in the significa
tion in which they are here used, ck A,y611,,va; the overwhelming 
authorities are in favour of uc.oi .. - Instead of T~ aAr,ddq,, N" 
reads -r~ ix.r.~.r,aiq,, clearly a correction. - Ver. 9. After s'ypa+a, 
A B C ~ (Lachm. Tisch.) read :-i. The Ree. is only supported 
by G K, some min. etc.1 Two min.: 29, 66**, have G.v 71; ancl 

1 Reiche incorrectly says : lectiones variae a rcc. discedentes singulne non 
satis testatae sunt; whereas the overwhelming evidences decide in favour of ,,., 
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some others av without -:-, ; the Vulg.: scripsissam forsitan. 
These readings have arisen from an erroneous interpretation of 
the thought.-Ver. 10. Instead of /3ou1.011.iw.i; is found in C, 
several min. Yulg.: i~1ii,x.01.1,hou;; a correction.- In N the 
preposition fa is wanting before rr,; fai(J.r;t1ia;. - Ver. 11. The a; 
between i, and :r.axo~o,iZv (Ree.) is, according to almost all the 
authorities, to be deleted; it was interpolated to mark the 
antithesis. - Ver. 12. In Cod. C, to the words rr,; r.i.i.r;Oiia,, 
rr,; faxi.r;t1ia; xai is further prefixed. In A the reading is un
certain ; according to the statement of Tisch., A• probably 
reads "i?.:r. ✓.r,t1ia;" instead of r.i.1.r,01ia;; Lachm. states the 
reading thus: "&i.r, . .. Bia; corr . .A, ... 01C1.; pr. A." - o,oa:-,] 
Ree. according to G K, etc., several vss. Thph. Oec. (Tisch.). 
In A B C N, Vulg. etc., on the other hand, is found: oioa;, 
which Griesb. recommended, and Lachm. accepted. - If the 
overwhelming evidences were not for olaa;, we might regard it 
as a correction, as o'ioar, seemed objectionable in an Epistle 
adc.lresse1l to 011c person. - Ver. 13. Instead of "JPU.{:11> (Rff. 
according to G K, etc., Oec.), the reading of A B C N, ck, 
almost all versions, Thph. : 1pu.'1,ai 1101, accepted by Lachm. and 
Tisch., is to be preferred.-The reac.ling in A: o~r. i{3oui.i;11r,,, 
instead of o~ Oii.w, has originated in 2 John 12. -Though the 
Ree. (according to G K, etc., Thph. Oec.) has 1pa'1,a, at the 
close of the verse, A B C N, etc., here read: 1pa{:rn, which is 
justly accepted by Lachm. and Tisch. The pronoun <Jo1 is put 
''.ftcr the verb in .A, etc., Vulg. etc. (Lachm.); most of the autho
rities, however, decide in favour of its position before the verb 
(Tisch.). - Ver. 14. Instead of the Ree. ia,,v <JE (GK ~, seYeral 
versions, etc.), <J, ioE,v is probably to be read, "·ith .A B C, etc. 
(Lachm. Tisch.). Ver. 15. Instead of oi ,r:ii.01, A has oi r.i.ii!i.r;oi; 
clearly a correction. - N sol. has a<J,-aaa, for r.i.a-::-i~ou. -Only 
a few codd. (G some min. etc.) have at the close the word a:1.~ ... 
-The subscription nms in _,\ I3 N: 'Iwan~u Y; in G: £,-1a-:-oi.~ 
y ro~ ir;io, u;.or;-:-61.ou 'IwCI.Hl•'J; in other coud. still more prolix. 

Ver. 1. Snperscription. On () 7rp€a-;3vTEpo<;, sec tho 
Introd. sec. 1. With regard to the perwn of Cains nothing 
particular is known ; that he is identical with one of two ( or 
three) Caiuscs who are mentioned as friends and helpers of 
the Apostle Paul (comp. Acts xix. 29, xx. 4; 1 Cor. i. 14; 
and Rom. xvi. 23), is at least improhable.1 It is a1so nn-

bci11g original. That ll re,uls ;·.,,,,.~,.s (Reiche), has not heen obsernd !'ith,r 
hy Tisd1!'11,lorf i or by llnttmann. Should it be the ease, it must be regnrdcd 
merely as a clerical error. 

' Liicke tliinks that if he was one of these, he woulJ only be the Caius of 
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certain whether he is the same person as the Caius who, 
according to the C'onstitt . .Apostol. vii. 46, is sairl to have been 
appointed by John as bishop in Pergamos (Mill., "Whiston). 
That he was presbyter of the Church (Kostlin) does not follow 
from ver. 8. The apostle expresses his love to Caius in the 
epithet np a,ya1rTJT<f ; how sincere it was is shown by the fact 
that he not only acids : &v i,yw a,ya1rw iv a"ll.170elq, ( comp. with 
this 2 John 1), but also addresses him three times in the Epistle 
by a,ya7r1JTE. On EV aA.. Oecumenius here well observes: EV 
UA1]0eiq, a,ya1r~ o KaTd. Kvpiov a,ya1rwv Jvow0frrp a,ya1rr7. 

Yer. 2. Instead of with the usual formula of greeting, the 
Epistle begins with a wish for the welfare of Cains. - 7repi 
7ra11Twv] 7f'<tvTwv is not masculine (Paulus: " 011 account of all, 
i.e. for the good of all"), but neuter. Several commentators, 
Deza, Castellio, "\\'~ahl, Liicke (1st ed.), Ewald, Diisterdieek, 
etc., interpret 7repi 7ravTwv = 7rpa 7ravTwv here, and connect 
it with euxoµai; but usus loqucndi and thought are opposed to 
this. Although 7rept in some passages in Homer indicates 
precedence, yet this signification is utterly foreign to the LXX. 
and the N. T.; besides, it is not to be supposed that the 
apostle would have so specially emphasized the wish referring 
to the external circumstances of life ; 7rept 7ravTwv, with most 
of the commentators- ( even Lucke, 2d ed.), is rather to be 
connected with CTE evooouu0ai (though not with ll"fLaivew) 
in its usual signification: "in regard to all things." In reply 
to the objection which has been made out of the position of 
the words, Lucke with justice remarks: "it is put first 
with rhetorical emphasis, corresponding to iJ vvx,;, which is 
compared with it, at the end." - euxoµai] it is true, means 
also "to pray" (Jas. v. 15), but usually: "to wish," so here 
also ; that with John it was an euxeu0ai 7rpar; TOV 0eov, is 
self-evident. - CJ'€ evooovCT0ai ,ca'i u,yia{veiv] €VOOOVC1'0ai, 
besides here, is only foun<l in Rom. i. 10 and 1 Cor. xvi. 2 ; 
in both passages it means: "to be fo1·tunatc" (see Meyer on 
Rom. i. 10) ; similarly it signifies hP.re also prosperity; comp. 
the detailed account of the usage of the word in the classics 

Derhe (Acts xx. 4); yet he states no reason for this opinion, but merely refers to 
Woll's Curae; Woll', however, regards it as probable that he was the same as 
the Caius mentioned in 1 Cor. i. 14, whom be distinguishes a.s the Corinthiau 
Caius from the Cains of Derbe. 
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and iu the LXX. by Liicke and Diisterdieck on tbis passage. 
-The apostle wishes that it may go well antl happily wi~h 
Ctius in all o::tn·11al circumstances ; that it is just these lie 
has in view iu r.l1vTwv, is clear from the contrasted ,Jrux11. By 
means of V"fta{vEtV ( = " to be in health," comp. Luke v. 31, 
vii. 10, aml other passages) one element of the general 
Euooouu0a, is brought specially out. It is not to be inferred 
from the "·ish which is expressed that Caius had been ill 
(Diisterdieck). - 1ea0(J)r; euooouTat 1Jou 17 ,Jrux,,J Ily the pro
sperity of the soul of Caius, to which the external welfare ,ra:; 
to correspond, it is not the natural condition, as the sequel 
shows, but the Christian state of salvation that is to be 
understood. 

Ver. 3. Confirmation of the foregoing statement. - ixapTJV 
•;ttp ';\{av] sec on 2 John 4. When and why the apostle felt 
such a joy is stated in the two following participial sentence,, 
of which, however, as far as the sense is concerned, the first 
is subordinate to the second; ;L l\Ions: lors<1ue les freres qni 
sont venus ont rendu t~moignage. - µapTvpE'iv, with the 
dative of the thing: "to tc,tzf!! of llll!Jth-i11g ;" comp. VY. G, 1~; 
,John iii. 2G, V. 33, XYiii. 37. - ny O"OU Tfi a'A.1)0Eiq, it is no: 
the truth in the objective sense (Calovius: vcritas evangelii) 
in so far as Cains had received it, lmt the truth in the snu
jectivc sense, that is to be understood (so also Liickc, Diister
rlicck, Braune, etc.): the inner Christian life, which is born of 
the truth, is itself truth; some commentators incorrectly limit 
the idea to a single clement of it; e.g. Lorinus to libcralita:'. 
- The addition : ,ca0(J)r; 1JV Jv ci'A.170c{q, r.1:pt7ra-re,r; ( corn p. 
2 ,Tohn 4), serves as au explanation of the preceding: "namcl.v 
how thou," etc. In the fact that the brethren testified tl1:1 t 
Caius was 1rnlUi1[! in the truth, they bore n. testimony to the 
truth that ,vas in him. The sentence is not " a direct sen
tence" (Danrngartcn-Crnsius: "as thou indeed art living in 
accordance with the truth") by which "John aclcls his testi
mony to that of the brethren (13csscr) in order to confirm it " 
(Ebrard), but "an indirect sentence" (lhiickncr) dependent c,n 
µapTupouv-rwv, on which n. special emphasis is laid, as also tli~ 
,i,couw iu ver. 4 shows (so also Dtistenlieck, Draune). o-u i,; 
r·niphatically u~ed in contrast to those who do not walk t!J 

,i'A.1)0tiq. 
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Ver. 4 serves as confirmation of lxap71v "A.{av. - µHtlm,pav] 
Grotius : est ad intendendam significationem comparativus e 
comparativo foetus; similar formations occur in the classical 
langnage of poets and later writers ; see Winer, p. 6 5 ; VII. 
p. 6 7 ; in the N. T. comp. Eph. iii. 8. - TovTwv ov,c EXc..> xapa.v 
t'va IC.T.A. - "I hm.;c not a greater foy than this, that;" TovTc..>v 
is not used for Tavn7r;, but " as an indefinite word is to be 
connected with the more definite ,va" (Lucke); some com
mentators incorrectly supply " ~" before t'va. John xv. 13 is 
to be compared with this passage ; only that TaVT1J<; is useJ 
there, but it does not refer, however, to something preceding, 
but finds its explanation in the following ,va.1 

- Ta lµJ 
TE1Cva, not "all Christians;" but neither merely the converts 
of John, but the members of the Churches which were under 
the special fatherly direction of the apostle (so also Braune). 

Vv. 5, 6. Praise of Caius for his ipiAofEv{a, induced by that 
which he exhibited towards the brethren (ver. 3). - 7rtcnov 
'1T'Ouiir; & lav K.T.A.] By '1rl<ITOV the conduct (7rot€t<;) of Caius, 
which he had shown towards the brethren, is described as 
faithful, i.e. corresponding to the Christian profession. Ebrard's 
view, that 7runav 7rOtE'iv is= the classical m,nov (= 7r{unv) 
'1T'OtE'iu0ai in the sense of "to give a pledge of faithfulness, a 
guarantee," cannot be grammatically justified. By eav ( = av) 
the idea is generalized : " crerything whatever." - €£<; Tour; 

a0€Aipov<; ICaL TOUTO fivour;] With the construction lpryat€u0at 
€le;, comp. :;\Iatt. xxvi. 10. By Ka£ ToiiTo it is brought out 
that the aOEAipot to whom Caius is showing his love are givoi; 
even with the reading 1Ca£ Elr; Tour; glvovr; the thought remains 
the same: 1Cat, namely, is epexegetically used = "and that 
too;" as the givoi were Christians, they cannot be dis
tinguished from the aOEAipot; Lucke takes 1Cat in a special
izing sense: "and particularly or especially;" but it is not 
brotherly love in general, but just the ipiAogEvta, that is the 
subject here. That is to say, the apostle in this praise has 
specially in view what Caius hacl done to the brethren who 

1 In opposition to l\Ieycr, who says on tlie passage cited: "the usual view, 
according to which 1,,.. is taken as the explanation of"'"""'"'• does not corresponJ 
to the idea of purpose which is contained in 1,,..," it may be observed that in the 
usus loquendi of the N. T. 1,,.. has by no means retained tlw idea of purpose in 
its ,listinctness, and often serves, in relerence to the demonstrative pronoun, to 
i.talc the meaning of the latter. 



[, 20 THE TIIInD EPISTLE OF TIIE APOSTLE JOHN. 

had come to him (the Ap.: Yer. 3), and who are abo i,poken of 
in y,·. G and 7; these, however, were glvo,.1 -Yer. G. oi' 
€µapT1Jp17uav uou Ti, 1i7a'Tr"[I €VW'Tt'toV €KKA1]0'ta,] That OL "dis
sociates the concrete representation of some from the generic 
representation of glvot" ( de \V ette) is incorrect ; it rather 
refers directly to the previously-mentioned sll'(lngc brctlircil. 
lly €VW'TT'tov fKKA17u{a, we are not to think of the Church 
to which Caius belonged, but of that in which J olm was 
sojourning. - oO,; KaAw, 'TT'Ot17uEt, K.T.A.] The same brethren 
that had come from Caius to John wanted to return thither 
again, in or<ler from thence to continue their missionary 
journey (ver. 7). John now recommends them to the loYing 
care of Cains. - ou, are not others (de ·wette), but the sam(: 
as were spoken of in the preceding sentence. The combina
tion of the futme 7rot17uEt, and the aorist participle 7rpo'TT'Eµ,,fra<, 
is strange, as the two verbs do not denote two different actions, 
hut the KaAw, 'TT'ote'iv consists in the r.po'TT'EJ.l,'TT'Etv ; it is different 
in l\Iark xiii. 13, Acts xxiv. 25, Rom. xv. 28, where two 
different actions are placed in connection with one another, 
and the aorist participle is used in the sense of the fnt. 
cxacti (see "Tiner, p. 30G; VII. p. 321). This has not been 
properly noticed by the commentators. The explanation of 
Di.isterdieck : "The aorist form is to be explained by the fact 
that the good deed will consist in this, that Caius will h:n-e 
worthily brought the brethren forward," does not solve the 
difrlculty, as the good deed consists in the bringing them for
ward itself. The apostle may have used the aorist, howeYer, 
in the feeling that "the action of Caius is only completell 
,rhen he has accomplished the equipment anJ escort of the 
brethren" (Draune). The same connection is fonn<l in Eurip. 
01't'8l. 1210 ff.: euTux110-oµ,e11 . . . iXovTE,, which :i\Iatthiac 
(Ausf. Gramm., 2d ed. p. 1087) translates: "if we are so 
fortunate as to take; "2 in accordance with which we may 
translate here also: "thou shalt act worthily to accompany 

1 The present .,,.,,.,, is not oppose,l to this \'icw, as it woulil se,•111 to he; it is 
explainctl liy the fact that the apostle ri·ganls the singh•, spcl'ial c:u;,', as au 
cviclcnce of the c;,:1.,;n:a: of Caius in general. 

'Tho whole passage in Euripides mns :-
;;e., d° i; or,uu; 'Ep,u~;,,, ,r:,o; ,:pO.,ou; 
al; 'TiA>..tz ,,• ai-:rtz;, ,;,.-,p 1~,rvxr.'0-0,u,,, 

1tU).A,,f, iA;,.,.,: 61t~p.,o a,.,,6iou doA;. 
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tl1em." Luther incorrectly: "thou hast done well that thou 
hast sent them on their journey;" in the revised ed. 18 (j 7 
correctly : " thou shalt do well if thou sendest them on their 
journey." Ebrard arbitrarily conjectures: i1ro{7Juar;. - It is 
•tuite evident from the connection with the sequel, that by 
KaAwr; 1roi~uEir; J olm wants to encourage Caius to the 1rpo-

7reµ1rEiv. The reading 1rou7uar; 1rpo1reµ,yEiS means: "wlwm 
thou, after thou hast treated them well, shalt bring forward on 
their journey." - ·with KaXwr; 1roiEiv, comp. Acts x. 13, Phil. 
iv. 14; with 1rpo1reµ1,ELV = "to fit out for a journey," Rom. 
xv. 24, 1 Cor. xvi. G, 16, Tit. iii. 13. -af{wr; TOU 0EoU 

( corn p. 1 Thess. ii. 12 ; Col. i. 10) does not belong to Ka A. 
7rOLYJITEL<;, but to 1rpo1reµ,yar; = "as worthy of God, with all 
care and love" (Li.icke). 

Ver. 7. Confirmation of the exhortation that has been 
uttered: the brethren deserve such help, for, etc.. v1rep "/ap 

TOU ovoµaTor; Jg1}>..0av] With the Ree. reading : ovoµaTor; airrou, 

avTou refers back to Tou 0Eou; but this avTou is to be regarded 
as an interpolation j TO /Jvoµa (without av-rou) is neither "thl· 
Christian doctrine or religion," nor " the name of the brethren " 
(Paulus: " because they were called missionaries"), but "the 
name of Christ" (Li.icke, de Wette, Baumgarten-Cmsius, Sander, 
Braune, etc.), as in Acts v. 41 (according to the correct read
ing); comp. also Jas. ii. 7, and I,r;natii ep. ad Eplws. cap. 3 and 
7. - u1rep is here used in the same sense as in Rom. i. G, and 
igepxEu0ai as in Acts xv. 40 (Li.icke, de Wette, Baumgarten
Urusius, Sander, Braune, etc.); so that the sense is: for the 
sake of the name of Christ, i.e. for the spread of it, they 
went forth (as missionaries). Several commentators (Beza, 
Schmidius, Bengel, Uarpzovius, Wolf) connect igiJX0av witl1 
a7ro TWV i0vLKWV [ e0vwv] in the sense : expulsi sunt a pagan is ; 
but this idea is arbitrarily imported into igijx0av ; 1 besides, 
the connection with a1r6 T. i0v. is unsuitable, because then 
the words µ71oev Xaµ{3a.vovTEr; remain too indefinite. The 
assertion of Wolf, that Xaµ/3a.vELv is not construed with a1ro, 

is refuted by Matt. xvii. 25. By the addition: µ71oev Xa,u.-

1 Grotius, inclce<l, correctly connects a.,.., "· 11,. with )..a,.,.{lri.,.,,,.,;, but inter
prets it~,., .. : a J uclaea ejecti sunt per J udaeos incrcdulos ; the Prroneous it!e;i 
that the apostle considered the Jews as the antithesis of the Gentiles has clearly 
led him to this arbitrary interpretation. 
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J3,1VOVTE<; ,ir.o TWV i.0vucwv, the necessity of assisting these 
brethren is brought out. The present participle is either used 
in the imperfect sense (ver. 3), or-as is more probable-it is 
nsecl in order to indicate the µ,718Ev -Xaµ,/3,fvEw ci?To T. i.0v. as 
the maxim of these missionaries (so also Diisterdieck and 
Braune). It is very usual to regard this maxim as the same 
as that which Paul took for his, and of "·hich he speaks in 
passages like 1 Cor. ix. 18 ; 2 Cor. xi. 7 ff., :xii. 16 ff. ; 
1 Thess. ii. !) ff.; but a?To Twv Mvu,wv (= il0vCJJv, comp. 
).fatt. vi. 7, xviii. 17) does not suit this; the maxim of Paul 
,rns not to make the care for his support an obligation on the 
C'hnrches among which he laboured, but here it is licatlten that 
are spoken of. It was by these that these missionary brethren 
,rnuld not allow themselves to be assisted, because they did 
not want to build up Christ's work by the wealth of the 
heathen, but trusted to Christians that in Christian love they 
would provide for them what was needful.1 

Yer. 8 inclicates "the highest point of view for Christian 
4>1-Xo~Ev{a" (Li.icke). - 17µ,E'i<; ovv] 1jµ,e'i<; emphatically forms 
the antithesis to oi i.0vtKot; as they take nothing from the 
Gentiles, 1i-c Christians are bound to take an interest in them ; 
otpel"}.oµ,ev V7rOAaµ/3avf.lV TOV<; TOIOVTOU,] V'TT'OAaµ,j3cLVf.lV is 
just as little used in the N. T. in the sense of hospitable recep
tion (0cc. U7T'00EXf.lT0ai) as the a7ro"},..aµ/3avetv that is found 
in the Rl'c. In the classics it appears (but not a7roAaµ/3c;_ve,v) 

both in this meaning ancl in the modified signification : " to 
support" (so in Strabo: oi e{mopot TOV<; EV0€f.G<; vr.oXaµ/3avouui); 

so it is to be taken here also, aud in connection willt it the 
play upon words, between "},..aµ,/3avovTE, and v1ro ... Aaµ/3,'tvf.lv, 
must not be overlooked. - t'va uuvEp,yol ,y,.vwµ,e0a T!J ,iX1/0eiq,] 
Coufinuation of o<f,E{\oµw. The dative Tfj 1t\110. is not de
pendent on uuv; Vnlg. : ut cooperatores simus veritatis ; 
Luther: "so that we may be helpers of the trnth" (so Grotin~, 
Dengel, Desser, etc.), but it is the dative of reference, and uuv 
refers back to ToV<; wwvrnu, (Briickner, Diistcrdieck, Ebrani, 
llraune): "so that we may be their fellow-workers for the 
truLh;" comp. ~ Cor. viii. 23; Col. iv. 11, where instcatl of 
the dative the preposition el<; is usecl. 

1 Ell"ahl 1111rnitahly ,k,luct~ this maxim from the commau,l of Christ, )la'.t. 

x. 8 10. 
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Vv. 0, 10. ~ otice of Diotrephes. - /!rypai.frc£ TL TV £1C1CA1Ju{q,] 

The n, which according to the authorities is probably genuine, 
does not serve, as Li.i.cke rightly remarks, to intensify = 
" something important," but rather to weaken= " something, 
a little." - The reading: i!rypa,fra ,Iv (Vulg.: scripsissem for
sitan), has originated in the idea that the apostle would not 
write au epistle, of the unsuccessfulness of which he was pre
Yiously convinced. The Church to which the apostle wrote is 
not that from which the brethren (ver. 7) went forth (Bengel, 
Besser), but that to which Caius belonged. The opinion that 
this writing is the so-called First Epistle of J olm (\Y olf, Storr, 
etc.) is just as untenable as the view that it is the Second Epistle 
of John (Ewald, Besser, etc.), for the contents of these two have 
1wthing in common with the circumstances which are here 
allu<led to. This writing must, according to the context in 
which it is mentioned, have treated of the reception or sup
port of the missionary brethren. If it was only such a short 
occasional writing, it is easily intelligible how it may have 
been lost ; besides, however, it is natural to suppose that it 
was withheld from the Church by Diotrephes. - a"A."A.' o cpt"A.o-

, > ~ ,4 ,I..' > '"' '~] I th -;;p(i)'TEVCiJV aVTCiJV ~ to-rpe.,.,17c; OUIC E7T"WEXETat 17µac; n ese 
words the apostle expresses the experience which he had had 
of Diotrephes. It may be assumed that the apostle wrote to 
the Church of Diotrephes in regard to the reception of the 
missionary brethren, and that the bearers of the Epistle 
reported to him the conduct of Diotrephes, which he now 
tells to Caius. As to the more particular circumstances of 
Diotrephes nothing further is known. From what John says 
about him, it cannot be inferred either that he was presbyter, 
or that he was deacon of the Church; yet the contrary con
clusion cannot either be drawn. ,vhen Grotius represents 
him as an opponent of the Jewish-Christians, and others, on 
the contrary, regard him as a false teacher of Jewish or Gnostic 
views, these are unfounded conj.ectures ; if either the one or 
the other were the case, John would certainly have indicated 
it. John only accuses him of one thing, namely, the cpi7-..o

,.p(i)TEilew, from which his uuchristian conduct resulted. 
<f,t"A.o7rpCiJ-reve,v is a a7T". "A.ery.; yet in the later Greek writers 
<f,t"A.c!7T"pCiJ-roc; and cpt"A.o7rpCiJ-re{a appear. The scholion in l\fatthiae 
• l l I • • ,I.. ' b • ',I.. 'Y ' ~ ng it y exp mns o .,.,t""A.o7rpw-reuCiJv y : o v.,.,apr.a~CiJV -ra 7rpCiJTEta; 
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he ambitiously arrogateu to himself the highest authority in 
the Church, which macle himself an opponent of the apostle. 
Dy what means he was able to obtain valiclity for this assump
tian we do not know; perhaps hy assembling the Church in 
his house. - a vTo v refers to EKKA'l'/rn'a, as a collective idea. 
- ovK E7itoix£u0a, ~µas-] Emoix£u0a,. in the N. T. only 
here and in ver. 10, means "to rcccicc;" it is incorrect to 
change 17µas into " our epistles or exhortations" (Grotius, 
L,icke, de W ette, etc.). In the fact that Diotrephes rejected 
the communication of the apostle, ancl refused to receive the 
urethren recommended in it, he justly obtained rejection for 
himself (so also l~raune). It is unnecessary, therefore, to 
ascribe to E7itDEX£a0at here the modi lieu meaning: "to accept. 
to let pass," in which it appears in the classics. Ver. 10. o,a 
TouTo, eav EA.0w, inroµv11uw K.T.A.] Though, in the absence of 
John, Diotrephes resisted his authority, yet John hoped by his 
presence to obtain for it its due weight, and therefore he had 
resolved to come himself to that Chmch ancl personally to 
oppose the intrigues of Diotrephes. - ·with irrroµv11uw, which 
is here used with the seconclary signification of blame, it is 
not necessary to supply avTov ; although Diotrephes is meant, 
yet John <lid not write avTov, because he hacl in view at the 
same time all those who adhered to him (so Braune correctly); 
comp. 2 Tim. ii. 14. In ,vhat the ifprya of Diotrephes, to 
which the apostle intends the inroµ,µv,;u,mv to refer, con
sistetl, the following participial clauses sto.te.1 - Ao-yos- 1iov17po'ir; 
<f,Auapwv 1jµas] <f,Avap£'iv (in the N. T. a, a.7r, "-"'Y·; the aclj. 
<f,Avapo,, l Tim. v. 13) = nugari; Oecumenius paraphrases it 
Ly Aotoop1;'iv, KaKoA.0~;1;'iv : this, however, does not express the 
idea. of the chatter that says 110thi11g which is contained in 
<f,">..uapE'iv. The verb, in itself intransitive, is here constrned 
with the accusative (as 0ptaµ/3£vw, Col. ii. 1 i, ; µa017T£vw, 
:Matt. xxviii. 1 !J), thus: "he pl'atc~ a.'lainst us slanclaousl!f with 
wicl.:cd 11.:ords." - Ka£ µ11 cipKovµ£vor; f7i£ 'TOVTOtS-] Diotrephcs 
did not content himself with <f,Auap1;'iv ngaiw-;t the npostle alone 
(u.pK£'iu0at is only here used in construction with E7T'i; else-

1 Ewalu stra11gely onrlouks the followi11g wor,ls whl'II, after lra11slati11g tlae 
J•r('t'P<li11g wonls, lac says : "But the :11;thor <'a1111ut ,!well on this pai11f11l 
i1wi,l('J1t ; he breaks off abruptly, to turn bal'k tu tlac good, exclai111i11g: 
Bcloreu ! " etc. 
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where the dative is found: Luke iii. 14; Heb. xiii. 5, and other 
passages); he injured the brethren also. - OUT€ al/70<; imoexeTat 

TOV<; a0€A.cpov<; ,cat, IC.T.X.] With OUT€ the following ,ea{ cor
responds; auTa<; is contrasted with Tov<; /3ovXoµ,evov<;. -There 
is no reason to take imoexeu0at here in a different sense from 
that of ver. 9, although it takes a different bearing towards 
different persons, one way in regard to the apostle, another 
way in regard to the aOEXcpo{, who are here mentioned, and 
who a1·e to be regarded as gevoi ; they are the same as were 
spoken of previously (ver. 7, etc.). - With Tovi; /3ov)..oµ,evov<; 

we are to understand imoexeu0a, aUTOIJ', (C reads just E'7Tt0€

')COf-1,EVOII', instead of /3ov),,,.) ; there were therefore some persons 
in the Church who were ready to receive the strangers, in 
opposition to Diotrephes ; but Diotrephes did not permit 
it, nay, he opposed them with all force. - ,ml, i" Tij c: 
EICICATJCTta<; i,c/3aA.A€t] It is not TOV<; U0€Acpov<;, but TOV', 

/3ouXoµ,evovr; that is the object. - e,c/3a)I.XE£v h -riji; e,c,c-;\71-

u{ar; signifies expulsion from the Church, as the object is 
not TOV<; aOEAcpou<;, but 'TOV<; /30VA.Of-1,EVOV', j the expression is 
arbitrarily weakened if we understand by it merely that 
"Diotrephes no longer admitted those who opposed him to the 
meetings of the Church which he held in his house" (Braune). 
The common opinion is, that Diotrephes had actually already 
expelled some persons from the Church, whether irregularly 
by means of faction, or with arrogant violence, or whether by 
intrigues he bad brought about resolutions of the Church to 
that effect; but it is also possible that the apostle describes 
as an act of Diotrephes what he in his pride had threatened 
to do, so that the expression then is one of keen irony. -
If arbitrary hypotheses are not admitted, we must regard as 
the cause of the behaviour of Diotrephes only his vanity
which showed itself in his cpi)l.07rp(JJTEvetv. By the way in 
which a part of the Church (especially Caius) had interested 
itself in the strangers, and had been mentioned in John's 
communications on the subject, Diotrephes, in his vanity, had 
probably felt offended, and this had excited his anger, which 
led him to the conduct which John rebukes in such simple 
but severe words. 

Ver. 11. From the special case the apostie deduces an 
exhortation of general import. - µ~ µ,tµov 'TO ,ca,cav, aHa TO 
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,i-ya0ov J On µ1µ.£'ia0a1, comp. especially Heh. xiii. 7. - The 
expressions: ,o KaKov and -ro ci,ya0ov, can so much the less he 
regarded as un-,J uham1can ( de "'\Y ette) as in John Y. 2 () the 
corresponding a11!ithcsis: -ra «01a0a and -re',, <f,afi'Jl.a, is fuutlll, 
and in John xYiii. 23 the neuter singular -ro KaKov. The 
additional sentence : o ci,a001rotwv ... -rov 0£riv, expresses the 
same thought that fn~qnently appears in the J<'ir;;t Epistle of 
,Tolin, c;;pecially in chap. iii. G. -The ideas: ci~1aBor.01£'iv awl 
KaK01rot£tv, arc to he taken quite generally, and must 11ot l,c 
li111itcd to the special Yirtue of bcne,·olence ( a Lapidc, Lorinn~. 
Grotius, Paulus); comp. 1 Pet. ii. 14, 15, 20, iii. G, 17. -
The corresponding expressions: EK -rov Brnv Eivai and ilJJpa
,cevat -rov Bdv, arc mccl also in the 1''ir~t El'istle of John: 
lJnt why the Johauucan: OUK ,i,yvlJJ 'TOV 0£ov (1 ,John fr. s,,. 
should l,e more conforrnahle to the style of ,John than the 
C(1unlly Juh:rnuean: ovx iwpa,ce 'TOV Beov (1 ,John iii. G;, a;; 
Lticke allll de "'\Yetle think, is not quite 1wrceptiblc. 

Yer. 12. ~\s the apostle, by µ.17 µ.cµou -ro KaK011, has warnc,l 
Cains a;,'.ninst imitatiull of Diolrephes, so he now puts Dernl'lrin-
1 ,cfore l1im as an cx,nnple for imitation-correspomlin,c;· t11 

(tAAa. 'TO ,i~,a0ov. "'\\'ho this Demetrius was, ho,,·eyer, allli 
where he linll his alJo,le, is not stated. Ehranl thinks that hl' 

had been one of the {3ovXoµevot (ver. 10) in the Church ol 
Diotrephcs, and had perhaps l1ee11 excommunicated by him : 
lmt in tlwt case Caius must have known him, so that he dill 
not require this strong testimony of the apostle in his favour : 
the view that he was the bearer of the Epistle (Diistcnlicck 
Liicke, etc.) is more probable. - µ.eµap-rvp11-rat refers - i11 
accordance with J olm'::; usage of the perfect-not merely to :c 
past, but also to :,, present record. ,-iapTvpe'ia0at freque11tl~
:1ppears in the :,;mnc absolute way as here, especially in tlw 
Acts; comp. chap. vi. 3, x. 22, and passim. - r.111,TlJJV i~ nnt 
to Le extemled to the heathen, with Occumenius and Theophy
lact, but refers to the Church to which Demetrius belo11ge1l; 
Ebrnnl incorrectly understands by it " the brethren," vv. 10, 
7, 5; the apostle' would have distinctly mentioned them, a.ml 
lJcsides, the 1rav-rwv, which is clearly used emphatically, wouhl 
lJc unsuitable iu reference to them. - Kat ur.' avr'lc; 'TI/, 
ci\.170£{ac;] \Yhilst the commentators arc agreed in this, that 
the truth is here personified, they deviate \\'illely from one 
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another in their more particular definition of the idea; most 
of them understand hy it the life of Demetrius as that which 
testifies for him, whether they interpret aA1j0na ~ reality 
(Hornejus: ipsa rei veritns; Grotius: res ipsae) or as the life 
itself, in so far as it is a testimony to his virtue (Beausobre : 
c'est a, <lire, (_]_UC sa conduite est un temoin reel de sa vcrtu). 
This, however, is incorrect, as both the expression itself ( avTr, 
iJ aA1J0Ha) and also its position (between 7ravTE<; and 7Jµ€'i,<1 

indicate that the apostle meant by 1j aA.1J0€ta something 
objectively contrasted with Demetrius. Diister<lieck (with 
whom Braune agrees) has rightly perceived this; but as he at 
the same time retains the reference to the life, he finds the 
testimony of the objective Christian truth in the fact that it 
gives commandments to man, and that inasmuch as Demetrim 
fulfils them, it is by these commandments that the truth bears 
a good testimony to him. But apart from the fact that this 
introduction of the commandments cannot be justified, the 
whole interpretation has something too artificial to permit of 
its being regarded as correct. The hypothetical interpretation 
of Lucke: " if the infallible Christian truth, comp. ver. 3, itself 
were asked, it would give him a good testimony" (similarly 
Schlichting), does not suit the positive µEµapT11p17mt. It is 
too far-fetched, with Baumgarten-Crusius, to regard the result 
of the Christian activity of Demetrius as the testimony of the 
truth to him. A simple, clear idea would lJe brought out if, 
with Sander, we could regard it as " a special testimony which 
John had received through the Holy Ghost in reference to 
Demetrius;" but there is no justification for this. The correct 
way will be to interpret 117r' avTTJ<; TTJ<; a"/l..170Etai; in close con
nection with 117ro 7ravTwv, and to conclude that the apostle 
adds the former in order to bring out the fact that the goocl 
report of all has its origin not merely in their human judgment, 
but in the testimony of the aA170Eta which dwells in them (so 
also Bruckner) ; and that the expression avT~ 1J a)\,170eta is 
not merely a personification, but is a description of the Holy 
Ghost (comp. 1 John v. 6 : TO 7rveuµa ECTTLV 17 ci"A.,f0Eta). The 
opinion that avT~ 17 a"/l..,f0eta, in contrast with 7rCLVT€<;, cannot 
be the truth that produces their testimony, and that testifies 
for Demetrius (Ebrard,1 Braune), is refuted by John xv. 26, 27, 

1 Ebrard's view-that ,vc arc here "to consider the truth as a 11oioe1· and 
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as here, in a quite similar way, the testimony o[ the Spirit of 
truth is conjoined with the testimony of the disdple,;, the 
fatter being produced and confirmed by the former. - To the 
testimony of all the apostle further specially adds his oic,i: 
Kat ~µlir; OE µapTvpovµEv] By /Cat ... oe a stronger emphasis is 
laid on ~µlis. - ·with ,cat oloar; K,T.>..., comp. John xix. 35, 
xxi. 24. - ]1y the reading: ol'OaTf, Caius and his friends are 
addressed together. 

Vv. 13, 14. The same thoughts as in 2 John 12; even the 
expression is little different; this agreement is most naturally 
explained by the contemporaneousness of the two Epistles. -
',.OA,A,(1, flxov ,ypa,[,ai] "I would ltavc many things lo W1'itc to 

thr"c, but ... ;" as in Acts xxv. 22; comp. ,Viner, p. 253; 
VII. p. 265; A. Buttmann, p. 187 (de Wette); an av is not 
omitted. Diisterdieck and Ebrard translate: "I had much to 
write," unsuitably, because the apostle is not speaking of the 
past, but of the present. - Instead of paper (Second John), it 
is the ,ca;\.aµor;, " tltc nTiting-rccd," that is mentioned as the 
writing material along with the ink. - On €'">..r.tsw oi K.T.X., 

see ia.v e>..0w, ver. 10. 
Ver. Li. dp11v11 o-oi] The blessing at the end of the First 

Epistle of I)eter runs similarly; colllp. be,;ides, Gal. vi. 1 G ; 
Eph. vi. 23; 2 Thess. iii. 16 (also Rom. xv. 33; 2 l\w. 
xiii. 11; 1 Thess. v. 23; Heb. xiii. 20). - ao-r.asovTai 0'€ OL 
rp{Xo, K.T.>...] It is in harmony with the character of the Epistle, 
as a private communication, that John does not send greetings 
from the whole Church, but from the special friends of Cain$, 
and so also commissions him with greetings only to his (the 
apostle's) rpi.Aot. The latter was the more natural, as imlecd n. 
part of the Church was at enmity with John. - On KaT' ovoµa, 
eomp. John x. 3; it belongs to ao-r.asou, aml is - ovoµaaTi 
(see :'.\Ieyer on this passage) ; the personal relationship is 
thereby emphasized, as Caius is to greet c\·cry one of the 
friends specially (by name). 

n,ight .•ho1d11g itself in the life of Demetrius; the lrnth whiel1 mightily show, ,l 
itsdf in him in those <lays in the relations with Diotrqihcs, without uoulit (') 
in the fact that for the sake of the ,i;.,1,,,. he cmlur,·u serious ill-trcatm(l1t 
or suffering" -is clearly affccte<l, apart from other ucfccts, by arbitrary i111• 
11ortatio12s. 




